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A growing body of work argues that Agree has the effect of “unlocking” certain do-
mains (phases) such that otherwise illicit extraction from them becomes permitted.
However, existing proposals disagree on whether Agree is in fact always required
to Unlock phases for extraction, or only required for extractions that would other-
wise bypass the phase edge. We argue that constraints on extraction from DP in
Chichewa reported in Mchombo (2004, 2006) provide evidence for the latter the-
ory, which privileges phase edges. We go on to show that this theory makes correct
predictions about Dinka, the language Van Urk & Richards (2015) originally argued
provides evidence for the opposite conclusion.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we argue that Chichewa (Bantu) informs us about the conditions
on movement in syntax. A small body of work has argued that one such condi-
tion involves Agree: that is, certain domains (phases) must be targeted by Agree
and hence Unlocked before a movement operation can extract something from
them, at least some of the time. As it stands, there are two theories about when
Unlocking is necessary for extraction:

1. either/or (Rackowski & Richards 2005, Halpert 2016, 2019, Branan 2018):

Extraction from a phase requires Agree to Unlock that phase, unless the
element to be extracted can move via the phase edge.
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2. both/and (Van Urk & Richards 2015 on Dinka):

Extraction from a phase always requires the containing phase to be Un-
locked through Agree, and for extraction to pass through the edge.

While theory #1, the either/or theory, predicts extraction to be permitted either
by moving through the phase edge or by Unlocking the phase, theory #2, the
both/and view, predicts that both are prerequisites for extraction.

In this work, we argue that patterns of extraction fromDP in Chichewa (Bantu)
provide evidence for theory #1, which privileges edges. As we will see, the Chi-
chewa patterns make it evident that extraction really is possible from the edge
of a “locked” phase, which has not been agreed with. §2 provides more back-
ground on theories of extraction from phases and Unlocking. §3 provides the
relevant facts from Chichewa, which in §4 we apply to the question of determin-
ing which Unlocking theory is correct. In §5 we show in more detail how this
account captures the facts in Chichewa and extends to correct predictions about
Dinka (Nilo-Saharan), which Van Urk & Richards originally argued mandates in
favor of theory #2.

2 Background: How to escape a phase

2.1 Phases and the edge escape hatch

An influential idea in contemporary syntactic theory is that the derivation pro-
ceeds in phases (Chomsky 2000, 2001; a.o). The set of phases is at least CP, vP,
and likely DP as well, DP being our focus in this paper. In essence, Chomsky
argues that phases constrain the syntactic derivation because operations outside
of a phase cannot target elements within that phase, with one exception: phrases
in the edge (specifier) of a phase remain accessible.

We see this system schematized in (1), where movement of XP directly out of
the phase’s complement is impossible. However, XP can escape the phase if it
stops in the edge of the phase first:

(1) Must exit a phase via its edge

[ …… [𝑃ℎ𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑃 …… XP ] ]
✘
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8 Edges and extraction: Evidence from Chichewa

This is one hypothesis about the conditions on escaping phases, which ex-
plains why syntactic operations seem to have a cyclic, local, punctuated charac-
ter.1

2.2 Unlocking by Agree

A distinct method of phase escape is proposed by Rackowski & Richards (2005),
Van Urk & Richards (2015), Halpert (2016, 2019), and Branan (2018). These works
argue that Agreeing with a phase Unlocks it, making it transparent for extrac-
tion. For proponents of Unlocking theory #1 previewed in the introduction, this
Unlocking allows extraction to bypass the phase edge, which would otherwise
be impossible. This is illustrated in (2), where the probe P Agrees with PhaseP,
permitting XP to escape PhaseP without stopping in its edge.

(2) Agree with a phase allows bypassing of the phase edge

[ …P … [𝑃ℎ𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑃 …… XP ] ]

Agree → PhaseP

Branan (2018) presents evidence for this theory based on cross-linguistic re-
strictions on extraction from DP, where extraction from nominals seems to be
contingent on whether or not the nominal controls agreement morphology. An
example of this comes from Northern Ostyak (Uralic, Nikolaeva 1999). Northern
Ostyak has obligatory agreement with subjects, but agreement with objects is
optional. In this language extraction of possessors from subjects is always pos-
sible. However, extraction of possessors from objects is possible only when the
object is agreed with, as the contrast between (3) and (4) shows.

(3) Possessor extraction from object is impossible without agreement
*Juwan𝑘
John

motta
before

[ xot-əl
house-3sg

_𝑘 ] kǎśalə-s-əm.
see-t-1sg

‘I saw John’s house before.’

1For Chomsky, the accessibility of edges is attributed to the nature of spellout: a phase head
spells-out its complement, thus sending it to PF and LF, and out of the syntactic derivation.
Because the specifier and head of a phase are outside of the phase’s complement, they remain
accessible. The view of phases for which we present evidence suggests a different reason for
the accessibility of phase edges, which predicts that material deeper within a phase is not
inaccessible, but rather more difficult to access due to locality constraints on probing.
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(4) Agreement with object permits extraction of possessor
Juwan𝑘
John

motta
before

[ xot-əl
house-3sg

_𝑘 ] kǎśalə-s-e:m.
see-t-sg.3obj

‘I saw John’s house before.’

In (3) we see that possessor extraction from a direct object is not possible on its
own. Rather, as (4) shows, such extraction requires the direct object to be agreed
with. Under the theory we argue for today, the extraction in (3) would have been
grammatical if the possessor could extract via the DP edge, but evidently such a
derivation is not available. (See Branan 2018 for details about how such extrac-
tion is constrained). Consequently, Agree with the object is necessary to permit
extraction. This is because Agree has the effect of Unlocking DPs, as this pattern
in Northern Ostyak and similar ones across other languages indicate.

2.3 Two versions of Unlocking theory

As previewed in §1 above, two variants of Unlocking theory have been proposed.
Rackowski & Richards initially proposed Unlocking theory #1, which affords “es-
cape hatch” status to phase edges, in order to connect Unlocking to an under-
standing of locality and successive-cyclic movement through phase edges. Later
evidence for Unlocking has been indirect enough to be compatible with a refor-
mulation eventually offered by Van Urk & Richards’ (2015) work on Dinka, which
we’ve introduced as theory #2. We argue that Chichewa verifies the predictions
of theory #1, and we go on to show that Dinka actually behaves as we would
expect if theory #1 is really the correct choice.

3 Extraction and agreement in Chichewa

Mchombo (2004, 2006) discusses how the formation of discontinuous DPs in Chi-
chewa is constrained by the distribution of the Object Marker (OM), a morpheme
in the verbal complex which expresses the 𝜙-features (in particular for Chichewa,
the noun-class features, here represented numerically) of an internal argument.
We hypothesize that these discontinuous DPs are derived by movement, and we
will argue in this section that the OM involves a probe that Agrees with the
𝜙-features of an internal argument DP. Importantly for our proposal, certain cor-
relations hold between the possibility of extraction from DP, and whether or not
the OM Agrees with that DP.
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8 Edges and extraction: Evidence from Chichewa

3.1 When extraction and agreement go together

Mchombo shows that in the basic case, the OM is optional in Chichewa. However,
under certain circumstances the OM becomes necessary. For instance, the OM is
required when extracting an adjective, as the contrast between (5) and (6) shows.
In (5), the OM reflects the features of the class 4 object DP (lions) out of which
the adjective (aged) has been fronted:

(5) Adjective extraction possible with OM (Mchombo 2004: ex. 21b)
Yókálamba𝑘
4sm-aged

anyání
2-baboons

a-na-í-gúl-ílá
2sm-pst-4om-buy-appl-fv

makású
6-hoes

awa
6-these

óbúntha
6sm-blunt

[ mikángo
4-lions

_𝑘 ].

‘The baboons bought the aged lions these blunt hoes.’

However, in (6) the OM is absent, and such extraction is blocked:

(6) Adjective extraction impossible without OM (Mchombo 2006: ex. 4a)
* Zakuda𝑘
10sm-black

atsíkáná
2-girls

á
2assoc

mfúmu
9-chief

a-a-gul-á
2sm-pfv-buy-fv

[ mbûzi
10.goats

_𝑘].

‘The chief’s girls have bought black goats.’

In just the same way, extraction of a demonstrative requires the OM:

(7) No demonstrative extraction without OM (Mchombo 2006: ex. 2b–c)
Awa𝑘
2.prox

njuchi
10.bees

izi
10prox

zi-ná-*(wá)-lûm-á
10sm-pst-2om-bite-fv

[ alenje
2.hunters

_𝑘 ópúsa
2sm.foolish

].

‘These bees bit the foolish hunters.’

Note that both adjectives and demonstratives in Chichewa originate on the
right side of N(P), which sits at the left edge of the DP.

(8) The Chichewa DP: N < Dem < Adj (from Mchombo 2006: ex. 2a)
alenje
hunter(N)

awa
these(Dem)

ópúsa
foolish(Adj)

This pattern is comparable to that of Northern Ostyak: Certain elements in DP
can only be extracted when the DP that contains them controls agreement mor-
phology. Importantly, in contrast, certain other elements are extractable whether
or not the OM agrees with the containing DP, as the next section shows.
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3.2 When extraction and agreement come apart

So far, we’ve established that in Chichewa extraction of adjectives and demon-
stratives requires the OM to agree with the containing DP. As mentioned, in
Chichewa the left edge of DP is occupied by N(P). As discussed further in §4, we
take this as evidence that NP moves to the left edge of the Chichewa DP. Further-
more, NP is the only element of the Chichewa DP that can always be extracted,
whether or not the containing DP controls the OM, as (9) and (10) below show.
In (9) the OM is present, while in (10) it is absent, but both of these examples
involve acceptable extraction of NP:

(9) Extraction of NP possible with OM (Mchombo 2004: 50, ex. 16c)
Alenje𝑘
2-hunters

zi-ná-wá-lúm-a
10sm-pst-2om-bite-fv

[ njúchí
10-bees

izi
10-prox

] [ _𝑘 awa
2-prox

ópúsa
2sm-foolish

].

‘These bees bit these foolish hunters.’

(10) Extraction of NP possible without OM (Mchombo 2006: ex. 4)
Mbûzi𝑘
10-goats

atsíkáná
2-girls

á
2-assoc

mfúmu
9chief

a-a-gul-á
2s-pfv-buy-fv

[ _𝑘 zákúda
10sm-black

].

‘Goats, the chief’s girls have bought black (ones).’

This fact is significant: It is unclear, given the theory of Unlocking presented
in Van Urk & Richards (2015), why extraction of NP is permitted even in cases
where the containing object DP is not Agreed with by the OM. Under such a
theory, we expect extraction of NP to require the DP which originally contained
it to always be agreed with, and thereby Unlocked – contrary to fact.

However, these Chichewa patterns are expected under a theory of Unlocking
like that of Rackowski & Richards (2005) and Branan (2018), in which extraction
is permitted by moving via the phase edge, or by Agree with the phase itself. In
the previous subsection, we saw that extraction of adjectives and demonstratives,
which originate at a non-edge position in DP, requires the OM to Agree with the
containing DP. However, as we’ve just seen, agreement is not required when
extracting NP, the element occupying the edge of the Chichewa DP.

We discuss a more specific model of extraction from DP in Chichewa in §5.
Before that, in the next subsection, we present some evidence that the OM does
indeed involve an Agree relation with the DP that extraction exits.
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8 Edges and extraction: Evidence from Chichewa

3.3 The OM involves an Agree dependency

As Baker (2016) overviews, whether the OM in Bantu languages is a pure agree-
ment marker or a (doubled) pronominal clitic is a subject of debate. For the ac-
count proposed in this paper, the presence of the OMmust be contingent on some
sort of probe-goal Agree relationship, even if themorphological effect of that syn-
tactic relationship is a pronominal clitic rather than a mere agreement marker.2

We argue that the dependency between the OM and the DP it cross-references
indeed shows locality effects characteristic of such probe-goal relations.

While the OM in Chichewa can normally target a direct object, certain other
nominals interrupt a potential relation between the OM probe and the direct
object. For example, if a benefactive indirect object is present, it must be targeted
by the OM rather than the direct object, as shown in (11).3

(11) IO blocks agreement with DO (Mchombo 2004: 101, ex. 41a-b)
Alenje
2-hunters

a-ku-wá/*zí-phík-il-á
2sm-prs-2om/*8om-cook-appl-fv

zítúmbûwa𝐷𝑂
8-pancakes

anyáni𝐼𝑂 .
2-baboons

‘The hunters are cooking the baboons some pancakes.’

Mchombo (2004) discusses how similar considerations apply to raised posses-
sors, which the OM must target rather than a direct object.4 As expected, an
adjective or demonstrative can only be extracted from the raised possessor, and
then, only when it is Agreed with:5

(12) No extraction from DO with raised possessor (Mchombo 2004: 55, ex. 22e)
* Áákûlu𝑘
6sm-big

mkángó
3-lion

u-ku-wá-dy-él-á
3sm-prs-2om-eat-appl-fv

[ maûngu
6-pumpkins

_𝑘 ] [

amalinyé
2-sailors

ógúnata
2assoc-foolish

].

‘The lion is eating for the foolish sailors (their) big pumpkins.’

2See Preminger (2015) for an argument that some sorts of clitic doubling involve an Agree
relation.

3As a reviewer points out, this effect has independent precedent in Kramer (2014), who argues
that the presence of IO blocks agreement (and hence clitic doubling) with DO in Amharic.

4Mchombo states that the raised possessor behaves like the object of the clause in other ways,
such as accessibility to passivization. This is also expected if the raised possessor is more local
than the direct object to higher probes, thus passivization (presumably involving probing by T
and subsequent A-movement) targets the raised possessor rather than the lower direct object.

5The benefactive arguments and raised possessors that intervene between theOMprobe and the
direct object nevertheless appear to the right of that object. What is necessary for our account
is that these DPs are structurally above the object at the relevant point in the derivation where
the OM Agrees with its goal, regardless of their final linear position.
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(13) Extraction possible from raised possessor (Mchombo 2004: 56, ex. 22g)
Ógúnata𝑘
2assoc-foolish

mkángó
3-lion

u-ku-wá-dy-él-á
3sm-prs-2om-eat-appl-fv

[ maúngú
6-pumpkins

áákûlu
6sm-big

] [ amalinyêlo
2-sailors

_𝑘 ].

‘The lion is eating for the foolish sailors (their) big pumpkins.’

Further locality effects emerge from the interaction of extraction with recur-
sive possession. Example (14) shows a recursive possession configuration:

(14) Recursive possession (Mchombo 2004: 60, ex. 29)
Anyaní
2-baboons

á
2assoc

mísala
4-madness

a-ku-chí-phwány-a
2sm-prs-7om-smash-fv

[𝐷𝑃3 chipanda
7-calabash

[𝐷𝑃2 chá
7assoc

kazitápé
1a-spy

[𝐷𝑃1 wá
1assoc

alenje
2-hunters

]]].

‘The mad baboons are smashing the calabash of the hunters’ spy.’

There are restrictions on what can be extracted from recursive possession
structures. As we see in (15), it is possible to extract the possessor (DP2) of the
direct object (DP3) which controls OM, in this case chipanda (‘calabash’).

(15) The “outermost” possessor may be extracted (Mchombo 2004: 60, ex. 30a)
[𝐷𝑃2 Chá

7assoc
kazitápé
1a.spy

[𝐷𝑃1 wá
1assoc

alenje
2-hunters

]]𝑘 Anyaní
2-baboons

á
2assoc

mísala
4-madness

a-ku-chí-phwány-a
2sm-prs-7om-smash-fv

[𝐷𝑃3 chipanda
7-calabash

_𝑘 ].

‘The mad baboons are smashing the calabash of the hunters’ spy.’

In contrast, as we see in (16), it is not possible to extract DP1, the possessor of
the possessor (DP2) of the element that controls the OM (DP3).

(16) The “innermost” possessor may not extract (Mchombo 2004: 61, ex. 32)
* [𝐷𝑃1 Chá

7assoc
alenje]𝑘
2-hunters

Anyaní
2-baboons

á
2assoc

mísala
4-madness

a-ku-chí-phwány-a
2sm-prs-7om-smash-fv

[𝐷𝑃3 chipanda
7-calabash

[𝐷𝑃2 chá
7Assoc

chiphadzúwá
7-beauty queen

_𝑘]].

‘The mad baboons are smashing the calabash of the hunters’ beauty
queen.’

We’ve seen that extraction from the non-edge of the Chichewa DP requires the
containing DP to be agreed with by the OM. In (16), notice that the OM has class 7
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𝜙-features that could have been received via probing of the direct object calabash,
or the possessor of the direct object, beauty queen, both of which are of noun class
7. Thus (16) should be able to represent a structure where the OM agreed with
the possessor of the direct object, if it were possible to do so. Such agreement
should Unlock the possessor of the direct object, thus permitting extraction of
the possessor of the possessor. However, such extraction is impossible.

This fact suggests that in (16) only the direct object can have been agreed with.
Thus the direct object is Unlocked and its possessor can be extracted, as in (15).
However, this possessor was not agreed with and thus remains locked, so the
possessor of the possessor remains un-extractable, as (16) has shown. This is as
expected if locality requirements only allow the OM to agree with and hence
Unlock the structurally closest DP, the direct object, which the OM probe will
necessarily encounter before any DPs which are its sub-constituents.6

The restrictions we’ve seen in this subsection are expected if the OM involves
a probe-goal Agree relation, which is constrained by locality considerations like
the Minimal Link Condition (Chomsky 1995, 2000) or Relativized Minimality
(Rizzi 1990) which force Agree operations to target the closest possible goal.

4 Deciding between Unlocking theories

Recall that we are comparing two theories regarding Unlocking:

1. either/or (Rackowski & Richards 2005, Halpert 2016, 2019, Branan 2018):
Extraction from a phase requires Agree to Unlock that phase, unless the
element to be extracted can move via the phase edge.

2. both/and (Van Urk & Richards 2015 on Dinka): Extraction from a phase
always requires the containing phase to be Unlocked through Agree, and
for extraction to pass through the edge.

In the previous section, we saw that extraction fromDP in Chichewa is subject
to a particular requirement: Extraction from DP requires that DP to be agreed
with by the OM, unless the extracted element is N(P), which normally appears
at the left edge of DP. While the both/and theory of Unlocking (#2) does not
accommodate this absence of agreement in the latter case, the either/or version
of Unlocking theory (#1) does.

6The same asymmetries hold for left branch extraction in Russian (p.c. Tanya Bondarenko). This
is as expected if the mechanisms we see evidence for on the surface of Chichewa are in fact
more general aspects of syntax, and not mere idiosyncrasies of Chichewa.
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Theory #1 leads us to expect the Chichewa facts, given an analysis in which the
NP-initial order of the Chichewa DP is derived by movement of NP to the edge
of DP. Such movement is proposed for independent reasons in Cinque (2005),
and for the Kordofanian language Moro in Jenks (2010), whose DP structure is
analogous to that of Chichewa.

(17) NP movement to spec-DP7

[𝐷𝑃 NP𝑘 D Dem Adj _𝑘 ]

Because NP occupies the edge of the Chichewa DP, agreement is not required
for its extraction. NP can simply be freely extracted even when DP is not Un-
locked, as (10) showed. In contrast, we saw that the extraction of elements from
the non-edge of DP (adjectives, demonstratives) requires the Unlocking effect of
agreement. The next section discusses these derivations involved in detail.

5 Predicting the facts

5.1 Chichewa

We have seen that agreement with DP is necessary for extraction from the non-
edge of the Chichewa DP. As mentioned, we argue that this is because Agree
with the DP Unlocks it for further probing. That Unlocking allows an A′-probe
to subsequently search past the edge of DP, as the tree in Figure 1 shows.

If an extracting adjective or demonstrative were able to pass through spec-DP,
the edge of this phase, Agreementwith DP should not be necessary for extraction.
However, this position is occupied by NP in Chichewa, precluding movement to
this “escape hatch” position.8 As a result, the Chichewa DP must be Unlocked
through Agree if anything but NP is to be extracted from it.

In contrast, by being at the DP edge, agreement with DP is not a prerequisite
for extraction of NP, as we saw in (10). This is what we expect in a theory like that

7A reviewer mentions that cardinal numerals might be expected to be pre-nominal, in which
case, they might pose an issue for this analysis. Mchombo (2004) in fact shows that cardinal
numerals are post-nominal, as usual for adjectives in this language, hence there is no problem
here. A reviewer also asks whether there are any adjective ordering constraints in Chichewa,
mentioning that the analysis presented here predicts the relative ordering of adjectives to be
essentially the same as in a language like English. At the time of writing, we do not have access
to information about this, so we leave this question aside for now.

8Implicit here is the claim that Chichewa permits only one spec-DP. Alternatively, we could
claim that Chichewa D lacks an A′-probe, or that anti-locality constraints block the relevant
elements from moving through the DP edge. Additionally, this ban on exiting a phase which
something has already moved into the specifier of is analogous to wh-island effects, where an
initial wh-movement into spec-CP blocks extraction of a second wh-phrase.
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𝑣[𝑢𝜙],[𝑢𝐴′] …

… DP[𝜙]

… …

𝑋[𝐴′] …
1⃝:𝜙-probe

2⃝
:[𝐴 ′]-probe

3⃝
:m

ove
Figure 1: Deep A′-extraction fed by 𝜙-Agreement with DP

of Rackowski & Richards (2005), who argue that while locality considerations re-
quire probes to target the closest available goal first, a phase label and its highest
specifier (the edge) are equidistant with respect to higher probes. This means that
higher A′-movement probes can freely target either the phase itself, or material
that may happen to be present in its edge. Thus in Chichewa, an A′-probe can
extract NP from DP even when DP is not Unlocked. However, no harm is done
if the containing DP happens to be agreed with and consequently superfluously
Unlocked, as in (9), where both agreement and NP extraction occur.

5.2 Resolving Dinka

Van Urk & Richards (2015) proposed that extraction from phases requires Un-
locking in addition to moving via the phase edge, based on the interaction of
extraction out of embedded CPs and EPP effects in Dinka. This result is in con-
flict with the theory we have argued for based on Chichewa. However, further
examination reveals a resolution to this conflict: extraction from CP in Dinka al-
ways requires Unlocking to take place, because elements that undergo extraction
never reach the edge of the CP phase in this language.

Van Urk & Richards show that Dinka has two positions in the clause which,
in the basic case, must be filled. These are claimed to be spec-CP and spec-vP.
Spec-vP must be filled by some internal argument, as we see in (18–20).

159



Kenyon Branan & Colin Davis

(18) Dinka spec-vP filled by DO (Van Urk & Richards 2015: ex. 33b)
Bòl
Bol

a-cí
3sg-pfv

[𝑣𝑃 alkókôl𝑘
story

lɛ̤ḱ
tell

Dɛ̀ŋ
Deng

_𝑘 .

‘Bol told Deng a story.’

(19) Dinka spec-vP filled by IO (Van Urk & Richards 2015: ex. 33a)
Bòl
Bol

a-cí
3sg-pfv

[𝑣𝑃 Dɛ̀ŋ𝑘
Deng

lɛ̤ḱ
tell

_𝑘 alkókôl
story

].

‘Bol told Deng a story.’

(20) * Dinka spec-vP unfilled (Van Urk & Richards 2015: ex. 33c)
Bòl
Bol

a-cí
3sg-pfv

[𝑣𝑃 *_ lɛ̤ḱ
tell

Dɛ̀ŋ
Deng

alkókôl
story

].

‘Bol told Deng a story.’

The subject of the sentence – the element which controls agreement morphol-
ogy – must occupy spec-CP. We see evidence of this in (21), where unlike the
above examples, the subject remains in situ in vP, resulting in ungrammatical-
ity:

(21) * Spec-CP unfilled in Dinka (Van Urk & Richards 2015: ex. 33d)
*[𝐶𝑃 _ a-cíi

3sg-pfv
[𝑣𝑃 Bòl

Bol
lɛ̤ḱ
tell

Dɛ̀ŋ
Deng

alkókôl
story

] ].

‘Bol told Deng a story.’

Van Urk & Richards further observe that extraction out of an embedded clause
appears to satisfy all such EPP positions passed by that movement, which conse-
quently end up unfilled on the surface. We see this in (22), where the EPP posi-
tions identified in (18–21) are empty, having been crossed by wh-movement:9

(22) wh-movement satisfies EPP positions passed (Van Urk & Richards 2015:
ex. 37)
Yeŋà𝑘
Who

cíi
pfv.ns

Yâ̤a̤r
Yaar.gen

_ lɛ̤ḱ
tell

Dɛ̀ŋ,
Deng

[𝐶𝑃 yé
C

_ cíi
pfv.ns

Bôl
Bol.gen

_ tuɔ̀ɔc
send

_𝑘

wṳ́ṳt
cattle.camp.loc

].

‘Who did Yaar tell Deng that Bol sent to the cattle camp?’

9A reviewer asks whether the subject DPs in (22) might inhabit spec-vP, given that they do
not move into spec-CP in this derivation. Van Urk & Richards are not fully explicit about the
position of the subject in these cases, but it appears implicit that subjects occupy a position
above spec-vP, presumably spec-TP.
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Van Urk & Richards argue that the extracting wh-phrase passes through and
satisfies the EPP requirement of the spec-vP and spec-CP of the embedded clause.
However, they argue that the embedded CP itself satisfies the EPP for the matrix
v. They suggest that the embedded CP moves to spec-vP (subsequently extrapos-
ing to the right) due to being Agreed with by v in order to Unlock that CP for
extraction. If v had to Agree with CP to Unlock it even though wh-extraction
passed through the CP edge as (22) indicates, it suggests that both movement via
the phase edge and Unlocking are required for extraction out of a phase. This
finding is contrary to the theory of Unlocking we have argued for here.

To maintain Van Urk & Richards’ analysis of the Dinka derivation and keep
Dinka consistent with the theory we argue for here, we might hypothesize that
elements extracted from an embedded CP in Dinka do not actually pass through
the true CP edge. If this is the case, CP will need to be Unlocked before a moving
phrase can exit it. There is in fact evidence that there is more structure above
the high EPP position in CP that moving phrases pass through: Namely, this
position can be preceded by an overt complementizer. We saw this in (22) above,
where the gap in the edge of the embedded CP is preceded by the C yé. We can
independently see this post-C position filled by the subject in non-extraction
contexts, as in (23–24):

(23) EPP position in CP preceded by C ke (Van Urk & Richards 2015: ex. 4a)
A-cá
3sg-pfv.1sg

táak,
think

ke
C

Cà̤n
Can

bí
fut

wít
wrestling

tíaam.
win.tr

‘I think that Can will win the wrestling.’

(24) EPP position in CP preceded by C ye (Van Urk & Richards 2015: ex. 4b)
A-cá
3sg-pfv.1sg

luéel,
say

ye
C

Cà̤n
Can

bí
fut

wít
wrestling

tíaam.
win.tr

‘I said that Can will win the wrestling.’

This is the very position that can be unfilled in extraction contexts, which as
Van Urk & Richards argue, is because a phrase being extracted from CP passes
through it. But this peripheral position in the Dinka CP is evidently not at the
very edge of CP. Therefore Unlocking of CP is still required for extraction.

In sum, Dinka as analyzed by Van Urk & Richards in fact behaves as the ac-
count of Unlocking that we have argued for predicts. In Dinka, Unlocking is
required for all extraction from CP, because there is no escape hatch at the edge
of CP for extraction to pass through. Rather, there is only only an EPP position
that is not at the true edge.10

10A reviewer asks why Van Urk & Richards take a position below the overt complementizer to
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6 Conclusion

Chichewa’s typically optional object agreement gives suggestive evidence for
a particular view of the constraints on cross-phasal extraction – in particular,
one in which Agree allows extraction to bypass the edge of a phase, but in which
movement to the edge of a phase is also sufficient to escape the phase. A potential
contradiction of this theory presented by Dinka proves to be un-problematic:
Agree with embedded CPs is required for extraction from them in Dinka because
the peripheral position in CP available for phrasal movement is not at the true
edge of the embedded clause. These results are consistent with a theory in which
Unlocking is only required for “deep” extraction out of phases.

Abbreviations

appl applicative suffix
assoc associative marker
do direct object
fut future
fv final vowel
gen genitive
io indirect object

ns non-subject
om object marker
prox proximate demonstrative
prs present tense
pfv perfective
pst past
sm subject marker

Acknowledgements

Authors listed alphabetically. Thanks to helpful comments fromNorvin Richards,
Sabine Iatridou, David Pesetsky, and the audience of ACAL 49 andWCCFL 46. All
errors are each other’s.

References

Baker, Mark C. 2016. On the status of object markers in Bantu. Manuscript.
Branan, Kenyon. 2018. Attraction at a distance: Ā-movement and Case. Linguistic

Inquiry 49. 409–440. DOI: 10.1162/ling_a_00278.

be spec-CP. Van Urk & Richards propose an extended left periphery in Dinka with at least two
CP layers, in which only the lower CP counts as a phase. For them, the EPP position in the left
periphery that we have discussed is therefore the specifier of the relevant phase. In this paper,
we posit that it is in fact the higher CP layer that is a phase, and that there is no successive-
cyclic movement through that upper CP, thus unlocking is required to permit extraction from
this domain.We argue that movement through the specifier of the higher CP is banned because
movement to this position from the EPP position in the lower CP would be too short, following
the formulation of anti-locality in Erlewine (2016, a.o.).

162

https://doi.org/10.1162/ling_a_00278


8 Edges and extraction: Evidence from Chichewa

Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist program. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Chomsky, Noam. 2000. Minimalist inquiries: The framework. In Roger Martin,

David Michaels & Juan Uriagereka (eds.), Step by step: Essays on Minimalist
syntax in honour of Howard Lasnik, 89–155. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 2001. Derivation by phase. In Michael Kenstowicz (ed.), Ken
Hale: A life in language, 1–52. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Cinque, Guglielmo. 2005. Deriving Greenberg’s Universal 20 and its exceptions.
Linguistic Inquiry 36. 315–332. DOI: 10.1162/0024389054396917.

Erlewine, Michael Y. 2016. Anti-locality and optimality in Kaqchikel Agent Focus.
Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 34(2). 429–479. DOI: 10.1007/s11049-015-
9310-z.

Halpert, Claire. 2016. Raising parameters. Kyeong-min Kim, Pocholo Umbal,
Trevor Block, Queenie Chan, Tanie Cheng, Kelli Finney, Mara Katz, Sophie
Nickel-Thompson & Lisa Shorten (eds.). Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceed-
ings Project. 186–195.

Halpert, Claire. 2019. Raising, unphased. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory
37. 123–165. DOI: 10.1007/s11049-018-9407-2.

Jenks, Peter. 2010. Deriving adposition and noun phrase structure in Moro. Hand-
out of the presentation at the 41st Annual Conference on African Linguistics
(ACAL): African Languages in Contact.

Kramer, Ruth. 2014. Clitic doubling or object agreement: The view from Amharic.
Natural Language & Linguistic Theory 32. 593–634. DOI: 10.1007/s11049-014-
9233-0.

Mchombo, Sam. 2004. The syntax of Chichewa. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Mchombo, Sam. 2006. Linear order constraints on split NPs in Chichewa. In Laura
J. Downing, Sabine Zerbian & LutzMarten (eds.), Papers in Bantu grammar and
description (ZAS Papers in Linguistics 43), 143–160.

Nikolaeva, Irina. 1999. Ostyak. Munich: LINCOM Europa.
Preminger, Omer. 2015. Agreement and its failures (Linguistic Inquiry Mono-

graphs 68). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Rackowski, Andrea & Norvin Richards. 2005. Phase edge and extraction:

A Tagalog case study. Linguistic Inquiry 36(4). 565–599. DOI: 10 . 1162 /
002438905774464368.

Rizzi, Luigi. 1990. Relativized minimality (Linguistic Inquiry Monographs 16).
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Van Urk, Coppe & Norvin Richards. 2015. Two components of long-distance ex-
traction: Successive cyclicity in Dinka. Linguistic Inquiry 46(1). 113–155. DOI:
10.1162/LING_a_00177.

163

https://doi.org/10.1162/0024389054396917
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-015-9310-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-015-9310-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-018-9407-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-014-9233-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-014-9233-0
https://doi.org/10.1162/002438905774464368
https://doi.org/10.1162/002438905774464368
https://doi.org/10.1162/LING_a_00177



