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Claim: | present new empirical evidence for the asymmetric apgre@across-the-boardATB)
movement. The evidence comes from reflexes of movementgaakéc tool not used so far in
the ATB-literature. | investigate languages in which thigebeshows a morphological distinction
between terminal and intermediate movement steps. Egiapproaches to ATB make different
predictions about the distribution of these reflexes indigeconjuncts unddong-distanceATB-
movement. The data collected from native speakers of 4 Nig&igo languages provide clear
evidence for asymmetric movement solely from tednjunct and against symmetric extraction
Background: I. ATB-movement Extraction from a coordination (&P) island is allowed if it
takes place simultaneously from all conjuncts (= ATB-moeemRoss 1967), cf. (1):

(1) What did gp [tp JOhnN like t] and fp Mary hate t]] ?

Interestingly, there is a mismatch in ATB-constructionkere is just one antecedent related
to several gaps (one per conjunct). Two types of approaahekids puzzle can be distin-
guished: (a) the symmetric and (b) the asymmetric approacbording to (a) extraction takes
place from each conjunct (Conj) into the matrix clause (agnothers Williams 1978, Molt-
mann 1992, Citko 2005, Hein & Murphy 2016), cf. (2); there diféerent explanations for why
only a single antecedent surfaces (stipulated rule / fusianoved XPs / multi-dominance).

(2) What » did [gp [t JOhn like t ] and [rp Mary hate § ]] ?

Under (b), extraction takes place only from the 1st conj@anj1); inside Conj2, an element
undergoe®A-movement, too (to SpecvP or the left edge), but it does@té the &P; it is zero
due to ellipsis or its empty OP status (e.g. Munn 1993, Fra8is, Salzmann 2012), cf. (3):

(3) What did [gp [tp JOhn like t ] and [rp Mary what; hate § ]] ?

Ha (2008) proposes the opposite: asymmetric extraction f£onj2 + ellipsis in Conj1l. Nunes’
(2004) sideward movement analysis mixes properties ofr{@d)k), but crucially for us, there’s
also movement from both Conjs (in a somewhat different tashwhich is irrelevant here). There
iS no concensus yet which approach is to be preferred sircentipirical arguments are contro-
versial. The main argument for type (b), viz. asymmetriorestruction e.g. for Principles A, C
solely to Conjl (Citko 2005, Salzmann 2012b, Nissenbaun®20Qinn 1993) are disputed (e.g.
Haik 2009, Ha 2008, Bruening & Al Khalaf 2017). Evidencenfrinflection is mixed: subject-
V-agreement under ATB-verb movement (An 2006, Salzmanr2Rpfovides evidence for the
(b)-approach,while case matching (e.g. Borsley 1983,ksrd®95, Citko 2005, teVelde 2005)
favours the (a)-approach. Thus, more empirical evidenneésied to make a decision.

II. Movement reflexes (MR) MRs are morphological changes along the patheohovement;
MRs in clauses crossed by movement that don’t host the tathainding site of the operator (OP)
have been taken as evidence for successive-cyclic mové@ieomsky 1973 et seq., Abels 2012,
Boeckx 2008), as e.gaL-marking in Irish (McCloskey 2001). Author (2017) showstthao
more MR patterns exist: (i) the MR only occurs in intermedligluses (i.e. the onesossedoy
movement, but not containing OP’s final landing sitaptermediate reflex(ii) the MR occurs
only in the clause with OP’s final landing side, but not in glasi crossed by OP-movement, =
terminal reflex | exemplify this for two languages with pattern (ii): In_Dae(BantuEpée 1976,
Biloa 1993) the particl@o only surfaces in the terminal clause of loAgmovement, cf. (4). In
Ewe (Kwa, Collins 1993) the 3rd sg subject pron@uwbligatorily changes its form tao in the
terminal clause, but only optionally in intermediate clesisf longA-movement, cf. (5):

(4) [cpni kalati, nde nata *(no) nakwalaneKuo [cp Na a-angamenténo) wanaty, ]
thatbook Focl pPsTNO | tell Kuo  that3sG-must bring
“That'’s the book | told Kuo that he should bring.” Duala, long foc-mvt.



(5) [cp Meka-a. *&/wo gbb [cpbe é/Mwo-bu[cpbe ée/mo-fo t;, ]]]
whoFoche say thathe-think  thathe-hit
“Who did he say that hethinks that he, hit?” long wh-mvt. in Ewe, Author 2017

[ will further discuss Kitharaka (pattern (i): pre-verbatfmarking occurs only in clauses crossed
by movement, Abels & Muriungi 2008) + Buli (pattern (iije basic form of Giyin becomesiti
under (non-subjec-movement but only in the terminal clause; Hiraiwa 2009etana 2014).
Note: In these languages the dependencies with MRs invatweemento SpecCR not base-
generation; no MR is triggered by movement to SpecTP or lpgxvan if the MR surfaces lower.
Long ATB + reflexes — predictions We can choose between type (a) and (b) approaches to ATB
once we considdong-distancéTB-movement{Vhat do you think that Mary likes and that John
dislikes? where CPs are coordinated. Presupposing that movemdmsappccessive-cyclically
(at least) through every SpecCP, (a) vs. (b) approaches ditdeent predictions about the dis-
tribution of the MRs in languages with terminal vs. interna¢e MRs. According to (a), the
ATB-moved OP leaves both Conj1&2; hence it makes an interatednovement to SpecCP of
each conjunct, cf. (6). We should thus find the terminal MRvfan the matrix clause (MC), but
the intermediate MR-form in both conjuncts (also predidigdNunes’ sideward mvt. approach).

(6) [cp What, 5 do you think ke [cp t] that Mary likes ] and [cp t;, that John dislikest]]] ?

According to the (b)-approach with asymmetric extractiamt Conj1, the ATB-moved element
makes an intermediate movement step only in SpecCP of Cbajthe distinct (silent) OP in
Conj2 makes a terminal movement step to SpecCP of Conj2,7%f. lence, we expect the
terminal MR-form in both the MC and Conj2, but the intermeei®R-form in Conj1.

(7) [cp What; do you think p [cpt] that Mary likes t ] and [cp OP, that John dislikest]]] ?

Under Ha’s 2008 approach with asymmetric extraction frommj2a deletion of OP in Conj1,
we expect the opposite: terminal MR-form in the MC + Conj1 antdrmediate MR in Conj2.
Data: Native speaker judgments about the distribution of MR&@&¥ languages confirm the pre-
diction of the (b)-approach with asymmetric extractiomfr@€onjl (contra Ha 2008 and contra
symmetric approaches): We find the terminal-MR in the MC an@anj2, but the intermediate
MR in Conjl, cf. the data from Duala, Buli and Ewe below (iGtaka behaves the same).

(8)a.Duala: particleo (=terminal MR) necessary in MC and Conj2, prohibited in Qonj
Njika épéngéno mljgelé-*(no) na Dikaa tondi{*no)ndéna E.a sigeé—*(no)
which fruit you think-NO thatDika sm love-(*NO) andthatE. sm hateNO

“Which fruit do you think that Dika likes and that Elame h&tés
b.Buli: default form of C &yin) in Conj1, terminal MR-form &ti) in MC and Conj2:

— /L NN/

ka bwa ati/*ayin nir-wi wenTati/ayin Amdakda  ati/*ayin Atim d&?
FOC whatthat manDEF said that Amoakboughtthat Atim ate
“What did the man say that Amoak bought and that Atim ate?”

c.Ewe: obligatory 3sg pravo (= term. MR) in MC (not shown) and Conj2; optional in Conj1:
Nu-k& K.bu be éwo-tu eyene-fle? |Nu-kd K.bu be Y.t eye*é/wo-fle?
thing-Q K. think that3sG-build and2sG-buy | thing-Q K. think thatY. build and3sG-buy
“What does Kosi think that he built & you bought?"What does Kosi think that Yao built & he bought?”

ConsequencesThe distribution of terminal vs. intermediate MRs underdcATB-movement
provides new evidence for asymmetric extraction from Cohjill show that noteveryimple-
mentation of this approach predicts the detected patteoreder, the novel data argue against
an alternative analysis of type-(ii)-MRs (cf. Zentz 2012)ming that they’re not MRs but simply
track clause-type features [Q/foc] and thus don’t occunibedded declaratives under long non-
ATB mvt.: but under long ATB the ‘special formdo occur indeclarative Conj2- they’re MRs.




