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1. Introduction

Our goal:
To give an analysis of agreement restrictions and condit@mnincorporation in Southern
Tiwa in terms of Agree (Chomsky (2000; 2001)).

General background
Southern Tiwa (Tanoan, New Mexico) is head-marking, exkibich agreement (using
portmanteau morphemes) and makes extensive use of noompanation.

Noun classes:
The singular and plural forms of 3rd person nouns in Soutfiema belong to one of three
inflectional classes — called A, B, and C, respectively -ofsihg one of the patterns 1,2,3:

(1) |Pattern 1 Pattern 2 Pattern 3
Singulal A A B
Plural B C C

Note:

(i) Animate nouns always follow pattern 1 (Rosen (1990, $.72)
(i) Only 3rd person nouns belong to a class.

Agreement:
Verbs agree with ergative (NR), absolutive (NR,;) and dative (NR,;) with respect to
person, number, and class (3rd only), see (2), (3), andr@H) Rosen (1990, 670).

2) a. Temi-ban (eskwela-'ay)
1stsg-go-passchool-to
“I went (to school)”
b. A-mi-ban (eskwela-"ay)
2ndsg-go-passchool-to
“You went (to school)”
?3) a. Kamusa-wia-ban
1stsg:A:2ndsg-cat-give-past
“| gave the cat to you”
b. Kammusa-wia-ban
1stsg:B:2ndsg-cat-give-past
“l gave the cats to you”

4) a. ’'Uide tammusa-wia-ban
child-A 1stsg:B:A-cat-give-past
“I gave the cats to the child”
b. ‘’Uide tow-keuap-wia-ban
child-A 1stsg:C:A-shoe-give-past
“| gave the shoes to the child”

Notation:
An affix that encodes agreement with NP= X, NP, =Y, and NR,, = Z is glossed as
X:Y:Z; accordingly for NR,, and NR,, (X:Y), and NR,;; and NR, (Y:Z).

2. TheData

2.1. Agreement Restrictions

Southern Tiwa agreement is subject to several restrictidngry explicit and elegant anal-
ysis is given in Rosen (1990) (Allen and Frantz (1983), Ali¢ml. (1990), Aissen (1990)).

5) First agreement restriction (simple transitives; Rose®9Q, 675f.)):
If NP,,., in a simple transitive structure is 3rd, then )\Rmust be 3rd, too.

Note:

(i) There is no agreement suffix for A/B/C:1st/2nd in traivei (as is indicated by “???” in
(6-b)). To express such a proposition, Southern Tiwa redord passive (see (6-c)).

(ii) NP, obligatorily incorporates (see (6-a), lit. “I dog-saw” chsection 2.2.).

(i) The restriction in (5) is very reminiscent of the “weaRerson Case Constraint (PCC)
(see in particular Anagnostopoulou (2006) and refererteargin).

(6) a. Ti-khwian-mu-ban
1stsg:A-dog-see-past
“| saw the dog”
b. *Uide ??7?-nii-ban
child-A A:2nd-see-past
“The child saw you”
c. ’Uide-ba ma-nii-che-ban
child-inst2ndpl-see-pass-past
“You were seen by the child”
(7)  Second agreement restriction (dative intransitive; Rq4&90, 678f.)):
In a structure with NR, and NRy;, NP,;,; must be 3rd (NR,; is free).

(8) a. Im-seuan-wan-ban

B:1stsg-man-come-past
“The men came to me”

b. *???-wan-ban
2ndsg:1stsg-come-past
“You came to me”

c. A-wan-ban na-'ay
2ndsg-come-pashe-to
“You came to me”



Note:

(i) Here Southern Tiwa resorts to an oblique (marked by ttst-position-'ay), see (8-c).
(i) The restriction is known as the “strong” PCC, see Bori&9q1), Boeckx (2000), Anag-
nostopoulou (2003; 2006), Rezac (2004), Richards (200&yeAand Harbour (2007).

(9)  Third agreement restriction (ditransitives; Rosen (19807)):
In a ditransitive structure, NF, must not be 3rd and NR, must be 3rd (NR is
free).

(20) a. Tow-wia-ban

1stsg:C:A-give-past

“I gave them to him/her”
b. *???-wia-ban

A:C:A-give-past

“He gave them to him/her”
c. *???-wia-ban

1stsg:2ndsg:A-give-past

“I gave you to him”

Note:
The second part of (9) again constitutes an instance of thegPCC.

(11)  Summary of agreement restrictions:

a. *Nperg,Srd + NPubs,lsL/an (Weak PCC)
b. *NPg, + NPabs,lst/?nd (Strong PCC)
C. (I) *NPe*'rg + NPy + NPabs.lst/Qnd (Strong PCC)

(i) *NP¢rg3ra + NPygy + NP, (restriction on NB.)

2.2. Incorporation

Rosen (1990) shows that there is a correlation betweenmgregestrictions and conditions
on noun-incorporation in Southern Tiwa (see also Allen e{1#884), Sadock (1985), Baker
(1988) on N-incorporation in Southern Tiwa).

(12)  First condition on incorporation (Rosen (1990, 680)):
If NP, is the sole argument of a clause, then it must incorporateifimate and
must not incorporate if animate.

(13) a. Musan-teurawe-ban
cats B-run-past
“The cats ran”
b. *I-musa-teurawe-ban
B-cat-run-past

(14) a. |-K'uru-k'euwe-m
B-dipper-old-pres
“The dipper is old”
b. *K'uru i-k’euwe-m
dipperB-old-pres
(15)  Second condition on incorporation (Rosen (1990, 681)):
NP.,, never incorporates.

(16)

an

(18)

19)

(20)

(1)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

a. Seuanirbi-musa-mban

men  B:B-cat-see-past

“The men saw the cats” Not: “The cats saw the men”
b.  Ibi-kan-hwiwimu-'an

B:B-horse-hate-pres

“They hate horses” Not: “Horses hate them”

Third condition on incorporation (Rosen (1990, 681f.)):
NP,,: never incorporates.

a. Ta-'U'u-wia-ban hliawrade
1stsg:A:A-baby-give-pastoman
“I gave the baby to the woman”
b. *Ta-hliawra-'u’u-wia-ban
1stsg:A:A-woman-baby-give-past
Fourth condition on incorporation (Rosen (1990, 682f.)):
An NP, that is not the sole argument of the clause obligatorilyipocates (unless
(22)).
a. Musan-hliaw-ban na-'ay
cats B-come.down-pashe-to
“The cats came down to me”
b. *I-musa-hliaw-ban  na-ay
B-cat-come.down-pasb-me

a. Im-musa-hliaw-ban
B:1stsg-cat-come.down-past
“the cats came down to me”
b. Musani-hliaw-ban
cats B-come.down-past
Fifth condition on incorporation (Rosen (1990, 683, 688)):
An NP, that is not the sole argument can optionally obviate (otierwbligatory)
incorporation (see (19)) if it is interpreted as specific &@red and b. hold.
a. NR,,is 1st/2nd.
b. Thereis no NR; co-argument.
a. Ti-seuan-ii+-ban
1stsg:A-man-see-past
“I saw the man”
b. Seuanidéi-mi-ban
man 1stsg:A-see-past

a. @-seuan-iitban
A:A-man-see-past
“He/she saw the man”

b. *Seuanided-mi-ban
man A:A-see-past

a. Ka-'u'u-wia-ban
1stsg:A:2ndsg-baby-give-past
“I gave the baby to you”



b. *U’ude ka-wia-ban
baby 1stsg:A:2ndsg-give-past

3. Assumptions

Case and agreement (Chomsky (2001)):

(i) Agreement features on T/v (the probes) lack values (persumber, and in the case of
Southern Tiwa, class); they must recieve these values fign@eaent features of the NP
arguments (the goals).

(i) Case features on NP arguments must be valued in the)spgtthe verbal heads T or v.
(i) Case valuation on NP is a by-product of agreement w#neon T/v (case and agreement
are two sides of the same coin.

(iv) Valuation is performed by the operation Agree, see (26)

(26)  Agree
« can agree with# with respect to a feature bundleiff a.-d. hold:
a. «bears at least one unvalued probe featurie amd thereby seeks thievalue
of a matching goal featur@in I".
« c-commands;.
0 is the closest goal to.
(3 bears an unvalued case feature.

(27)  Closeness:
Goal is closer to prober than goaly if a. and b. hold.

a. «c-commands botf¥ and~.
b. 3 asymetrically c-commands

coo

Activation condition:
Case as boolean switch: If [case] is unvalued (switchedtbe)) the goal is visible for the
probe; if [case] is valued (switched off), then the goal igsible (see (26-d)).

(28)  Maximize (Chomsky (2001)):
One application of Agree values all features of the probgfihd a matching feature
on the currently selected goal (see also Pesetsky’s (1988hE&ss Principle).

T and v in Southern Tiwa:

(i) T and v each come in two varieties in Southern Tiwa: ondwitvalued agreement and
class (TogrOciass:0) + ViagrO,class:0)), the other without (L) + vy, called “defective”).

(i) Variants of T and v combine freely, see (29).(T+ v[_ is ruled out on independent
grounds: Being unable to value any case it is incompatibile WP arguments.)

(iii) Special assumptions: The simple intransitive casepleys either T with unvalued
[agrd] and a default valued [class:A] or T with unvalued [claslsand default valued [agr]
([pers:3,num:sq])).

(29) T/v-combinatorics Clause type
T[agr:D] + V[—] — transitive
T[agr:D] + V{agr:0J] — ditransitive
T} + ViagrOy — dative intransitive
T[agr:D,class:A] + V[—] or
Tipersi3numisg,class:0] T V=] — Simple intransitive

(30) Clausal structure:
[TP T [VP NPerg [v‘ \ [VP diat [V' \% NPabs ]]]]]
(31) Case assignment:

Tipers] — Ergative

Vipers] — Dative

TN{num class] — Absolutive
“HiSpec”:

We equate Rosen’s (1990) categdySpec (“highly specific”) with the presence of a
D-head. Nouns that are not HiSpec lack a DP-shell (i.e., are KPs). As a strong tendency
HiSpec (DP) associates with animacy, specificity, and #ee li

Assumption:

DPs (HiSpecs) are always animate, but animates need noD@besee (32) (Rosen (1990,
699); see also Adger and Harbour (2007, 20) for the sameaelaetween the features
[participant] and [animacy] in Kiowa):

(32) One-way implication:

DP — animate
animate4~ DP
Observation:

NP.,, and NR,, must be animate (Rosen (1990, 682); see also Fillmore (1%&8etsky
(1995), Adger and Harbour (2007)).

Proposal:
(i) By (32), this follows from their obligatorily being DP$i{Spec), i.e., DB, and DRy,.
(i) By contrast, NR, is only optionally HiSpec, i.e. optionally QR or NP,,.

Accessibility of class:
(i) The class feature is located on the NP, i.e., it is a leypcaperty of the category N.
(ii) If “protected” by a DP-shell, the NP’s class feature @ accessible from outside of DP.

(33)  Nominal structure:
[DP D[peTsJL'unl] [NP N[class] ]]
Possible implementation:
(i) Alongside vP and CP, DP constituteplaase(Chomsky (2001)). As such, it is subject to
the Phase Impenetrability Condition, (34).

(ii) Once v has been introduced into the structure, evemgtbin the complement side of D (of
a DP within VP) becomes inaccessible due to the PIC; only Bpexl D remain accessible.

(34) Phase Impenetrability Condition, PIC; (Chomsky (2001))
The domain of a head X of a phase XP is not accessible to opesat ZP (the next
phase); only X and its edge (SpecX) are accessible to suchtopes.

4. Analysis1: Agreement restrictions

Core idea:
(i) Sometimes, the features of a functional head F act agapprobes, with the result that



the case features of several NPs can be valued by a single (s@b Taraldsen (1995), Anag-
nostopoulou (2003), Rezac (2004), Sigurdsson and Holm2€@e), Richards (2008)).

(ii) The NP closest to F will establish Agree with F first anchsame certain probes (as many
as possible, by (28)). Probe features once consumed caemetused for case valuation of
other NPs (i.e., there is no “true” multiple Agree).

(i) Thus the (set of) probe features available for moreagar\Ps is constrained, resulting
in PCC-effects (see Bonet (1991), Boeckx (2000), Anagnumsttou (2003), Haspelmath
(2003), Rezac (2004), Richards (2008)).

4.1. Transitives

Recall:

(i) Transitives with DR,, and DP/NRy, involve T, + vi-). (Assumption: v selects
for a VP with only one argument).

(i) Thus the probe(s) on T must value the case features ¢f D8Y,, and DP/NR,.

Auxiliary assumption:

D in Southern Tiwa comes in two varieties: either defectiwih person features only,
or complete, with person and number features (cf. Anagpostou (2003; 2006) on the
defective nature of dative DPs); defective, ), complete: By num)

Scenario 1:

Assume that DR, is 1st/2nd and N is 3rd. T probes for the closer DP in order to
value its agreement features (and.RQR case feature). Maximize (28) forces valuation of
T's [pers] and [num] by DB, (seed in (35)). Since 1st/2nd DR, lacks class, the class
probe is left for NRy,. NP, usually incorporates (see section 2.2.) suggesting that, MP
not embedded under D (even if animate). Thus, its classre#&uaccessible (by PIC) and
both NR,,,’s case feature and the class probe on T (Sgbecome valued. Note that DR
must not be defective, otherwise T’s [num] would remain lued (NB,;,; lacks D).

) AT
T vP
[persz] /\

[numy] DP.,, v
[classz]

\Y NP s
[classz]

Scenario 2:
Assume that both DR, and DR, are 1st/2nd. Since neither of them bears [class], they
can only get their case features valued if they are probegérs] and/or [num]. Suppose
first that DR, is complete. Then Maximize forces valuation of [pers] anahfih by DF,,.,
leaving nothing for DR, to get its case feature valued. But if DPis defective, then it
consumes [pers] on T only (ség&in (36)), leaving [num] for DB,, (seel]). (Note that the
derivation must crash if DR, is defective).

(36) T

Vv DPs
[persw]
[num 3]

Prediction:
Scenario 2 predicts that exclusively RPcan control for number agreement. The syn-
cretisms in (37) illustrate that the prediction is borne antl thus support the assumption
that D can be defective in Southern Tiwa.

(37) DP.,, 1st 2nd

DP,s sg du pl|sg du pl
sg bey- bey- bey-

1st du ku- ku- ku-
pl ku- ku- ku-
sg | i- i- i-

2nd du |men- men- men-
pl | ma- ma- ma-

Potential question and answer:

Q: Wouldn't one expect DR, to lack control for person in contrast to what can apparently
be observed (cf., e.gogy-vs. i- for DP,,,'s change from 1st/sg to 2nd/sg)?

A: Yes, but the observed co-variation of the affix (and of, QB person value) could equally
well be interpreted as being caused by variation of,)®value for person (as expected).

Note:
Affixes for contexts in which both arguments are marked fer $ame person belong to a
special reflexive paradigm, which we do not address here.

Problem:
There is still an unvalued class-feature on T (see [dlglss: (36)).

Claim:
In the context of a 1st/2nd DF, Southern Tiwa grammar can, as a last resort, delete an
unvalued class feature on T (n (36)) that has not been valued by Agree. This is rule (38).

(38)  Feature deletion:
Unvalued [clas$]] on T can be deleted in the local context of 1st/2nd person.

Scenario 3:

Suppose that both DR, and NR,, are 3rd. In this scenario, the features are valued almost
exactly as in scenario 1, except that this time.QRloeshave a class goal. However, this
goal is not accessible, being embedded under a DP-shell.
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Prediction:

Scenarios 1 and 3 make the prediction that person and nurgbegraent should be exclu-
sively controled for by DR.,. However, pending a proper subanalysis of the affixes, ibis n
decidable whether the prediction is borne out (due to thexdation of NR,,’s class):

(39) DR..4 1st 2nd 3rd
NP5 sg du plisg du pl |[Ay As By C
A [ti- in- i- |a- men- ma-|@d- in- - u-
3rd B |bi- imim- ibi- | i- mimim- bibi-| i- imim- ibi-
C |te- kin- kiwqku- men- mow-u- in- iw-

Problem:

Scenario 3 requires that D cannot control for class. However,dbesseem to control
for class (see, e.gu- vs. in- vs. iw- with a class C NR, in (39)), so that all of T's probes
should be exhausted, leaving no probe to valug,NP

Auxiliary observation:
Recall that 3rd animate NPs always follow pattern 1 in (1)thi@ singular, they belong to
class A, in the plural, they belong to class B.

Solution:

We thus reinterpret the alleged class agreement of O (39) as number agreement. Note
that at the same time this suggests that,pi complete (i.e., bears [perahd [num]) in
some contexts in Southern Tiwa.

Scenario 4:

Finally assume that DF, is 3rd while DRy, is 1st/2nd. Again, T must value both DPand
DP,s. If DP,,, is complete, it consumes both [pers] and [num]; the dedvatrashes as
DP,;s, being 1st/2nd, does not possess a class feature to valolatiseprobe on T, thereby
failing to value its own [case]. Thus DR must be defective. It values [pers] (S8én (40))

and DR, values [num] (seé&l). However, there still remains an unvalued [class] on T (see
), which cannot be deleted by (38) (recall that (38) is confittethe context 1st/2nd). The
derivation crashes, yielding restriction (5).

(40) T

O T vP

[persx]

[numy] DP.,, v
[classD] |

[persz] v VP

\Y DPs
[persuw]
[numy]

4.2. Ditransitives

Recall:

(i) Ditransitives involve Tog.00 + Viagr-0y- (Viagr) S€lECtS @ VP with two arguments).

(if) T must take care of DR,, whereas v must value the case of bothpBnd DP/NR,.
(iiif) DP 4 is closer to v than DP/NJ.

4.2.1. Probing fromv

Scenario 1:

Suppose that DR; is 1st/2nd and NR, is 3rd. As was the case for T, v must not spend
all of its probes on DR;. If DP,,; is complete, then it consumes [pers] und [num]. This
automatically leaves class for B, which possesses an (accessible) class feature and thus
can value its case and the probe on v. If RRvere defective, this would leave [num] on v
unvalued and lead to a crash of the derivation.

Scenario 2:
If DP4,; and NR,, are both 3rd, then the derivation proceeds almost exacily scenario 1
(modulo the presence of class on ).

Scenario 3:

Now assume that D is 1st/2nd. No matter what the person value for;Hf it is com-
plete, it consumes Vv’s [pers] and [num] (deen (41)), leaving only [class] to DR,. How-
ever, DRy, being 1st/2nd, does not have [class]; hence both its catarée(seél), and the
class probe on T (s€€) remain unvalued (the context 1st/2nd for the deletion (88 to
apply is not met) and the derivation crashes. If,R®Ps defective, it consumes [pers] and
leaves [num] for DR,,. All case features are valued, but [class] on v still remaimglued.
This yields restriction (7) (also the second half of resimit (9)).

(41) v

O v VP

[perss]

[numy] DPyu V!
[classT] |

[persz] V DPs
[numzy] [persw]
ad [num w]
v [case]
O

4.2.2. Probing from T

Scenario 1:

If DP.,, is complete and 1st/2nd, then it will consume the probe’sspand [num].
Class remains unvalued because 1st/2nd lacks class. Howikeecontext for the last
resort deletion rule (38) is met, which takes care of T's riaing class probe. If DR, is
incomplete, [num] on T remains unvalued (lpPand DP/NR, are already inactive).
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Prediction:

In contrast to scenario 2 of the transitives, where,Dis in competition with DR, DP.,,
must value both [pers] and [num] in ditransitives. Thus/2ist DR,,, should control for
number. This is (partially) borne out for 2nd DR, see (42).

(42) DP..4 1st 2nd
sg du pl | sg du pl
DPdat NPahs
A ben- men- mim-
sg| B bem- mem- mim-
1st C bow- mow- miw-
A mim- mim- mim-
du/pll B mim- mim- mim-
C miw- miw- miw-
A ka- ka- ka-
sg | B |kam- kam- kamr-
C | kow- kow- kows+
A |mim- mim- mim
2nd du| B |mim- mim- mim
C | miw- miw- miw-
A |mam- mam- mam-
pl B |mam- mam- mam-
C |mow- mow- mow-
Side remark:

The syncretisms in (42) are not syntactically condition@tiey must be accounted for in
the morphology.

Scenario 2:

A3rd DP,,,'s class goal is embedded under a DP-shell, just like thafisf/2nd DR,,. Thus

T again retains its class probe (no matter whether, DB complete or defective). Moreover,
last resort deletion of T's [class] is impossible this tinttee(local context of a 1st/2nd is not
met). As a consequence, it remains unvalued and the derivetashes. The first half of
restriction (9) is derived.

4.3. Dativeintransitives

Empirical shape and theoretical derivation of restric{iohare completely parallel to those
of the second half of the restriction (9), which was discdseesection 4.2.1.

4.4. Simpleintransitives

Recall:

Simple intransitives involve eitherg),.o ciass: 4] OF Tipers:3num:sg.class:0)-

Scenario 1:

Suppose the only argument is DPand that T = T,g.04ss:4. Complete DB, val-
ues [pers] and [num] on T. T's [class] bears default value @thér options crash: If
DP,,, is incomplete, then the derivation crashes due to unvalnedh] on T; if T =

11

Tipers:3.num:sg,class:0) then DR,., cannot value its [case] because its [class] is not acceskibl

Evidence for default class:
The intransitive paradigm (43) almost completely matchaspart of the transitive paradigm
(44) where NR,s belongs to class A (see Rosen (1990, 673, footnote 4)).

(43) DP/INR,,| 1st 2nd A B, C
sg du plsg du pl|sg du
te- in- i-|a- men- magd- in- i- u-
(44) DP.,,| 1st 2nd A B, C
sg du pllsg du pl|sg du
NP5 ti- in- i- |a- men- mafd- in- i- u-
A
Scenario 2:

Suppose the only argument is NPand T = Tpers:3.num:sg.class:y- 1heN NRy, values [class]
on T, [pers] and [num] are already defaulted. (If T z Lo ciass:4), then both [agr] on T and
[case] on NB,, remain unvalued.)

Evidence for default person/number:

The endingsd, -i, -uin the intransitive row (with a 3rd person argument) in (48) the
same as those found in a transitive with a 3rd person sin¢aarthus A-class) ergative, see
the first column in (45). 3rd person singular looks exactg lihe expected default.

(45) DR, 3rd
NPabs Asg Adu Bpl C
A |@- in- i- u-
3rd B | i- imim- ibi-
C |u- in- iw-

5. Analysis2: Incorporation

Observation:

The contexts where incorporation can be (optionally) oleddsee (22-a) and (22-b)) bear a
striking resemblance to the agreement restrictions in@et1.: (a) DR, must not be 3rd
(cf. restriction (5)); (b) the presence of RPrestricts NR,, (cf. restriction (7)).

Roberts (2006):
If Agree copies the values of all the features of a goal ontoobe, then Agree and Move
become indistinguishable. This is how clitic movement csimnéo existence.

Suggestion:

Incorporation in Southern Tiwa is simply another instantéhe same pattern: An NR
that copies the values of all of its features (i.e., class) dine probe is spelled out as if it
had moved to the probe.

Consequences:

(i) In contrast to DR,, and DR, a 3rd absolutive can be HiSpec or not, i.e., can be embed-
ded under a DP-shell or not. Obligatoriness vs. optionalitypcorporation (cf. restrictions
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(12) vs. (22)) thus now reduces to optional presence vsnabse D.
(i) Valuation of a class probe goes hand-in-hand with ipcoation of the matching goal.

5.1. Transitives

Scenario 1:

Assume that absolutive is not HiSpec, i.e., it is NP As before, (complete) DF,
consumes [pers] and [num] of T. WP consumes [class]. Since class is the only goal on
NP, the values ofll of NP,,'s goal features (namely: class) are copied onto T, which
results in spelling-out of NR, in the position of the probe. This yields (19) (obligatory
incorporation of non-HiSpec NR).

Scenario 2:

If absolutive is HiSpec, then it is QR (in which case it is interpreted as specific/animate)
and its class feature is not accessible. It will thereforeiteble to value the class probe on
T, nor will it be able to incorporate. Consequently, [class]T is deleted by (38), which is
only possible if DR, is 1st/2nd. This yields (22-a).

5.2. Ditransitives

Scenario 1:
If absolutive is not HiSpec (i.e., it is NR), then the derivation involves incorporation, just
as in scenario 1 of the transitive case (see section 5.1.).

Scenario 2:

If absolutive is HiSpec (i.e., D), incorporation is impossible, and the class probe is left
unvalued on v. However, this time the context for last redeketion is not met: [class] is on
v, not T. The derivation crashes, yielding (22-b).

5.3. Lack of incorporation

Recall:
DP.,, and DR, are assumed to always be HiSpec, i.e., DPs, and their classéds thus
assumed to be inaccessible and unable to undergo any Ageeatiop.

Consequences:

(i) It will never be the case that the valuesaif the features of DR, and DR,,; are copied
onto the probe by Agree.

(if) Thus DR,,, and DR, will never be conceived of as having moved to the probe in the
sense of Roberts (2006) and incorporation is therefore gsipte, yielding (15) and (17) (cf.
also Baker (1988; 1996)).

6. Conclusion

(i) The seemingly complex restrictions on agreement andrjparation in Southern Tiwa are
to a large extent derivable from independently motivatettidtons on probe-goal relations
plus some special assumptions about the featural make upspéiid D.

(ii) The difference between weak PCC in the T domain and gtf®€C in the v domain

in Southern Tiwa reduces to whether last resort deletionnvBlued [class] is possible:
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Deletion is possible in the T domain, yielding the weaker PG@ impossible in the v
domain (cf. Adger and Harbour (2007), where [class] is agglio be irrelevant for deriving
PCC in the related language Kiowa).
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