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Agreement

Agreement in language occurs when grammatical informa-
tion appears on a word which is not the source of that
information. In simple examples like she runs, the form
runs is singular, agreeing in number with she. This is
information about the number of runners (just one), and it
matches that expressed in its source she. Patterns of agree-
ment vary dramatically cross-linguistically, with great diver-
sity in expression and types of variation found. This clear
introduction offers an insight into how agreement works,
and how linguists have tried to account for it. Compar-
ing examples from a range of languages, with radically
different agreement systems, it demonstrates agreement at
work in a variety of constructions. It shows how agree-
ment is influenced by the conflicting effects of sentence
structure and meaning, and highlights the oddities of agree-
ment in English. Agreemenr will be essential reading for
all those studying the structure and mechanisms of natural
languages.

GREVILLE G. CORBETT is Distinguished Professor of
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Morphology Interface (with Matthew Baerman and Dunstan
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Preface

ent is a fascinating phenomenon. In many languages it is evident in almost
; sentence and involves several different linguistic components. Yet it is not
mething we would include in the design of an artificial language. It therefore
Is us a good deal about human languages. This book is intended for all who are

rested in how languages really work, from final-year undergraduates to seasoned
cians and fieldworkers. It has been in the making for some time: reaching
sistent typology has involved many rounds of reanalysing, restructuring and
ant to thank several colleagues and friends who have contributed substantially.
ard Comrie and Edith Moravesik have worked on agreement for at least as long
have. Both have generously shared their knowledge and interest as the book has
gressed. All of the following have also read a draft of the whole book, and given
pful comments from their different perspectives: Jenny Audring, Matthew Baer-
., Marina Chumakina, Greg Stump and Claudia Wegener. Others have shared
ir expertise on substantial areas of the topic or on some of the chapters, namely
than Bobaljik, Dunstan Brown, Nicholas Evans, Anna Kibort, Aleksandr Kib-
Gabriella Vigliocco and Stephen Wechsler, 1 am most grateful to you all. The
y Morphology Group Agreement Project (1999-2002) produced a database,
ography and edited volume (see §1.6.1), which readers may wish to use. Those
plved, Carole Tiberius, Julia Barron, Dunstan Brown, Nicholas Evans, Andrew
sley, Elena Kalinina and Marianne Mithun, deserve special thanks, as do Lisa
Mack and Alison Long, for careful help with preparing the typescript.

“lam most grateful to the Cambridge team for their expertise and support, especially

‘Andrew Winnard, Helen Barton and Jackie Warren, to Steve Barganski for fine
pyediting, and to Prachi Joshi for typesetting a complex script.
have presented material from the book in various lectures and seminars, and am
teful for all the comments and discussion which resulted, especially to the enthu-
¢ audiences at the Third Winter Typological School, Moscow District (February
12002), the Vilem Mathesius Lecture Series, Prague (March 2002), the Association for
istic Typology Summer Scheol at Cagliari (September 2003), the Netherlands
uate School in Linguistics Winter School in Amsterdam (January 2004), and
Morphology and Typology Seminar, Vilnius (May 2005). And more generally,
thank you to everyone who provided an example, a reference or an objection.
The research was supported by the ESRC (grants RO000238228 and
RES051270122) and by the Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology,
eipzig, through visits kindly hosted by Bernard Comrie. The support of both bodies
is gratefully acknowledged.
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ment is a widespread and varied phenomenon. In some of the world's lan-
ses it is pervasive, while in others it is absent. Despite extensive research,
nent remains deeply puzzling. There was a time when it was treated
iinly as a tool for researching other syntactic phenomena. Yet there has also
tradition of recognizing it as a challenging problem in its own right. Indeed
ent presents serious problems for all our theories of syntax. It is therefore
looking first at the reasons for the continuing interest in agreement (§1.1).
of this comes from the way in which it involves so many components of
rammar (§1.2). The terminology has become somewhat confused, so I clarify
eterms I shall use (§1.3). The substantial part of this chapter lays out the canoni-
proach to agreement (§ 1.4), which will form the basis for my typology. I then
tline the way in which the book is structured (§1.5), and present background
rmation which should be of value to the reader (§1.6).

Consider the following idea:

Hypothesis I:  Grammatical information will be found only together with the lexical

| item to which it is relevant. (False)

‘This hypothesis suggests a situation which is iconic, functional, sensible and
‘understandable. Compare dog and dogs, where number is marked in accordance
‘with the hypothesis, or compute and computed, where tense is similarly marked.
‘This entire book presents evidence to show that Hypothesis I is also wrong.

It is surprising that grammatical meaning can be ‘displaced’ (Moravesik 1988:
90), in other words, that one word can carry the grammatical meaning relevant to
f;fi_nt:llht’:r. This is what happens in agreement:

(1) Mary makes pancakes.

Here makes is singular because Mary is an individual: even if she makes pancakes
 frequently, the number of ‘pancake making events” will not affect the agreement
- of the verb. The verb form tells us how many Marys there are, not how many
- makings there are, Thus the number information on the verb is displaced. This
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I INTRODUCTION

displaced information, or ‘information in the wrong place’, is not a minor issue.
Agreement affects different components of grammar, as we shall see in the next
section.

2 The place of agreement

Take another simple example like:
(2) The cooks make pancakes,

We need to specify that the form make ~ makes varies according to the subject
(there is no effect if we change the object pancakes to bread, for example). Clearly,
then, agreement is a matter of syntax, since the syntactic role of the items involved
is of importance. But now compare:

(3) The committee has agreed.
4) The committee have agreed.

Here there is a choice in some varieties of English, notably in British English.
That is, there is a choice here, but not with Mary in (1) above. Why not? Because
Mary is an individual, whereas committee may be conceptualized as an entity or
as several individuals. Clearly, then, agreement is also a matter of semantics.

Particularly if we start from English data, we might think that agreement is all
amatter of semantics, an idea put most consistently in Dowty & Jacobson (1989).
We could argue that the singular verb in (1) results from semantic compatibility
with a singular actor, and the plural in (2) similarly from a plural actor. However,
there are three types of problem with such a view.

Consider first these examples from Morgan (1984: 235):

(5) More than one person has failed this exam.
(6) Fewer than two people have failed this exam.

Here we can see that the agreement of the verb depends on the grammatical
number of the subject (shown by person versus people) and not on the meaning
of the sentence (semantic plural in (5) and singular in (6));' another type of
supporting example is given in §5.6.3.

There is a more general second argument that agreement cannot be entirely
semantic which involves agreement in grammatical gender, in languages like
Russian:

Russian

(7 Lamp-a stoja-l-a v uglu
lamp(F)-sG  stand-pST-F.SG  in  corner-sG.LOC
“The lamp was standing in the corner.”

! For the form of pronouns with such phrases see Gil (2001).



1.2 The place of agreement

is example there is no semantic reason for lampa ‘lamp’ to be of feminine
% A similar argument can be made with grammatical number in English.
of plural agreement with English scissors does not, for many linguists at
have a semantic justification.

‘he third argument is that even when there are semantic reasons for a particular
 of agreement, the domain in which this is possible is determined by syntax.
committee have agreed is fine in British English (asin (4)), which suggests that
mittee takes agreement according to its meaning. And yet *these committee
lite unacceptable. It is syntax which determines when agreement according
aning is possible. We shall see many more examples of such mismatches in
eement in chapter 5. And evidence from acquisition also supports the syntactic
s of agreement in English (§9.3). Thus an adequate theory requires reference
h to syntactic and to semantic information (Pullum 1984).

‘Now consider for contrast:

The committee agreed.
Mary made pancakes.
The cooks made pancakes.

we see no evidence of agreement. Past tense verbs in English do not show
ment. Clearly, then, agreement is a matter of morphology (word structure)
e we require the morphology to provide the opportunity for agreement to
indicated. Indeed agreement is arguably the major interface problem between
orphology and syntax, and hence appears particularly difficult when viewed
n the heartland of either component.

There is a single exception to the statement about the past tense in English,
namely the verb be which distinguishes number in the past (was ~ were). This
mething that has to be stated individually for this verb, in its lexical entry.
e conclude that agreement is a matter which may have to be specified in the

icon; it is a matter of lexicology.

Itistempting to try to treat all such specific irregularities within the lexicon, but
some apply so broadly that this approach cannot be right. Consider this example:

ian (19th century, from Turgenev's Nakanune ‘On the Eve', 1860)

(11) «Mamen’ka plac-ut, — Sepnu-l-a ona vsled uxodivi-ej
Mother cry-3pL whisper-psT-F8G  she after leaving-r.5G.DAT
Elene, a  papenka gnevaj-ut-sja...»

Elena.pat and father  be.angry-3PL-REFL

“Your mother is crying’, she whispered after Elena, who was leaving,

\ ‘and your father is angry . ..

‘The speaker is a maid, talking in turn about her mistress and her master. Here the
plural verbs with singular subjects indicate that the speaker is showing respect

0 Dowty & Jacobson (1989: 98—101) discuss the problem of gender and attempt to meet the objection,
by suggesting that a real-world property of objects is the word which is used by convention to
| denote that class of objects. This is hardly convincing, in my view.




4 I INTRODUCTION

for the people referred to. There are all sorts of items which could appear in this
construction. They cannot be restricted to particular lexical items, rather a range
of noun phrases may be involved. The generalization involves the situation: this
agreement occurs when the speaker wishes to show respect (to the referents of
the noun phrases agreed with). Hence agreement can be a matter of pragmatics.

Agreement is increasingly recognized as of interest not just for core areas
of linguistics like syntax and morphology, but also more widely, in work on
acquisition and in psycholinguistics, for instance, which are topics [ take up in
the final chapter. Given this interest from ‘outside’, it is particularly important
that we should be talking about the same thing. Unfortunately, the terminology
is muddled, and important choices in analysis are made sometimes as much by
tradition as by argument. | therefore will pay attention to key terms and to the
analytic choices available.

1.3 Defining terms

[ have just argued for the need for clarity in terminology. What then
is it that unites the examples of agreement we have considered so far? Ander-
son (1992: 103) points out that agreement is “a quite intuitive notion which is
nonetheless surprisingly difficult to delimit with precision’. Indeed, while several
definitions have been proposed. none is fully satisfactory; see the suggestions by
Keenan (1978: 167), Lehmann (1982: 203) and Lapointe (1988). There is detailed
discussion of definitional issues in Mel€uk (1993) and a formal approach can be
found in Avgustinova & Uszkoreit (2003). We shall start from a suggestion by
Steele:

The term agreement commonly refers to some systematic covariance between
asemantic or formal property of one element and a formal property of another.
Steele (1978: 610)

This covers the instances we have seen. The essential notion is covariance. It
is not sufficient that two items happen to share properties; the sharing must be
systematic, and we see this by the fact that as one element varies so will the other.

Some terms will be useful at this stage, to allow us to generalize about different
types of agreement. We call the element which determines the agreement (say the
subject noun phrase) the controller. The element whose form is determined by
agreement is the target. The syntactic environment in which agreement occurs
(the clause for instance) is the domain of agreement. And when we indicate in
what respect there is agreement, we are referring to agreement features. Thus
number is an agreement feature, it has the values: singular, dual, plural and so on.
This is diagrammed in Figure 1.1.

Features are directly reflected in agreement. There can be other factors (like
word order) which have an effect on agreement but are not directly reflected like



1.3 Defining terms

domain

controller  target

the svstem | | works

| 9 <§—— condition

feature: number
value: singular

B —

Figure 1.1 Framework of terms

Such factors are called agreement conditions. Thus, within a particular
. a target agrees with a controller in respect of its feature specifications
. the features and their values): this may be dependent on some other
tion being met.

se terms are now fairly standard among those working on agreement. For
troller, the term ‘trigger” or ‘source’ is sometimes found. ‘Category” may be
| in place of ‘feature’, and *conditioning factor for condition. For ‘probe’
goal® see §4.2.5. As our terms suggest, there is a clear intuition that agree-
is asymmetric. In Mary laughs, most accept that laughs is singular because
is singular. However, it does not follow that we should model it in this
der accounts of agreement captured the intuition directly by copying fea-
specifications from the controller to the target. More recent accounts use
iques like unification, and model the asymmetry less directly. This issue is
ered in §1.4.3, and discussed more fully in §4.1.

1 further clarify what is covered by agreement. First 1 deal with the term

3.2). The main way forward, however, will be using the notion of canonical
eement (§1.4), which will allow us to work with the full range of agreement,
the core instances of the phenomenon to those at the fringe.

Agreement and concord FEEES——

: These innocent terms have led to considerable confusion. For many

guists they are synonymous; the trend is towards the use of ‘agreement’,’
‘which is the term I shall use. Some others have distinguished the terms, but they
e done so in contradictory and potentially confusing ways. Since some of this
fusion remains in the literature, I shall outline two positions, so that readers
can be alert to the issues. Readers for whom this is not an issue should go straight

108132,

* In a survey of the topic, Moravesik (1978: 333) gives ‘agreement (or concord) phenomena’,
Similarly Trask (1997: 10) has ‘agreement (also concord )'. Somewhat earlier, Lyons (1968:
239) had *concerd (or ‘agreement’)’; this suggests that ‘agreement’ is on the rise, an impression
supported by Anderson (1992: 103), who writes “just what is “agreement” (or as it is often called
in the traditional literature. “concord™)?’



6 | INTRODUCTION

Some linguists, following Bloomfield (1933: 191-4), treat agreement as the
superordinate term. According to Bloomfield (1933: 191), ‘In a rough way. with-
out real boundaries, we can distinguish three general types of agreement.” These
are ‘concord” or ‘congruence’, which includes agreement within the noun phrase
and the agreement of predicate verbs, government and cross-reference.* As was
predictable, this system of terms has not survived unchanged. One development
has been to restrict concord to the noun phrase, which means that the domain of
agreement is the key part of such definitions.’

In contrast to the position of Bloomfield, and developments from it, Greenberg
(1978: 50) treats concord as the wider term:

It would be uvseful, then, to distinguish the wider notion of concord from
agreement, the latter being a subtype in which the choice of alternative con-
cord elements depends on the class to which the stem of the governing item
belongs, whether marked by an affix or not.

Greenberg would include matching in case within the noun phrase as an instance
of concord. When, however, matching is determined by ‘the class to which the
stem of the governing item belongs’, then we have agreement. Greenberg cites
gender here, and is clearly talking of what we would term a lexical feature.

Note the contrast between this definition and Bloomfield’s. Most obviously
the subset relations are different: for Bloomfield concord is a subset of agree-
ment, while for Greenberg agreement is a subset of concord. But the criteria on
which the relation is based differ too. Bloomfield and several followers draw a
distinction according to domain: concord exists in a ‘smaller” domain than cross-
reference. For Greenberg the distinction is based on the type of feature involved:
agreement involves lexical features, while concord can involve matching of other
features.®

Thus no distinction is drawn consistently between the terms ‘agreement’ and
‘concord’, indeed they are used in opposing ways. I shall therefore use just

-

Bloomfield puts certain pronominal constructions and pro-drop together as cross-reference, and
includes them with concord and government under “agreement’, but he treats antecedent-anaphor
relations separately,

For example:

4

The term concord truditionally distinguishes this pattern of agreement within DP from the canon-
ical specifier-head type: agreement theory as developed in Chomsky 1993 and related work
accounts anly for the lauer. {Carstens 2000, 323)

Note the distinction: what for Bloomfield counted as concord is cut down to agreement within
the determiner phrase, and part of what he treated as concord is treated as the ‘canonical’ type
of agreement. The difference in the definitions depends on what is considered the domain of
agreement.

The domain is notadefining criterion here, indeed Greenberg later talks of *three types of concordial
phenomena’ and distinguishes in what he calls a ‘somewhat rough and heuristic fashion” between
agreement within the noun phrase. predicate agreement and anaphoric use (1978: 75-6). There
are other ways in which the terms are used. Thus Lehmann (1982: 206, 249-50) also distinguishes
agreement from concord; agreement is the core syntactic phenomenon, which he defines, and
the term ‘concord’ is then used for instances of semantic compatibility, certain classifier-noun
relations, for example. But still others use both terms without definition.

-



1.3 Defining terms

U, as the more current term. There is no particular reason to determine
primarily according to the domains of agreement or to the features
both should be a part of the account (as will be the case in my ‘canoni-
pproach). Any subdivision of agreement. whether or not ‘concord’ is used

rm, will require a careful definition, since there is no generally accepted
here.

' ! Agreement and £ OV T T 1

In the clearest instances of agreement (those I shall later treat as
ical’), agreement can be distinguished from government rather readily.
erences can be illustrated by this example taken from a corpus of spoken

g

conversation (Zemskaja & Kapanadze 1978: 251)

Zna-e§8”  kak-oj mne vsegda dava-l-a
know-2sG what-M.5G.ACC  1SG.DAT Always give-PST-ESG
sovet moj-a mam-a 7

advice (M)[SG.ACC] my-FSG.NOM mother(FEM)-SG
‘Do you know what advice my mother always gave me?’

ubject is moja mama *my mother’, and the verb agrees with it. In agreement
feature specification of the target is in the relevant respects the same as that
the controller (here feminine singular).” In turn the verb governs the split noun
kakoj sovet *what advice’.* For government it is simply the presence of
verb davar”*give” which requires the accusative case for this noun phrase;
ng the form of the verb to, say, the present, does not affect its government
ment (this is point | in (13) below). Another way of expressing this is
that the agreement controller has the feature specification required of the
vet (i.e. the subject is indeed feminine and singular in my example), while the
vernor does not (the verb is not accusative), as in point 2 below. The controller
f agreement is usually nominal, while targets are of various sorts: conversely,
e governor can be varied, but items which are governed are nominal (point 3).
e features involved in agreement, typically gender, number and person have
t semantic relevance, 1o varying degrees (discussed further in §4.2.4), while
ernment canonically involves case, which is not directly involved in semantic
nterpretation (point 4). And finally, if there are multiple targets for an agreement
troller, they will in the canonical instance share the same values (when they
realize the same features): thus moja *my’ and davala “gave’ are both feminine
' singular.” However, when a single governor governs two governees, they will

7 This is a further important aspect of ‘systematic covariance” in the definition above, namely that
it s in respect of the same feature. Thus if the case of an argument varies according to the aspect
of the verb, this would not qualify as agreement any more than does normal government (thanks
10 Atle Griinn for pointing out this issue).

¥ We discuss the glossing of phrases like this showing syncretism in §1.6.3 below.
¥ As we shall see in §1.4.4, hybrid controllers are non-canonical in this regard.
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normally have different feature values: thus the noun phrase kakoj sover ‘what
advice’ is accusative, while imne ‘to me’ is dative, as in point 5.

(13) Summary of differences: canonical agreement and canonical government

AGREEMENT GOVERNMENT

1. feature specification of
target/governee is

determined by: feature specification of presence of governor
controller
2. controller/governor: has the relevant feature does not have the relevant
specification feature specification'”
3. element which is normally
nominal: controller governee
4. features involved are: gender, number, case, i.e. an "indirect’
person, i.e. ‘direct’ feature
features (§4.2.4)

5. multiple targeis/governees
are: same as each other different from each other

In the canonical instances agreement and government are rather different, agree-
ment being characterized by matching, and government lacking this.'" However,
they share the characteristic of being syntactic relations of an asymmetric type.
Indeed, in recent work in Minimalism, the operation Agree is given a major role,
covering both agreement and case government (see Chomsky, 2000: 101). I shall
here restrict myself to agreement in the narrower sense, retaining the sharper
notion of the covariance of features, not found in government. Adopting the
broader definition would blur this important distinction. While I have treated the
canonical instances, there are difficult phenomena falling between these idealiza-
tions, as we shall see when we consider data from Kayardild (§4.5.2). We return
to the issue of agreement in case in §4.4.1, and for ‘collaborative agreement’,
which involves an interaction with case, see §3.3.5.

LAl

To clarify some of the conceptual problems and misunderstandings
that have characterized the topic of agreement I shall adopt a ‘canonical” approach.
This means that I shall take definitions to their logical end point and build a

I Strictly speaking, it does not necessarily have the relevant feature specification: it may have it
coincidentally. For example. if we have a verb which governs the genitive, a participle formed
from it may be in the genitive. The fact that this participle then governs the genitive is still a
matter of it being present, and does not depend on its being in the genitive.

' For extended discussion of definitions of agreement and government see Schmidt & Lehfeldt

(1995).
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ace of possibilities. Only then do I ask how this space is populated.
[ﬁat.canonical instances, which are the best and clearest examples, those
‘matching the ‘canon’, may well not be the most frequent. They may
extremely rare. However, they fix a point from which occurring phe-
can be calibrated. Then I discuss weakenings of the criteria, which allow
;.&al:ionical instances. As these instances no longer fully match the defini-
ey will include some which not all linguists would accept as instances of
at. At several points I introduce here interesting phenomena which are
up in more detail in later chapters.

from an instance of canonical agreement, consider agreement in gender
an noun phrase:

ierluigi Cuzzolin, personal communication)'?

il nuov-o  quadr-o
DEF.M.SG new-M.SG picture(M)-SG
‘the new picture’

i nuov-i  quadr-i

DEF.M.PL new-M.PL picture(M)-pL
“‘the new pictures’

la nuov-a  tel-a
DEF.F.SG new-FSG painting(F)-SG
‘the new painting’

le nuov-¢  lel-e

DEF.E.PL new-F.PL painting(F)-pL
‘the new paintings’

| discuss canonical aspects of such examples in turn. As a brief summary,
onical aspects of these examples are as follows:

is present, has overt expression of features. and is consistent in the

agreements it takes, its part of speech is not relevant (this is a vacuous

criterion in (14)—(17))

has bound expression of agreement, obligatory marking, doubling the

marking of the noun, marking is regular, alliterative, productive; the target

has a single controller and its part of speech is not relevant

agreemenl is asymmetric (the gender of the adjective depends on that of the

noun), local, and the domain is one of multiple domains

wres:  lexical (in one instance), matching values, not offering any choice in values
tions: no conditions

' some readers examples like (14)—(17) will seem familiar; however, it is
h reflecting on how interesting they are. Each is a clear counter-example to

2 Glossing conventions are discussed in §1.6.3, Inherent features (§4.2.3) are given in parentheses,
- Thus gender is glossed with the noun stem; it is true that -a on the noun often implies feminine
b\mdzr by the assignment rules (§4.3.1) of Italian, but this is not necessarily so, as with poeta
- “poet’ (masculine); similarly -0 often implies masculine, but this is not always the case, as with
~mano *hand’ (feminine). This glossing may seem over-careful. However, when discussing agree-
- ment it is important to distinguish between what is inherent and what is comextual,

f |
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Hypothesis I. As we shall see, the different canonical aspects of agreement con-
verge, so that agreement in gender of the modifier with the noun in the noun phrase
is confirmed as the canonical instance. Phenomena which extend the instances
‘outwards’ are now grouped under the five components (Figure 1.1) of my account
of agreement.

1.4.1 Controllers »=

Several of the criteria relate to the controller. An important one is that
canonical controllers are present.

C-1: controller present > controller absent
(where ‘>" means ‘more canonical than")

Compare these two similar examples:

Russian
(18) ty Cita-e§”
2sG.Nom  read-2sG
‘you are reading’
Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian
(19) Cit-a§
read-2sG
‘you are reading’

In such sentences in Russian the controller is typically present, while in
Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian'? typically it is not. I treat as canonical what is some-
times called *grammatical agreement’ rather than *anaphoric agreement’ (Bresnan
& Mchombo 1987, Siewierska 1999, Bresnan 2001a: 151). An effect of adopt-
ing criterion 1 is that, for the construction we are discussing, the canonical type
is restricted to relatively few languages, since the omission of subject pronouns
(often referred to as *pro drop’) is common. It is important to stress that canonical
is not necessarily what is ‘normal” or ‘common’. Several familiar examples of
languages where pronominal subjects are normally included come from northern
Europe (English and German being obvious examples).'*

While discussions of ‘dropping’ concentrate on pronouns, [ am making a more
general point here: it is more canonical for any controller to be present rather
than absent. For agreement of the adjective with the noun within the domain
of noun phrase. it is more canonical for the noun to be present; similarly in

¥ | use this designation for the South Slavonic varieties spoken in Bosnia-Hercegovina, Croatia,
Montenegro and Serbia, since linguistically they show considerable similarity. An account of the
breakup of Serbo-Croat is given in Greenberg (2004).

'* A particularly interesting less familiar example is Skou (New Guinea), which has elaborate
agreement marking (1o be discussed in §3.2.3 and §3.2.4) and which normally includes subject
pronouns: the third person pronouns are regularly included and first and second person pronouns
are present more often than not (Mark Donohue, personal communication). Siewierska (2004b:
268-70) suggests in addition: the Papuan languages Au, Ekari, Koiari and Vanimo, and the
Austronesian languages Anejom, Fehan and Labu.
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C-2: controller has overt expression of agreement features > controller has
covert expression of agreement fearures

these French examples:

elle  est content-e
3sG.F be.prs.3sG  happy-F.sG
*she is happy’

- je suis content / content-e
IsG be.prs.|sG  happy[m.sG] / happy-F.8G
‘T'am happy”

the controller is overtly feminine: the pronoun elle *she’ contrasts with i
n(21) there is no distinction in the controller for gender (it is underspecified
nder). We treat examples like (20) as canonical in this respect, rather than
like (21). Another way of stating this criterion is that a canonical controller
at least as many distinctions as the target. It does so in two respects: in
of the number of features and in terms of their values. These examples
clear that I am comparing constructions and even particular examples in
of canonicity: even within a given language one construction can show
canonical agreement than another.

the basis of these criteria, and others to be considered below, a more general
ple may be suggested (compare Moravcsik 1988: 90):

Principle I: Canonical agreement is redundant rather than informative

principle fits well with the definition of agreement in §1.3. In the French
le elle est contente ‘she is happy” the feminine feature is available from the
ller (criterion 2). In je suis content(e) ‘1 am happy’ it is not. Agreement in
onical example is redundant. Similarly, English examples like the horse is/
orses are are more canonical than the sheep is /are. The situation where there
no controller present, and hence the only information about the controller is
supplied by the target, is non-canonical (though, as we noted, it is commonly
d); this is the point of criterion 1.

~ Let us continue with other criteria relating to controllers.

C-3: consistent controller > hybrid controller

consistent controller is one which controls a consistent agreement pattern.
This is more canonical than one which controls different feature values. The
notion ‘consistent agreement pattern” is intuitively straightforward, but not quite
easy to define (for the details see Corbett 1991: 176-81 and §5.4.1 below). As
a first characterization. a consistent agreement pattern is the set of agreements

controlled by a typical regular controller. A hybrid controller, on the other hand,
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takes agreements from more than one such pattern. It controls different feature
values on different targets. An example can be found in Bulgarian:

Bulgarian (Osenova 2003: 666)
(22) Negov-o Velitestv-o e dosil

his-N.SG  Majesty(N)-SG  AUX.35G come.PST[M.SG]

‘his Majesty has come’
Neuter agreement is found in the noun phrase, but masculine in the verbal pred-
icate, and so the same controller takes different agreements according to the
target. A consistent controller would take either neuter or masculine (or femi-
nine) agreements, irrespective of the target: that is, it would have a consistent
agreement pattern,

C-4: controller's part of speech is irrelevant = is relevant (given the domain)

The idea is that given a domain, for instance, subject-predicate agreement, in the
canonical case we do not need further information on the part of speech of the
controller. For instance, in Russian we do not need to have different rules for a
subject noun phrase headed by a noun as compared to one headed by a pronoun.
Sometimes, however, the difference is substantial. A good example is Bayso,
where the rules are rather different for pronouns as compared with nouns. This
complex situation will be analysed in §5.9.
These two criteria fall under a second general principle:

Principle ll: Canonical agreement is syntactically simple

Agreement varies from examples which can be captured by a relatively simple
rule, to those which are exceptionally complex. The two criteria, C-3 and C-4,
both point to agreement phenomena which can be captured by simple and general
rules.

142 Targets =

The largest number of criteria relate to the target. This makes sense,
since it is the target which is the locus of agreement. These target criteria are often
intertwined, though as we shall see they can be untangled in some systems.

I begin with the nature of the expression of agreement on the target, something
I shall discuss in more detail in chapter 3. Stated in the most general terms, a
major criterion is:

C-5: bound > free

We are concerned with the expression of agreement here. Some define agreement
such that its expression must be bound to the target; for example, Kiillstrom
(1993: 272). Matthews’ definition of agreement also has this effect: ‘Syntactic
relation between words and phrases which are compatible, in a given construction,
by virtue of inflections carried by at least one of them.' (1997: 12). Others are
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13

ral. To discuss alternative possible stances on this, let us expand out the
|
_’f—5? inflectional marking (affix) > clitic > free word

]
1

nical expression of agreement is through affixes bound to the target, that
sh concatenative inflectional morphology. Let us accept this ‘anchoring’
y (we shall return to the means of inflectional marking below) and
der the other possibilities. Some treat certain uses of clitics as agreement.
ding to Halpern (1998: 105) verbal clitics “are often assumed to be types
nal affixes themselves, perhaps simply agreement markers™. On the
‘there are also several respects in which clitics are not like canonical
affixes’.

seems to be no argument about inflectional marking being more canon-
the use of clitics; some consider clitics (particularly in clitic doubling
ons) to be an expression of agreement, some exclude them.'> Here is
ple from the South Slavonic language Macedonian:

an (Victor Friedman 1993: 285 and personal communication)

kuée-to ja=kasa macka-ta
dog-DEF.N.SG 3sG.F.ACC=Dbile[35G] cal-DEF.F.SG
‘the dog bites the cat’

the clitic ja ‘doubles’ the noun phrase mackata ‘the cat’; I mark clitic
ries with ‘=". The clitic is singular and feminine, like its controller. In
examples, where the object is definite (which is an example of an agree-
condition. the topic of chapter 6), there must be a doubling clitic pronoun
man 1993: 285). Of course, clitics vary as to *how bound’ they are; verbal
-are ‘more bound’ than second position clitics, and so are somewhat closer
eing canonical agreement. | take up this issue in §3.2.3.

Ve should now ask whether a free word can be an expression of agreement. It is
ortant to be clear that we are looking at the expression of agreement, not just at
tential stem or host. A predicate verb is a common target, but it acts as a stem
inflectional marking) or a host (for a clitic), but is not itself the expression of
ement. (The distinction merges particularly easily with pronouns, where an
oric pronoun may function as such, and be a target for agreement, or may
p into a form which loses its anaphoric function and be considered, at least
me, to be entirely an expression of agreement: see Lehmann 1982: 23441
early discussion, Siewierska 1999, and §9.1 below).

Potentially convincing examples of free words as the expression of agreement
are found in Daly languages of north Australia. For instance, Ngan'gityemerri

rSae Harris (2002: 110-13) for discussion. Woolford (2003) uses “cross-referencing’ as a general
.“term covering referencing ol arguments by clitics and by inflection, with ‘agreement’ reserved
for the lauer; this is a good convention, when one is concerned primarily with the domain of the
 clause.
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(Reid 1997), a Daly language with two dialects, Ngan'gikurunggurr and
Ngan'giwumirri, and with 100 speakers, 300 miles south-west of Darwin,
Australia, has arguably fifteen genders. Of these, six genders have optional free-
form generics/classifiers:

Ngan'gityemerri (Reid 1997: 177)

(24) (syiri) magulfu (syiri) marrgu
STRIKE cylindrical.fighting.stick STRIKE new
‘a new cylindrical fighting stick”

Sviri is the free-form generic for weapon-like objects which have a striking type
of contact. Inits first use in (24) it is analogous to a classifier. In its second use it is
more like an agreement marker. The repetition of this free form in the noun phrase
is, according to one’s point of view, an example of agreement with a free word as
the expression of agreement, or else a phenomenon on the edge of agreement.'®
There is strong evidence that such free-form generics can develop into agreement
markers, as shown by Ngan'gityemerri, where the generics are still feeding the
gender system (Reid 1997: 211-22); we return to this in §9.1.1.

C-6: obligatory > optional

Canonical agreement is marked obligatorily; optional marking is less canoni-
cal. This criterion is linked to the previous one (since inflectional marking is
usually obligatory), but the two can vary independently. We find optional inflec-
tional marking of agreement, if rarely, while less canonical types of marking
are more likely than inflectional marking to be optional. An example is again
Ngan'gityemerri (Reid 1997). Of the fifteen genders, nine are distinguished by
the agreements found on agreement targets, such as adjectives:

(25) a-syensyerrgimi a=tyentyenmuy
aNIM-white.rock.wallaby — ANIM=lame
‘a tame white rock wallaby’

Reid argues that the marker on the head noun is a prefix, while that on the
agreement target is a proclitic, on the basis of stress and assimilation processes
(1997: 212-15). The important point for us is that the use of these agreement
markers on targets is optional (1997: 168). (We might think the language has
two different systems, based on generics and on proclitics, but this is not the
case, since in some genders there is a generic available in addition to a proclitic
agreement marker.) As noted earlier, like the proclitic agreement markers. the
generics/classifiers are optional.

These instances of optionality of agreement are less canonical than, for exam-
ple, the Italian examples (14)—(17), where agreement is obligatory. We shall meet

' 1f it is agreement, we must ask what the target is. A possible answer would be that it is the

additional classifier ‘slot” in the noun phrase which is made available by the presence of the
qualilying element.
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plesin §6.7.1. Examples are frequent when we look at clitic doubling.
related South Slavonic languages Macedonian and Bulgarian both
bling for objects (as well as inflectional subject agreement). Earlier
Macedonian and noted that clitic doubling is obligatory under certain
In Bulgarian clitic doubling is *generally optional’ (Scatton 1993:
are circumstances in which it is required, but overall it is found less
donian. Thus, if clitic doubling is included as a type of agreement,
at the type found in Macedonian is closer to canonical agreement

C-7: regular > suppletive

cal marking is by regular inflectional morphology (affixation). Perhaps
, we also find instances of agreement being expressed by suppletion.

(Bokmiil, Tore Nesset, personal communication)
en  liten bil

! one/a small-M.5G  car|sG]

‘one small car’

o sma bil-er
two small.pL car-pL
~ “two small cars’

see number agreement expressed through suppletion; for other adjectives
sed regularly.

criterion is logically independent of the others, which is worth bearing
nd below when, in the discussion of domains, | ask whether the English
is he/she/it/they show agreement with their antecedent. One reason why
y this cannot be agreement, almost automatically, is that the pronouns
| then show suppletive expression of gender and number. We can examine
omain question in other languages where the suppletion issue can be fac-
Jﬂut for instance in Russian where the third person pronoun on/ona/onofoni
we/it/they’ is not suppletive (at least in the nominative); we continue with

C-8: allirerative > opague

iterion is related to the last but differs from it. Consider this example from
; here *7" indicates the singular of the Swahili 7/8 gender (Corbett 1991:

li (Welmers 1973: 171)
ki-kapu ki-kubwa ki-moja ki-lianguka
sG-basket(7/8) 7-large  7-one  7-fell
‘one large basket fell”
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Two characteristics of this type of agreement system deserve attention, and both
may be found to a greater or lesser degree.

I. the agreement marker on the target is identical to a formant of the
controller'’

In (28) the initial ki- on the noun kikapu *basket’ is indeed identical to the marker
found on various agreement targets in the sentence. But this is not invariably the
case in Swabhili, as we see if we look at a different gender, the 3/4 gender:

(29) m-shale u-lianguka
SG-nail(3/4) 3-fell
*a nail fell’

Here the agreement marker does not match the noun prefix, and so the system
is not fully alliterative. English has a particularly opaque system in this respect,
in having -s and allomorphs as the marker of the plural on controllers, but as the
marker of the singular on verb targets.'®

The second characteristic of alliterative agreement is:

2. the same agreement marker is used for different agreement targets

In a fully canonical system all targets take the same form. If we have, say, an
adjective, numeral and verb agreeing in gender with a given noun, the agreement
marker will be identical, and there will be no variation in agreement within word
classes (for example, all verbs will behave identically). In example (28) we found
ki- on each target. Contrast this with Swahili gender 1/2 (Welmers 1973: 171):

(30) m-tu m-moja a-likuja
sG-person(1/2) l-one  |-came
‘one person came’

The numeral takes an alliterative form, while the verb, with the prefixed form a-,
does not. Again languages vary: some have identical or extremely similar agree-
ment forms, others show considerable variation (see, for instance, the discussion
of Tsakhur in §3.3.3).

Thus alliterative agreement is one pole of a scale along which agreement sys-
tems can be measured. It may be that no language has totally consistent alliterative
agreement, but many Bantu languages show the phenomenon to a high degree,
with systems considerably more consistent than that of Swahili. Particularly

'7 This point relates back to the second criterion, according to which overt expression of agreement
features on the controller is more canonical than covert expression. That eriterion is concerned
with the faer of overt marking; such marking may or may not be reflected in phonologically
similar forms of the target. which is what criterion 8 is about. The second point is independent of
criterion 2; the targets may have the same marker, even if this is not found on the controller.

% For the different status of this inflection in African American Vernacular English see Poplack &
Tagliamonte (1989, 1994) and Green (2002: 99-102); see particularly Godfrey & Tagliamonte
(1999) for references. for an account of the origins of the system of African American English,
and for the *Northern Subject Rule” (discussed in §7.7.4). The general oddness of the various
English systems is pointed out by Hudson (1999).



1.4 Canonical agreement

it alliterative systems are found elsewhere in the Niger-Congo group
for references).

C-9: productive marking of agreement > sporadic marking

kh-Daghestanian languages Chechen and Ingush, where only around 30%
rbs show agreement (Bickel & Nichols forthcoming; Ingush is discussed
Agreement may be much more sporadic. As an extreme case, in Kuwaa,
guage (a group within Niger-Congo), only one adjective retains agree-
wmber.'” This criterion is distinct from criterion 6 (obligatory agreement
anonical than optional agreement), in that here we are comparing items
the lexicon, whereas for criterion 6 we assume that agreement is possible
¢ whether it is then obligatory or not.

last five target criteria we have discussed can be seen as aspects of a

ciple:

Principle 11I: The closer the expression of agreement is to canonical
(1.e. affival) inflectional morphology, the more canonical it is
as agreement.

lop the notion of canonical inflectional morphology in §3.2. We now go
ree criteria which concern the target from a wider perspective, and which

the principle of syntactic simplicity. The first relates back to the earlier
n of doubling:

C-10: rarget always agrees > target agrees only when controller is absent

't shows more canonical agreement if the agreement occurs irrespective of
ence or absence of the controller. That is, the target must agree, rather than
so only when the controller is absent. This criterion relates to and further
es the controller criterion C-1 ‘controller present > controller absent'. We
wo criteria in order to generalize both over types of controller and over
target.
example concerns the agreement of possessive forms in Chukchi, which
formed from nouns by suffixation (Skorik 1961: 240-1). When functioning
attributive, such possessives can agree in number with the head noun, but
y only rarely (this is therefore another example of optional agreement,
less canonical than obligatory agreement, according to criterion 6). The
jpomt here is that these forms are more likely to take the plural marker when
joun controller is absent than when it is present (Skorik 1961: 233).

Kuwaa adjective is cited in Marchese (1988: 335), acknowledging a personal communication
m R. Thompson. More generally on criterion 9, it might be thought that this criterion is of a
ent order, that any phenomenon is better illustrated by non-sporadic instances. The criterion
weight than this, in that we find that those languages which have agreement which is
canonical according to a significant number of other criteria tend to be those in which it is also
exp «m by productive morphology.
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C-11: target agrees with a single controller > agrees with more than one
controller

Canonically, a target has a single controller, as in examples (1)—(4). Sometimes
the target may mark agreement more than once, in fact it may mark it up to
four times as we shall see in §3.2.4. What is less canonical is for a single target
(of whatever type) to agree simultaneously with more than one controller. An
example of this is found in associative/possessive constructions in some Bantu
languages. I shall take examples from Shona:

Shona (Welmers 1973: 178)

(31) Imbwa na-v-ana v-a-dz-o
dogs(9/10) and-prL-young(1/2) 2-ASSOCIATIVE-10-ASSOCIATIVE
‘the dogs and their pups’

The last item, the associative -a-o, has two slots for agreement, and agrees with
both nouns, The head noun imbwa *dog(s)’ belongs to gender 9/10, it does not
change for number, but its plural (class 10) agreement marker is -dz-, hence ‘dogs’
is intended. The associated noun v-ana “children, young' is gender 1/2 and takes
the plural (class 2) agreement marker v-,

And finally, in this section on targets:

C-12: rarget has no choice of controller > rarget has choice of controller (is
‘trigger-happy’)

This criterion is due to Comrie (2003). The idea is that in canonical agreement
a target has just one potential controller. In some less canonical instances, in
a given construction there can be different controllers (as alternatives, rather
than simultaneously as in the last section). Comrie gives an example from the
Nakh-Daghestanian language Tsez. The target in question is the matrix verb with
a sentential complement. Example (32) shows the expected construction. The
complement is treated as the controller of agreement, and so the agreement is in
the default gender, gender IV (the genders are given in Roman numerals). The
experiencer argument, as with most verbs of this type, stands in the dative, hence
eni-r ‘mother-paT’. (Following Polinsky & Comrie, for clarity the embedded
complement is given in square brackets.)

Tsez (Polinsky & Comrie 1999: 116-117, Comrie 2003)
(32) eni-r [uz-a magalu b-ac’-ru-li]
Mother(1)-pat boy(1)-ERG bread(111)[ABS] 1n-eat-PST_PTCP-NMLZ|ABS]
r-iy-Xo.
IV-know-prs
“The mother knows that the boy ate the bread.”

Remarkably, however, in Tsez a matrix verb can instead agree with a nominal
in the absolutive, which is inside the complement. In (33) the matrix verb has
gender II1 agreement. marking agreement with magalu “bread’, an absolutive
phrase which is within the sentential complement:
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eni-r [uz-a magalu b-ac’-ru-li]

‘Mother(11)-DAT boy(1)-ERG  bread(im)[ABS] 1I-eal-PST_PTCP-NMLZ[ABS]|
b-iy-xo,

11-know-PRrS

“The mother knows that the boy ate the bread.’

urn o this interesting construction in $2.4.7, and for the conditions on its
1 §6.7.1. For now the important point is that, rather than having a single
controller, the matrix verb has two potential controllers (or triggers) and
er-happy’. Another example is Skou (Donohue 2003a: 486-7) where
rbs (which in any case agree with the subject) may additionally show
agreement marking for the subject or agree with the object (according to
e values of the subject and object).

C-13: target’s part of speech is irrelevant = is relevant (given the domain)

intuition here is that it is more canonical to be able to specify targets at a
el, as a general part of a domain, rather than having to make additional
ons for subtypes. Thus we treat it as canonical to specify, for instance, that
ive modifiers agree with their head noun. Thus when we discussed Swahili
noted that attributive adjective and numeral both agreed. Being able to
rule for attributive modifiers in general is a more canonical situation than
alanguage like English where one would have to specify that certain types
butive modifier agree while some do not (we shall meet the particularly
onical situation in Michif in §9.1.2). Criterion 13 differs from criterion 9
ive marking of agreement is more canonical than sporadic marking) in
¢ latter operates within a part of speech (do all adjectives behave alike?),
the current criterion compares across parts of speech (do all targets of a
type behave alike, irrespective of part of speech?). Criterion 13 for
mirrors criterion 4 for controllers.

Doma ins === s——sua—sear=a-aamnmea=—

There are few criteria concerning domains, but they are substantial.
nsider these criteria here, then in §2.3 we return to domains in more detail,
¢ the need for domains in addition to controllers and targets, and inves-
their variety.

C-14: asymmetric > symmerric

of the terms ‘controller’ and ‘target’, and indeed the arrow in Figure 1.1,
that agreement is an asymmetric relation. We might treat this as a defining
feristic, or we may see it as a property of canonical agreement. If two items
for the same external reason, this is not canonical agreement. If one stands
cular form because of the properties of the first, then this is potentially
cal agreement, An analogy may be helpful, If houses numbered 10 and 12
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are both white because it has snowed on both, this is not canonical agreement. If
Mrs White paints number 10 white and Mrs Green in number |2 paints her house
white too, that is, potentially, canonical agreement.

Seeing agreement as an asymmetric relation fits well with the idea that agree-
ment is essentially a matter of *displaced’ information. The logical asymmetry is
seen in two interrelated ways. First, the controller may have no choice of feature
value, while the target does, as in these examples:

Russian

(34) nov-yj aviomobil®
new-mM.s8G car(m)[sG|
‘a new car’

(35) nov-aja  masin-a
new-r.8G car(F)-sG
‘a new car’

(36) nov-oe  taksi
new-N.8G taxi(n)2"
‘a new taxi’

Here we have an adjective agreeing with the head noun in gender. The adjective
has different morphological forms available to match the gender of the noun, while
the noun does not accommodate the adjective in any comparable way. Logically,
then, the relation is asymmetric, with the adjective being controlled by the noun.
Examples of the verb agreeing in person with the pronoun would make the point
equally well.

The second part of the logical asymmetry of agreement concerns the contribu-
tion of the agreement features to semantic interpretation. In examples (34)—(36)
gender is not based on semantics but depends on assignment based on form
(§4.3.1). If, however, in place of aviomobil *car’ and masina ‘car’ we have byk
‘bull” and korova ‘cow’, then we have semantically based gender. Yet the gender
marking on the adjective does not affect the interpretation of nov- ‘new’. The
contribution to semantic interpretation is related to the controller rather than to
the target. Again this points to the asymmetry of the agreement relation (see also
Nichols 1985, 1986).

This is a logical asymmetry, which does not determine how the relation should
be modelled. There have been different means for doing so. Formerly the asym-
metry was handled directly by copying, but there are serious problems with that
approach: the controller may be absent (as in pro-drop languages, example (19));
or it may be present but be underspecified, as in (21); or the feature specifications
on the controller and the target may simply not match, as we shall see in §1.4.4.
More modern approaches are based on unification, which does not capture the
asymmetry directly, and so leads to the question of how it is to be captured. We
discuss this important issue in §4.1.

* This noun is indeclinable and so does not mark number (see $5.1.1).
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je accept that agreement is canonically an asymmetric relation, that leads to
m of agreement in case. For linguists who have a view of syntax which
on the notion of constituency, the traditional instances of *agreement in
e not agreement: matching of case values within the noun phrase results

ernment of the whole noun phrase by an external governor (see (13)). For
ho accept a dependency view of syntax, the opposite conclusion follows,
that there is agreement in case. I conclude that canonical agreement
metric. Which instances count as asymmetric, and therefore potentially
al, depends on other assumptions about syntax. We consider the agreement
chapter 4. and we look specifically at the question of agreement in

erion implies that the ‘smaller’ the domain the more canonical it is.
the smaller the structural distance between controller and target the more
al is the instance of agreement. The most canonical is agreement within
. as in examples like these books, and in (14)-(17); some would call
ord’ (§1.3.1). Less canonical would be agreement beyond the phrase but
1 the clause, as in Mary sings, showing agreement of the verb with one of its
ts. Then we have agreement beyond the clause but within the sentence;
d be agreement of the relative pronoun with its antecedent (which we
n§2.2.2). Finally we have the more controversial domain which goes poten-
beyond the sentence, namely agreement of the anaphoric (personal) pronoun
s antecedent, as in Mary sings because she is happy.

The question as to whether agreement is only a local phenomenon is rarely
Opposing views are stated, almost as facts, with little discussion. There
de here, though by no means an absolute one, between those who have
ed agreement as a prime focus of study as opposed to those who come to it as
‘aset of syntactic phenomena to be accounted for. The former, for instance
csik (1978: 334) and Lehmann (1982: 211), typically assume that the fea-
values of anaphoric pronouns are determined by agreement mechanisms.
ite examples of anaphoric pronouns within the discussion of agreement.
other side, those who come to agreement as just one syntactic phenomenon
1y often assume that it is a local phenomenon, and so exclude examples
7y... she). This is a convenient delineation for syntax, but we shall see
ence (0 question it. The only extended discussion of the issue of which I am
e is found in Barlow (1991, 1992: 134-52), who concludes that there are
d grounds for distinguishing between agreement and antecedent-anaphor
jons. Agreement cannot be restricted only to local domains. This conclusion
ned in Siewierska (1999: 225).%'

here are two main types of evidence supporting this conclusion: the type of
res involved. and the distribution of syntactic and semantic agreement. The
|

::".ir.'-- the agreeing pronouns of Fula, which show special patterns, see Culy (1996).



22 I INTRODUCTION

simple argument is that canonical agreement and antecedent-anaphor relations are
often based on the same features. This can be illustrated from a Russian example,
from the transcript of a conversation:

Russian (Zemskaja & Kapanadze 1978: 242)

(37) Mama a cajnik kipjaten-yj?
Mummy PARTICLE kettle(m)[sG] boiled.pST.PTCP.PASS-M.SG
‘Mummy has the kettle boiled?’
Da-a. On uze naverno Cas  sto-it.
Yes. 3IM.sG.Nom]| already probably hour stand-35G
‘Yes. It's probably been standing for an hour.”

The anaphoric pronoun on is masculine singular, because those are the feature
values of its antecedent cajnik ‘kettle’. Here the participle kipjacenyj ‘boiled’,
like an adjective, distinguishes number (two values) and gender (three values:
masculine, feminine and neuter, but only in the singular). The anaphoric pronoun
does the same. It is not always the case, cross-linguistically, but it is extremely
common that the anaphoric pronoun has the same feature possibilities as other
agreement targets, If agreement and antecedent-anaphor relations are split, then
there are two distinct phenomena which for no principled reason utilize identical
features.

The second argument must wait until additional concepts have been introduced,
so we will only preview it here. The four domains mentioned above constitute
the Agreement Hierarchy, which will be discussed extensively in chapter 7. The
hierarchy constrains the distribution of syntactic and semantic agreement. This
distribution is a gradient phenomenon, across the range of domains. Evidence
from the Agreement Hierarchy shows that there is no one point at which agreement
phenomena can be neatly divided into two in a principled way. Rather there are
several different domains for agreement, related in hierarchical fashion.

Anticipating the discussion in §2.2.2 and §7.6.1, I conclude that agreement
covers feature covariance in a range of domains, from within the noun phrase to
antecedent-anaphor relations. This is accepted in Head-Driven Phrase Structure
Grammar, HPSG (Pollard & Sag 1994: 74), and in Lexical-Functional Grammar,
LFG (Bresnan 2001a: 151). And as we shall see in §9.4.6, there is some psy-
cholinguistic evidence to support this conclusion. Others limit agreement, more
or less drastically. If we are to draw a boundary, then we need to be clear whether
this is based on evidence from agreement itself (which would be hard to justify).
or whether the boundary is being drawn as a result of other considerations within
the syntactic model adopted. If such a boundary is proposed, then we should ask
whether it claims to handle the distribution of syntactic versus semantic agree-
ment (again such a claim seems unlikely to be well founded). However, even if
one excludes antecedent-anaphor relations as part of agreement, this is likely to
be because they are not local links, thus taking criterion 15 as categorical rather
than gradient. Within the domains there are other sources of considerable vari-
ety. We discuss these in §2.3; the interesting issue of ‘long-distance’ agreement
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gesting that controller and target are more distant syntactically than
pect) will be taken up in §2.4.7.

cept anaphoric pronouns as agreement targets, treating antecedent-
a domain, it is worth noting that an anaphoric pronoun is a pronoun
agrees. Since | am using the criteria to separate out overlapping factors,
ncentrated in this section on the syntactic position of such pronouns.
1, their morphology can also vary, and in part independently of their
T s anaphoric pronouns can be morphologically free or bound, the latter
termed ‘pronominal affixes’ or ‘incorporated pronouns’ (discussed
nominal affixes are less canonical in terms of their domain than, say,
erb agreement, since they are part of a non-local domain; on the other
are more canonical than free pronouns in being morphologically bound.
y accepted that diachronically pronouns provide a major source of
morphology, progressing from full pronouns, to clitics, to inflections,
1all see in §9.1.

'g_in this section on domains we shift from looking at individual relations
ng at the system, hence our last criterion is couched in terms of a given
and its being one of several).

- C-16: domain is one of a set > single domain

onical instances, a given domain will be a member of a set of domains (agree-
iv a given controller may be expressed by different targets), following a
rather than a specific syntactic rule. Thus if we take Russian subject-verb
ment, this is one domain of several (attributive modifier agreeing with head
relative with antecedent . . .). This is a more canonical situation than that
i language where, say, subject-verb is the only agreement domain.

This criterion links back to the notion of redundancy: information concerning
controller can be expressed more than once in different domains. An
sting implication related to this criterion is that multiple domains may well

ement markers rather than pronominal affixes (incorporated pronouns).
Where different targets can show what is claimed to be agreement with a single
oller, it is much more likely that these are instances of agreement rather than
pronominal affixes (§3.8.2).

Features — = - s s oSass o maas—asoaaao s

Here we find three criteria, one relating to features as a whole, and
relating to their values. Features are discussed in detail in chapter 4.

C-17: feature is lexical > non-lexical

greement in gender (where lexical) is considered the canonical type (see further
.3, where I show that lexical features are the core of the ‘inherent’ features).
reason is that the target could not be marked with the feature independently,
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if' itis lexical. and so this links to the asymmetry of agreement. Thus in (34)—(36)
there is no independent source of the gender feature apart from the controller.
Another way of stating this criterion is that features which are based at least in
part on formal assignment are more canonical for agreement than features where
assignment is more semantically based (§4.3.1). This criterion therefore falls
under the principle of redundancy.

An interesting consequence concerns anaphoric pronouns; the fact that in many
languages these can covary according to lexical gender strongly suggests they are
part of the phenomenon of agreement, as discussed in relation to (37).

C-18: features have matching values > non-matching values

This seems obvious: some would claim that the definition of agreement must
refer to the matching of values (§1.3). However, once a construction is identified
as involving agreement, because there is a covariance of features, we would
not want to rule out the analogous instances where the features do not match.”
Specifically, since English subject and predicate verb regularly have matching
features, we have to address examples like this one where they do not:

(38) the committee have decided

We cannot simply say that committee is plural, since we find this committee and
not *these committee. We need (o invoke a notion of semantic agreement for such
cases, that is, agreement consistent with the meaning of the controller (discussed
in detail in §5.4), From this point of view, we can say that examples like (38) are
less canonical instances of agreement than those where the feature values match
straightforwardly (the committee has decided); for further discussion see Corbett
(2000: 188-91). Mismatches are analysed in chapters 5 and 7.

If we accept that semantic agreement is non-canonical, then we should include
here instances of resolution, which specifies the feature values of targets when
the controller consists of conjoined noun phrases. Consider this example from
Slovene (Priestly 1993: 433):

Slovene (Priestly 1993: 433)

(39) Milk-a in njen-0 tele sta bi-l-a zunaj
Milka(F)-sG and her-n.sG calf(N)[sG] Aux.3pu be-psT-M.DU outside
‘Milka and her calf were outside.”

Here we have a feminine singular and a neuter singular conjoined; the verb is
dual and masculine. Clearly, then, the features do not match. It is resolution which
specifies these particular feature values (as we shall see in chapter 8). The fact that
such instances are taken 1o be non-canonical fits with §8.6, where the peripheral
nature of resolution rules is discussed.

The general effect of this criterion is to claim that syntactic (formal) agree-
ment is more canonical than semantic agreement. An interesting consequence is

2 Meltuk (1993: 329-31) stresses that the definition of agreement must allow for such instances:
in Steele’s definition this is covered by the reference to a semantic property of the controller.
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inification is an adequate mechanism for formalizing canonical instances of
t (discussed further in §4.1). This consequence demonstrates well that
8 falls under the principle of syntactic simplicity. The criterion is also
with the ‘redundancy’ principle.

natching values can arise in various circumstances, from those which
elated directly to the lexical item (as in (38)), through those involving a
tion (39), to those which depend on the use of the item. the pragmatics (as
. There are systems in which mismatching is widespread, systems which
2000) calls “associative’, which are less canonical than the more familiar
live’ systems (of languages like Russian), We return to mismatches in

C-19: no choice of feature value > choice of value
ences such as the following, English allows no choice of form:
The five applicants arrive tomorrow.

rly in Hungarian predicate agreement with numeral phrases does not allow
option. The form, however, differs from that of English:

an (Edith Moravesik, personal communication)
hat fid érkez-eut
six boy[sG] arrive-psT[3sG]
*six boys have arrived’

olural of firi ‘boy” is fiik, and the plural of érkezerr ‘arrived’ is érkezrek;
er would be used in (41).2

ssian, the situation is more complex. Let us take just one type: these
examples are both fully acceptable:

vos-l-o piat” devuiek
come.in-PST-N.5G  five[NOM]| girl[PL.GEN]
‘five girls came in’

vos-l-i piat” devusek
come.in-pST-PL  five[NOM| girl[PL.GEN]
*five girls came in’

ential point here is that, given the same controller, target, domain and
ure specification of the controller, there remains a choice of agreement. Taking
of the quantifiers, I counted all relevant examples in a corpus of texts from
nineteenth and twentieth centuries (details in Corbett 1983: 150-3) and found
relevant examples, of which 54% showed singular agreement as in (42) and
e showed plural agreement as in (43). (We return to conditions on the choice

aric combines the possibilities of English and Hungarian. In construction with a quantifier, a
'may be singular or plural. If the noun phrase is subject, the verb then agrees, being singular
noun is singular, and plural if it is plural (Leslau 1995; 179-80).
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in §1.4.5.) Therefore the situation found in English and Hungarian (no choice of
feature value) is more canonical than that found in Russian (choice of value).
This criterion links to the last, but is distinct from it. While choices typically
involve semantic agreement in one option, semantic agreement may or may not
involve an agreement choice for a particular target. For instance, in the example

(44) this man and woman have travelled all day to meet you

The use of have, the result of number resolution. is an instance of semantic
agreement, but is obligatory (at least for some speakers).

While many accounts ignore them, agreement choices are rampant. In §5.5, 1
investigate the factors which can give rise to them. As we shall see in chapter 7.
however, while choices are frequent, the variation we find is far from random.

1.4.5 Conditions ¢

Here the criterion is straightforward and intuitive:
C-20: no conditions > conditions

That is to say, in the canonical situation, when the controller, target, domain
and features have been specified for a particular agreement construction, that
constitutes a full specification. If we need in addition to specify a condition,
that is less canonical. For example, we noted the agreement choice in examples
(42) and (43) above. There is good evidence that controllers denoting animates
in such constructions are more likely to take agreement forms with a greater
degree of semantic justification (plural here) than are those referring to inanimates.
Similarly, controllers which precede their targets are more likely to take agreement
forms with a greater degree of semantic justification than are those which follow.
Chapter 6 is devoted to conditions on agreement and so I can be brief here.
We should note, however, that agreement conditions are particularly prevalent
when agreement is non-canonical in some other way. In the Russian examples the
condition interacts with an agreement choice, itself a non-canonical characteristic.

1.4.6 Three general principles msmmmm—

Three general principles were introduced earlier, and deserve brief
discussion here. It is important to note that they never conflict: on the contrary,
like all the criteria which they cover, they converge on the notion ‘canonical agree-
ment’. We have no need to rank them nor to specify what happens in situations
of conflict, because the criteria are mutually compatible.*

rinci, : Canonical agreement is redundant rather than informartive
Principle I: Canonical agreement {undanrt rather than informar
* Canonical is thus a more abstract notion than prototypical: canonical can be clearly defined. but

in principle there need not be a real instance, only approximations, while prototypical implies
real instances,



1.5 Scope and structure of the book

27

criteria (numbers 1, 2, 10, 17, 18 and 19, and secondarily number
on this principle. It may be that it is this principle which leads to
eement being relatively rare among the world’s languages.

restating of this principle, we might add that the greater the reliance
properties the more canonical the agreement. This view of it is best
ining its opposite. If we had fully semantic agreement, then it would
as a distinct phenomenon, since all the forms could be predicted
~semantics; the matching effect would arise from controller and
esponding simply by virtue of having a common semantic source. It is
e cases, for example in agreement in gender in instances where the
ot assigned by a semantic rule, that we most evidently require special

{ Principle 11: Canonical agreement is syntactically simple

¢
principle is that canonical agreement can be described in straightforward

ile non-canonical instances typically involve an additional complication.
ization of criteria numbers 3, 4, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 19,
ially of number 6. It is reflected in criteria relating to each aspect of
it (controller, target and so on).

q Prmapk' HI: The closer the expression of agreement is to canonical

. (i.e. affixal) inflectional morphology, the more canonical it is
i as agreement.

ferent criteria converge on this principle, namely numbers 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9.
at they all relate to the target. There are different views as to which target
legitimately considered to be a part of agreement, but no-one, I think,
exclude the type of targets with canonical inflectional morphology from an
tof agreement. The criteria which fall under this principle have application
greement, in that they are part of a typology of inflectional morphology,
N canonicity.

shed to clarify some of the conceptual problems and misunderstandings
cterize this area. We have seen how different properties cluster, which
it particularly important that we specify which properties are the basis for
lical decisions. Seeing the gradient nature of many of the properties (as
the ways in which they overlap), makes the question of ‘drawing the line’
n agreement and other phenomena appear secondary. It is more important
erstand agreement and its related phenomena than to draw a precise line at
1 we might claim agreement ‘stops’ and some other phenomenon begins.

Given the importance of the topic and its diversity across languages
‘book could have run to many volumes. It could have been filled with details
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of different theories of syntax and how they fail to cover the data presented by
agreement. However, that would not be a fruitful approach. In the early days of
generative grammar agreement was used as a convenient test for investigating
apparently more complex problems (e.g. verb agreement was a test for sub-
jecthood, which allowed us to work on subject raising). Then various papers
(including Morgan 1972, Corbett 1979) showed that agreement was itself much
too poorly understood for it to be treated as an easy diagnostic. Now the wheel
has turned, and it is rather agreement which is a major test of our theories of
syntax. So I aim to present the agreement data in a clear and where possible neu-
tral way, so that the established patterns of agreement can serve as a measure for
theory-building.

The problems with terms go deeper than many realize. For this reason my
‘canonical’ approach is valuable. Individual readers may wish to exclude cer-
tain phenomena, but the position of what is being presented within the overall
conceptual space should be clear, so that readers can include it as relevant or not.

I am tackling an area that for some would be up to three areas. There is agree-
ment within noun phrases, which we have seen is the most canonical. For some.
agreement in person is the major type, where the domain is the clause. Some work
exclusively on this type of agreement, and ignore the others. And then there is
the question of pronouns, which are assumed to be part of the area by some and
are excluded by others. I shall discuss these issues carefully; we shall see that
these three parts of the problem are linked in interesting ways, and that it makes
sense to treat them together, rather than trying to draw unmotivated boundaries
between them.

There are various areas involving some notion of identity which have been
associated with agreement. Though I have taken a broad approach, 1 still need
to exclude some phenomena which show only superficial resemblances to agree-
ment. [ list these here.

Switch reference is distantly related to agreement. It involves indicating (usu-
ally by morphological marking on the verb) whether the subject stays constant
or switches from one clause to the next. This can be illustrated from Haruai,
a Papuan language of the Piawi family, spoken in the south-west of Madang
province, Papua New Guinea:

Haruai (Comrie 1989a: 41)

(45) Ha  dioyw nwg"-6n, bor dw-a.
child rat see-S_SBI  run  go.PRS.35G-DEC
“The child saw the rat and he ran away.’

(46) Ha  déyw nwg"¥-mén, bor dw-a.
child rat see-D_SBJ  run go. PRS.35G-DEC
“The child saw the rat and it ran away.’

In (45) the same subject (s_sBJ) marker -én on the dependent verb tells us that
the clauses must have coreferential subjects. The subject of the dependent clause
is ‘child’, so the other clause will have the same subject. therefore it is the child
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.'_ y. In (46) on the other hand, we know that the subject of the clause
ot be ‘the child’. The likely interpretation is that ‘the rat’ ran
is an available referent, but it is possible that there could be some
(provided it were third person and singular). This is not agreement
¢ do not find the ‘systematic covariance’ of features required by the
eement and switch reference are connected in that both contribute
nee tracking (§9.2).

concord is seen in examples of this type:

{

B
~ Personne n'=est venu
ﬁnbody NEG=AUX.35G come.PST.PTCP
~ ‘Nobody came.’

ncord shares with agreement the repetition of information, in that
e markers (personne and nfe)) express a single negation. However,
‘systematic covariance’, no range of features available to controller
Rather the controller is there or not, and when it is there, it requires
- of the second negation marker.” *Concord' is a good term for such
s (Which is another reason to avoid its use for agreement). A somewhat
henomenon is so-called *agreement in voice’ in Maori, where some
cles take passive morphology when the verb does (Bauer 1993: 92,
Again this is a matter of the presence of a controller of the phenomenon,
stance of systematic covariance.

doubling can be illustrated from some varieties of Russian, as in

ét-0j ol  sam-oj ot barySn-i
from this-FSG.GEN from very-F.SG.GEN from lady(F)-SG.GEN
“from this very lady’

» see the preposition occurring before each element of the noun phrase.
no ‘systematic covariance’ here. but simple repetition of a particular

ssifiers are of several types. Typically they involve a set, sometimes quite
2, of semantically general elements which serve to classify the full range of
referents. Thus even in English we have expressions like: forty head of
., where head is used for various livestock but not for other items. This is not
ement, since we have to do with selection of a lexical item, not systematic
iance. However, where the classifier is repeated (as in (24) above), this is
ly non-canonical agreement. or at least a possible source of agreement.
Sequence of tenses, as found in English, is sometimes annexed to agreement.
owever. this is hardly justified. Consider this example:

& an grateful to Richard Ingham for discussion of negative concord.
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(49) Mary said that John had come. (Mary said: *John has come’.)

There is no matching of tenses; rather the tense in the subordinate clause is shifted
back to the pluperfect, and this shift is determined by the past tense in the main
clause.

If we view syntax abstractly enough, a great deal of it is to do with required
identities. Agreement is the central instance of identities, and there are numerous
analogies to more distant phenomena, It therefore proves a good entry point to
much of what syntax is about.

1.5 Outline of the book

Having set out the five components we need in order to describe
agreement (Figure 1.1), we can explore each in turn. In chapter 2 we inves-
tigate the diversity of controllers, targets and domains. At this point issues
about the realization of agreement become pressing, and so chapter 3 is devoted to
the morphology of agreement. We then return to agreement features in chapter 4.
This naturally brings us to the challenge of the instances where feature values do
not match, which we address in chapter 5. We then have all the necessary material
in place to tackle the remaining component, namely conditions, in chapter 6. We
next look in detail at constructions in which there is a choice of agreements (chap-
ter 7). Chapter 8 is devoted to the specific, but very interesting issue of resolution.
And finally in chapter 9 we look at other perspectives on agreement. Each chapter
builds on what has gone before. However, to help readers who prefer to begin in
the middle, there is a good deal of cross-referencing.

1.5.2 Key languages =

I'shall draw data from a wide range of interesting languages. However,
for continuity, three will play a special role. Russian is a member of the Slavonic
family, which is a relatively conservative branch of Indo-European. It has substan-
tial inflectional morphology of a fusional nature. Case is marked on noun phrases,
where there is agreement in gender (masculine, feminine and neuter) and number
(singular and plural), and verbs agree with subject noun phrases; the language is
clearly of the nominative-accusative type. Within the noun phrase word order is
relatively fixed, with determiners and attributive adjectives normally preceding
the noun, and modifying phrases following. Discontinuity of elements is possible
(as in (12)), with varying degrees of stylistic effect. On the other hand, order
within the clause is relatively free, in that it is sensitive to information structure:
given information typically precedes new information. Since subjects frequently
represent given information, subject-verb-object emerges as the canonical word
order. A fine overview of Russian is provided by Timberlake (1993); this is a
good pointer to more detailed accounts. The development of Russian over the
twentieth century is traced in Comrie, Stone & Polinsky (1996), and Timberlake



1.5 Scope and structure of the book

31

reference grammar. Russian earns its place as a language which
ws constructions which are close to canonical. Yet it has plenty of
with many choices of agreement forms and complex conditions on

s a Nakh-Daghestanian language of the Lezgian group. Estimates
er of speakers vary, with the official figure being around 30,000, in
ghestan and in Azerbaijan. There is considerable dialectal variation.
bstantial grammar (Kibrik 1999) is based on the language as spoken
h, the largest Tsakhur settlement, with around 1,000 inhabitants.?” All
es cited in this book come from that settlement. Mishlesh is situated on
Samur, somewhat higher up the valley than the settlement of Tsakhur
out 1,800 metres. Tsakhur is the language normally heard in Mishlesh,
ny people know Russian, to varying degrees. and some know other
too, notably Azerbaijani.

honological inventory is impressive, with over 70 consonantal pho-
The inflectional morphology is extensive, with rich verbal paradigms,
te and non-finite, based on a perfective-imperfective aspectual distine-
h a third stem indicating epistemic modality. There are eighteen cases,
rs and four genders. Assignment to genders I and Il is relatively
forward: 1 is for male humans (but also gods, angels and so on) while
emale humans (and female mythical beings). The other two genders are
lifficult. Most of the remaining animates are assigned to gender III. Just a
ever. are in gender [V, along with some mythical beings. And inanimates
both in genders IIl and in gender I'V.

hur has ergative syntax: subjects of transitive clauses are marked with the
ase: intransitive subjects and direct objects take the absolutive. The basic
er is subject-object-verb, as is usual for a Daghestanian language, but
sakhur of Mishlesh shows rather free word order. Tsakhur is remarkable for
heer amount of agreement it has. As we shall see, agreement seems to appear
here we might imagine, and then in additional places too. Even among
uxuriant agreement systems of Daghestanian languages, Kibrik (1999: 354)
Tsakhur the top place for the variety of the agreements it displays. We shall
0 meet some of Tsakhur's relatives, notably Archi and Tsez.

Dur third key language is Kayardild, a member of the Tangkic family,
bed in Evans’ (1995) extensive grammar. Kayardild is highly endangered,
a handful of speakers in Queensland, Australia, in the Wellesley Islands
adjoining mainland. Kayardild's relatives are Lardil and Yukulta (plus the

ssian orthography is largely morphophonemic and so examples will be given in the standard
linguistic transliteration of the orthography,

' [ wish to thank again the people of Mishlesh for their hospitality and their help with working on

 their language.

~** For transcribing Tsakhur, as in Kibrik (1999: 14-17, 27) the following deserve mention;

I indicates pharyngialization; macron indicates length of vowels and intensive pronunciation of

consonants: for consonants: * marks ejectives, subscript j shows palatalization: G is 3 voiced
uvular stop, R a voiced uvular fricative, and X an unvoiced uvular fricative.
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extinct Yangkaal and Nguburindi). The Tangkic family is only distantly related to
other Australian languages. Kayardild has a moderate phoneme inventory, with
six vowels and seventeen consonants; it has parallel series of stops and nasals,
each distinguishing six points of articulation. Kayardild is a typical Australian
language in having a rich case system and very free word order. Cases can be
‘stacked’ to a remarkable degree. Moreover, the displacement of information on
tense/aspect/mood/polarity means that Kayardild poses a serious challenge to
traditional and current accounts of agreement.

These three languages are in many respects as different as one can imag-
ine, both in their external circumstances and in their linguistic characteristics.
An introduction to these three gives some sense of the scale of diversity of the
world’s languages. By including them at strategic points I will ensure that my
view of agreement systems is broadly based. We should not forget too that English
can have a useful role (Morgan & Green 2005). lts agreement system is at the
typological extreme, particularly in the role of semantics; it should certainly not
determine our approach, but it will prove very useful as a familiar language which
exhibits an exotic agreement system.

1.6 Helpful background for t
1.6.1 Resources o

There are considerable resources available for research into agree-
ment. First there are several collections on the topic. Barlow & Ferguson (1988),
and Brentari, Larson & MacLeod (1988) are still regularly cited. More recent
collections are Corbett (1999a) and Brown, Corbett & Tiberius (2003). There is
an on-line bibliography containing over 550 items (Tiberius, Corbett & Barron
2002). Then there is a typological database, which attempts to cover agreement
exhaustively in fifteen genetically diverse languages (Tiberius, Brown & Corbett
2002a). This is freely available for on-line searching. It is described in Tiberius,
Brown & Corbett (2002b), and analytical issues concerning the database are
discussed in Corbett (2003b).

1.6.2 Assumptions

While I have gone to great lengths to make the material available to
readers of different persuasions, readers should be aware of my own position,
particularly in three key areas, so that they can adjust as necessary. The first is
the nature of morphology. which clouds many discussions, when linguists have
assumptions which are often unspoken and unanalysed. I think of morphology
in realizational terms, that is, it realizes the feature specifications determined by
syntax. There is therefore no need in our typology for agreement markers to be
treated separately from targets and the feature specifications which are realized on
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his view is discussed in §3.1. Second, as raised briefly in §1.4.3, I think
ent as cumulating information from different sources, not as a matter

. We return to this issue in §4.1. For now we should bear in mind that
al has been written with the assumption that agreement is copying. and
this (particularly writings on phenomena which were claimed not to be
it) is rendered somewhat unconvincing once the alternative perspective
nulation becomes available. And third, 1 take a canonical view, believing
ere are clearer and less clear instances of agreement, and that in some areas
'not be productive to draw definitional lines: rather we need to see how the
mena are related. This issue has been aired in the current chapter, and will
the rest of the book.

Conventions e——r—e—=—rs=————s=—m o ias——i———

For presenting examples the Leipzig Glossing Rules are adopted (for
see http://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/index.html). The essentials have prob-
1 absorbed from the examples already given. Where the material can be
pented morphologically, this is done with *-" in the example and in the gloss
cat-s' is glossed as ‘cat-pL"). There is a standard set of abbreviations (for
uch as ‘sG’), which promise to save linguists time as they are adopted more
lly. Those used in this book, including necessary additions not in the list,
ven on pages Xvi—xviii. Where there is a many-to-one relationship, as in
ndicating both past and plural, this is normally indicated with a stop, thus
L' (but person and number are not separated in this way). For us it will
mportant that non-overt elements are indicated with ‘[ |'. thus ‘cat’ can be
cal[sG],” and inherent non-overt features are given in *( )’, notably for
der of nouns (§4.2.3). Explanations will be deliberately repeated when the
point of the example might otherwise be lost.
lossing is always a compromise, since more and more information may be
but this may obscure the point at issue.” For agreement, features are of
importance and all necessary detail will be given for them. Occasionally |
simplify glosses in otherwise complex examples. Glossing is sometimes
ortable, because of the need to segment linguistic material and to assign
rmation to particular segments. This segmentation is only to help the reader;
not an issue in a realizational approach to morphology (§1.6.2, §3.1). Bold
e may be used in examples, particularly complex ones, to draw attention to the
ant part; it has no linguistic significance.
glosses are morphosyntactic, in the sense that syncretisms (morphological
biguities) are normally resolved in the gloss in the light of the syntactic con-
. Thus in the example they have decided, the verb have will be glossed as third

ote from the Leipzig Glossing Rules: ‘Glosses are part of the analysis, not part of the data.
nciting an example from a published source, the gloss may be changed by the author if they
prefer different terminology. a different style or a different analysis.
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person plural, though out of context /tave represents various other feature speci-
fications. There was an instance in (12) above, where the phrase kakoj . . . sover
‘what advice” was glossed as being accusative, even though out of context the
morphological forms could have realized nominative case. In (12) the agreement
of the verb unambiguously identifies subject from object, hence accusative is the
only appropriate gloss in context. Where such syncretisms are of relevance, they
are discussed in the text following the example.

We also need a convention for presenting evidence here, since I have written
previously on related topics. The books on Gender (Corbett 1991) and Num-
ber (2000) had particular features as their focus, and demonstrating their nature
depended in part on agreement. In this book there will be occasional overlaps,
where the main argument line requires it. Whenever supporting evidence from
those books can be referred to rather than needing to be directly cited, a reference
across will be given. Other papers of mine on agreement are superseded by this
book, though there will often be additional supporting material in the original

paper.

1.7 Conclusion

[ have mapped out the area of agreement in broad outline, and we can
now begin to look in more detail. As we do so, we shall examine a wider range
of languages than 1s usual in discussions of agreement. For this reason it will be
important to be consistent in our use of terms, and to be clear about any analytical
decisions. This will also make it easier to have fruitful collaboration with others
interested in agreement, such as psycholinguists. those in acquisition and those
in computational linguistics.



[in turn at controllers, targets and domains, starting with canonical
moving on to instances that are increasingly far from canonical (and
y quite exotic). Here we are investigating where agreement is possible:

&e further constraints on the instances described, and these will be
in subsequent chapters. We might not have expected displacement of
as discussed in §1.1, to be possible at all. So we could try retreating
er hypothesis:

: The ways in which grammatical information can be displaced will be
tightly constrained. (False)

I see, there is in fact a great range of instances of displacement; in this
map out the possibilities in respect of controllers, targets and domains.

~ Controllers are typically nominal in nature. We start with canonical
.and then move on 10 various problematic controllers.

Canonical controllers TS

Within the noun phrase, we may find a noun controlling agreement:

nov-aja  knig-a
new-r.sG book(F)-sG
‘a new book”

that the controller here is kniga ‘book’ (feminine singular), the target is
ja ‘new’, which is also feminine singular. The domain in which the agreement
tes is the phrase. Here the feminine gender is found on the adjective because
@ ‘book” is a noun in that gender. Following the Leipzig Glossing Rules
6.3), we mark the inherent gender of the noun as *(F)". The feminine gender
the target is in a sense secondary.

r agreement beyond the phrase (as in (2)), the controller is usually taken to
he noun phrase (which may be constructed around a noun, pronoun, or other

35
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(2) moj-a mam-a ljub-it  roman-y
my-FSG.NOM  mother(F)-sG.NoM  love-35G novel-pPL.ACC
‘my mother loves novels’

Within the domain of the clause in (2), the controller is moja mama “my mother’
and the target is Jjubir ‘loves’, which agrees in the features person and number.'

The issue of which noun phrase in the clause is the controller is a domain ques-
tion, considered in §2.3. However, controllers, targets and domains are closely
connected, and to understand some of the interesting instances we shall need
to know about ergative-absolutive agreement systems. [ therefore make a brief
excursus to include these systems here, before discussing them further in §2.3.2.
In the Russian example (2) we have a transitive clause in which the subject is
marked with nominative case and the object with accusative, In an intransitive
sentence (like moja mama spit *“my mother is sleeping’) the subject is in the same
case, the nominative. This system, in which the intransitive subject is treated just
as the transitive subject, is a nominative-accusative case marking system. In the
canonical instance agreement works in the same way as the case system. Indeed
in Russian the verb agrees with the subject in both sentences, showing that we
also have a nominative-accusative agreement system. Our second key language,
Tsakhur, behaves very differently:

Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: 350, 829)

(3) za-s ham-ni anna  wasilewn-€ . .. dars hiwo.
15G.0BL-DAT this-ATTRIB.OBL Anna Vasil'evna-ErG lesson(1v)[ABs] 1v.give.prv
‘This Anna Vasil'evna . . . gave me lesson(s)." (taught me)

Here the transitive subject is marked by the ergative case (which counts as an
oblique case in Tsakhur as the modifier ham-ni “this" indicates). The transitive
object dars ‘lesson’ takes the absolutive case, which is the bare stem form. In
an intransitive sentence, the subject stands in the absolutive. In other words, the
system treats the intransitive subject and the object similarly for case marking.
Tsakhur also has ergative-absolutive agreement. In (3) the verb hiwo ‘give’ shows
gender 1v, agreeing with the absolutive argument dars ‘lesson’. It cannot be
agreeing with the ergatively marked noun phrase, since then the form would be
*hiwo'1.give.PFV”.

We return to these systems in §2.3.2 below. We should note that Kayardild,
our third key language. has an unusual type of nominative-accusative case

! Some reflect the distinction between (1) and (2) in their terminology. treating agreement within
the phrase as ‘concord’, and reserving the term ‘agreement’ for agreement beyond the phrase (as
discussed in §1.3.1). As we shall see (§7.6.2), it is not possible to draw a clear line, and 1 shall
term both “agreement’. Lehmann (1982: 227-8) uses ‘internal agreement” for agreement within
the phrase, and ‘external agreement’ for agreement outside the phrase. Several have adopted this
usage, but the reader should be aware of a less common usage which is 10 use ‘internal” to mean
within the clause, and "external’ for outside the clause. Some suggest that, even within the noun
phrase, it is the phrase as a whole which is the controller (Lehmann 1982: 221-4). but examples
of stacked modifiers showing different agreements (§7.7.2) would cause problems for such a
VIEW.
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and the verb does not agree with its arguments, so it is not relevant
have considered straightforward noun phrases here: there are also var-
s of complex noun phrase (conjoined noun phrases, comitative con-
s, quantified noun phrases) which cause interesting complications for
ent. (The question of choices induced by controllers is taken up in §5.5
However, these are all noun phrases and so are already included in our
of possible controllers. We now turn to some less obvious types of

-

-:f Defective controllers me=—a—resassruresmisass e

‘ These are overt controllers which are not canonical noun phrases and
ch lack agreement features, for example, clauses and infinitive phrases:

[That he came so early] was very surprising.
[To err] is human.

ontrollers (indicated ‘[ ]') lack agreement features; however, targets
can agree often must agree, and so here we find third person singular
nt (the default agreement form for English, see §3.6.3 for defaults).’
all see other instances of controllers which can be treated as defective in

No possible contro]le:r

The extreme case of defectiveness is shown by absent controllers that
e any surface expression. In languages like Italian there is no possibility
pvert subject for *weather verbs’, for instance:

piov-e  (*lui piov-e  *cid piov-e)
rain-3sG (it rain-3sG that rain-3sG)
‘it’s raining’

 there is no possible controller, but the target must still show agreement
We expect to find that default agreement forms in such instances will be
defective controller.

Possessive adjectives as controllers ==

In Upper Sorbian, a Slavonic language of eastern Germany, the pos-
adjective can control an attributive modifier, as in this example:

see that these controllers are not just singular, it is sufficient to experiment with conjoining
m (1o err and to repent is human), when agreement is (in the straightforward cases) singular,
sed to plural for the conjoining of ‘real” singulars.
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Upper Sorbian (FaBke 1981: 382-3: Corbett 1987)

(7N moj-eho muz-ow-a sotr-a
my-M.SG.GEN husband-poss-F.5G.NOM  sister(F)-sG.NOM
‘my husband’s sister’

In (7), the possessive suffix -ow- may be thought of as marking the phrase madj muz
‘my husband’. To it is added the inflection to mark the feature values nominative
singular feminine, in agreement with the noun sotra ‘sister’. The particularly
interesting form is mojeho: this is masculine since muZ “husband’, which is the
source of muZowa, is masculine. It is singular for the same reason (the formation of
the possessive adjective requires a singular referent). Thus we have the possessive
adjective as a controller of agreement, taking another attributive modifier as its
target. The construction has been discussed in detail in Corbett (1987, 1995a);
see those sources for references, and for the distribution of the construction in
the Sorbian dialects see FalBke (1996: 66-73). This Upper Sorbian construction
is indeed remarkable, since we have an adjective (though of a special type) as
controller. It is a challenge to notions of lexical integrity, since the syntax appears
to require access to the internal structure of the word. The only other modern
Slavonic language which has constructions like (7), though to a more limited
extent, is Slovak. Control of the relative pronoun by the possessive adjective is
much more common than by the attributive, and control of the personal pronoun
is found throughout Slavonic, though with limitations for Polish (as we shall see
in §7.5.2). Here then we have a non-canonical controller which operates normally
in less canonical domains,

2.1.5 Qualitative adjectives as controllers s

Basad is a Bantu language of southern Cameroon. The data are from
Larry Hyman (2003 and personal communications). Basad has a system of eight
genders, which | indicate according to the singular-plural class agreements (1/2,
3/4, 3a/6, 5/6.7/8.9/10, 9/6, 19/13). It has a set of “adjectival nouns’ (Hyman has
identified 77 to date), whose behaviour is unexpected:

Basad (Hyman 2003: 268-72)

(8) mi-n-lapgd mi di-nuni mini / *tini
4-3-black  4.coNN pL-bird(19/13) 4.this [ |3.this
“these black birds’

The connective (CONN) must be used between nouns in a genitive construction.
Note that the plural form of -lapgd *black’ in gender 3/4 is based on the singular
form (the 3 form). The adjective is plural, agreeing with the noun di-nuni “birds’
(for which 13 is the plural for singular class 19; this noun has the same singular-
plural pairing as diminutives). However, the adjective has its own gender (it is
in gender 3/4) and the connective and the demonstrative agree with the adjective
in gender and number (the 4 form is plural), rather than with the noun. A form
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th the noun (*rini) is unacceptable. The same situation is found with
ve adjective:

_‘;li{—n-laugé mi di-nuni pwém [ *cém
43black 4.conn pL-bird(19/13) 4my /13.my
'f-mg black birds®

- '_nt is not affected by word order, as these examples show (compare

1(9)):

ll_'_ ni  mi-n-lapgd mi di-nuni

{ Ahis 4-3-black  4.conn  pL-bird(19/13)
“these black birds’

I-nwém mi-n-lanpgd mi di-nuni

?.my 4-3-black  4.conn pL-bird(19/13)
‘my black birds’

ison, we now consider a noun and an adjectival noun which are of
genders to those we have seen so far:

li-képgé i miit lini
S-clever 5.coNN sG.person(1/2) 5.this
“this clever person’

clever” is of gender 5/6, while miir *person” is in 1/2. When the noun stands
iral, so does the adjectival noun, but in the plural of its own gender:

ma-kéngé md Bt mand
b-clever 6.CONN PpL.person(1/2) 6.this
“these clever people’

evious examples the demonstrative or possessive agrees with the adjec-
un and not with the noun. What then if there is more than one adjectival
preferred version is for agreement to be with the adjectival noun closest
oun:

bi-13pge bi mi-n-langd mi di-nuni mini /?bini / *tini
8-good 8.coNN 4-3-black 4.cONN PL-bird(19/13) 4.this /?8.this / 13.this
‘these good black birds’

), mini ‘these’ agrees with minlapgd *black’. As the alternatives indicate,
ment with the further adjectival noun is less preferred, while agreement with
(which is what we might have expected) is excluded. It appears that these
ions have arisen from nouns, so the phrase in an example like (12) may
ally have meant an ‘intelligence of person’ (Hyman 2003: 269).%

truction showing some similarities is found in the Chapakuran language Wari” (Everen &
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%)

b

Possible targets form a varied and interesting array. | focus on items
which themselves show agreement, rather than acting as hosts for clitics (§3.2.3)
which agree (since in the latter case the clitic is the target). The distinction is
sometimes hard to draw, for two reasons. First because different theoretical posi-
tions can lead researchers to describe the same data as clitics or as agreement; and
second because over time clitics can develop into canonical agreement markers
and so there are genuinely difficult borderline instances (Lehmann 1982: 234-41;
Siewierska 1999). This should be borne in mind, particularly when we consider
more exotic targets.

2.2.1 Canonical targ

In different domains targets which frequently show the behaviour of
canonical targets are adjectives and verbs. We also find articles, demonstratives
and various types of pronoun showing agreement. Examples follow, and many
more will be found throughout the book.

We begin with the adjective (and there are also verbal forms which behave like
adjectives, namely participles):

Russian

(15) star-yj  Zumal
old-mM.56 magazine(Mm)[sG|
‘an old magazine’

Recall that we mark the inherent feature values, here the gender of the noun,

inside *( ).

(16) star-aja  gazet-a
old-EsG  newspaper(F)-5G
‘an old newspaper’

(17) star-oe  pism-o
old-N.SG letter(N)-5G
‘an old letter’

To take a less familiar example, here are examples of agreement of the adjective
in gender in the Kunwinjku dialect of Bininj Gun-Wok (or Mayali), a non-Pama-
Nyungan language of northern Australia. There are four genders:

Bininj Gun-Wok, Kunwinjku dialect (Evans, Brown & Corbett 2002; 117)
(18) bininj na-mak

man(i) 1-good

‘good man’
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' - daluk ngal-mak
~ woman(1) 1-good
- ‘good woman’
kamarn man-mak
cheeky.yam(im) m-good
| ‘good cheeky yam’
kukku  kun-mak
- water(1v) 1v-good
‘good water’

's may occur within noun phrases, as in the Russian and Bininj Gun-Wok
given. Often they occur in other positions, notably in the predicate. We
émly find articles (definite and indefinite) and determiners as agreement
For instance, French has the definite articles /e (masculine singular), /la
ne singular) and les (plural). It also has determiners such as: ce (masculine
r), cette (feminine singular) and ces (plural).

1 the clause the verb is typically the central target for agreement:

Svetk-a risu-et X0roso
Svetk-sG.NOM draw-3sG well
‘Svetka draws well’

mples are commonplace. We shall consider the possible controllers for
agreement further in §2.3.2, The verb is often a host for clitics and for
inal affixes (§3.8).

Proanouns =——=————=—-=moeeo oo arw o e

The other frequent type of target is the pronoun, of which there are
s types. Consider first the personal pronoun:

(Zemskaja & Kapanadze 1978: 245)
Allal Ty govori-l-a  tam  nacat-aja
Alla  2sG.NOM say-pST-F.SG there begin.PST.PTCP.PASS-F.5G.NOM
koric-a est; gde  onm-a?
cinnamon(F)-sG.NoM be where 3-ESG.NOM
‘Alla! You said there was some started cinnamon there, where is it?

last word, the third person pronoun ona, is feminine singular because its
dent phrase is headed by korica ‘cinnamon’, which is feminine singular.
cannot be that the pronoun takes its gender directly from the referent because
1s no semantic reason for it to be feminine.) Some would not wish to include
instances within agreement, since the pronoun can be arbitrarily far from
antecedent. On the other hand, it takes agreement features like other targets,
d when we consider the topic of agreement choices we see that there is no
non-arbitrary point at which to draw the line between such pronouns and more
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canonical agreement. We discuss this issue further in §7.6.1: for now we note that
pronouns can be found in various domains. They are less canonical than the other
targets discussed so far. For recent discussion of the agreement of pronouns see
Wechsler & Zlati¢ (2003: 197-225).

Finally, though relative pronouns are restricted in their distribution, they are
common agreement targets:

Russian (Bunin, Gespodin iz San-Francisko *The Man from San Francisco’)

(24) ... by-l-a  izjas¢n-aja vljublenn-aja  par-a, za
be-PST-FSG elegant-F.SG.NOM loving-F.$G.NOM couple(F)-sG.NOM after
kotor-oj vs-g s ljubopytstv-om sledi-l-i
which-FsG.InNs all-pL.NoM with curiosity-sG.INs follow-psT-PL

‘there was an elegant loving couple, who everyone watched with curiosity . .

Here the relative pronoun takes its gender and number from the antecedent (para
‘couple’), while its case is determined within the clause, by the preposition za
*behind, after’.

Apart from these familiar targets, there is a surprising variety of other possible
targets. We review the less common types here.

223 Numerals and other quantifiers memmmmmmm—

Cardinal numerals sometimes show agreement; typically this is
restricted to lower numerals.* For numerals, higher numerical value correlates
with having more noun-like qualities (Corbett 1978), and so higher numerals are
more frequently agreement controllers than agreement targets. In Russian the
numeral odin *one’ behaves like an adjective in terms of agreement:

Russian

(25) odin Zurnal
one[m.5G] magazine(m)[saG]
‘one magazine’

(26) odn-a gazet-a
One-FSG - newspaper(r)-sG
‘one newspaper’

27 odn-o  pism-o
one-N.5G letter(N)-sG
‘one letter’

It also agrees in number (noZnicy *scissors’ has no singular):

(28) odn-i  noZnic-y
one-PL  SCISSOrs-pL
‘one pair of scissors”

* Ordinal numerals, like Russian pjar-vj *fifth”, are often a type of derived adjective, and are therefore
a frequently found type of agreement target.
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vith odin ‘one’ we see agreement in number and in all three genders, as
find with an adjective (only the forms are irregular). The numeral dva
jgrees in a more limited way:

dv-a Zurnal-a

IWO-M.NOM magazine(M)-SG.GEN
‘two magazines’

dv-e gazet-y

IWO-F.NOM newspaper(F)-SG.GEN
‘two newspapers'

dv-a pism-a

IWO-N.NOM  letters(N)-5G.GEN
‘two letters”

ral dva ‘two’ agrees, but does not make as many gender distinctions as a
jective, nor indeed as many as odin ‘one’; the forms marked masculine
and neuter in (31) are identical (they are syncretic, see §3.4.1). For more
omplex story of Russian numerals see Corbett (1993). We return to the
¢ genitive of the noun in §3.3.5.

consider Chichewa, a Bantu language spoken in Malawi; it is a vari-
the language called Chinyanja in neighbouring Zambia, Zimbabwe and
bique. Here the numerals one to five show agreement in gender:

/a (Sam Mchombo, personal communication)

fupa li-modzi
[sG]bone(5/6) 5-one
‘one bone”

ma-fupa a-wiri
PL-bone(5/6) 6-two
‘two bones’

“bone’ is a gender 5/6 noun. which means that in the singular, as in (32), it
class 5 agreements, and when plural, as in (33), it takes the plural, class 6
. Compare this with chingwe ‘rope, string":

chi-ngwe chi-modzi
sG-rope(7/8) 7T-one

‘one rope’

zi-ngwe zi-wiri
pL-rope(7/8) 8-two
‘two ropes’

s was mentioned, higher numerals are more likely, cross-linguistically, to be
ment controllers and lower ones to be agreement targets; however, there
‘various ‘in between' cases which lead to complex patterns. These appear
I different points in §6.5.2, §6.6 and §6.7.2. While I have given examples of

erals, there are various other quantifiers which in different languages may
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be adjectival in their syntactic behaviour and may show agreement, for example,
French rour *all’, Russian kaZdyj “every’ and many more.

2.2.4 Adverbs = swe——as——-rrwranae——— naewar|

Several languages have items which according to their syntactic
behaviour and according to their semantics are adverbs and which show agree-
ment. Such languages are found in various parts of the world. We begin with this
example from the Daghestanian language Archi (Kibrik 1994: 349):3

Archi (Kibrik 1994: 349):

(36) buwa-mu b-ez dita<b>u jYalli a<b>u
mother(11)-ERG M- 15G.DAT early<m> bread(im)[aBs] made<i>
‘Mother made bread for me early.’

This is a fascinating example; for now it is the form difa-b-ut ‘early’ which is of
special interest. This is an adverb, with an internal agreement marker -b-. showing
gender I1l singular. Note the Leipzig convention of indicating infixed markers with
‘<>"1 we discuss infixes further in §3.2.1. If we change the example, we find
different agreement:

(37) dija-mu ez dita<t’>u nok{’ a<p>wb
father(1)-ERG [1v]I1SG.DAT early<iv> house(1v)[ABS|] made<iv>
‘Father made a house for me early.”

Here we have the gender IV singular -r'-. In both examples we have agreement
with the absolutive noun phrase (we return to another domain found in these
examples in §2.3.2 below).

The following example from Tsakhur is particularly telling:

Tsakhur (Aleksandr Kibrik 1999: 367, 828, Text 5: 209, and personal communication)
(38) anna wasilewna-ni  wo-r-na injd mal?allim, geé-r
Anna Vasil'evna-gsM be-n-atTriB.ii’ here teacher very-11

uftan-da dars hel-e-na
beautiful-apv.iv  class(1v)[ABS] 1V.give-IPFV-ATTRIB.II

‘Anna Vasil'evna was a teacher here, (and she) gave classes very beautifully.’

‘ESM” indicates an epistemic status marker; the one used here, -ni, must refer to
the past (Kibrik 1999: 705-12). In (38) we have two forms to consider. Uftanda

% The transcription of Archi is updated (thanks to Aleksandr Kibrik and Marina Chumakina, personal
communications). ki is a palato-velar voiceless lateral affricate: "'marks ejectives, hence ki’ is a
palato-velar voiceless lateral ejective. The macron indicates a tense (fortis) consonant (as in ). %
is a voiceless labialized uvular tense fricative, Stresses are given (marked 7) in the textual example
in §2.4.10.

Normally I avoid the use of @ since it can lead to sloppy analyses; when a particular feature value
is indicated by a bare stem | indicate this by giving the non-overt information within | |. as with
the pronoun ez. When there is an internal slot, as with a<@=>w, | use @ to aid readability.

-na the aTTrRiButive marker is the same for genders [, [1 and I1I: here it is gender I1. This marker is
used, for instance, in forming adjectives; in Tsakhur, unlike related languages, the range of these
forms is extended to include predicative use also (Aleksandr Kibrik, personal communication),

>

-~
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U y agrees in gender 1v with the constituent in the absolutive case
) namely dars *class’. Such forms have various adverbial and predicative
(Kibrik 1999: 99-104), and so are not fully clear instances of agree-
. More surprisingly, the degree adverb ‘very' has agreement forms,
(genders I and I1), gé-b (III) and ge-d (IV) (Kibrik 1999: 357, 367).
verb (ge-r ‘very-11") is ultimately controlled by the noun phrase anna
e in the preceding clause. The example is not fully clear, but the effect
nt in gender 11, according to Kibrik's consultants, is to emphasize that
ity of the lessons was due to the teacher, Anna Vasil'evna, and did not
out by chance.
nples of agreeing adverbs are found in more familiar languages (though
! _' be analysed differently). Consider first a construction found in Romance
. such as Catalan:

(Wheeler 1995: 210, citing Fabra 1956: 82):
I’ he trobad-a  tot-a  trist-a
3sG.0B) have.lsG found-r.sG all-rsG sad-F.sG
‘I found her all sad.”

ain a degree adverb marks agreement. Wheeler evidently has the intuition
is out of the ordinary because he labels it *false inflectional agreement
agreement™ (1995: 210). He gives further examples from other Romance
ges. In Catalan, however, there is the word ror- ‘all’, which agrees as an
ive. We might not have expected it to be used in examples like (39), but since
function in this use too, we have an example of the use being extended in
ected way, and agreement being retained.® In Italian too adverbs agree
ted degree (Napoli 1975).
find a similar extension in Dutch. The attributive adjective distinguishes
(common versus neuter) just for indefinite singular controllers. Most

p similar is found in Russian, as discussed by Mel'Cuk (1993: 343-4). Russian superlatives
commonly formed as follows:

sam-yj nteresn-yj Zurnal
the.very-m.sG  interesting-m.56  magazine(m)[sG]
‘the most interesting magazine”

sam-aja interesn-aja gazet-a
the.very-F.SG  interesting-F.5G  newspaper(F)-5G
“the most interesting newspaper’

sam-oe interesn-oe pis‘m-o
the.very-N.SG  interesting-N.sG - letter(N)-sG

‘the most interesting letter’

we have what Mel'¢uk calls a pronominal adjective (sam-yj “the very”), which is used to form
superlative, and which remains an agreement target in that role.

Mel Euk this gives a new domain, since he argues that in (i) sam-y;j ‘the very” agrees with the
ive interesn-yj ‘interesting’. This would be a remarkable domain. However, though sam-yj
e very’ may function as a modifier of this adjective, it does not follow that it need agree
h it; it is simpler to say that it agrees normally with the noun which is head of the noun

i
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adjectives can also function as adverbs, in which case they remain uninfiected, as
in this opposition of adjectival and adverbial use:

Dutch (Booij 2002: 48)

(40) een echt-e flink-e jongen
INDE.SG real-com.sG tough-com.sG  boy(com)[sG]
*a real tough boy’

(41) een echt flink-e Jjongen
INDESG real.anpv tough-com.sG  boy(com)[sG|
“a really tough boy’

A small number of such adverbs are used as degree modifiers; for instance echt
has come also to mean ‘very’. Thus (41) can also be ‘a very tough boy’. However,
instances are also found of the agreeing form, as in (40), being used as the
degree adverbial. This is found only with those adverbs which have a semantically
corresponding adjectival counterpart, and never with those which do not (like
helemaal *absolutely” and zeer ‘very” (Booij 2002: 48-50)).

Adverbs of various sorts are agreement targets in the following languages: Lak
(a Daghestanian language, like Archi, Xajdakov 1980: 206), Kala Lagaw Ya (the
language of the western Torres Straits Islands, Bani 1987: 189, 199), Bhitrauti
(Hook & Chauhan 1988) and Gujarati (Hook & Joshi 1991).

2.25 Adpositions Es==mseanemasSessS g s

Tsakhur has around thirty postpositions, of which two are agreement
targets, namely a- “in, inside’ (which governs the inessive case) and awu- ‘under’
(which takes the contessive, the case for contact localization). In both instances
they agree with the absolutive argument of the clause:

Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: |25)

(42) §i  wo-b-ni centr-¢ a-b
1P be-1/1.PL-ESM centre(1v)-INESS in-1/n.pr”
*we were in the centre’

(43) Xote Gaje-j-k; awu-b  wo-b-na
snake(m)[Ass] stone-0BL-CONT'" under-i1 be-m-aTTRIB.IN
‘the snake is under the stone’

In other languages adpositions may also agree with the noun phrase they govern,
as in postpositions of the Northwest Caucasian language Abkhaz (Hewitt 1979:
113-14, 125-37). Most of the modern Indic languages have at least one postpo-
sition (generally “of") agreeing with the noun governed (Payne 1995). Celtic lan-
guages have agreeing prepositions (see Sadler 2003: 88 for Welsh). The Iwaidjan
languages Ilgar, Iwaidja and Maung, of north-western Arnhem Land, Australia,
arguably have inflecting prepositions (Evans 2000: 127-32).

* In Tsakhur in the plural, genders | and I1 share the same form, and I11 and IV also share a form;
see chapter 3 example (34) for the forms and §5.1.2 for discussion.
'% This noun can be of gender 11 or 1v, so this example is not as clear as the previous one.
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In addition to their frequent role within controllers, nouns may also
of agreement. This is not unusual in possessive constructions, where
may agree with the possessor, and vice versa. In Bagwalal. a
anian language of the Andi group, we find the possessor agreeing with

(Kibrik 2001: 139-40)

chun-§u-w was
blacksmith(m)-0BL-M.8G brother(m)
*blacksmith’s brother”

ehun-Su-j jas
blacksmith(M)-OBL-F.SG sister(F)
*blacksmith’s sister”

ehun-su-b misa
blacksmith(m)-OBL-N.SG house(N)
‘blacksmith’s house’

chun-5u-ba was-ibadi
blacksmith(m)-0BL-HUM.PL brother(m)-pL
*blacksmith’s brothers’

ehun-Su-r mis-ibi
blacksmith(M)-0BL-N.PL house(N)-PL
‘blacksmith’s houses’

ehun-dar-alu-r mis-ibi
blacksmith(m)-PL-OBL.PL-N.PL house(N)-PL
‘blacksmiths” houses’

urn to Bagwalal at the end of this section. Tsakhur similarly has an agreeing
ve, but it agrees with the absolutive argument (Kibrik 1999: 357, 792
803 ex. 14).

: opposite situation, where the possessum agrees with the possessor, can
in, for instance, Tundra Nenets (a member of the Samoyedic branch of

enets (Nikolaeva 2005):
Wata-h ti / te-da
Wata-GEN reindeer / reindeer-3sG
‘Wata's reindeer’

noun possessor, as here, agreement is optional (§1.4.2, criterion 6), and in
e lack of agreement is more usual. With a pronoun possessor (even if itself
nt) marking on the possessum is obligatory:

(pidor”) te-r’
you.8G.NOM reindeer-28G
‘your reindeer”



48 2 CONTROLLERS, TARGETS AND DOMAINS

We return to person agreement in Tundra Nenets in §4.6. For agreement with the
possessor, but in gender and number, see Paumari in the Arawd family of Brazil,
described by Chapman & Derbyshire (1991: 257-8).

Another situation which might arguably be considered agreement of nouns
arises in various languages of Australia, as documented by Nicholas Evans (1994
and personal communications). It involves body parts. In familiar European lan-
guages body parts have a gender unaffected by that of the ‘possessor’. Thus
Russian nos ‘nose’ takes masculine agreements, irrespective of whose nose is
intended. This strategy is found in Australia too, for instance in the Gun-djeihmi
dialect of Bininj Gun-Wok kun-mim ‘eye’ is in the vegetable gender, irrespective
of possessor. However, in Nungali (an Australian language of the upper Daly
River area, related to Jaminjung) there is an interesting construction restricted to
possessed body parts, in which a noun denoting the body part agrees in gender
with the noun denoting the possessor:

Nungali (Bolt, Hoddinott & Kofod 1970, analysed in Evans 1994)
(52) ni-ya-manga d-ugunin

1V-l-ear 1.ABS-man

‘the man’s ear’
Here the gender IV noun for ‘ear’ has a gender 1 marker to show agreement with
d-upunin *'man’, Note that the overt marker of the noun's lexical gender (IV)
appears outside the agreement gender, a curious pattern found because the mark-
ing of the agreement gender appears to have arisen earlier. The following example
shows a gender II possessor:

(53) ni-na-wa pa-paru'’

1v-ti-fool  11.ABS-woman

‘the woman'’s foot’
Though we are mainly concerned here with agreement of nouns, we should note
that an agreeing adjective, more conventionally, takes the inherent gender of the
noun denoting the body part:

(54) mi-nad mi-ya-pargin
mi-big  1-1-eye
*big eye (of man)’

(55) mi-nad mi-na-pargin
m-big  1-i-eye

*big eye (of woman)’'
The data are remarkable. However, we might treat the pairs as derivationally
related, with the noun in (54) simply meaning ‘eye of male’ and that in (55) as
‘eye of female'. For discussion of part-whole relations in Yawuru see §5.5.1.
Recall that the most frequent adposition to show agreement appears to be
‘of”, and the grammaticalization of such an adposition may give rise to possessive

" Evans points out that a final -p would be expected here and suggests a misprint or transcription
error; this is not relevant to the point at issue.
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jctions with agreement, However, noun targets are not limited to possessive
ions. Several of the Daghestanian languages allow a noun marked in a
 case to take an agreement marker. Thus in Lak, the allative marker
ch is added to the lative marker, brings with it an agreement slot:

ik 1979: 76)
i' qat-lu-wu-n-m-aj

house-OBL-IN-LATIVE-III-ALL

‘into the house’
ample, the -m- is a gender III singular marker for agreement: the con-
will be a noun phrase in the absolutive. Kibrik (1979: 76) gives an example
ruction with two arguments in the absolutive (agent and theme), each
can act as controller, with different emphases. In Dargi (Lak’s closest
. also known as Dargwa), the essive similarly adds an agreement slot, but
no distinet marker itself; thus the presence of agreement signals essive case:

Ima van den Berg and Aleksandr Kibrik. personal communications)
ursi Si-li-zi-w le-w
boy(m)[aBs] village(N)-OBL-INTER-M be-M
‘the boy is in the village’
rursi Si-li-zi-r le-r
girl(F)[aBs] village(N)-OBL-INTER-F be-F
‘the girl is in the village’
¢'i¢’ala GarGa-li-?u-b le-b
snake(N)[ABS]| stone(N)-OBL-SUB-N be-N
‘the snake is under the stone’

examples the gender marker (-w, -r or -b) indicates position of rest (giving
sive (57) and (58), and sub-essive (59)); without it the local case forms
d indicate motion, ‘into’ or ‘under’ (lative cases). Agreement is with the
ive argument,

{ us go back to Bagwalal. Some nouns have an ‘ordinary” genitive, while
> that we saw earlier in the section have an agreeing genitive. For the latter
rather like the essive in Dargi. it is agreement which is the indicator of the
B2

Complementizers —=———————smaease e

_ Remarkably enough there is good evidence that complementizers can

ee. The best evidence to date comes from West Flemish, a dialect of Dutch

n in rural West Flanders (Liliane Haegeman 1992 and personal commu-

on). Consider the following forms (they are not fully glossed so as not to
dge the analysis):

For an example of the two different genitives stacked. and a surprising agreement, see Kibrik
(2001: 464, ex. 4.261).
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West Flemish (Haegeman 1992: 48-51)

(60) K=peinzen dan=k (ik) morgen  goan.
IsG=think thai=Isc (I) Tomorrow go
‘I think that I'll go tomorrow.’

(61) K=peinzen da=j (gie) morgen  goat,
IsG=think that=25G (you) tomorrow go
‘1 think that you'll go tomorrow.”

(62) K=peinzen da=se (zie) morgen  goat.
IsG=think thai=3s5G.F (she) tomorrow go
‘1 think that she'll go tomorrow.’

(63) K=peinzen da=me (wunder) morgen  goan.
IsG=think that=IrL (we) tomorrow  go
‘I think that we'll go tomorrow.’

(64) K=peinzen da=j (gunder) morgen  goat.
Isg=think that=2pL (you) tomorrow  go
‘I think that you'll go tomorrow.”

(65) K=peinzen dan=ze (zunder) morgen goan.
Isc=think thar=3rL (they) [OMOITOW 20

‘I think that they'll go tomorrow.’

(66) K=peinzen da Valere morgen  goat.
Isg=think that Valére tomorrow go
‘I think that Valére will go tomorrow.”

(67) K=peinzen dan Valére en Pol morgen  goan.
IsG=think that Valére and Pol tomorrow go
‘I think that Valére and Pol will go tomorrow.”

Let us look first at the verb ‘go’. It has limited inflection: goat is found in the
second person singular and plural, and in the third singular, while goan is found
in the remaining paradigm cells (it is also the infinitive). Now let us turn to the
complementizer. In most examples it has an attached subject clitic: =k '1sg’, =/
*2sg’, and so on. Note that this subject clitic occurs whether the subject pronoun
is omitted or whether it is stressed and so is included (1992: 60); in both cases
inclusion of the clitic is normal, if not fully obligatory (1992: 75). However, it
does not co-occur with a full noun phrase (66) and (67). Some would treat this as
agreement, some would not (§1.4.2).

It is the form of the complementizer itself which is of greatest interest. In
examples (60)—(67) we find the forms dan when the verb has -1, and da when
the verb has -1, with one exception. This is the first plural, where we would
have expected *dan=me. However, we find exactly the same with the verb when
it is followed by a subject clitic. hence goa=me (wunder) ‘we go’. Thus the
complementizer agrees in the same limited way as the verb, distinguishing two
forms. spread over person and number. The complementizer is even more similar
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ﬂ, an first appears: for both, -1 occurs before a vowel, but not before
1992: 218n5). This was not evident in (60)-(67), because of the
S. Compare the following where there is an object clitic, which is

TK‘:pemzen dat=et Valére goa Kkuopen.
=think that=3sG.N Valére goe'; buy
“I.hmk that Valere is going to buy it.’

K:'pemzen dan=t Valére en Pol goan kuopen.
ISG—lhmk that=3sG.N Valére and Pol go  buy
'Tthmk that Valére and Pol are going to buy it.’

itic is vowel initial, and so the -f is found on the complementizer (but
the verb ‘go’ is now followed by a consonant initial word and so there
which shows that the rule is indeed shared). With the third plural
we again find -n. These examples also show that the subject need
‘to the complementizer to trigger agreement.

‘note that this agreement is obligatory; all of Haegeman's informants
N pjeS without the appropriate agreement:

r K=vinden dan die boeken te diere zyn,
B I1s6=find that those books too expensive be.
‘I find that those books are too expensive.’

*K=vinden da die boeken te diere zyn,
Is6=find  that those books too expensive be,
‘I find that those books are too expensive.’

¢ have a clear case of a complementizer which agrees. There are
or which similar claims are made, though in some there may not be
agreement but clitic doubling. There is other work on Dutch (Hoeksema
on other Dutch dialects (see references in Haegeman 1992: 51, 218n6),
German dialects (Kathol 2001: 43-5); see Getty (1997) for arguments that
manic complementizers take inflectional agreement (as well as being host
§). Examples from Dutch and German dialects, and from West Frisian, are
Zwart (1993) and WeiB (2005). For work on complementizer agreement
u languages see Rizzi (1990: 51-60).

Coordinating conjunctions messmmR—
~ Weare now into rather unexpected domains. Indeed Lehmann (1982:
rote that possible targets include ‘all the major word classes: excluded

‘Tsakhur arguably has an agreeing conjunction. It is a particle used for
ence-related meanings, including ‘and” and *both . .. and’. It consists just of
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agreement in gender and number, with a link vowel if the host ends in a consonant
(Kibrik 1999: 608-20):

Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: 610)

(72) bes, halidille hizo-n ha?-as.,  dawar-d-r=id
well, now what.v-Q do.v-poT sheep(in}-pL-ABS.PL= HI/IV.PL
masa  hel-e de§  balkan-a-r=id des?
sell m/1v.pL.givelPrv not.be horse(ii)-pPL-ABS.PL= HI/IV.PL not.be

*Well, whart can you do?, (both) you can’t sell sheep, and there aren’t any
horses.”

The agreement marker attaches, with a link vowel, to the two parallel elements,
and would be translatable as the equivalent of ‘and . . . and’ in some languages,
or ‘both . .. and” in English. It agrees with the absolutive argument (in (72) it
is attached to absolutive arguments but this is not always so). In (72) we have
non-human animate plurals, which are in gender III, and the agreements for
genders III and IV are syncretic in the plural. This Tsakhur item appears to be a
counter-example to Lehmann’s claim.
A second type of example comes from Walman, a Torricelli language of New

Guinea:
Walman (Lea Brown and Matthew Dryer, personal communications)
(73) Wru chuto  rounu alpa w-aro-| nyanam

3sa.FEM woman old  one.FEm 3sG.FEM-and-piMiN child

nngkal ngo-l pa y-an nakol

small one-pimiN that 3pi-be.at house

‘Only one old woman and a small child were left behind.’

Observe how -are- ‘and’ agrees with both conjuncts: it has the third singular prefix
w- to agree with the first conjunct and the diminutive suffix -/ to agree with the
second (just as Walman verbs can mark subject and object). It is morphologically
a verb (and can be used as a verb with the sense ‘be with"), though syntactically
it can behave like a conjunction.

2.2.9 Particles === sem=seee-ws—0==—sssacn=—o—x

Further counter-examples to Lehmann’s suggestion are various agree-
ing particles of Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: 182-3, 376, 41012, 608-20). Consider
this restrictive particle:

Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: 182)

(74) malhammad Co3-u-s-qa 3a-b balkan
Mohammed(1)[ABs] brother(1)}-0BL-AD-ALL restrictive-m1 horse(r)[ABs]
hi<w=>l-es qaljq'an-o-r
<ili>give-poT Lfear.IPFv-be-1

‘Mohammed is afraid to give the horse to his BROTHER.'
‘Mohammed is afraid to give the horse just to his brother."
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live particle 3a- indicates that he is afraid to give the horse precisely
er. Note, however, that it agrees with the absolutive argument balkan
d point we return to in §2.4.8 and §2.5.2 below.

ur also has an agreeing focus marker, in the sense that it uses the cop-
agrees) to mark focus (Kibrik 1999: 582-608). Unusually, however,
language even more luxuriant than Tsakhur, and so we turn to that. A
le case of agreeing focus markers is found in Lavukaleve, a Papuan
of the Solomon Islands (described in Terrill 2003). Lavukaleve has per-
cus marking: around 35% of clauses have a focus marker (Terrill 2003:
| there can be two focus markers in the same sentence (see (76) and (77)
'here are three focus markers, meo, heo and feo (cited in the third singular
rm) with different uses, feo being the unmarked one. Each has a sub-
inflectional paradigm for agreement, with fifteen different forms, ranging
persons, three numbers and three genders (with some syncretisms).
types of constituent can be focussed; Terrill provides ample discussion
al examples.'* For our purpose, the important point is to illustrate the
nt of these markers, with the focussed element. Contrast the following

e (Terrill 2003: 290-1)

Aira la fo’sal na 0-u-m fin,
woman(F) ART.FESG fish(M) ART.M.SG 3S8G.SBI-cal-M.SG FOC.35G.M
‘The woman ate the fish.” (answers: ‘What did the woman do?")

Aira la fo’sal  fin 0-u-1m hin.

woman(F) ART.FSG fish(M) roc.3sG.M 38G.SBI-eat-M.SG ECHO_FOC.35G.M
‘The woman ate a fish.” (answers: *“What did the woman eat?")

" indicates a focus marker from the heo paradigm, used in different
ments. These include, as in (76), being the second focus marker in focus-
) constructions. In this use it agrees like the first focus marker (Terrill 2003:

Aira la feo fo'sal na a-u-a
woman(r) ART.F.SG FOC.38G.F fish(M) ART.M.SG 3SG.M.OBJ-eal-F.SG
heo.

ECHO_FOC.38G.F
“The woman ate the fish.” (answers: ‘Who ate the fish?")

mill describes (75) as a basic sentence-final focus construction, showing predi-
us. The others show argument focus, determined by the first focus marker:
has a focussed object (the fish) and (77) has a focussed subject (the woman).
unporlam thing for our purposes is that in each case the focus marker shows
ent; and in the focus-echo construction in (76) and (77) the second focus
er also agrees and so matches the first.

focus markers probably arose from copulas in cleft constructions (Malcolm Ross, personal
gommunication).
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23 Domains

I first need to justify having domains as part of my typology. It might
seem that if we can list the possible controllers and the possible targets we merely
need to combine the two. While in principle the relations between controllers
and targets are many to many, it is certainly not the case that all theoretically
possible combinations are found. Indeed. domains may be both more general and
more specific than the relevant combinations of controllers and targets.'* Thus
we may find targets such as adjectives, determiners and some quantifiers in a
particular language which might be part of a more general domain (attributive
modifiers agree within the noun phrase). Conversely. if we say that a noun phrase
is a possible controller and a verb is a possible target, we still need to specify
the domain: the verb will not agree with any noun phrase. We also find instances
where a particular lexical category agrees but only if itis in an appropriate domain;
for instance, German adjectives agree in attributive position (78) but not in the
predicate (79):

German
(78) kalt-es Wasser
cold-N.sG.NOM - water(N)[SG.NOM]
‘cold water’
(79) das Wasser ist kalt

the.N.sG.NOM  water(N)[sG.NOoM] be.Prs.35G cold
‘the water is cold’

A more complex example is found in Spanish dialects, such as the Lena dialect,
where we find *mass’ agreement (for agreement with controllers with mass inter-
pretation). This is available in domains outside the noun phrase, but also inside
the noun phrase given an agreement condition involving word order (see Corbett
2000: 124—6 and references there).

We have seen that there are four broad domains, namely: within the noun phrase,
beyond the noun phrase but within the clause, beyond the clause but within the
sentence, and domains that can extend beyond the sentence. Since these domains
are increasingly less local, they are according to that criterion increasingly less
canonical (§1.4.3). Within domains other criteria come into play, and so we can
have more canonical and less canonical constructions within each.

We shall review previous work on delimiting possible domains (§2.3.1); then
we need to look in more detail at the clausal domain, since there is particular
scope for variety here (§§2.3.2-2.3.3).

" 1 have treated controllers and targets in terms of categories. One could treat, for instance, *subject
noun phrase’ as a controller type, but doing so would incorporate the domain into the definition
of controller, since appealing to the notion “subject’ requires the domain to have been specified.
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_-mible domains s==r==sars—sussr aEsens iy

* There is an interesting tradition of work attempting to define possible
’I'hese attempts are valuable, but we shall discuss this work relatively
ice they fail to include some of the more surprising domains. There
problemallc phenomena, and new agreement domains are still being
1all list the more challenging domains in §2.4. and these suggest that
‘possible domain® must be substantially widened. This will be a move
more complete basic typology (which is an essential step if there is
) be a more adequate definition of possible domain).

ins question was raised by Moravesik (1978). She proposed the

: ity principle’:

there is one generalization that holds for all constituents that agree with nom-
inals whether in the same language or not and whether in the same sentence
or not: that all such constituents are understood as including reference to
the nominal. The particular content of this claim is that in no sentence of
any language is there a constituent that agrees with a nominal such that that
constituent includes reference to a nominal other than the one it agrees with
or that does not include reference to any nominal at all. (1978: 362-3)

inted out, this principle appears to be self-evidently true. It rules out
referring expression agreeing with a nominal with a different referent.
ot expect to find a language in which an expression like the large car
the small mouse would include agreement of small with the large cat. Of
2 not. And yet we shall see that Moravcesik’s principle does not hold, when
ine Archi in §2.4.9.1

Jaking a different approach to the domains question, Keenan (1978) considered
on between surface syntax and logical form and concluded that we would
greater similarities between the two than linguistic theory suggested. As
ance Keenan proposed that function-argument structure in semantics was a
for possible agreement in syntax. Thus verb phrases are functions which
ined noun phrases (in Keenan and Faltz's Logical Types) as their argu-
and verb phrases can indeed agree with noun phrases. (Keenan was aware
possibilities of flipping functions and arguments within logic; he attempted
struct the logic according to the evidence of natural language.) Keenan's
ably the best-known attempt to define possible agreement domains. It fed
ctly into Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar (GPSG), in that it is the
r the Control Agreement Principle (Gazdar, Klein, Pullum & Sag 1985:
), which specifies possible domains. The Control Agreement Principle runs
problems with some of the domains we shall see below, notably agreement
‘possessives as in Maithili (§2.4.1).

esik also provides (1978: 364-5) nine implicationa! statements about domains within the
s of a given language.



56 2 CONTROLLERS, TARGETS AND DOMAINS

The problems of specifying possible domains are discussed further in Schmidt
(forthcoming). A radical suggestion is that of Koopman (2003), who argues for
the ‘strong agreement’ hypothesis, according to which the specifier-head configu-
ration is the only agreement configuration. The specific instance of long-distance
agreement (§2.4.7) undermines this claim, as shown by Polinsky & Potsdam
(2001), and more generally the diversity of domains shown in this chapter as
a whole does not fit readily under the specifier-head configuration. Rather than
spending more time on the problems with particular suggestions, it is more impor-
tant that I specify as completely as possible what agreement domains are actually
found, which I shall continue in §2.4 and §2.5. We should note too that for
some researchers there are further domains which for us will count as conditions
(chapter 6). I treat notions like ‘topic” as a matter of pragmatics, and describe it
as a condition on agreement: others represent it directly in the syntax, thus giving
a more complex picture of domains than that presented here.

232 Nominative-accusative and ergative-absolutive systems ===

Given a language with agreement within the clause, a basic question is
which of the possible elements of the clause will be the controller. Languages have
different systems for organizing the arguments of the verb, and these are reflected
inagreementdomains, We discuss grammatical relations furtherin §2.3.3; in order
to introduce the major systems I will for now assume that notions like ‘subject’
are relevant to agreement. In the more familiar systems the subject is privileged.
In the well-known nominative-accusative systems the subjects of transitive and
of intransitive verbs are treated alike: they both are marked with the nominative
case and both control agreement of the verb (§2.1.1).

The less familiar ergative-absolutive systems deserve fuller attention. In canon-
ical ergative-absolutive systems, case and agreement work in parallel, both in a
sense favouring the absolutive. Such systems are found in Daghestanian lan-
guages, as in Archi which I use for illustration here, since some crucial examples
will be from Archi in the succeeding sections. As we saw in §2.1.1. ergative-
absolutive systems treat intransitive and transitive clauses differently. If there
is a single argument, it will be in the absolutive, and the verb agrees with it
We see this from gender agreement: Archi has four genders (Corbett 1991:
27-9). like Tsakhur (§1.5.2), and the noun phrases in these examples are all
singular:

Archi (Kibrik 1994: 349)

(80) Buwa d-aryarsi  d-i
mother(11)[ass] n-lie.down 1i-be
‘Mother is lying down,’

(81) dija w-aryarfi  w-i
Father(1)[aBs] 1-lie.down 1-be
‘Father is lying down.’



2.3 Domains

in verb and the auxiliary in these examples show agreement with
utive argument (and note that the absolutive takes zero marking in the
! When there are two arguments, it is the object which stands in the
case and controls verb agreement. The subject stands in the ergative,
orphologically marked:

buwa-mu b-ez dita<b>u ¥Valli a<b>u
mother(11)-ErRG  11-18G.DAT early<in= bread(im)[aBs] made<Ill>
‘Mother made bread for me early.’

dija-mu B-ez dit<t’>u  noL’ a<O>w
Father(1)-ERG 1v-1sG.paTearly<iv> house(1v)[aBs] made<iv>
‘Father made a house for me early.’

e verb agrees with the absolutive argument, as do other targets; we noted
it of the adverb in §2.2.4, and we return to the agreement of the pronoun
nominative-accusative systems, ergative-absolutive systems are canonical
ing degrees (see Kibrik 1985 for discussion of differences in ergative
Some systems allow clauses with two absolutive arguments, as indeed
(Kibrik 2003: 562-3) and in Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: 368-70).
labelled systems ‘canonical’ where case marking and agreement run in
In an ergative-absolutive system this means that the verb agrees with
olutive argument. This is another instance where what is canonical is
icularly frequent; there are many less canonical examples. A particularly
sting one is Nias, an Austronesian language spoken on Nias, one of the
1 Islands along the west of Sumatra. This system was pointed out by Brown
); for more detail on Nias generally see Brown (2005). Nias distinguishes
‘modes, realis and irrealis, and the construction of interest occurs in the realis

rown 2003)

I-tolo zi'ila ama-gu.

3sa.rus-help aBs.village.advisor [ErG]father-15G.poss

‘My father is helping/helped a/the/some village advisor(s).’
example shows agreement with the ergative, the agent argument ama-gu
father”. This is unexpected. We can see this from the information on number.
uns do not themselves mark number, but the sentence is understood as having
ingular subject (*father’) and a singular or plural object (“village advisor(s)"),
cording to context. Furthermore, and also unusually, the ergative is the morpho-
ically unmarked case, while the absolutive is marked by an initial mutation.
1% When analysing these systems. rather than the terms ‘absolutive” and ‘ergative’. some prefer the
 lerms ‘nominative” and “ergative’, arguing that ‘nominative” should indicate the case for naming
- and for the single argument of an intransitive verb, as in nominative-accusative systems (Kibrik
- 2003: 147n21). This is a good point. [ use *absolutive” partly because this usage is widespread

and partly because it immediately reminds the reader of the type of system in question. Since

my typology requires us to compare examples from many languages, the fact that “absolutive’
provides an instant prompt as to the syntactic system is valuable for exposition.
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Thus zi'ila *village advisor” is the absolutive form of si'ila (ergative). This ergative
form is found in the next example, and the verb agrees with it:

(85) La-tolo n-ama-gu si’ila.
3rL.RiS-help ass-father-15G.ross [ErG|village.advisor
“The village advisors are helping/helped my father.’

Here the vowel-initial ama ‘father’ takes n- in its mutation form (absolutive).
My final example shows that the verb does not agree with the argument in the
absolutive:

(86) Mofané n-ama-gu.
leave  ABs-father-1sG.pPoss
‘My father is leaving/left.’

Thus we see that in Nias the ergative is the morphologically unmarked form, and
that in the realis mode the verb agrees just with the argument in the ergative.

While for clarity 1 have emphasized the two main types of system, there are
considerable complications: languages may combine nominative-accusative and
ergative-absolutive systems in various ways (in ‘split-ergative systems’, Dixon
1994: 70-110), and case marking and agreement do not always run smoothly in
parallel (Woolford 2000),'” When case marking and agreement diverge, agree-
ment runs on a nominative-accusative basis.

233 The role of grammatlcal relatlons. 1:breluml'lau'yr
considerations == - == <

The notion “grammatical relation’ is well established (see Blake 1994.
48-93, Palmer 1994, Givon 2001: 173-232, Kibrik 2003: 109). It has a continuous
tradition in European linguistics, while the attempt in transformational grammar
to treat sentence structure in terms of dominance and linear order led to a reaction,
particularly in America, in which the need for grammatical relations was carefully
justified, rather than being assumed. This is most evident in Relational Grammar,
where grammatical relations are central (see Perlmutter 1983a, Perlmutter and
Rosen 1984, Postal and Joseph 1990, Blake 1990). A parallel reaction is found
in the typology of Keenan and Comrie (1977).
Grammatical relations are treated hierarchically, as in the Relational Hierarchy
(Johnson 1977: 156):

subject > direct object > indirect object > other object

The Accessibility Hierarchy of Keenan and Comrie (1977: 66) is comparable, but
extends to further categories. In subsequent years grammatical relations have been
embedded in different theories, with somewhat different interpretations. They

1™ Silverstein (1976) is an important early paper on split ergativity; see also Garrett (1990: 290) and
for discussion and further references see Van Valin & LaPolla (1997: 352-76). It may be helpful
to think of split systems as systems in which (agreement) conditions apply. The systems found in
the Chukotko- Kamchatkan languages Itelmen, Chukchi and Koryak are particularly challenging:
see Bobaljik (1998) and Spencer (2000) for analysis.
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r role in Lexical Functional Grammar, as ‘grammatical functions’
a: 44-60).
oing back to early ideas on grammatical relations and agreement,
. made then were attractively simple. The Relational Hierarchy was
direct!y relevant to agreement. Thus Moravcesik (1978: 364) claimed
language shows agreement, then there will be cases of agreement with the
/e subject; only if there is such agreement will there be agreement with
ject, and agreement of this type is a precondition for agreement with
abject. This is a typological claim at the level of possible languages.
claim was made by Johnson (1977: 157):

THE AGREEMENT LAW: Only terms can trigger verbal agreement.
(Where ‘term” covers the first three items on the hierarchy.)

‘there are instances where grammatical relations appear to be the nat-
/ to state agreement rules; thus in the Daghestanian language Udi Harris
46) states that there is agreement with the subject, though this may be
ergative or absolutive. Such instances were discussed in detail with regard
. notably by Harris (1981); for later analyses giving a greater role to
ogy see Anderson (1984) and Kathman (1995). An interesting instance
recently involves Icari Dargi (Daghestanian), where with a few affective
on agreement can in the right construction be controlled by the
er noun phrase in the superlative case (Sumbatova & Mutalov

ohnson’s claim could be maintained, we would indeed have a highly
d theory of agreement, and a fine basis for a typology.'® However, there
types of serious counter-examples. In each of them the term-controller
 control agreement, and another noun phrase ‘usurps’ its position. These
k' agreement (§2.4.4), ‘brother-in-law’ agreement (§2.4.5) and instances
lack of agreement with possessor phrases, which we discuss in terms of the
f case in §6.6. All three problematic constructions share two characteris-
st, the subject is not a prototypical subject, according to Keenan'’s criteria
5). Second, the noun phrase which controls the agreement is in the expected
the subject (nominative or absolutive). We return to grammatical relations
se in §6.6, in the context of possible conditions on agreement.

ma for non-canonical domains

We have started to explore the diversity of domains. As we shall see,
are many more domains of agreement, which show that previous typologies
suggestions for defining domains were too restrictive. In order to come to
grips with their diversity I shall plot them in terms of their distance from the

'Jlt'shomd be pointed out that much of the early discussion dealt with verbal affixes, whose status
has since been under scrutiny as o whether they are agreement markers or pronominal affixes
{see Corbett 2003b for discussion),
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canonical type. First 1 organize them by ‘overall’ domain (within the phrase
or within the clause). Within those divisions, are we dealing with a canonical
controller (canonical in respect of the domain)? If so, is control of agreement
dependent on the canonical component of the controller? These distinctions are
laid out in (88).

(88) clausal phrasal
domain domain
i canonical canonical
— yes agreement agreement
.5 | component no possessives possessive
YeS/ | of controller (§2.4.1) adjectives
canonical distant (§2.4.3)
7 | controller agreement
(§2.4.2)
"_""hi“_u_ back agreement 'kind of
;anor[m.tl (§2'4““. problems
omain brother-in-law (82 4.6)
agreement
(§2.4.5)

long-distance absolutive
agreement  adpositions
(§2.4.7) ete (§2.4.8)

The schema in (88) gives a convenient map for investigating unusual domains.
Note that the agreement of pronouns, discussed under §2.2.2, is outside this
scheme, since it involves the largest domains (it goes beyond normal syntac-
tic domains). 1 have divided the domains into those within the phrase and
those within the clause. There is more scope for non-canonical domains within
the looser bounds of the clause, and so the distinctions are easier to spot.
For exposition, therefore, I shall consider each type of non-canonical domain
first within the overall domain type of the clause, and then within the phrase.
And the non-canonical elements can be ‘stacked up’, giving more complex
situations.

The schema in (88) also provides a way of classifying agreement errors, a sub-
jecttaken furtherin §9.4.2. Of course, non-canonical does not mean we are dealing
with errors; and the examples to be considered in the subsections below are not
errors. However, as an example, the famous error in English known as attraction,
where the verb agrees with the nearer part of a complex noun phrase, would fit as
agreement with a canonical controller but with a non-canonical component. For
example:

Headline in Guardian newspaper, 4 August 2001, page 2

(89) Rise in email viruses threaten net.
Austin & Bresnan (1996: 244n21)
(90) Copies of all this data is available for study at the Australian Institute of

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Studies, Canberra.

Example (89) shows agreement with email viruses, and (90) with this data.
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Verb agreement with possessives mmmmmmmmmmmmm——"

Verbs can agree with a range of noun phrases. While noun phrases
rprising functions in some instances, we expect the head of the noun
ermine the relevant features. What is surprising about agreement with
that we find agreement with a part of a complex noun phrase which is
exical head. This is found in various languages, in differing circumstances
nce, it may be optional or obligatory, and all persons or only first and
may be involved). Stump & Yadav (1988) pointed out the construction
ili specifically as a domain problem (claiming it as a counter-example
ontrol Agreement Principle of GPSG), so it is appropriate (o start with
They give the following examples (1988: 309):

(Stump & Yadav 1988)
tohar bap aelthun
your.mip_HON father.HON came.3_HON.2_MID_HON
“Your (mid-honorific) father (honorific) came.’

he verb agrees with both parts of the noun phrase, the head and the possessor.
ot always the case, however, because in (92), if we look at the object, the
ees just with the possessor, and not with the head:

ham tora beta-ke dekhaliau
I YOUL.NON_HON son-oBJl saw.l.2_NON_HON
‘I saw your {non-honorific) son.’

aithili situation is discussed at length in Bickel, Bisang & Yadava (1999);
Yadav (1996) and Subbarao (2003: 3—4).
is phenomenon (with variants) is found in different parts of the world.
ording to Dan Everett (personal communication), Banawd (and other Arawd
iges) have subject-verb agreement in person and number, Agreement is with
ad of the subject noun phrase, and it is marked by a prefix on the verb. The
also agrees in gender with the topic noun phrase. which is marked by a suffix
he verb. This gives an interesting effect with inalienable possession, as in
s such as ‘my hand’. If this is used in subject position, the verb agrees in
on and number with ‘hand’, but in gender with *I'. The situation in the closely
ted Jarawara is described in Dixon (2000); we return to Jarawara in §5.6.4.
for possessors as controllers in Tabasaran (a Daghestanian language) see
& Seleznev (1982) and Harris (1994: 121).

Distant first conjunct agreement ==

In agreement with conjoined noun phrases, there are typically two
possibilities: agreement with all conjuncts (in which case resolution operates)
agreement with just the nearest conjunct (as discussed in §5.7). There is,
ever, a further rare possibility: distant first conjunct agreement (sometimes
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just called ‘distant” agreement). This is agreement with the first conjunct, which,
with subject-verb word order, is not the nearest. Occasional examples occur in
Slovene:

Slovene (Lencek 1972: 59)

(93) knjig-e in  peres-a SO se  podrazil-e
book(r)-pL and pen(N)-PL AUX.PL REFL got.dear-F.pL
*Books and pens have become more expensive.”

This must be an instance of agreement with the first conjunct; agreement with
all would require the masculine plural (a result of resolution). Similar examples
occur in Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian: the most extensive source is Megaard (1976),
see also Corbett (1983: 99-103 and references there) and Leko (1986: 230). It
is also attested in Latin (Kiihner & Stegmann 1955: 53, 55, 58-9). The general
situation of distant agreement may be represented like this:

(94) Agreement with the first (most distant) conjunct

|

NP NP NP TARGET

It is worth stressing that distant agreement is rare, and that agreement with the
nearest noun phrase or agreement with all (resolution) is much more common.

243 Possessive adjectives sssewmse—e ses s e

We have already met the Upper Sorbian possessive adjective since itis
ahighly unusual controller (§2.1.4). It also fits here in that part of its unusual nature
is that it typically controls agreement in respect of a non-canonical component.
Consider again a typical example:

Upper Sorbian (Sewe-Schuster 1976: 27)

(95) w na§-cho nan-ow-ej chez-i
in our-M.5G.GEN father-POss-F.5G.LOC house(F)-SG.LOC
*in our father's house”

Recall that the adjective nanow-"father’s’ agrees normally with the noun. However
it can control an adjective itself, and this adjective will be genitive and singular,
and it will be masculine because nan ‘father’ is masculine. It is as though nas
‘our” agrees with a part of the controller, which is certainly unusual behaviour.
We expect agreement with "all of” a controller, and certainly when the controller
is a single word.

Interestingly, besides the normal agreement as in (95) above, examples showing
‘attraction’, like (96), are also found:

(96) w nas-ej nan-ow-ej chez-i
in our-F.SG.LOC father-poss-F.SG.LOC house(F)-5G.LOC
“in our father’s house’
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‘our” agrees completely with the head noun. in all features. This might
of as a relapse to canonical agreement, agreeing in all features with the
un of the phrase. (As for the conditions under which this attraction occurs,

n that the possessive adjective must be in the singular, but otherwise it
ymewhat mysterious.)

‘Back’ agreement Eemmam

~In sentences with the structure [subject noun phrase plus copula plus
predicate] we expect agreement with the subject. However, we may find
nt of the copula with the noun phrase in the predicate. This phenomenon
back or backward agreement, or attraction. There are various brief
to the phenomenon in the literature, but many are unconvincing. For
2, in some languages claimed to show back agreement predicate-subject
 common, which means that it is not sufficient merely to find examples
ement with the postverbal noun phrase. Examples of back agreement
nd in Russian.'? However, demonstrating that we do indeed have back
in Russian is not simple, whereas in the West Slavonic language Czech,
e of Russian, the case is clear-cut. Consider these sentences, from Vanek
) and confirmed subsequently by several speakers (also by Panevovd

fanek 1970: 53)

- jedna a  dvé jsou i
one and two be.3rL three
‘one and two are (make) three”
jedna a i jsou  Cryfi
one and three be.3rL four
‘one and three are four’

dvé a i je pét
two and three be.3sG five
‘two and three are five’

i a thje Sest
three and three be.3sG six
‘three and three are six’

larity concerns the numeral in the predicate, that is, the one on the right
“examples. If it is ‘two’, ‘three’ or ‘four’, then the copula takes plural
ent, while if it is ‘five’ or above, then the singular is found.”® Moreover,
syntactic tests to show that the numeral in question is part of the predicate
1986: 1002-3). More needs to be done to specify the factors which allow

idence is assessed in Corbett (1986: 1019-20) and references there; see also Crockett
406-7) and Paduteva & Uspenskij (1997).

¢ i§ a split after ‘four” in that the lower numerals inflect more like adjectives and those above
¢t more like nouns. This is general in Slavonic (see §2.2.3 and §3.3.5).
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this type of agreement to occur in different languages. For Slavonic languages,
this is made more difficult by the fact that its “habitat’ is being eroded by the rise
of the instrumental predicate: when the nominal predicate is in the instrumental
case we never find back agreement. But this is significant in that the ‘usurper’
controller must be in the right case (see §6.6 for discussion).

Tsakhur also shows examples of back agreement (Kibrik 1999: 4423, and for
a further example see p. 825 ex. 189):

Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: 841)

(101) roc uiaR Galja?-a-n”'
cradle(n)[sG.aBs] baby(1v)|SG.ABS] IV.SG.pul-IPFV-ATTRIB.IV.SG
kar wo-d-un

thing(1v)[sG.ABS| be-1v.SG-ATTRIB.IV.5G
‘A cradle is a thing (into which) you put a baby,’

Here the copula agrees with the predicate noun kar ‘thing” and not with the
subject roc ‘cradle’. Thus we clearly find examples of back agreement, that is, the
predicate nominal takes the place of the subject as the controller of agreement.*?

245 Brother-in-law agreement =

This is originally a Relational Grammar term, introduced by Perlmut-
ter (1983b): it was taken up by Aissen in various papers and definitively in (1990).
Consider this example:

(102) There are cows in next door’s garden.

Such constructions have a dummy element (English rhere) in what Relational
Grammar called the term position; we can see that it is in the term position
from the evidence of raising constructions. Yet the agreement controller is cows,
which Aissen called the *brother-in-law” of the term (in Minimalism it is called
an ‘associate’). Perlmutter (1983b) permits ‘silent’ dummies, which allows for
analyses in which apparent terms are analysed as brothers-in-law of zeroes. The
construction has been problematic in other frameworks too: see van Gelderen
(1997: 87—123), Sobin (1997) and Lasnik (2002) for discussion of Minimalist
approaches,

Note that agreement with the brother-in-law is not obligatory (see Schiitze
1999); we also find in some registers:

(103) There's cows in next door’s garden.

Here expletive there controls agreement. Constructions which are related to this
one more or less closely provoked an interesting set of squibs, starting from
Dixon's (1977) paper concerned with examples like Where's my pants?, which
led to squibs entitled: *What's these facts about?" (Nathan 1981) and ‘Here's a

2! This verb agrees with its absolutive argument usaR *baby’ by internal stem change.
22 For examples from Biblical Hebrew and from Modemn Hebrew see Levi (1987: 125-7).
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Sparks 1984). A survey of the agreements in American English
ratotalling over 12 million words can be found in Crawford (2005).

kine of problems = moTrEe———ce—sTsssEeTe—————

An instance of agreement within the phrase, controlled by the ‘wrong’
provided by complex noun phrases where the first noun is function-
ifier. A scan of the web provides many thousands of instances of

~ these sort of things
these kind of people

rative agrees with the semantically significant noun.>* These exam-
quent, though frowned on by the style guides. Examples with this kind,
also found, of course. Furthermore, there may be no overt of-phrase
those kind are the best).

_I Il.ong-distam:e agreement ™SSR

This phenomenon was originally called ‘transparent agreement’
prozracnoe soglasovanie), starting from the notion of a predicate being
t, used by Kibrik in Bergel'son, Zaliznjak & Kibrik (1982: 49). Other
clude ‘non-local agreement’ and ‘cross-clausal agreement’ (see Polinsky
recent terms and for a helpful typology of these constructions). Long-
greement is well attested in Daghestanian languages (Testelec 2001:
Bagwalal (Kibrik 2001: 483), Godoberi (Haspelmath 1999), Hunzib (van
re 1995)2, Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: 373, 495-6) and Tsez (Polinsky & Com-
Polinsky & Potsdam 2001). It has also been reported in the Algonquian
§ Innu-aimin (Branigan & MacKenzie 2002) and Passamaquoddy
1ing 2001).2

ce an example from Tsez (Polinsky & Comrie 1999: 116-17). The construc-
cerns sentential complements, and example (106) shows the expected
nent. The complement is treated as the controller of agreement, and so the
ement is in the default gender, gender I'V. The experiencer argument, as with
tverbs of this type, stands in the dative, hence eni-r ‘mother-pat’. (Following
nsky & Comrie, for clarity the important agreement target is in bold, and the
edded complement is in square brackets,)

esc examples are the extreme instance of the semantic head of the noun phrase taking over the

ntactic function of head too. We discuss examples where things have not gone so far in §7.4.2.
ples on pages 190, 211, 240. which were identified by Polinsky & Potsdam (2001: 606n9).
are interesting related constructions in Hindi-Urdu (Davison 1988, Mahajan 1989) and
|men (Bobaljik & Wurmbrand 2002); in Polinsky's (2003) typology these are instances of
cturing and not of full-blown long-distance agreement. See Bobaljik & Wurmbrand (2005)
for further discussion.
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Tsez (Polinsky & Comrie 1999: 116-17, Polinsky & Potsdam 2001: 584)

(106) eni-r [uz-a magalu b-ac’-ru-li] r-iy-xo.
mother(1)}-pDaT boy(1)-ERG bread(1n)[ABS] 11-eat-PST_PTCP-NMLZ|ABS] 1v-know-prS§
*The mother knows that the boy ate the bread.’

Surprisingly, however, in Tsez a matrix verb can alternatively agree with a nominal
in the absolutive which is inside the complement. In (107), the matrix verb has
gender III agreement, marking agreement with magalu ‘bread’. an absolutive
phrase which is within the sentential complement:

(107) eni-r [uz-a magalu b-ac’-ru-h] b-iy-xo.
mother(n)-pat boy(1)-ERG bread(tin)[ABs] 1m-eat-psT_PTCP-NMLZ[ABS| 111-Know-PRS
“The mother knows that the boy ate the bread.’

Thus the target has two potential controllers (it is ‘trigger-happy’, §1.4.2, criterion
12). The conditions under which this option is employed will be discussed in
§6.7.1. For our typology. the important thing is the nature of the domain in (107).
One way of viewing it is that the controller and target are more distant syntactically
than we would expect, hence the name ‘long-distance agreement’.*® Another view
of it is that we have something comparable to possessor agreement (§2.4.1), in
that we have an unexpected element within the normal controller supplanting the
expected one. That is, the whole complement is the expected controller, but in
(107) a part of it (the absolutive nominal) takes over that role.”’

248 Adpositions, adverbs and particles agreeing with absolutive
al'gl.lments oS e e e ——— - som el e

We have already seen instances of these surprising targets. However,
in some examples there was also an interesting domain, and we return to this now:

Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: 182): example repeats (74)

(108) malhammad to3-u-s-ga 3a-b balkan
Mohammed(1)[aBs] brother(1)-0BL-AD-ALL restrictive-1i1 horse(111)[ABS]
hi<w>l-es qaljq'an-o-r
<Il=>give-pOT Lfear.IPFv-be-1
‘Mohammed is afraid to give the horse to his BROTHER."

*‘Mohammed is afraid to give the horse just to his brother.”

The particle 3a- indicates that Mohammed is afraid to give the horse precisely to
his brother. We might have expected agreement, if it occurs at all, to be within this
pragmatically relevant constituent. In fact, as with other surprising domains we
have seen in Daghestanian languages, agreement is with the absolutive argument,
in this instance balkan *horse’. We return to this in §2.5.2.

* The domain is just larger than the clause, while the anaphoric pronoun can be in principle indefi-
nitely far from its antecedent.

T For very interesting data on agreement in the backward control construction in Tsez see Polinsky
& Potsdam (2002),
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igreement of arguments one with another s

s remarkable domain is found in Archi. We find agreement of
ouns with an absolutive noun phrase:

1972: 124; Kibrik 1994: 349; Corbett 1991: 114-15)

b-ez dogi ki'an-§i b-i
|4;i']]—lSG.DAT donkey(imn)[ass] like-cve 1m-is
‘I like the donkey’

ez motol ki an-8i i

f[w]lsc.n.ﬂ young.goat(1v)[ass] like-cve [1v]is
‘I like the kid’

W-ez dija kt'an-8i  w-i

J-15G.DAT father(1)|ABs| like-cVB I-is

I like father’

d-ez buwa ki'an-§i d-i

:Il—lSG.DAT mother(11)[aBs] like-cvB 11-is
*I like mother’

hi is an ergative language, the part of the verb which shows agreement
iary in these examples) agrees with the object of a transitive verb; the
forms in (109) to (112) correspond to the four genders of Archi. With
.of emotion and perception, the experiencer phrase stands in the dative case
he Tsez examples earlier): in (109) to (1 12) the experiencer is expressed by a
al pronoun with an agreement slot, and this also agrees with the object. Note
agreement slot is made available by the target irrespective of its syntactic
also agrees when functioning as an indirect object (Kibrik 1994: 349):

buwa-mu b-ez dita<b=u jg“alli a<b>u
mother(11)-ERG 111-15G.DAT early<111> bread(ni)[aBs] made<ii>
‘Mother made bread for me early.’

dija-mu ez dita<t">u noki’ a<@>w
father(1)-ERG [1v]1SG.DAT early<iv> house(rv)[ass] made<iv>
*Father made a house for me early’.

e first plural inclusive pronoun also has an agreement slot in the ergative case,
vhich allows possibilities such as the following:

nena<b>u ¥ Valli a<b>u
IPLANCL.ERG<111> bread(in)[ass] made<ii>
‘We (inclusive) made bread.”

Asimilar phenomenon is found in Andi according to Testelec (2001: 387-8), and a
omparable situation of agreement between arguments was found in Coahuilteco
roike 1981). The Archi examples and similar data are clearly problematic for
Voravesik’s “coreferentiality principle’ (§2.3.1). They show the wide range of
ossible domains.
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2.4.10  Pronominal agreement with itself ==mmmmmmmmmmmm—"

Going on from the Archi data above, we find another surprise; the
remarkable domain of an element agreeing with itself. At first this seems an
impossibility. However, if arguments can agree one with another, then the chances
of finding this remarkable domain are increased. However, if an item agrees with
itself, we would expect it to have a single form, hence it would be difficult to
show that we have an instance of agreement. Archi gives just the data we need.

We have seen that some pronouns have gender/number agreement slots in par-
ticular cases. The important one is the first person plural inclusive, which agrees
when in the ergative, absolutive, dative and genitive. As we have already seen,
these pronouns will agree with the absolutive argument. Let us return to example
(115). The agreement forms available for the first plural inclusive pronoun, when
in the ergative, are as follows:

(116) Forms of the first plural inclusive ergative in Archi
according to the absolutive argument: Kibrik (1977a: 125)

singular plural
gender | nenaw nenabu
gender [I nenaru nenabu
gender 11 nenabu nént’u
gender IV nent'u nént’u

We can see that in (115) the pronoun agrees with the absolutive noun phrase, which
is gender II1 singular. There is an additional complication when the controller of
agreement is a pronoun. First and second person plural pronouns control forms
which are identical 10 the plural for genders IIT and IV (as will be discussed in
§4.2.1).

Let us now move on to the absolutive. In principle if the absolutive first plu-
ral inclusive pronoun has an agreement slot it should agree with itself. And it
does (Kibrik 1977a: 125). Consider this example from a recorded text (Kibrik,
Kodzasov, Olovjannikova & Samedov 1977b: 106, text 30, sentence 14):*

(117) ¢'éba  yard-Si baql’a nént’u
let's  back-aLL return.rFv |pLancL.aBs. 1pl
let's go back’

The form of nént'u in the absolutive is the one appropriate for agreeing with a
first plural. However, since it must agree with itself, how can we show that it is
in fact agreeing? The evidence comes from the ergative case: for all the other

** 1 am grateful to Marina Chumakina and Aleksandr Kibrik for help with this example. Aleksandr
Kibrik informs me (personal communication) that the agreeing suffix in nén-t'u goes back 1o an
emphatic particle which includes an agreeing gender marker. There is an analogical particle in
Tsakhur, for which see §2.2.8,
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1 person pronouns, except the first singular (Kibrik 1977a: 125),
ergative are the same, and we assume this will be so also for the
; ve pronoun. We established above that the agreement form for a
' d person plural pronoun will be as for the gender III/IV plural. In this

ill be nént’u. This is what we have in (117), hence we have a target
itself. This item therefore marks information which is displaced

- Multiple domains s —
I

‘We have considered a range of separate domains, but we have also
 domains can be combined. That is, a single word is the target of more
controller, as first discussed in §1.4.2, criterion 11. From one perspective
erely the combination of domains which are each to be described in their
From another angle, however, these are specially interesting, since they
a more demanding task for the speaker. well worthy of psycholinguis-
vestigation. Examples include Shona associative/possessive constructions
2), Bagwalal relatives and gerunds (Kibrik 2001: 481-3), and the issue of
1, @ special type of multiple domain, is raised in §4.4.1.

How many multiple domains we recognize depends of course on how close to
ical we require the agreements to be. Those who accept clitics as indicating
nent and then treat the host as the target will find many multiple domains,
those who take only inflectional marking as agreement will find far fewer. If
the strictest view of agreement {(occurring obligatorily, and necessarily
anied by a controller) then, according to Siewierska (1999), we do not
verbs which agree with two arguments, since object agreement appears not
reach the final stage of grammaticalization.

Verbs as agreement controllers mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm——"

We have seen several problematic domains, particularly in Daghesta-
an languages. These involved various targets which match the features of the
bsolutive argument, even though there is no evident syntactic link between con-
pller and target. A striking example was the restrictive particle of Tsakhur (108),
hut the Archi examples (109)—(1135) are also difficult. Another way of thinking
out them is to treat the verb as the controller (as suggested by Kibrik 2003: 564).
ssible approach would be to treat the verb as agreeing with the absolutive
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argument, and to treat other targets (particles, adverbs and so on) as agreeing with
the verb, as the head of the clause.

This move would need working out, since it would have varying effects in
different theories. It dramatically expands the range of possible domains. On the
other hand, there are challenging data to be considered from Kayardild, where
also we might treat the verb as the controller (Evans 2003: 215). With Kayardild,
the agreement features are also unexpected, and so | shall treat it in the chapter
on features, in §4.5.2,

26  Conclusion

Languages have substanually different inventories of agreeing items.
At first the possibilities for controllers seemed relatively restricted, being nominal
in nature. This initial impression was challenged by the Basad adjectival nouns,
and then more seriously by the Daghestanian data suggesting we might have to
allow for verbs as controllers. Targets are remarkably diverse, and Lehmann’s
minor restrictions on them proved too restrictive; even discourse particles can
agree, With domains, the range of possibilities is again extensive, and the data
go beyond what the promising theories of Keenan and Moravesik allowed for.
At this stage we must respect the diversity, and begin to look for implicational
claims, relating the apparently exotic domains found in languages like Tsakhur
to the more expected ones.



the role of morphology in agreement, which is to mark the agree-
n (whether formal or semantic/pragmatic in nature) on targets.
Symmetric nature of agreement, this means that agreement morphol-
on targets information which relates primarily to controllers,

s of morphology

je way we think of morphology pervades our view of language.
ake decisions about syntax without realizing that they are prompted
mined opinions about morphology. To enable readers to situate their
ew, and to make clear the writer’s underlying assumptions, I give a
of approaches to morphology. from Stump (2001: 1-9).

approach the different types of morphological theory from a basic
: how do we relate an inflected form, like English sits, to the stem sit?
inguish lexical theories from inferential theories. In lexical theories,
s has a lexical entry, which specifies it as ‘third-person singular subject
nt’, ‘present tense’ and ‘indicative mood’, rather as sif has a lexical entry.
.eorreﬁpond\ to two lexical entries. In inferential theories, on the other
he systematic relations between a stem like sir and an inflected form like
expressed in terms of rules or formulas. The existence of an inflected
1 like sits is inferred from the existence of sit by a rule which associates
pearance of -s with the feature specification ‘third-person singular’, and

e is a second distinction, cross-cutting the first. which contrasts incremen-
realizational theories. In incremental theories words gain morphosyn-
eature values only together with the relevant exponents. This means that
gains the feature values ‘third-person singular subject agreement’, ‘present
" and ‘indicative mood’ only by adding -s (whether -5 is inserted from the
icon or is introduced by a rule or formula). In realizational theories the
sit is associated with a particular set of morphosyntactic feature values
iird-person singular’, and so on) and this licenses the introduction of the inflec-
al exponents for them (whether this is by lexical insertion or by applying a
tile).

71
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Since the distinctions are orthogonal, there are four types of theory of inflec-
tional morphology, namely: lexical-incremental, lexical-realizational, inferential-
incremental and inferential-realizational. We find examples of each, as indicated
in (1).

(n Stump's typology of morphological theories
lexical inferential
incremental | Lieber (1992) Steele (1995)

realizational | Distributed Morphology | Word and Paradigm theories, for
instance: Network Morphology,
Paradigm Function Morphology

Stump gives an overview of each, and more detail can be found in the sources I
shall cite. An example of a lexical-incremental theory is Lieber (1992). Distributed
Morphology proposed by Halle & Marantz (1993) is a lexical-realizational the-
ory. Steele (1995) proposes an inferential-incremental theory. And Word-and-
Paradigm theories of inflection (as in Matthews 1972) are of the inferential-
realizational type. Stump (2001: 3-12) evaluates the four types of theory and
concludes that the data point towards inferential-realizational theories. Stump’s
own preference (Paradigm Function Morphology) is of this type, as is Network
Morphology (Corbett & Fraser 1993, Evans, Brown & Corbett 2002). In such
theories a stem is associated with a morphosyntactic feature specification, and
these license the inflected forms. The important points to note from theories like
Network Morphology and Paradigm Function Morphology in terms of agreement
are that the morphology is seen as realizing the feature specifications determined
by syntax, and that therefore the interface between syntax and morphology is a
featural one.

How then is agreement expressed morphologically? We find quite
a range of possibilities. In §1.4.2 [ suggested that in the canonical instances
agreement is realized by canonical inflectional morphology. We start with that,
and then consider less canonical means.

3.2.1 Affixes

The most canonical examples involve inflectional affixes; in our first
key language, Russian, these occur after the stem, hence as suffixes:
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Zurnal

.SG.NOM  magazine(M)|SG.NOM]
W magazine’

ja knig-a

F.SG.NOM book(F)-sG.NOM

pis'm-o
-N.SG.NOM  letter(N)-SG.NOM
ew letter’

urthird key language (§1.5.2), is like Russian in expressing agreement
But in many languages the affixes occur before the stem, and are thus
es. We find this in Bantu languages like Chichewa:

Sam Mchombo, personal communication)
]chi—palso chi-modzi

- SG-fruit(7/8) 7-one

“one fruit’

- zi-patso zi-wiri
‘pL-fruit(7/8) 8-two
‘two fruits’

nguages treat all agreement similarly, but others vary in their means.
anguages of the East Cushitic group have some verbs which mark subject
tlj;iy prefixation while the majority of verbs use suffixation (Hayward &
991).

ent may also be marked word-internally (indicated by *<>"):

Kibrik 1999: 62; gender/number agreement is with the absolutive argument)
gja<p>Xi
<II1L.5G=>cut
‘cut’
ga<t>Xi
<IV.8G=cut
‘eut”

e shall return to these examples when we consider the various ways of marking
ement in Tsakhur (§3.3.3).

There is debate about what constitutes an infix. Some insist an infix is material
is inserted into the root (and not just between a preverb and a root as in
ur). There are clearer and less clear cases: when the only motivation for
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dividing the root into two parts is that the agreement markers occur there, then
it is fully justified to talk of infixes. We have already met internal marking in
Archi (§2.2.4); for comparable examples from Marind, of southern Irian Jaya,
see Drabbe (1955: 18-20), discussed in Corbett (2000: 59-60). An intriguing
final example is provided by Malagasy, where number is marked infixally, but on
very few items, for instance:

Malagasy (Keenan & Polinsky 1998: 567-8)

(9)a. 10 trano o b. i<re>o0 trano i<re>o
this house this this<pL> house this<pPL>
*this house’ ‘these houses’

(10)a. iny trano iny b. i<re=ny Irano i<re=ny
that house that that<prL> house that<pL>
‘that house (far)® ‘those houses (far)’

Thus in agreement we see displaced information being realized right inside
another word, which is as contrary to the notion of iconicity as it could be. More
generally, we have seen that all the primary means of inflectional morphology are
available for agreement.

3.2.2 Stem alternations ErmmEmamsi s ErromEE T RS —amTT

We now turn to non-canonical inflection. Stems may show minor
alternations, such as stress differences, and various segmental alternations, right
up to suppletion (§3.4.2). Sometimes the alternation follows the values of an
agreement feature, so it is tempting to believe that the alternation is also marking
agreement. For instance, the French verb savoir ‘know’ in the present tense has
different stems in the singular and plural:

(1) Stem alternation in French following a feature value

savoir ‘know’

singular plural
| sais savons
2 sais savez
3 sail savent

Here the stem alternation shadows the number value. Equally we find many cases
where there is no such correspondence with a morphosyntactic feature. Consider
these present tense verbs in Russian, each with a consonant alternation in the
stem:
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%
?ﬂem alternations in Russian not following a feature value
{

pecbake’ ljubir *love’
singular plural singular plural
peku pecém 1 Ljubljd ljibim
peces” pecéte 2 [jiibig” ljibite

pelét pekiit 3 ljdibit ljiibjat

ydo not. In the second, only one cell is affected out of six. In both we are
i ;morphological patterns, which accompany the marking of agreement
‘but which do not correspond directly to any agreement feature. The

ove’ also shows an alternation in stress, having ending stress in the
on singular and stem stress in the remaining person/number forms (while
show stress on the ending). Again, this alternation does not correspond
ement feature. Since such alternations need not relate to agreement
). we should be careful of assuming a significant connection when they

'axi-‘:agreemenl feature (as in (11)).

Clitics o= sy

Clitics fall between full words and bound inflections, in that typically
ot stand alone (unlike full words) but they may attach to different hosts
inflections). There are various gradations between the more word-like and
affix-like ones. Given their intermediate status, clitics may be treated
tic problem, but are increasingly seen as an inflectional matter, falling
hrase level morphology” as in Anderson (1992: 210-23), Miller & Sag
and Spencer (2000). It is generally accepted that diachronically pronouns
:amajor source of agreement morphology, progressing from full pronouns,
s, to inflections (§9.1.1). An interesting issue is the function of particular
specifically whether they function as pronouns or as agreement markers
h); for helpful analysis see Spencer (1991: 384-90).
us it is important that there are instances of clitics which function as
ory agreement markers, An interesting example is Skou, which has 700
s, mainly in the villages Skou-Yambe, Skou-Mabu and Skou-Sai, located
the central north coast of New Guinea. It is part of the Macro-Skou family.

nohue 1999; ue is for the high central vowel [u] and u is for high back [u])
Ke moe ke=fue. (*Ke moe fue.)
3sG.M fish  3sG.M=see.3s5G.M
‘He saw a fish.’
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(14) Pe moée pe=fu, (*Pe mée fu.)
3sG.F fish 3sG.F= see.3sG.F
‘She saw a fish.’

Skou has strict subject-object-verb word order. The initial subject pronoun is
normally present: ‘speakers prefer free pronouns to be present in addition to
subject clitics” (Donohue 1999: 7). though the pronoun can be dropped if it is first
or second person. It may also not appear ‘if the subject of the clause has already
been established as a topic of discourse’ (Donohue 2003a: 480). Furthermore,
Donohue argues. the pronoun is not an instance of topicalization.

The clitics, marked off by ‘=", distinguish two numbers; three persons, and
within the third person singular two genders. | gloss them as masculine and
feminine (as in Donohue 2000). About one third of the verbs take only the clitic,
others like fire *see’ have additional agreement. The latter verbs vary interestingly
in how many distinctions they make: the verb fue ‘see’ in the examples given
above makes a three-way distinction: third singular feminine, all plurals and the
rest.

We have what appear to be clitics marking subject agreement. As the ungram-
matical variants of (13) and (14) show, they are obligatory. The remaining question
is then ‘Are they really clitics?’ Donohue (1999) gives three arguments to indicate
that they are. The clitics are phonologically independent of the verb root, while
subject prefixes which occur with some verbs (as in (15) though not with fue
‘see’) show a variety of alternations. Second, the clitics can attach to words of
more than one syntactic category, in particular to ‘adjunct nominals’. These are
nouns which expand the otherwise restricted verbal lexicon; they have a fixed
position adjacent to the verb. Depending on the verb, the clitic's host is either the
adjunct nominal or sometimes it is the verb. Example (15) shows the verb hing
*sit” and its adjunct nominal 7a ‘seating’:

(15) Titi-ni=ne ke=ta k-lng tang
father’s.elder.brother-1SG.GEN=15G.DAT 3s5G.M=sealing 35G.M-sil canoe
‘My uncle sat down in the canoe.’

Here we see the clitic on an adjunct nominal, while a verb like ‘shoot’, which
also has an adjunct nominal, would have the verb root as host for the clitic.
A third argument (Donohue 2003a: 484) is that various discourse markers can
intervene between the agreement prefix and the proclitics. This suggests that we
are dealing with clitics, though with clitics which are closer to inflections than to
free words. These are just one of the means of marking agreement in Skou. and
will be discussed again in the next section. Before leaving (15) it is worth noting
that possession is marked by the dative pronoun, which is a clitic, and also with a
genitive; thus Skou has ‘doubling’ of agreement within the noun phrase as well as
in subject agreement. There can even be triple marking in the noun phrase (Mark
Donohue, personal communication).
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fultiple exponence

prphosyntactic feature values, including those for agreement, may
‘more than one formant. I treat this as less canonical than single
1 Archi we find:

1977a: 127-30, 320, 1994: 318-22)

S-d-r-gj-r-u-iu-r Tanna

of me-self-I-SUFFIX-TI-SUFFIX-ADJ-IT wife

‘my own (emphatic) wife'

"

d- signals gender 11 singular agreement. Next is a pronominal stem.
g Kibrik's analysis, there are two complex suffixes for forming
h with an internal agreement slot: a-GN-u and ¢j-GN-u (GN =
r marker), Both suffixes are used here, with the first # dropped
second suffix. The final suffix -fu- derives an adjective, and brings
'ﬁgl;eemem slot (naturally). Thus we have a prefixed gender/number
e d-), a suffixed form (the final -r) and two internal forms (the other
.0f -r-). The four markers are all the same, in that they mark the same
ber combination for agreement with the same controller. Agreements
e are problematic for analyses based on the notion of functional heads,
r(1992: 323-9) shows, and are strong evidence supporting realizational
of morphology (Stump 2001: 3-7).

. discussed in the last section, marks agreement by subject clitic (all verbs),
ant alternations (most verbs), vowel changes (some verbs) and alternations
djunct nominal (just three verbs). The following example has all these types

2.

oil (Donohue 1999, discussed in Anderson 2001: 10)
R Te  te=i t-i,

3pL 3pL=fall.pL 3PL-go.3pPL

‘They fell over.”

e first word fe is the third plural pronoun. The following fe= is the agreeing
scussed in §3.2.3. Its host { is the plural form of the adjunct nominal ki:
nsonant and vowel modification in its paradigm is such that this item could
nsidered suppletive, Next we have the agreement prefix ¢-, which combines
i the third person plural of the verb re *go’ to yield . These dramatic alter-
pations make more sense when seen against the less extreme examples presented
Donohue. Thus (17) has agreement marked four times. However, the Archi
mple (16) is an even clearer instance of multiple exponence, since the same
tinctions are drawn at each position (while the Skou markers show different
retisms within the paradigm) and the Archi forms are phonologically more
ar too.

Inthe Archi example (16) we saw four agreement slots, for agreement with the
e controller, in respect of the same fearures. Four appears to be the maximum
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number of same-controller agreement slots. As a variant of the same-controller
type, the different slots of the target may show agreement with the same con-
troller, but with different morphological patterning; this is found in Skou, and
in the Daghestanian language Khinalug (Corbett 1991: 119-23). We also find
targets with more than one agreement slot, which agree with a single controller
in respect of different features. Thus Maltese imperfective verbs agree with their
subject prefixally in terms of person (and to a limited extent in gender) and suf-
fixally in terms of number (Fabri 1993: 94). Furthermore, there are targets with
more than one agreement slot, for agreement with different controllers, but these
are not examples of multiple exponence, since different morphosyntactic specifi-
cations are being realized. Thus verbs may agree with both subject and object: for
discussion of handling such cases by the use of *layered features’ see Anderson
(1992: 93-100); an alternative, ‘tagged features’, is presented in Zwicky (1986a).
Most complex is the situation in which we find different agreement slots for which
different controllers compete. Under the right circumstances, agreement with a
given controller may be found in more than one slot, giving multiple exponence
(an interesting example is found in the Chukotko-Kamchatkan language Itelmen;
see Bobaljik & Wurmbrand 2002).

33 Morphological prerequisites for agreement

Agreement morphology is the ‘prerequisite’ for agreement. If the
target does not have the means to realize the agreement features, then we have
no evidence for agreement. (Of course, one can claim that we have invisible
agreement in examples like she came versus they came, but if all English examples
were like this then there would be no evidence for agreement.) Morphological
prerequisites vary from being met quite generally (for instance, any Russian verb
will show number agreement) down to extremely limited instances (as we noted
in §1.4.2 only one adjective can show number agreement in Kuwaa).

We start with examples where the category (part of speech) of the target is suffi-
cient to meet the morphological prerequisites (§3.3.1). For instance, in a particular
language any adjective will have the necessary means to realize agreement. Then
there are instances where, in realizing one agreement feature, another feature has
arole (§3.3.2). An example would be a language in which gender agreement is
possible, but only together with a given number value: here the other feature (num-
ber) is the prerequisite. And then there are different types of lexical prerequisites:
in some languages we cannot simply say that ‘verbs agree’; instead ‘some verbs
agree’ and the interest is in determining which. Or else, the ways in which tar-
gets of the same category show agreement may differ, another type of lexical
prerequisite (§3.3.3). The notion of defectiveness fits next (§3.3.4), followed by
the unusual phenomenon of “collaborative” agreement (§3.3.5). These prerequi-
sites are to be distinguished from ‘conditions’, which can come into play once
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ites are met. We discuss conditions in chapter 6 and the distinction
and prerequisites is clarified in §6.3.1.

Category prerequisites T ———————————

As we saw in §2.2, the category of the target has a major effect on
Sometimes we can state morphological prerequisites at this level. For
‘Russian verbs and adjectives agree but adverbs do not. Besides the
agree prerequisites there are featural prerequisites, to which we now

- Feature prerequisites =

~ Naturally we need to specify which agreement features a particular
realizes in its morphology. But a simple list of these features can be
te in two ways: there can be interactions of features with target categories,
ions between features. We consider these in turn,
we may say that a given language has agreement in particular features,
‘may be variation among the agreement targets:

ian
wén je pisa-1
he be.3sG write-psT[M.5G|
*he wrote’

e periphrastic expression (§3.4.3): the auxiliary verb agrees in number
while the past participle agrees in number and gender. It is often the
not all targets show all possible features.

cond reason why a simple list of features is inadequate is that the expres-
e feature may depend on another feature. Earlier we saw Russian exam-
4), showing agreement in gender. If we change them from singular to
e find that the form for each is identical:

nov-ye Zurnal-y
new-pL magazine(M)-pL
‘new magazines'

nov-ye  knig-i
new-prL. book(F)-pPL
‘new books’

nov-ye pis'm-a

new-pPL letter(N)-PL
‘new letters”

lural adjective is novye ‘new’. Thus gender is constrained by number in
: gender distinctions are found only in the singular number, they are
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neutralized in the plural.' This conforms to Greenberg's universal number 37 ‘A
language never has more gender categories in nonsingular numbers than in the
singular® (Greenberg 1963: 112). There are further universal constraints of this
type (for which see Greenberg 1963, and for discussion of counter-examples see
Baerman, Brown & Corbett 2005: 83, 87-90), There are also some language-
specific prerequisites. Both universals and language-specific prerequisites may
involve just the agreement features, or they may refer to other features too. For
instance, Russian verbs show agreement in gender only when in the past tense
(84.2.1); gender is an agreement feature in Russian, while tense is not. The general
issue of forms not making all the distinctions which might be expected (that is,
single forms filling more than one potential cell in a paradigm) is a hot topic
in morphology. It is ‘syncretism’, in the broad sense of the term. Its specific
importance for agreement is indicated in §3.4.1 below.

Before leaving feature interactions, we should consider an important and
unusual one found in Kayardild. Several (but not all) of the cases of Kayardild
are what Evans calls ‘verbalizing cases' (earlier ‘verbal cases’, 2003: 214n13).
Various domains involve verbalizing case, and once an element is marked by
verbalizing case, it will take agreement in tense, aspect, mood and polarity. For
example, beneficiaries take the verbalizing dative case marker -maru- (originat-
ing in a verb meaning “put’ but now integrated into the case system). As a result,
they then take verbal inflections for tense, aspect and mood:

Kayardild (Evans 2003: 215)

(22) ngada waa-jarra  wangarr-ina ngijin-maru-tharra thabuju-maru-tharra
ISG.NOM  SINg-PST  SONZ-MOD_ABL MY-V_DAT-PST brother-v_DAT-pST
‘I sang a song for my brother.”

The items bearing the verbalizing dative here show tense. Furthermore, (23)
illustrates polarity (in the sense of negation):

(23) ngada waa-nangku  wangarr-u ngijin-maru-nangku thabuju-maru-nangk
1SG.NOM Sing-NEG.POT SONg-MOD_PROP my-V_DAT-NEG.POT brother-v_DAT-NEG.]
‘I won't sing a song for my brother.”

We can contrast the examples of verbalizing case with the ‘ordinary” cases of
Kayardild, represented here by the ablative and instrumental (Evans 2003: 207):

(24) dan-kinaba-nguni dangka-naba-nguni mirra-nguni wangal-nguni
this-ABL-INS man-ABL-INS good-INs  boomerang-INs
‘with this man’s boomerang'

In (24) there are no tense/aspect/mood/polarity markers. The main point is that
once the case is selected, this determines whether there will be marking of
tense/aspect/mood/polarity: with verbalizing cases (as in (22) and (23)) there
is, with ordinary cases (as in (24)) there is not. Of course, it is unwise to label

' In the standard language, the oblique cases of oba *both” make a single exception.
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ardild ‘ordinary’. The ordinary cases in (24) show case stacking
4.4.1). The ablative case indicates the relation of the phrase ‘this
. while the instrumental indicates the relation of the larger phrase
the clause, and is marked on all elements of the larger phrase. We
.2 to the question of whether we should recognize tense, aspect,

e have seen clear differences between word classes in the agree-

show (§2.2). For some languages the generalizations can all, or nearly

[ at this level. Thus for Russian verbs agree in person and number (in

) and in number and gender in the past, adjectives have their agree-

res (see §4.2.1), and so on. In other languages we find great differences
classes, as these Macedonian adjectives illustrate:

‘Macedonian adjectives (Victor Friedman 1993; 266—7 and personal

'gmasculinc feminine neuter plural gloss

nov nova novo novi new
kasmetlija kasmetlii lucky
taze fresh

native adjectives like nov ‘new’ distinguish three genders and two num-
ljectives like kasmetlija ‘lucky’ agree in number but not in gender. On the

i

nd, taze ‘fresh’ and adjectives like it are indeclinable, they are unable to
his means that we cannol necessarily say that in a given language adjec-
hatever word class we have in mind) agree in particular features, There
ariation within the word class: in other words we need information about
r lexical items.

edonian this lexical information can largely be predicted from the
. (Those without a full paradigm are borrowings, mainly from Turkish,
s is manifest in their morphology.) Adjectives with the stem ending in
kasmet-lij-a “lucky’, mark number only. Those with the stem ending in
| are indeclinable. Those with the stem ending in a consonant typically
Native adjectives with the stem in a consonant must inflect for gender and
1, like nov ‘new’. However, there is a small number of borrowings which
ot decline, like super “super’. The Turkish borrowing kor ‘blind’ declines in
ime dialects and not in others.
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A second example comes from Ingush. Compare two verbs, both of which have
the experiencer in the dative and the stimulus in the absolutive:

Ingush (Nakh branch of Nakh-Daghestanian, Nichols 1989; 159)
(26) suona  v-ieza sej vaSa
18G.paT I-like  my brother(1)[ABS]
‘I like my brother”
(27) suona  j-ieza sej jiSa
IsG.oaT wn-like my sister(u)[ass]
‘T like my sister’
(28) suona  d-ieza yz bier
IsG.paT 1n-like this child(m)[ABs]
‘1 like this child®
(29) suona  b-ieza yz jett
15G.DAT 1v-like this cow(1v)[ABs]
‘I like this cow’

The verb -ieza “like' agrees with the absolutive argument in gender and number
(singular in all our examples here). Now compare gu ‘see’:

(30) suona  gu sej vasa
15G.DAT see my brother(1)[ABs]
‘I see my brother’

31 suona  gu  sej jida
1SG.DAT see my sister(1)[ABs]
‘1 see my sister”

(32) suona  gu yz bier
15G.DAT see this child(itn)[ass)
‘I see this child’

(33) suona  gu yz jett
1sG.DAT see this cow(1v)[ABS]
‘I see this cow’

This verb does not mark agreement, but the syntax is not affected. We noted in
§1.4.2 that overall only around 30% of Ingush verbs show agreement. Thus we
need lexical information to determine agreement here. The question is whether
this information is itself predictable. It is in part: to be inflectable, a verb must
be vowel initial in Ingush, but being vowel initial does not guarantee that it will
inflect (Johanna Nichols, personal communication).

As we saw with Macedonian adjectives, lexical variation can be a matter not just
of agreeing or not agreeing, but of differences within the targets which agree. If we
look at one of our key languages, Tsakhur, we find great variety. Verb inflections
are of two types, labelled strong and weak,” with the following agreement markers:

* *Weak" and *strong’ are convenient labels for inflectional types which may be opposed in various
ways, The terms go back at least as far as Jacob Grimm (Frans Plank, personal communication),
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agreement in Tsakhur (Kibrik 1999: 62, 68)

inflection set
strong weak
1 -1- @
I -r- -
| -b- “w-
v -d- @
i/ -b- -
/v -d- @

ak’ and ‘strong’ describes the inflections: the strong inflections are con-
ile the weak ones are glides or have no realization. For any part of the
wo numbers and four genders, §1.5.2) a given verb has one set only.
onsistently use one set, while ‘mixed’ verbs take different forms
{oaspect and mood. The majority of verbs have these markers between
preverb and the root, hence in an internal position:

Hlustrative strong and weak verbs in the aorist in Tsakhur

‘cut’ (strong) ‘throw" (weak)
SG 1 gia-r-Xi ahu
I gja-r-Xi a-j-hi
111 gja-p-Xi a-w-hu
v ga-t-Xi ahu
PL I/ gja-p-Xi a-w-hu
/v gja-1-Xi ahu

ent is with the absolutive argument (§2.3.2). The first paradigm shows
s of assimilation (these need not detain us, we just need to note that other
paradigms which we meet will show slightly different forms). Note how
trong and weak types make three gender distinctions in the singular. There is
“interesting syncretism between singular and plural markers. While neither
nor strong verbs alone distinguish four genders, the mixed type do, since
verbs take both sets of agreements in different aspects. The distribution of
of different types is given in (36), from Kibrik (1999: 62):

the notion is that to make a particular distinetion weak itermns need an additional affix which
ng do not, However, as their use for Tsakhur shows, *weak" and ‘strong” are now used in
s analogically related ways.
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(36) Types of verbal stem in Tsakhur
inflectional set
verb type perfective imperfective and potentialis
weak (50%)* weak
strong (20%) strong
mixed (30%) strong weak

Thus to determine agreement, the feature specification depends on the gender/
number of the absolutive argument, while the set of inflections to be used depends
on the verb, whether it is strong or weak (and for mixed verbs it depends also
on aspect and mood). As a result, the form of the inflections varies, and also
the specific distinctions drawn (specifically, whether in the singular the syn-
cretic forms are those for genders 1 and II or those for I and IV). This would
appear problematic for analyses which involve moving morphemes from node
to node, since the information to be realized depends on the type of verbal
stem.

When targets have to be divided into inflectional classes, as in Tsakhur, the
class into which a particular item falls may be predictable to different degrees.
Moreover, the different classes may make different distinctions, as is the case in
Tsakhur, or the distinctions may be the same but just the phonological material
involved may be different (we have seen such an instance in Russian, discussed
further in §4.2.2).

Finally, there are instances where particular lexical items require specific and
quite idiosyncratic lexical information to be stored. Thus, as we saw in §2.4.9,
in Archi some personal pronouns agree with the absolutive argument, but only
when they are in specific cases. And in English the verb be makes idiosyncratic
agreement distinctions.

3.3.4 Defectiveness =

Defectiveness depends on a notion of what can be reasonably
expected. An impersonal verb is not expected to have a first person singular
form. Similarly an ant with six legs is fine, while a spider with seven is defective.
It is not the same as uninflecting, where an item is simply morphologically inert
(as are many verbs in Ingush, §3.3.3): defectiveness implies the lack of specific
forms, which the lexeme might reasonably be expected to have. The Russian verb
pobedit’ *win' has all the expected forms, apart from one:

3 The number of verbs counted is no longer available,
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*pobezd-u / *pobez-u / *pobedj-u
Win.PFV-1sG / win.prv- 158G / win.prv-1sG
T will win’

reason for this particular gap is that we would expect there to be a stem
(§3.2.2), but speakers are not confident what it should be.

‘Collaborative’ agreement

This is a curious phenomenon in which the target establishes the
iisites for agreement. Examples have arisen in Slavonic, as a result of the
e dual number (for many nouns the nominative dual and genitive singular
. This has produced complex constructions with lower numerals in
anguages. In Russian the numerals dva *two’, 17 ‘three” and ceryre ‘four’,

dv-e s0sn-y
IWO-F,.NOM pine(F)-SG.GEN
‘two pines’

meral governs the form of the noun, requiring it to be genitive and singular
ess in this example shows unambiguously that the noun is genitive singu-
[tis only because the noun is singular that there can be agreement in gender,
gender is not distinguished in the plural in Russian (this feature-based pre-
te was discussed in §3.3.2). So the genitive singular noun, required to be
it form by the numeral, in turn acts as the controller for gender agreement
umeral, hence the term ‘collaborative agreement’. For further discussion
eadedness relations here see Corbett (1993); we return to these numerals
. In this Russian example the interaction is striking. However, such exam-
are commonplace if one takes the view that the verb governs its subject just
it governs its other arguments. From that viewpoint examples of subject-verb
reement, like (18) for instance, are also ‘collaborative’, in that the verb requires
s subject to be in the nominative case and then agrees with it.

~ Special morphological phenomena

Here we consider three morphological phenomena: syncretism, sup-
letion and periphrasis. All have been mentioned before, but each is of special
interest for agreement.
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3.4.1 Syncretism =

It is common to find different morphosyntactic feature specifications
which have a single realization, that is, syncretism. Informally, the morphology
“lets down’ the syntax, in that it cannot provide different realizations for all
the distinctions required. We saw examples in Tsakhur in §3.3.3, and there is
discussion of the theoretical importance of syncretism in Baerman, Brown and
Corbett (2005). Occasionally the existence of syncretism in targets, which would
appear to be purely a matter of morphology, makes possible a type of agreement
which would otherwise be unacceptable. We shall see an instance in §8.5.2, when
we analyse gender resolution in the Bantu language Chichewa.

342 SUPPIeﬁon e e e e R A = ]

Suppletion is found in English examples like go ~ went, where the
regular opposition present ~ past is realized by forms which are not related
phonologically. We might think that this phenomenon would be restricted to what
I shall call ‘inherent’ features (§4.2.3). However, suppletion can be involved in
agreement, as we saw in §1.4.2:

Norwegian (Bokmdl, Tore Nesset, personal communication)
(39) en lit-en bil

onefa  small-M.5G  car(M)[sG]

‘one small car’
(40) o smi bil-er

two small.pL car-pL

‘two small cars’

Here we see agreement (for this particular adjective) expressed by suppletion.
This is not what we expect for contextual features (§4.2.3), and it has interesting
implications for what is a possible word.

3.43 Periphtasis i e B e e e P T ey T

Periphrasis is the use of more than one word in a cell of an inflectional
paradigm. For example, in Russian ‘I write’ is ja pisu, ‘I wrote (IPFV)’ is ja pisal,
but ‘1 will write (1PFV)" is ja budu pisat’. The latter verb form budu pisat’ is said to
be periphrastic. We noted a periphrastic form in §3.3.2, and saw how the different
components of the periphrastic form may mark different agreement features.
However, there is a subtler issue for agreement, which has been largely unnoticed.
It is generally assumed that there is a single morphosyntactic specification for a
periphrastic cell of a paradigm (even if different components realize different
subsets of the features). However, this is not necessarily the case, as the following
example shows:
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covd and Jarmila Panevovd personal communications)
-a jste velmi laskav-a

ST-FSG AUX.2PL very  kind-F.sG

~ *You were very kind" (addressed 1o a woman)

ite expression, for a single addressee. The pronoun vy “you' could
ere were stress on it, for instance for contrast (Vy jste byla velmi
auxiliary verb, the clitic jsze, is second person plural, while the past
-a, literally “was’, is singular. Thus the two parts of the periphrastic
fferent values for number. Further examples can be found in Comrie
agmcmem with honorific pronouns is discussed further in §7.7.1.

Alliterative agreement is often called ‘alliterative concord’ since some
-known examples are in Bantu languages. and the term ‘concord’
sed in the Bantuist tradition.* There are two ways of thinking of
e agreement, first as a way of characterizing (part of) the morphology of
in particular languages, and second, more radically, as a claim about
nature of agreement systems. We examine these in turn.

Alliterative agreement as a characterization of morphological
SXPONENCE Bues: oo e A < S s

Alliterative agreement can be illustrated with this well-known Swahili

(Welmers 1973: 171)
ki-kapu ki-kubwa ki-moja ki-li-anguka
sG-basket(7/8) 7-large  7-one  7-pst-fall
*One large basket fell.”

are two characteristics of this type of morphology to be separated out:

the controller has a marker which clearly indicates its featural informa-
tion (ki-kapu *basket” marks number, and since this is one of the many
instances where inflection and gender line up, the marker indicates the
singular of nouns in gender 7/8, which Bantuists often indicate simply
as ‘7’);

the same agreement marker is used for agreement targets (ki-, the 7’
marker, for singular agreement with gender 7/8, occurs on different
largets, here adjective, numeral and verb).

Alliterative” was first used, naturally, of prefixes, but it is now generalized to suffixes too,
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Both characteristics are necessary. A language may mark the featural informa-
tion of controllers clearly, but use different phonological material for marking
agreement on targets. This would not be alliterative agreement. And this is not
an ‘all or nothing’ classification of languages. Swahili examples are not all like
(42), so it does not have full alliterative agreement. Bantu languages typically
show a high degree of alliterative agreement, and elsewhere in the Niger-Congo
family we find even more consistent examples, such as Amo (spoken in north-
central Nigeria, Anderson 1980) and Uskade (a Lower Cross language, Connell
1987).

Conversely, languages which do not normally figure in discussions of allitera-
tive agreement are often partly alliterative. Indo-European languages often show
alliterative agreement, at least for a part of the system:

Russian

(43) Mas-a Cita-1-a
Masha(F)-sG read-pPST-F.5G
*Masha was reading”

Here the same marker -a is found on controller and target. However, there are
many instances where there would be no such resemblance in Russian. English
shows highly un-alliterative agreement, where plural controllers typically have
-s (and variants), while -5 in verb targets normally indicates the singular. On this
view, therefore, alliterative agreement is one end of a scale along which languages
can be measured. A language with consistent alliterative agreement would have
the values of the agreement features clearly indicated on both controller and target,
and by the same phonological material >

352 Radical alliterative agreement: a claim about agreement
systems =g SR e F e

There is a more significant view of alliterative agreement, which has
been put forward with varying degrees of explicitness at different times. This
view is that agreement can match the form of the target directly to the form of
the controller. Specifically, if a subject noun phrase is headed by a noun end-
ing in -a, the predicate will end in -a, if in -u, then in -u and so on. The data
offered are sometimes quite slender, but the claim is made more plausible by
appealing to borrowings; agreements are claimed to match new forms found in
borrowings.

If the claim could be maintained, this would make a dramatic difference to
the way in which the organization of grammar is generally conceived. Syntax is

o

Note also the phenomenon of ‘alliterative discord”, as claimed for Lavukaleve: "There is a deep
relationship between deictics and focus markers involving, among other things, a system of allit-
erative discord, a type of agreement system in which the form of a deictic in a focus construction
requires the form of the focus marker to disagree with it in its initial consonant” Terrill (2003:

15-16).
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0 be ‘phonology-free’ (Zwicky & Pullum 1983, Pullum & Zwicky
mles of syntax do not have access to the phonological forms of
. We do not find rules like: ‘vowel-initial adjectives stand before
consonant-initial stand after it"; or *questions are formed by taking
vord and moving it to initial position’; or ‘two-syllable transitive
the genitive case'. Similarly, we do not expect an agreement rule
ively says ‘take the phonological form of the controller and match
ed degree) on the target’. Of course, we may have a language in
ny nouns of feminine gender end in - and feminine singular adjectives
ut the rule is framed in terms of the number and gender features.
t surprised if some feminine nouns in this language do not end in -a:
ouns behave alike because they share a gender, not because of shared

he significance and generality of the claim that syntax is “phonology
ust take seriously the suggestion that agreement could be straightfor-
rative, that is, that the target would simply match the phonology of
:.Iler I review the instances that have been offered and conclude that the
ot yet convincing. The main discussion is in work by Dobrin, who uses the
teral alliterative concord’ (1995), ‘alliterative agreement” (1998: 59) and
gical agreement’ (1998: 78). The term 1 have used, ‘radical alliterative
it’, is due to Aronoff (1998: 13).

(1995) discusses some of the familiar instances cited as illustrating
alliterative agreement, and considers especially the Arapeshan dialect
rricelli family). This includes examples of semantic assignment of nouns
r, and is not strictly alliterative. Dobrin (1998) is another interesting
bution. In particular it discusses the spontaneous development of a new s-
in Arapeshan languages which, it is argued, is the direct result of copying
al segment of recent borrowed nouns. These languages have extensive
systems, with nouns assigned to two of the genders by semantics (nouns
ing males are in one gender, those denoting females are in another), and
or the vast majority of nouns there is an implicational relationship between
phonology and morphological class (in particular, the plural marking), and
between morphological class and gender, as shown below:

Formal assignment in Arapesh
Stem Phonology == Morphological Class => Gender

For a Network Morphology account of the assignment system, and an implemen-
lion, see Fraser & Corbett (1997). Dobrin discusses examples from the Bukiyip

Bukiyip dialect of Arapesh (Dobrin 1998: 69)

nebebe-s-i balus  sa-naki Ukarumpa
very.large-*s~aps airplane ‘s™-came.from Ukarumpa
‘a very large airplane arrived from Ukarumpa’
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Balus “airplane’ is a borrowing from Tok Pisin. There was previously no gen-
der agreement in -s-, and a new agreeing form has been created on the basis of
these nouns (indicated ‘S" in the morphosyntactic gloss). Most of the available
consonants were already markers for gender agreement, and so this development
is consistent with that pattern. Dobrin goes on to suggest that there is a phono-
logical default which comes into play when the normal semantic assignments,
morphological assignments and morphological default have failed (1998: 73—4).
Dobrin (1999) includes further interesting material, but does not answer all the
questions we would like to have answered. The main problem is the plural; when
nouns are in the plural, the agreement is not alliterative:

Bukiyip dialect of Arapesh (Dobrin 1998: 65)

(46) barah-ijer . .. wa-kana ‘e babwen...'
granddaughter(iv)-pL . .. 1v.pL-say ‘hey grandfather. ..
‘the granddaughters . . . said “hey grandfather .. .””

There are various plural inflections (thus barah-ijer is the plural of barah-ok"
‘granddaughter’), but there is a single agreement marker for a particular gender
in the plural. This is not alliterative agreement (though note the interesting data
in Dobrin 1998: 72). The right generalization appears to be that the singular form
is a good predictor (via a phonological assignment rule and gender agreement)
of what the agreement form will be, but that the plurals demonstrate that we do
not have an alliterative agreement system.

Aronoff (1998) starts from Dobrin’s data and draws out the consequences.
He treats agreement as a copying operation, with complete copying as the final
default. Radical alliterative agreement emerges when forced to do so, when there
is no gender available. Thus Aronoff sees radical alliterative agreement as a type
of last resort, but as one which is indicative of how agreement operates (rather
as does Dobrin 1998). I assess the evidence to be somewhat less strong, and |
believe it is too soon to put so much weight on it.

Other possible cases of radical alliterative agreement have been suggested.
These are: Wolof, but plural agreements are not alliterative (see McLaughlin
1996, 1997), Landuma (Wilson 1962: 37-8. Sumbatova 2003: 33 1-2) and Bainuk
(Banyun) as in Sauvageot (1967). Another instance was proposed by Grinevald
(2000) concerning classifiers in Movima, an isolate of Bolivia. However, the
Movima data are open to other interpretations (Haude 2003). For some of these
languages the data are insufficient to make a judgement. For Arapeshan lan-
guages the data are intriguing, but in my view not yet convincing. To give up
a major tenet of how grammar is organized | would prefer to have more secure
evidence.

For all the need for caution, the impact of phonological similarity needs to be
taken seriously. Evidence from language acquisition gives another angle on the
issue (see §9.3, footnote 5).
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syntactic effects on agreement

pect the form of agreement (o be determined by syntax, in terms
elements (principally controller, target and domain). In this sec-
t additional syntactic effects. We start with instances where further
netions are realized by the morphology together with agreement
e move to examples where, in particular syntactic circumstances,
le distinctions are drawn, giving an opposition of full and reduced
2). As the extreme case, the distinctions may be reduced to none, in
¢ have default agreement (§3.6.3). And finally, there may be a special
* form, for the instances where no distinctions are made (§3.6.4).
ion my emphasis is on the morphology, though I shall naturally pay
tion also to the syntactic conditioning of the different forms (conditions
of chapter 6).

Further distinctions fused with agreement morphology
(Hungarian objects) E—————————————————

Itis worth reminding ourselves that other distinctions may be realized,
er with agreement distinctions. Consider these examples:

knig-a, kotor-aja leZ-it.. ..
book(F)-sG.NoM which-F.sG.NOM lie-35G

‘the book, which is lying . . ."

knig-a, kotor-uju ja  Citaj-u ..,
book(F)-sG.Nom which-F.sG.Aacc  1SG read-15G
‘the book, which | am reading . . .’

ich of them, the relative pronoun agrees in gender and number with its
edent. Its case is determined by its role in the clause, and not by agree-
- However, the values for gender, number and case are all realized together
a single inflection.

There are some less obvious instances of this type of fusion. I take one which
been important in discussions of agreement, namely Hungarian. We do not
ect a language to have a verb which agrees in definiteness with one of its
suments. Yet Hungarian has often been cited as a language which appears to
this (see also Abondolo 1988).% My first example has an intransitive verb:

¥ | take up here an ALT list discussion of November 1999; I will not ascribe the analyses o indi-
- viduals, in case they changed their view during the debate. For an analysis within Minimalism see
- Bartos (1997): for discussion of competing syntactic analyses see Kiss (2002: 49-55); and for the
issue of which noun phrases count as definite here see Moravesik (2003: 404-5, 445-6).
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Hungarian (Edith Moravcesik, personal communication)
(49) Iskold-ba  jdr-nak.

school-1LL go-3pL

“They go to school.’

Next we consider a transitive verb, first with an indefinite object and then with a
definite one:

(50) Egy konyv-et olvas-nak.
a  book-acc read-3pL
“They are reading a book.”

(51) A kbnyv-et olvas-sdk,
the book-acc read-3pL
“They are reading the book.”

The verbal suffix thus differs in form when the object is definite. Three contrasting
analyses have been suggested.

First analysis: Since the verbal inflection differs only in the environment of a
definite object, then the inflection itself must be a fused subject (person, num-
ber) agreement and object (definiteness) agreement marker, there being no other
property of the object which is referred to by the affix, such as gender or number.
This may be represented schematically as:

(52) they read-3pL.SBI_DEF.0OBJ the book
they read-3pL.sBi a book

Second analysis: Such contrasts indicate that the verb agrees with its object under
the condition of definiteness, that is, when the object is definite, but otherwise
it does not. This does not mean that it agrees in the feature definiteness, but
that agreement is possible only in the environment of definiteness. This may be
represented as follows:

(53) they read-3p1.sB)_35G.0BJ the book
they read-3pL.SBJ a book

Third analysis: Hungarian verbs do not agree with their objects, rather they
take a special kind of subject agreement in the presence of ‘definite’ objects
and then only with third person objects (except for the l.susi-2(familiar)
oBJ marker -lek/-lak).

(54) they read-3pL.sB1 (CONDITION: DEF) the book
they read-3p1.sR) a book

That is, there is subject agreement which has a realization conditioned by the
presence of a ‘definite’ object. For this discussion we note that both solution two
and solution three do not require us to recognize definiteness as an agreement
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They do require us to have a condition on agreement involving definite-
s recognizing agreement conditions (chapter 6) simplifies the typology

Hungarian situation is comparable to the form of the German adjective
ditioned by the presence or absence of a particular type of determiner
3). We shall see another, more complex example, when we tackle Newar

Reduced agreement forms smmmmmm————

Here we consider further examples where syntactic circumstances
a choice between paradigms. That is, one and the same lexical item will
re than one way of realizing a particular feature specification. It is not
nt to specify that the syntax requires, say, third singular feminine, there is a
choice to be made. In the reduced set of inflected forms fewer distinctions
made.

Reduced agreement in Somali
Somali verbs show two sets of inflections:

Somali past simple tense of keen ‘bring’ (Saeed 1993a: 87)

full agreement  reduced agreement

156 keenay keendy
25G keentay keendy
35G.M  keenay keendy
3sG.F keentay keentdy
IpL keennay keenndy
2pL keenteen keendy
3rL keeneen keendy

e that the reduced paradigm does not represent a simple collapsing of the full
gm. The full paradigm has just two interesting syncretisms (1s6=3sG.m
| 256=3sG.F): in the reduced paradigm second singular and third singular
nine are different, though overall there is more syncretism and considerably
distinctions are made. Reduced agreement represents a second set of forms
the same target, with the same possible feature specifications. In terms of
orphology, the essential point about reduced paradigms is the exisrence of two
of forms, where in most languages we find one. The use of the different sets
f forms is a matter of conditions, to which we return in §6.7.3.

For another, rather complex, instance of subject agreement having different realizations according
m the presence of a *definite” object see Muna (Austronesian), as described by van den Berg (1989:
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3.6.2.2 Reduced agreement in Inari Sami
Another example of reduced agreement is found in Inari Sami
(Toivonen 2003: Toivonen uses the terms ‘full” and *partial”).

(56) Inari Sami present indicative of lede *be” (Toivonen 2003)
full agreement | reduced agreement
1sG lam
2sG lah lii
3sG lii
Ipu lddn
2pu leppee
3pu lava lda
lpL lep
2prL lepped
IrL laa

Here are examples:

Inari Sami (Toivonen 2003)

(57) Meecist  lava  udbbi ja o vilja,
forest.Loc be3pu sister.NOM and brother.NOM
‘In the forest are my sister and brother.”

Example (57) shows full agreement. It is an instance of number resolution (§8.2).

(58) Riddoost  ldd kvehti keedgi.
beach.Loc be.NON_SG.RED_AGR two  rock
‘On the beach are two rocks,”

(58) shows reduced agreement. As (56) shows, the same form is used for all
persons dual and plural (the same as the third plural in full agreement). It appears
that animacy is playing a role here (a point taken up in §6.3.2). With noun phrases
denoting animals, both forms are found:

(39) Kyehti poccuu  rudttdain / ryettih meecist.
two reindeer ran.3DU / ran.NON_SG.RED_AGR forest.LOC
“Two reindeer ran in the forest.”

The conditions under which reduced agreement is used are not fully understood,
but Toivonen (2003) suggests that. besides the important factor of animacy, a
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factor is specificity (non-specific noun phrases can take reduced agree-
n when they denote animates).

German weak and strong adjectives

German adjectival inflections fit here, which shows that the
ed distinction is not restricted to verbs. The examples are like those
mali and Inari Sami, in that for a given agreement feature specification
s more than one possible realization, according to an outside factor; one
realizations makes fewer distinctions, hence ‘full” and ‘reduced’ forms are
ate terms. The traditional terms for German adjectives are ‘strong’ and
. They are not weak and strong like the Tsakhur verbs discussed earlier
ideed like German weak and strong verbs), since in these latter cases a
verb paradigm (or part of the paradigm) has only one set of forms. Besides
led strong and weak inflections of German adjectives, there is a third
" set of forms. This set makes fewer distinctions than the strong, but more
e weak (it is closer to the weak). We follow in part the discussion in Zwicky

).

German gur *good” strong paradigm (full agreement)

SINGULAR PLURAL

MASCULINE NEUTER FEMININE

NOMINATIVE gul-er gut-es gut-e gut-e
ACCUSATIVE gut-en gut-es gut-e gul-e
GENITIVE gut-en gut-en gut-er gut-er
DATIVE gut-em gut-em gut-er gui-en

though sixteen cells are distinguished syntactically, extensive syncretism means
at there are only five distinct forms. Now compare the mixed set:

German gur ‘good” mixed paradigm (partially reduced agreement)

SINGULAR PLURAL
MASCULINE NEUTER FEMININE
NOMINATIVE gut-er (S) gut-es (S) gut-e gut-en (W)
ACCUSATIVE  gul-en gut-es (S) gut-e gut-en (W)
GENITIVE gut-en gut-en gut-en (W) gut-en (W)
DATIVE gut-en (W) gut-en (W) gut-en (W) gut-en

which are shared with the strong paradigm above are marked ‘(S)’;
shared with the weak paradigm below are marked ‘(W)'. The remainder
marked) are shared across all three sets of inflections,
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(62) German gut ‘good” weak paradigm (reduced agreement)

SINGULAR PLURAL

MASCULINE NEUTER FEMININE

NOMINATIVE gut-e gut-e gut-e gut-en
ACCUSATIVE gul-en gut-e gul-e gut-en
GENITIVE gut-en gut-en gut-en gut-en
DATIVE gut-en gui-en gui-en gut-en

It is clear that the mixed paradigm in (61) is reduced with respect to the strong,
and the weak paradigm (62) is further reduced. In each instance there are fewer
distinct inflections (five for the strong, four for the mixed and two in the weak)..
However, the sets of cells which are distinguished in the sirong paradigm are
not simply collapsed: the weak paradigm has different forms for the feminine
singular and the plural, which are identical in the strong paradigm.

(63) Examples of the use of German weak and strong adjectives (nominative
case)

SINGULAR PLURAL type
gut-er  Mann gut-e Minn-er | strong
‘good  man’ ‘good men’

dies-er  gut-e Mann | dies-e  gut-en  Minn-er | weak

‘this good man’ ‘these  good men’

kein gut-er  Mann | kein-e  gut-en  Minn-er | mixed

‘no good man’ no good men’

The paradigm to be used depends on the presence and the type of the determiner.
Zwicky (1986b: 984-7) treats the choice as government, which seems right; the
morphosyntactic specification is a matter of agreement, certainly for gender and
number at least, but the selection of the type of paradigm represents an additional
distinction, which is not a matter of agreement.

3.6.3 Default forms EE=Smssr=meos e oeTEs=n .

Agreement may be suspended. The simplest case is that in which there
is no controller with the necessary features. We usually find a default form used
to meet this eventuality, Typically there is nothing remarkable in morphological
terms, it is one of the normal possibilities drafted in for this extra duty. Ina
sense, this is the logical extension of reduced agreement, where just one form is

possible.
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Sveta-l-o.
dawn-PST-N.SG
‘Day was dawning.’

ussian we have the common choice of neuter singular as the default. Tsakhur
four-gender system and the singular form for gender IV is used:

ur (Kibrik 1999: 435)

bajram-i-s mik'a-da  wo-d-un.
Bajram-0BL-DAT cold-ADV.IV be-1v-ATTRIB
‘Bajram is cold.”

lhe choice of form to be used is considered in §5.2.1. There are other circum-
es under which default forms are used (§5.2.2), extending their use beyond
‘we might expect. In particular, there are instances (for instance, in Tuscan
an, discussed in §6.4) where an apparently viable controller does not in fact
rol agreement.

Neutral forms ==s=—aree————aocaasrs—ese ==

As we have just seen, languages may solve the problem of agreement
problematic controllers by pressing one of the regular agreement forms into
ce. While these forms may appear to be identical to some other form, they
usually odd in some ways. Thus they typically appear identical to singular
ers but they lack plural counterparts (this is evident if there can be conjoined
llers, §2.1.2, footnote 2). Moreover, certain target types may be avoided.
n the other hand, some languages have unique agreement forms, which I shall
neutral’ forms, just for agreement with problematic controllers. The Sele
of Slovene (spoken in Sele, Carinthia, Austria) has lost the neuter gender,
in pronouns, but some original neuter forms survive only in impersonal
icatives:

dialect of Slovene (Tom Priestly 1983: 355, 1984: 44-5, and personal
unications)

ta  win je six
this wine(m) be.3sG dry[m]
‘this wine is dry’

ta srijea je stx-a
this shirt(r) be.3sG dry-F
“this shirt is dry’

nas  je saX

today be.3sG dry.NEUTRAL
‘today it is dry’

The adjectival form in (68) is a remnant of the neuter gender. Just a few adjectives
have this third form; it is available only in uses with problematic controllers: there
are no nouns in the neuter gender.



98 3 THE MORPHOLOGY OF AGREEMENT

Comparable neutral forms are found in Ukrainian (Shevelov 1963: 128-33,
Blevins 2003: 492-5), in Surselvan Romansh (Haiman 1974: 130—4) and in
Spanish and Portuguese, all discussed in Corbett (1991: 214-16). However. no
language has yet been found with a full set of unique neutral forms: regular
gender/number forms are used for some targets.®

Further afield we also find neutral forms in Maithili. If a verb takes a single
argument, and there is one non-nominative argument, which is first or second
person honorific or third person non-honorific proximate or remote, then we find
non-agreement; the authors call it ‘dummy agreement’, and it is equivalent to our
‘neutral’ agreement. It is a frozen form, related to but not exactly like the third
singular (Balthasar Bickel, personal communication). For example:

Maithili (Bickel, Bisang & Yadava 1999: 489):

(69) hamra  bhukh ldgait ai-ch
15G.DAT hunger be(come).perceptible.lPFV.PTCP NEUTRAL-AUX
‘I am getting hungry”

3.7 Rich agreement and strong agreement

The original basic idea of ‘rich agreement’ is that the shape of the
agreement paradigm will allow predictions about syntax: variation in the agree-
ment paradigm will lead to variation in the syntax. While a good deal has been
written on this, there are serious problems with it and rather few remaining
predictions.

‘Rich agreement’ was a live issue within Germanic linguistics. The main notion,
worked out during the 1980s and 1990s, is that verb movement in Germanic
languages is caused by rich agreement, that is by the existence of agreement
paradigms showing person and number agreement; this work culminates in
Rohrbacher (1999). Bobaljik (2003) outlines the development of the idea, and
produces serious counter-examples. The term ‘rich agreement” was also used in
discussion of null subjects (pro drop), together with the alternative term ‘strong
agreement’. For example, Borer (1989: 78) wrote: ‘In standard accounts of null
subjects it is customarily assumed (following a proposal originating with Tarald-
sen 1980) that null-subjects are licensed by an INFL node which is — in some
sense — rich enough to identify the null subject.” Similarly Jaeggli & Safir (1989:
32), in discussing ‘identification’ (which is required in their analysis of different
types of null subject) state: “The most common notion of identification is by rich
(or what may best be called “strong”) agreement, where inflectional affixes corre-
spond to members of the conjugational paradigm.” Thus pro drop was intimately
linked with agreement morphology, which was the basis of the pro-drop param-
eter. Problems soon emerged with this parameter, Jacggli & Safir (1989: 27-9)

" Lithuanian has an impressive set of neutral forms (Ambrazas 1997: 134-7, 171-2, 182-3, 196-7,
203-5),
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rich’ agreement in a very helpful discussion, and show the difficulties
We return to this issue in §3.8.2.

‘more recent development has been to disregard morphology and to treat
ement features as weak or strong according to the syntactic result required.
weak’ and “strong’ have for some become diacritics on nodes, specifying the
ic outcome desired, rather than a reflection of morphological difference.

agreement is also used in a rather different sense; thus Hawkins (2002:
uses it for the situation where ‘the verb has verbal affixes or cliticized mor-
es that index at least two argument positions in a clause’. He adds that “This
ition follows the (“head-marking™) classification of Nichols (1986, 1992).
therefore treats systems as having rich agreement where some would rather
se them as having pronominal affixes. Hawkins argues that rich agreement
s sense will be found most frequently in verb initial languages, for parsing
ns. See Dryer (2002: 154-7) and Polinsky (2002: 188-90) for further data
ind discussion on this.

" Pronominal affixes

Suppose a language typically has verbs with bound markers for per-
1, number and perhaps gender. Should we assume that these are instances of
eement? Or can these be pronouns, though attached to the verb? This issue
‘been debated extensively by Baker (1996), Evans (1999), Mithun (2003) and
wierska (2004b: 120-7) among others. Yet often linguists have assumed one
other answer for a particular language without supporting argument. The issues
are discussed in detail in Corbett (2003b); extensive references are provided, and
gnostics for distinguishing agreement markers and pronominal affixes are pro-
ed. Since that account is available I give only an outline here. The issues are
complex, and for some readers they lie outside the main concerns of agreement;
f ch readers may prefer to skip this section on first reading.

- In terms of syntax, pronominal affixes are arguments of the verb; a verb with
pronominal affixes constitutes a full sentence, and additional noun phrases are
optional. If pronominal affixes are the primary arguments, then they agree in the
way that anaphoric pronouns agree (§2.2.2). I take an example from the Iroquoian
language. Tuscarora:

Tuscarora (Mithun 1999: 190)

(70 wahrakyétkaht

wa?-hrak-etkaht-7

FACTUAL-3SG.AGENT> | SG.PATIENT-chase-PFv
‘He chased me."

‘Here ‘>’ indicates the combination of roles in a marker; others use */* for this
purpose. Where helpful, an orthographic first line is added in examples, distinct
from the segmented second line.
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In terms of morphology, pronominal affixes are bound to the verb; typically they
are obligatory (for some this would be criterial). They often form portmanteaux
combining marking of both core arguments (Evans 1999: 262), as here;

Tuscarora (Marianne Mithun. personal communication)
(71) wa?kg:tkaht
wa?-ka-tkaht-?
FACTUAL-1SG.AGENT >2S8G.PATIENT-chase-PFv
‘I chased you."

The 1SG.AGENT marker on its own is -k-, and the 25G.PATIENT marker is -efla; the
form for 1SG.AGENT on 2SG.PATIENT is-kp-, which is not simply a combination
of the two but a portmanteau marker. Forming portmanteaux is a rare possibility

for clitics (as in Tagalog) and is something which is not characteristic of free
pronouns.

3.8.1 The background for pronominal affixes === =mmmmmmns

There are two logical extreme positions: all pronominal affixes count
as agreement, or no pronominal affixes count as agreement. If we could sustain
either view, we should do so, but this appears unlikely.

According to the pure agreement view, the presence of person/ number/gender
features on the verb is a sufficient condition to say that we have verb agreement.
MelCuk discusses agreement at length and states unequivocally that polypersonal
verbs show ‘the most common agreement’ (1993: 342-3, 365-7). Some versions
of this approach further assume that agreement features must have a local con-
troller, and therefore insert the required phrases in the syntactic structure if they
do not appear on the surface.

According to the opposite view, the pure pronoun view, once an affix can be
analysed as being pronominal in nature, it is an incorporated pronoun/pronominal
affix and as such does not fall within agreement. That is, agreement and pronouns
are quite distinct. However, we have instances of free pronouns showing agree-
ment (§1.4.3). Thus pronouns can be agreement targets (like verbs, adjectives
and so on), and so deciding that a particular affix is pronominal does not thereby
exclude it from consideration.

There are several interlocking factors here which are often not separated out. As
well as the extreme cases of canonical agreement on the one hand and pronominal
affixes on the other, most of the intervening territory can be filled. ‘Pronominal-
affix languages’ are not a homogeneous group; they vary, including in ways
which affect the status of their affixes. Even within a given language, pronominal
affixes may not form a homogenous group (as Baker 2002: 52 points out for
Ngalakgan). Since pronominal-affix languages cannot be neatly circumscribed,
we should continue with our canonical approach. That is, we separate out different
factors and recognize that some cases are more categorial than others. Whether
incorporated pronouns are near the edge of the phenomenon of agreement or
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nning of the neighbouring phenomenon is less important than see-
nnections and differences. And the varying factors observable with
-affixes overlap considerably with those found in canonical agreement

it linguistic usage many treat pronominal affixes as part of agree-
example, Bickel and Nichols (forthcoming) draw a distinction between
| agreement and pronominal agreement, noting that the distinction
g tradition. Their ‘pronominal agreement’ is what others discuss under
al affixes. In whatever way we analyse the phenomenon, it seems we
bound to include it.’

the difficulty of identifying pronominal affixes, it is tempting to have
¢ to a pronominal-argument parameter, according to which various phe-
luster together in languages with pronominal affixes. However, Austin
(1996) show that the phenomena claimed to cluster in this parameter
dependently of each other; it follows that attempting to identify pronom-
uments on the basis of other co-varying characteristics of a language is
d. We must therefore tackle them directly.

Criteria for pronominal affixes =mmmmmmm——

The next step therefore, following our canonical approach, is to
out the different factors.

The syntax and morphology of pronominal affixes

syntax: non-argument argument

linguistic ‘pure’ agreement | pronominal affix | free pronoun
element: marker

morphology: inflectional form free form

‘canonical case a pronominal affix has the syntax of an argument of the
b but the morphology of an inflection. (72) is a simplification since it presents
ndaries as sharper than they are. In terms of syntax, there are instances where
be arguable whether a given element represents an argument or does not

e usage of Mallinson & Blake (1981: 42-6) is still influential. They treat languages like Swabhili
having pronominal prefixes: ‘in Swahili the verb can stand on its own to form a sentence, the
nominal prefixes on the verb functioning like unstressed pronouns’. They contrast this with
nanic languages where, they say, the verb cannot stand alone and so the agreeing elements
not pronominal. Their usage is as follows (1981: 46): ‘we will use agreement as the super-
linate term covering the Germanic type of verb agreement and the Swahili type. We will use
‘lerm. cross-referencing agreement or simply cross-referencing for the Swahili type.” More
ently, Croft uses “agreement” as a cover term for various types of marking on the verb (2001:
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fill the argument slot."” In morphology the boundary between inflectional and
free forms is occupied by clitics.!!

(72) does capture the dual nature of pronominal affixes, sharing syntactic
behaviour with pronouns (specifically with the weak pronouns, what Givon 1984:
361 calls the ‘unstressed, clitic or “agreement” pronouns’) and sharing morpho-
logical behaviour with other inflectional affixes, including agreement affixes.'>
However, this dissociation of function and form is not complete.

If pronominal affixes fall between agreement markers and free pronouns, we
can read the central line of (72) as expressing a scale. Then we can ask what
other criteria relate to this scale. We shall compare across languages. based on the
primary means of expression, that is, contrasting pronominal affixes in a language
where they are primary with free pronouns in a language where they are primary.
Thus we are comparing typical agreement with typical pronominal affixes and
with typical free pronouns (and not, for instance, pronominal affixes with free
pronouns within languages which have both).

(72) is also helpful for distinguishing two types of analysis of the verbal marker
when it appears together with a full noun phrase and when without. Some take a
‘syntactic view' and suggest different functions for a single marker: itis a pronoun
when there is no full noun phrase argument, and an agreement marker when there
is a full noun phrase argument. This first position has been characteristic of those
working in LFG. where particularly detailed work has been done (for instance,
Bresnan 2001a: 146). Others take a ‘morphological view’ and suggest that if a
form cannot be distinguished across environments then it should be assigned to
a single category (for example, Georgopoulos’ account of Palauan, 1991: 49),

The different assumptions here are worth bringing out. The syntactic view, atits
simplest, starts from a concern to understand reference. It assumes that full noun
phrases and free pronouns are the ‘best’ referential expressions (the best links to
entities in the world). If a noun phrase or free pronoun is found. it is likely to be
referential. If there is also a marker on the verb, which might otherwise function
as a pronoun, then in this instance it cannot be doing so and is an agreement
marker. (This preserves ‘functional uniqueness’ or its equivalent, at the cost of
giving particular morphological markers a dual function.)'? The morphological
view, also at its simplest, starts from a concern to understand verbal morphology.
It states that markers bound to the verb should, all things being equal, be assigned

' The obvious case concerns pro-drop phenomena; if there is, say, a marker on the verb, and there is
no overt subject pronoun, different analyses might accord argument status to the absent pronoun
or to the marker which is present.

"' For an interesting account of the different possible realizations of pronouns within Optimality
Theory see Bresnan (2001b).

12 We may see (72) as representing a potential path of grammaticalization. discussed further in
§9.1.1.

' It is natural to treat it as a ‘cost’ (o give markers a dual function; however, Toivonen (2000)
argues that there can be positive evidence to show that this is the better approach. She considers
possessive markers in Finnish. The paper is of interest here not only because of its explicit defence
of dual function, but also because it reminds us that the issue of ‘dropping’ arises within the noun
phrase as well as within the clause.
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category. Therefore, if particular markers can function as pronouns,
ronouns irrespective of other structure. Thus even if co-occurring with
n phrase or free pronoun, the bound marker is still a referring pronoun.
rves a single function for the marker, but means that the theory of
binding has to be made more complex.) Various analyses take one of
it starting points for granted, and come to conflicting conclusions from
ta. A salutory example is the different labellings of the Swahili object
hich depend on these different starting views (see Seidl & Dimitriadis
).

turn to a brief comparison of agreement markers, pronominal affixes
ronouns using five criteria: a full account is given in Corbett (2003b).
consider the number of case roles which may be indexed by the different
In the indisputable instances of verb agreement, normally we find that
case role can be indexed, whether the subject or the absolutive argument
. In languages claimed to have pronominal affixes, we typically find that
all the main arguments (two or three), as suggested, for instance, by
(1986: 197).'" Free pronouns, on the other hand, can typically index all
roles possible in a given language: in some instances this is a fair number
cond criterion is the degree of referentiality. Of the three items in (72),
nent markers are least likely to be used referentially. Nevertheless, in a
where pronouns rarely appear in argument positions one could argue that
eement markers can have referential uses. Pronominal affixes frequently are
erential. Free pronouns are normally referential, though even they may have
ferential uses, however untypical (Evans 1999: 256-7). This is a scalar
for analysing verbal markers: the more referential they are, the stronger
for treating them as pronominal affixes, and the greater the restrictions
sferential use, the stronger the case for treating them as agreement markers.

nostic of lack of full pronominal status. Evans suggests that their obliga-
nature can lead to pronominal affixes no longer being able ‘to encode such
rasts as referential vs non-referential, definite vs indefinite and so on’ (1999:

fl-'ﬂ"-- ps this defines a *polysynthetic language’. Evans & Sasse (2002: 3) suggest that ‘a proto-
typical polysynthetic language is one in which it is possible, in a single word, to use processes of
“morphological composition to encode information about both the predicate and all its arguments,
for all major clause types (i.e. one-, two- and three-place predicates, basic and derived), 1o a level
~of specificity allowing this word to serve alone as a free-standing utterance without reliance on

context’.
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Bininj Gun-Wok (Evans 1999: 265): Gun-djeihmi dialect
(73) al-ege daluk  gaban-du-ng
F-DEM woman 38G>3PL-scold-NON_PST
{a) ‘That woman scolds people.’
(b) “That woman scolds them.’

Whereas a free pronoun, in languages like English (and in Bininj Gun-Wok),
does not have the generic reading (the (a) reading) in comparable examples, this
is possible for the pronominal affix. A free personal pronoun is a means of forcing
a definite referential reading:

Bininj Gun-Wok (Evans 1999: 266): Gun-djeihmi dialect

(74) al-ege daluk  gaban-du-ng bedda
F-DEM woman 3sG=>3pL-scold-NON_PST them
*“That woman is scolding them.’

Similarly, free pronouns are typically not used with indefinite objects, while
pronominal affixes can be (Evans 1999: 267):

Bininj Gun-Wok (Evans 1999: 267): Dulerayek dialect

(75) balanda  bi-mey
European 38G>3SG.HIGHER_OBJL.PST-MAITY.PST_PFV
(a) “She married the white man.”
(b) ‘She married a white man.’

This view has been challenged as a general view of how pronominal affixes work.
For a different view, based on a careful analysis of Central Alaskan Yup'ik and
Navajo, see Mithun (2003).

A third, related criterion is the degree of descriptive content, In particular,
how much lexical meaning is associated with each item in (72), as opposed 1o
‘functional’ or ‘grammatical’ meaning. We can fix the two end points of our scale.
Starting this time with the personal pronouns, many have descriptive content
albeit to a restricted degree. For instance, there are languages where pronouns are
literally *personal’: they can be used for reference to persons only, with some other
means being required for non-persons (Corbett 1991: 245-8). At the other end
of our scale, we might expect that agreement markers would have no descriptive
content. After all, the agreement system is a major locus of repeated grammatical
information. However, we cannot simply exclude agreement markers here, as
examples of semantic agreement (§5.4) demonstrate. Given our discussion of
(72), we would expect pronominal affixes to occupy a middle position, between
agreement markers and free pronouns, but here we are predicting rather than
reporting.

The scale of (72) leads us naturally to a discussion of the balance of informa-
tion between full nominal phrases and the three items we are discussing. We need
to consider how information is distributed across stretches of discourse, includ-
ing those larger than single utterances. Let us take a hearer perspective and ask
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ed from a nominal phrase compared with agreement markers,
xes and free pronouns. At one level the answer is evident: there
vast numbers of nominal expressions, while in contrast the three
_ ¢ ssion are limited in number. There are evidently very substan-
ssible nominal expressions than there are pronouns available. This
orks as it does, namely by introducing a referent through a nom-

on may be posed at a more interesting level. We may investigate the
ation just for the features which may potentially be shared (the
es). Letus begin with agreement markers. In canonical agreement
nd target mark the same features, and share the same number of
. There are many systems which are not fully canonical in this way
tingly, the balance may be shifted in either direction. Consider again

ja pis-u
ISG.NOM  write-18G
‘I am writing."

he controller marks person and number as does the target verb. The same
are made in each, an instance of canonical agreement. Now compare
tense:

ja pisa- b. ja pisa-l-a
18G.NOM  wrile-PST[M.SG] 1SG.NOM  wrile-PST-F.SG
‘I was writing.” (man) ‘1 was writing." (woman)

the controller and the target mark number. The controller marks person,
not marked on the target. Conversely the target marks gender, which is not
egory of first-and second-person pronouns in Russian. Here, and much more
ly. we find instances where the controller makes distinctions not reflected
ot fully reflected in the target, and conversely the target makes distinctions not
fully) found on the controller. In terms of cumulating information, the balance
iy be tilted either way, with more information coming from controller or from
1. Impressionistically, the balance is roughly equal.
- When we turn to pronominal affixes and free pronouns, however, there is a clear
shift in favour of these two. Itis rare to find (morphosyntactic) feature distinctions
ked on the noun phrase which are not also found on the pronominal affixes
or free pronouns (whichever the language favours). We do find the opposite:
‘pronominal affixes and free pronouns frequently distinguish number in languages
‘where normal noun phrases do not (this is a part of the predictions which can
be drawn from the Animacy Hierarchy; see Corbett 2000: 54-66 for details).
We would predict a difference between pronominal affixes and free pronouns
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(recall that we are comparing the major strategy between languages here), but the
evidence is yet to be collected to support such a hypothesis.

This brings us to the last criterion showing variation across our scale, namely
multipresentation, By this I mean the co-occurrence of elements within the
same clause indexed to the same referent. In canonical agreement we find
multirepresentation: we have a controller noun phrase and agreement marked
on one or more targets. However, varying from language to language we find
instances of unirepresentation (the interesting case being where the marker on
the verb is the only overt indexation of the referent).

Variants of this type are usually discussed as ‘*doubling” (cf. *multirepresen-
tation”) and ‘dropping’ (cf. ‘unirepresentation’). I use unfamiliar terms just in
this section to stress that I wish to avoid any processual reading. (There is no
chance that these will replace the traditional terms.) *Pronoun incorporation’ and
‘pro drop’ were used originally to indicate operations on phrase structure. In
constraint-based models, however, the terms are used without any implication of
movement or deletion (Bresnan 2001a; 177n4). We need this neutral sense: multi-
representation/doubling for us implies two or more elements, not that having one
is somehow basic, for a given language; unirepresentation/dropping implies one
element, without the implication that having two is basic.

Languages are sometimes classified too rigidly according to this phenomenon.
Thus Russian, one of our featured languages, is generally regarded as a language
in which the subject pronoun is normally present. It therefore has canonical
agreement in this respect. And yet we do find instances without the pronoun.'®
Its South Slavonic relative Bulgarian is described as a pro-drop (null-subject)
language, but this too is not an absolute phenomenon. Consider some hard data
on the issue, from a sample of five parallel texts in five Slavonic languages (two
Slavonic¢ originals and translations, and the translations of three non-Slavonic
originals). from which we have 2,000 examples for each language:

(78) Null and overt pronominal subjects in Slavonic languages (Seo 2001: 92)

null subject overt subject % overt subject

Russian 443 1557 77.9
Bulgarian 1556 444 222
Serbian/Croatian/Bosman 1683 317 15.9
Czech 1829 171 8.6
Polish 1859 141 71

Of course there are issues to do with the use of written texts and the effect
of translation. However, the basic message is clear: languages are not simply

I3 We also find, in colloquial Russian, examples of the pronoun ‘doubling' a noun phrase; see McCoy
(1998) for discussion of data earlier described by O. B. Sirotinina,
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rather there is wide variation.'® Languages range between
5 typically present, right through to languages where they are
And, contrary to a widespread belief, one cannot maintain a
yard link between inflectional explicitness and the presence or absence
1996: 115-16) points out that Tamil sentences readily have no
me atribute this to the fact that verbs are marked for person and
ird person singular) gender. Asher undermines this explanation
amil forms with no agreement (but where the subject is equally
ent) and to Tamil’s relative Malayalam, which does not have
on/number/gender on verbs, but which is as likely as Tamil to
thout an overt subject. There are also languages of south-east
ant inflectional morphology, such as Japanese and Korean,

absence of independent pronouns (Huang 2000: 57-9).

g pro drop, I should mention Jelinek’s influential paper (1984) on

she claims that Warlpiri clitics are the arguments of the verb and

adjoined. Unlike most investigators, Jelinek takes the logical

sing pro-drop phenomena (as in Spanish) in the same terms. She

ish has “pronominal suffixes’ and that overt subjects represent

on. The consequence of this reasoning would be to assign lan-

an (with agreement) and Bulgarian (with pronominal suffixes,

sis) to radically different types. And yet this is not convincing:

ine the agreement systems in detail, looking at which features are

going down to the specifics of instances where different feature

ible and the conditions which influence the choice between them,

ntial similarities between those Slavonic languages with frequent

drop and those with fewer instances (Corbett 1983).'" Austin

-‘( 996) give a systematic comparison of Australian languages with

1o drop, and throw considerable doubt on Jelinek's analysis.

ow turn to consider multirepresentation with regard to pronominal

again find great differences from language to language. Some show

rtion of clauses in natural texts in which the verb's arguments are

thun (personal communication) reports five predicates for each syn-
ninal in one sample of spoken texts.'®

, free pronouns are typically in complementary distribution with full
having the same function within the clause. Indeed theories of

tional statistics on Russian and Bulgarian see Dondeva (1975): for statistics on varying
jof dropping in varieties of Spanish see Cameron (1993), For references and data on pro drop
according to person, particularly in Bislama, see Meyerhoff (2000: 113-14, 136-9), and
nce see Heap (2000). Ariel (2000: 236-7) shows how dropping varies according to tense
and links this to how alliterative the markers are (§3.5.1).
ion of the pro-drop parameter with reference to Slavonic see Franks (1995: 287-304).
oes not adopt the *pronominal affix" position, but rather treats all the family as showing
gement, with or without pro drop.
‘count 1s done according to morphological form, then the ratio is much higher. since there
instances of morphological verbs used as nominals,
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pronominals often trade on the assumption that a pronoun will not be coreferential
with a noun phrase within the clause. This is covered, for example, by Binding
Theory or by the LFG principle of ‘functional uniqueness’ (Bresnan 2001a: 145,
158).

This characteristic is particularly important, and we need to ask whether we can
use it to determine whether an affix is a pronominal affix or an agreement marker.
There is an intuition that the (im)possibility of a free pronoun occurring in the
same clause as the marker gives an indication as to the status of a verbal marker.
Note that we can apply this heuristic “in both directions’: the pronoun may block
the marker and the marker may block the pronoun. Consider first Macushi, a Carib
language, with around 15,000 speakers in Brazil and Venezuela. In a transitive
clause the absolutive argument (with no case marker) precedes the verb, and the
ergative argument follows it. This order is seen too in the markers on the verb:

Macushi (Abbott 1991: 24-5, 101, discussed in Siewierska 1999: 226)

(79) i-koneka-"pi-i-ya
3sG-make-pST-35G-ERG
‘He made it."

In (79) the verb bears a prefix i— corresponding to the absolutive argument and a
suffix -i corresponding to the ergative argument. We wish to ascertain the nature
of these markers.

(80) t-ekin era'ma-'pi paaka esa-'ya
REFL-pel see-PST coOw  OwWner-ErRG
“The owner of the cow saw his own pet.’

In (80) the verb bears no markers co-indexing the ergative or the absolutive
argument. Once there is a free nominal or pronominal argument, there will be no
marker on the verb:

(81) *uuri-ya i-koneka-"pi-u-ya
|SG-ERG  3sG-make-PST- |SG-ERG
‘I, I made it.”

These data strongly suggest that the markers in (79) are pronominal. Some would
treat them as pronominal affixes: for others, the fact that the verb may appear
without them (they do not appear where there is a free argument as in (80)) would
make them clitics.'?

19 There are less straightforward cases. There are languages where the marker may be in comple-
mentary distribution with only full nominals and optionally co-occur with pronouns (Welsh) or
conversely, where the complementary distribution is with pronouns, not lexical noun phrases
(Palavan). In Kichaga the object marker must occur with free pronouns, but may or may not occur
with lexical noun phrases (Bresnan & Moshi 1990: 151-2; in the LFG analysis the object marker
is seen as marking grammatical agreement when it doubles the pronoun, but as an incorporated
pronoun — which shows anaphoric agreement with a topic — in the non-doubling use; when there is
a lexical noun phrase present this is treated as a dislocated topic, Bresnan 2001a: 151). Siewierska
also remarks that there may be a split between common and proper nouns. A further factor is
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verse case is even more interesting: the marker is obligatory and it pre-
currence of the free pronoun. This situation is found in Ngalakgan,
f the Gunwinyguan family spoken in southern Arnhem Land. When
iflected with a first-or second-person marker, coreferential indepen-
1s cannot occur in the same intonational phrase (Baker 2002: 60-1),
sonable here to interpret the marker on the verb as pronominal.”’
t pronouns are rare in natural speech in Ngalakgan.)

clear cases, then, we might suggest that if a free pronoun can co-occur
problem in the same clause, then we are dealing with agreement. And if a
1 is not easily possible in the same clause, then we have a pronominal
test works well, but for relatively few cases. Languages like Ngalakgan
Other languages allow free pronouns, but with restrictions and/or with
ffects (such as strong contrast). Once again it becomes difficult to draw
We have discussed this test with regard to a free pronoun, as being the
case. The possibility or not of a noun phrase headed by a noun occurring
in the clause is a less clear test.”'

irther problem with the complementary-distribution test is that when a
1 (or a lexical noun phrase) co-occurs with a verbal marker, it may be
that it is appositional to the verbal marker, and that the marker is the
it (whether in some cases or all cases). Often this is just stated rather than
d. One needs language-specific arguments for each case. Without them it
ossible to decide which of two coreferential items is in argument position
ch is in apposition to it.

¢ is, however, a clear and useful test concerning multirepresentation, and
tis little discussed. It is the possibilty of multiple targets.* If there is more
one target within the clause (that is, if the marker in question is not unique),
we are dealing with agreement. If it is unique, then there is no prediction.
euristic is linked to the last, since it is based on the intuition that we do not
a pronoun to be repeated. Consider this example from Serbian/Croatian/

an/Croatian/Bosnian

dokl-a je
came-F.SG  AUX.3SG
*She came.”

- word order, where a verbal marker may co-oceur with a postverbal noun phrase, but not with a
- preverbal noun phrase (1999: 229).

* Third person independent pronouns are so rare that the situation is unclear. However, coreferential
nouns do co-oceur with the verbal marker; Baker takes this as evidence that the verbal markers
~act as agreement markers under those circumstances.

=L An idea of the complex possibilities within multirepresentation and unirepresentation can be
gained from Larike, a Central Moluccan language of Ambon Island, Indonesia. Laidig & Laidig
(1990) deseribe two sets of pronominal affixes, either of which may be dropped where this is
semantically and pragmatically appropriate. Larike is unusual in marking both subject and object
- optionally (according to the right conditions).

I believed this heuristic was original, but in fact it was hinted at by Georgopoulos (1991: 56).
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The fact that both elements of the verb include markers leads me to believe that we
are dealing with agreement (subject pronouns are regularly absent). Conversely,
if we were to argue that there is an incorporated pronoun here, then we would
need arguments as to which component contained the pronoun, and which then
agreed with it. This is important for us because we wish our key examples to
be close to canonical agreement wherever possible. The Daghestanian examples,
which have a prominent place in our account, typically show marking on several
elements. Hence we must be dealing with agreement.
Let us review the five characteristics:

(83) Agreement, pronominal affixes and free pronouns (typical instances)

agreement  pronominal

marker affix free pronoun

case roles I 2 all
referentiality low high highest
descriptive content low higher highest
balance of information roughly higher higher

(features vs those of noun  equal

phrase)
multirepresentation normal possible largely excluded

Remember that we are taking typical instances here, given the variation within
each type. We should also recall that we are considering only a part of agreement
here, namely agreement of the verb. Allowing for that, we do see how pronominal
affixes fall between undisputed agreement affixes on the one hand, and free pro-
nouns on the other. The relative nature of these differences shows why itis difficult
to frame tests to distinguish agreement markers from pronominal affixes.”

Part of the difficulty is the assumed. often unstated, linkages between charac-
teristics which are in principle distinct. Languages vary in how likely they are to
include all arguments: this is assumed to correlate with the presence of agreement
morphology, but it can vary independently. The degree to which particular ele-
ments are bound morphologically varies from language to language, and does not
automatically identify their syntactic status. And the referential status of pronouns
does not necessarily translate directly from language to language.

Being able to draw a sharp analytical line between pronominal affixes and
agreement is of importance only if one believes that agreement is restricted to the
clause. If, as many believe, agreement reaches beyond the clause. then pronouns
agree with their antecedents (see §1.4.3). On this account the difference between
an agreement marker and a pronominal affix is much less significant, since the

** For discussion of tests proposed in the literature and the attendant difficulties see Siewierska
(1999; 230-1).
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is then also an agreement target. We can see this if we compare
(element order is not relevant):

onominal affix+agreement marker| VERB
reement marker| VERB

guists, as [ noted above, the appropriate analysis would hinge on
il noun phrase is also present (for some the question is whether one
nt). For others the structure of the verb with its affixes will be uniform
tions (that is, it has one structure irrespective of whether or not a

der the task of the hearer in each case. In (84) the hearer’s task is
the referent of the argument of the verb. This is to be done by cumu-
nation from the [pronominal affix+agreement marker] with other
possibly supplied by a noun phrase. The information may unify in
forward way, with varying amounts of information coming from the
urces, or there may be conflicting information, as when feature values
_g;:l'in one instance by grammatical criteria and in the other by seman-
(§5.4). Since the amount of information provided by the [pronominal
reement marker| may vary, it narrows the search to a greater or lesser

ye treat (85) in the same way, then the task is essentially the same. The
r will attempt to identify the referent of the argument of the verb. This is
one by cumulating information from the [agreement marker| with other
on, possibly supplied by a noun phrase. The information may unify in
shiforward way, with varying amounts of information coming from the
| sources, or there may be conflicting information. Again the [agreement
] may provide more or less information (thus a gender marker in a language
rgenders may provide more information than its counterpart in a language
wo genders).

n that the tasks are essentially equivalent, we may reasonably ask whether
cers need to distinguish the two structures. There is an important point here,
h picks up the earlier discussion about pro drop and its relation to agreement.
oted there that two languages may have very similar agreement systems and
ro drop (null subject) in one case and not in the other. A similar point can
e about languages with and without incorporated pronouns (pronominal
xes).2* The agreement system need not be substantially different in the two
2 For this reason a canonical approach is appropriate; the insistence on

is a distinct case, provided one does not assume that for a language to be pro drop automat-
ly implies it has incorporated pronouns.

example, a set of tests and arguments for distinguishing incorporated pronouns has
‘been developed by those working within LFG, and these tests have been applied particu-
.ll.ur!y to Bantu languages. Several Bantu languages have been analysed as having ambigu-
“ous subject markers but incorporated pronouns for objects. Applying this approach, Demuth
_& Johnson (1989) show that Setawana (a dialect of Setswana) has incorporated pronouns
‘both as the subject marker and as the object marker. This sets Setawana apart in this
!

1

|
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a rigid classification into languages with agreement or with pronominal affixes
would limit rather than enhance future research,

3.8.3 Pronominal affixes: essential points msmm——

This is an area where the use of terms varies dramatically: some would
exclude pronominal affixes from agreement. others treat them as the most inter-
esting type of agreement. When reading the literature one should bear in mind
that some writers simply assume which language or languages have pronominal
affixes and rarely give criteria for identifying them. Tradition also plays an unfor-
tunate role: languages in certain parts of the world are normally treated as having
verb agreement and those in other parts as having pronominal affixes, and the
distinction is not always one of substance. Moreover, given the gradient nature of
the categories, there are many cases where the distinction may not be a reasonable
one to draw.

It is important that not all pronominal affixes are the same. We noted that they
vary from language to language, and even within languages (as in the case of
Ngalakgan). They can co-exist with agreement markers, as in Lavukaleve (Terrill
2003: 244-5). There are often subject-object asymmetries, as in various Bantu
languages.

We have to keep the ‘big picture’ in mind. The logical outcome of some views
of pronominal affixes, which stress their ability to occur without a noun phrase as
controller, is to put languages like Mohawk, Spanish and Bulgarian into the same
type, with English and Russian in another, while we know that in most relevant
respects Russian and Bulgarian belong together.

Finally, this is just one part of what agreement is about; agreement covers more
than the markers on the verb and their relation to its arguments.

3.9 Conclusion

The morphology of agreement is one of the most interesting parts of
inflectional morphology. precisely because it involves the realization of displaced
information. All the resources of inflectional morphology are available, from the
canonical right through to suppletion. It is important to allow for the diversity
we find: within a part of speech we may find some items which simply do not
agree, and among those that do there may be great differences in the feature values

respect from other Bantu languages investigated to date: however, Demuth & Johnson do not
point to any differences in the agreement system (for instance, in the features involved).

Having or not having incorporated pronouns is part of the balance of how far the language
is head marking rather than dependent marking (Nichols 1986). While various differences fol-
low from this distinction, the agreement system need not be greatly atfected, Certain agreement
domains will differ. In other respects we find agreement systems with similar properties on both
sides of this typological divide.
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inflectional means used. Conversely, similar morphology can
ifferent phenomena. So while morphology provides the essential
ting agreement, we must beware of rushing to conclusions on
ology alone. It is now time to move on to the feature interface



When attempting to understand and to model the complexity of natural language,
researchers typically use features. This is true for the most abstract theoreticians
through to the most applied computational linguists. Features are the key under-
pinning for linguistic description, being used to factor out common properties.' It
is therefore natural to use them in analysing agreement. Yet we have conflicting
and incompatible accounts of features left from different periods. The fact that
agreement involves comparable features but in different situations (relating to
controllers and fo targets) makes it the ideal area for coming to a fuller under-
standing of features. In this chapter I concentrate on features (such as number)
while in the next I look at their values (such as singular, dual, plural), and in
particular at the instances where controller and target have different values.

A sketch of the history of ideas in this area will help us to understand
the current scene. In the early days of Transformational Grammar, from the late
1950s till the 1970s, agreement was treated as a straightforward issue, It was used
as a test for investigating trickier topics; for instance, in analysing subject-raising,
agreement was taken as a safe test to demonstrate what was the subject. Agreement
itself was handled by copying feature values from one node to another (controller
to target). Thus for English, in a phrase consisting of a demonstrative and a noun,
the number value of the noun was copied to the demonstrative. Given a noun
like hook marked as plural, the grammar would account for phrases like these
books. Evidence accumulated that agreement was not so simple: Morgan (1972)
showed that agreement in English is far from trivial, Moravcsik (1978) showed
that languages vary considerably in their agreement systems and Corbett (1979)
demonstrated that there are numerous mismatches where such simple agreement
rules do not work, but that these mismatches follow general patterns.

The earlier rule-based approaches, which copied features from controller to
target, face problems: the controller may be absent (as in pro-drop languages)
or it may be present but underspecified, something which occurs frequently with

I As noted in §1.3, some use ‘category’ where I use *feature™; then *feature’ is used for my *feature
value’,
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arlow 1992: 30-43; his arguments are developed in Pollard & Sag
. Consider this Russian example:

&

Ja sidel | sidel-a
| ISG.NOM  sat[M.SG] / sal-F.sG
-l was sitting" (man / woman talking)

ased on arule of feature-copying we need to say that Russian has two
one masculine and one feminine, which happen to be phonologically
ere are many similar instances. In copying analyses such cases require
oller to be given a specification as detailed as that of the most specified
et. This means that copying accounts involve a considerable degree

980s saw the rise of unification-based frameworks, particularly GPSG
These were declarative rather than procedural in nature, and they held
r promise for modelling agreement systems. Unification-based accounts,
eement can be seen as a matter of cumulating partial information from
roller and the target, have much better prospects (Shieber 1986: 21-22,
1992: 22-45). In a unification-based approach, taking the case of the
talking in (1) above, we could have the following feature structures (the
the pronoun and the second for the verb):

NUMBER: singular | | NUMBER: singular
PERSON: 1 GENDER: feminine

feature structures can be unified, since they are compatible, to give the
g structure:

I NUMBER: singular
PERSON: 1
GENDER: feminine

us the information is cumulated from different parts of the structure. The
d reference on unification is Shieber (1986), and there is another helpful
ction in Copestake (2002); the problems with unification and the advan-
of subsumption-based strategies are discussed in Blevins (forthcoming).
that unification handles canonical agreement well, but has problems with
hes (§1.4.4).

‘However, if we represent agreement in this way we need some other means
ike the asymmetric nature of agreement explicit. There is, after all, a strong
n, captured in the controller-target terminology, that agreement is asym-
ic. involving displaced information. In GPSG the asymmetry is reintroduced
y the Control Agreement Principle (based on work by Keenan 1974, as dis-
ed in §2.3.1), which specifies possible controllers and targets, and gives them
different statuses (see Gazdar et al. 1985).
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Since the 1990s, in Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar, the asymmetry is
captured through *anchoring’: gender, number and person features are anchored
to real-world entities through noun phrase indices, even though they may be
expressed morphologically other than on the noun phrase (see Pollard & Sag
1994: 60-99, and compare Kathol 1999).

In spite of the problems outlined above, some continued with copying-style
analyses, particularly those working in the Government and Binding (GB)
framework. In the Minimalist Program this was replaced by ‘checking’, which
shares some characteristics with unification, but leads to deletion (or elimina-
tion) of the target feature. In Minimalism it is important to eliminate uninter-
pretable features (§4.2.5), while in unification-based theories this is not an issue:
‘Checking reduces to deletion under matching with an active local goal and
ancillary deletion of the uninterpretable feature that rendered the goal active’
(Chomsky 2000: 123).2

From a situation where agreement was a helpful test for use when tackling more
difficult problems in syntax, we have now come to the point where agreement in
all its complexity is recognized as being one of the major challenges for syntax,
indeed as a major test for our theories of syntax.

42  Feature types and their relevance for agre

We need to establish what sorts of feature there are, and particularly
which of these are involved in agreement, that is, which type of featural informa-
tion can be “displaced’.

4.2.1 Overt features versus conditions =

A distinction is sometimes drawn between overt and covert features.
shall recognize only overt features as features; what are sometimes called covert
features® in the sense of *conditions’ are rather different, as we shall see. The
importance of this distinction is the desire to avoid allowing in spurious features.

To establish the (overt) agreement features I start from the agreement targets in
a given language. | take the targets because without distinctions on targets there
is no evidence for agreement. 1 establish the paradigms for the various agreement
targets, which may be straightforward, but equally it can be a substantial analytical
task. I then ask which features are required to identify each cell. These features
are the (overt) features, and only these.

% For a different approach to the compatibility of feature specifications in agreement see Steele
(1990: 90-3). And for a critique of the treatment of agreement in unification-based grammars and
an account of an approach using Lambek Categorial Grammar see Bayer & Johnson (1995).

¥ For a critique of checking see Johnson & Lappin (1997: 279-83, 313-18), and for a Minimalist
account using feature-matching rather than feature-checking see Radford (2004: 281-323). A
survey of techniques used for treating agreement in GB and early Minimalism can be found in
Bellemi (2001); see also Bejar (2003),

* 1 am concerned here with the nature of features, not with overt/covert operations on features,
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oin by looking at the past tense of a Russian verb:

Past tense forms of Russian stojar ™ stand’

masculine | feminine | neuter | plural

stojal stojala | stojalo| stojali

d (at least) one feature with four values, While the morphology could work
e specifications, the interface to the syntax would be problematic. As the
mply, we are not dealing with a single feature with four values. Rather we
form, the plural, which can agree with noun phrases headed by nouns of

when plural,® and other forms which are used for singulars, according

Morphosyntactic feature description for the past tense forms of Russian
Stojar” “stand”

singular  plural

masculine | stojal

feminine | stojala | stojali

neuter stojalo

‘other targets have different phonological forms but the same distinctions
ells are the same but the forms which fill them may differ). The present
e forms are structured rather differently:

Morphosyntactic feature description for the present tense forms of Russian
stojat”*stand’

singular  plural

I stoju stoim
2 stoi¥’ sloite
3 stoit stojat

e have already accepted the need for a number feature; these forms also require
on feature. And to specify these forms as opposed to the very different past
e forms in (5) we need a tense feature. Thus for verbs we have to recognize
the following features and values:

masculine, feminine, neuter
A : singular, plural

PERSON: |,2,3

TENSE:  present, past

$ Thus gender is restricted to the singular; | discussed such featural restrictions in §3.3.2.
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Where features and values are presented in this format (rather than in glosses)
it is conventional to give the feature in upper case and the value in lower case.
While these are overt features, they may or may not be agreement features. Thus
TENSE on the Russian verb is not an agreement feature.

At this point we can clarify the contrast with a so-called “covert’ feature.
or what T shall call a condition on agreement. When all cells are accounted
for, that is to say, we have recognized sufficient features to describe each
one, there may still be additional conditions on the use of the forms speci-
fied. For example, the plural form may be used rather than a singular form
for some controllers, according to whether the controller precedes the target
or not. That is not a feature of the paradigm. There is, of course. no morpho-
logical exponent for precedence in the paradigms above. Precedence is a condi-
tion generalizing over the possibilities described by the overt features (it affects
the choice between singular stoit and plural stojat, and in the past tense the
choice between all singulars and plural stojali). Such conditions are the topic of
chapter 6.

There are, however, some instances where it is less clear at first sight whether a
feature should be recognized. We might expect each feature to have a form or set
of forms uniquely determined by it. This is not necessarily so. Consider first the
forms of the Russian adjective. By the same reasoning as for the verb we accept
a number feature.

(7) Paradigm of the long form adjective (traditional presentation): staryj “old”
singular plural
masculine feminine  nenter

nominative staryj staraja staroe starye

accusative as NOM / GEN  staruju staroe as NOM / GEN

genitive starogo staroj starogo staryx

dative staromu staroj staromu  starym

instrumental  starym staroj(u) starym starymi

locative starom staroj starom staryx

This traditional adjectival paradigm has many more cells than there are distinct
phonological forms, owing to pervasive syncretisms. The most interesting of
these concerns the accusative case, to which we return below. In addition, the
masculine and neuter are identical in the oblique cases and the feminine does
not distinguish the oblique cases (the adjectival instrumental inflection -oju is
now largely limited to poetry, and I shall exclude it). Taking into account too the
unexpected identity of the masculine/neuter instrumental singular with the dative
plural, there are twelve distinct inflections. These syncretisms are brought out
in (8):
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e paradigm of the long form adjective staryj ‘old’ (showing syncretisms)

singular plural
feminine | neuter | masculine
nominative | staraja staryj starye
- staroe
'%accusative staruju A4S NOM / GEN
- zéenitive starogo
E———— staryx
locative staroj starom
dative staromu starym
instrumental | staroj(u) starym starymi

ve to recognize the following features and values:

nominative, accusative, genitive, dative, instrumental, locative
singular, plural
masculine, feminine, neuter

open the question of case as an agreement feature, and return to it in §4.4.1.
us now look at the accusative cells. For the masculine singular and for the
the form is identical to the genitive for animates and to the nominative for
es. Here animate nouns are approximately those which denote entities
can move and respire. At the boundary, insects count as animates, plants
nimate, and there is some uncertainty over microbes. Here are some clear

ja viz-u  star-yj dom

1SG.NOM see-18G old-M.INAN.SG.ACC house(M.INAN)|[SG.ACC]
‘I see an old house.’

ja viZ-u  star-ogo drug-a

IsG.NOM see-15G old-M.ANIM.SG.ACC friend(M.ANIM)-5G.ACC
‘I see an old friend.”

cannot simply say that for animates the genitive case is used through the noun
e, since nouns belonging to a different inflectional class (class Il in (25)
low) have a separate accusative form:

(1) ja viZ-u  star-ogo dedusk-u
IsG.NOM see-15G old-m.ANIM.5G.AcC  grandfather(M.ANIM)-SG.ACC
‘I see (my) old grandfather’

5_-.- dedusku 1s unambiguously accusative (the nominative would be deduska
‘and the genitive deduski). For a formal account of this syncretism. which goes
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over paradigm boundaries, see Corbett & Fraser (1993), and for further discussion
and for the typological implications see Baerman, Brown & Corbett (2005: 204—
17). We have to recognize that the genders of Russian are subdivided into two
subgenders: ANIMATE and INANIMATE (Corbett 1991: 161-8). Thus Russian
agreement in animacy involves forms which are syncretic with another case;
however, the syncretic pattern is distinctive for animates. Hence we allow an
(overt) agreement feature here, namely animacy.®

As a different illustration we consider person in Archi (Nakh-Daghestanian).
We tend to assume that languages have a person feature, but with Archi
the situation is not self-evident. Archi (like some related languages) has no
unique forms for agreement in person; it distinguishes four genders and two
numbers:

(12) Gender and number agreement in Archi (Kibrik 2003: 562)
gender number
singular | plural

1 w-

b-
I d- -r-
1l b-

A-
AY Q-

The basic prefixal agreement forms are given here (the infixal forms are the
same except for <r> in gender Il singular); in suffixal position gender IV has a
distinctive (non-null) marker. The agreements that occur with first and second
person pronouns can all also be found with third person pronouns. The singular
pronouns zon ‘I" and un *you' take gender I (male human) or gender II (female
human) agreements, based on the sex of the speaker or addressee respectively.’
(Agreement markers for genders I-IV on the pronoun itself, when in an oblique
case, were illustrated in §2.4.9.) In the plural there are two agreement markers,
as compared with four in the singular, The marker b- (with an -a- inserted by a
general rule) is for genders I and II plural (that is. for all humans), in the third
person:

© Russian animacy is therefore a 'dependent target gender’. that is “a target gender consisting of a
set of morphological realizations which mark agreement with members of a given agreement class
by an opposition involving only syncretism (and no independent form)” (Corbett 1991: 161-8).

Animacy also has a role in predicate agreement, where it is a condition in Russian. In Russian
predicate agreement animacy does not involve distinctive use of forms, only a condition on
the choice in the values of number (§6.1.2). Thus animacy plays two rather different roles in
Russian.

T 1f an animal is personified, agreements with first and second person pronouns are then gender 11
or IV, depending on the gender (Marina Chumakina, field notes).
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r Kibrik 1972 and personal communication)
ba-gla

teb  @-gla
they ni/1v.pL-came
‘they (non-human) came’

: acceptable when reb denotes non-humans: the same verb form would
with plural nouns of genders Il and I'V. Now consider the following

nen @-gla
we.EXCL [PL-came
‘we came’

zen @-gla
you.PL 2PL-came
‘you came’

ce both pronouns denote humans, we might have expected the form *ba-gla,
ng the pattern from the singular, where just gender and number had to be
1 into account. In fact, we have agreement in person, the first and second
taking the bare stem (zero marking: @-). This happens to be the same as
lural for genders II1 and I'V. The paradigm is given in (17):

Person agreement in Archi

person number
sg pl
1 gender agreememt -
2 gender agreement  ©-
3 gender agreement  gender agreement

Thus, in the plural, the marker for first and second persons is @-, which also serves
for genders 11 and IV in the third person. There is no unique form for person
agreement. However, we require an overt person feature to account for the use
of the forms and their distribution in the paradigm. Interestingly too we need a
person feature for resolution purposes; without such a feature, gender resolution
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would become very complex (§8.3.3). Thus we need to know the person of the
absolutive argument in Archi in order to select the appropriate agreement marker
for the verb, even though there is no marker which is unique to person agreement.
(Further instances of pronouns which induce comparable mismatches are given
in §5.6.4.)

Before leaving the overt/covert distinction, I should note that I have used
‘covert’ negatively, to separate off instances where the introduction of a fea-
ture would be spurious. This is the absolute use of the term ‘covert’, since if a
feature claimed to be an agreement feature is only covert, then it should not be a
feature (and henceforward I shall call it a “condition’). *Covert” also has a benign
use, when it is used not of features per se but of their use relative to particular
agreement elements. Thus nouns may be said to have ‘covert gender” where there
is no realization of gender on the noun itself, but where gender is overt on targets
(for instance, in verb agreement), for which see Corbett (1991: 62-3). That is,
there is an overt gender feature (as shown by agreement), but it is covert with
respect to the particular controller.

422 Morphosyntactic versus purely morphological features m==

As the name implies, morphosyntactic features are those which are
relevant to syntax and to morphology. Thus the feature number in the Russian
examples above is relevant to syntax, since it has a role in agreement: it is also
relevant to morphology. since the rules of exponence which determine the form
of the adjective or verb need to refer to this feature. (The relation between the
role of such features in syntax and morphology is not always straightforward,
as phenomena such as syncretism and deponency show us.) Morphological fea-
tures have a role only in morphology. For instance, similar to the paradigm for
stojat”*stand’ in (6) above, Russian has a paradigm for pisar”*write’ and similar
verbs.

(18) Purely morphological distinction (Russian conjugation)

conjugation | conjugation 2
write' ‘stand’

1sG  pisu stoju

256 pifed stois”

3G piset stoit

I piSem stoim

2rL pidete stoite

3pL pisut stojat

These differences between the two inflectional classes (conjugations) are inter-
nal to morphology. We say that the two verbs belong to two different inflec-
tional classes, or that they bear different morphological feature specifications,
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{FLECTIONAL CLASS! | (pisat) and INFLECTIONAL CLASS: 2 (stojat’).
ve already met inflectional class differences when discussing, for example,
strong and weak verbs of Tsakhur in §3.3.3. In that instance the shape of the
om differed between the inflectional classes, while the Russian examples
re make the same distinctions, and the only difference is in the phonolog-
realization. In all these examples, the differences have no impact outside
ology.

'_c_h morphological features can be arbitrary; they may have to be specified for
dividual lexical items, hence they are instances of lexical features. Alternatively
ey may be predictable, to varying extents, from phonological and/or semantic
. That is, given the phonology or semantics of a given lexical item, it
be possible to assign its morphological feature by an assignment rule, rather
having to specify it in the lexicon (see Fraser & Corbett 1995 for details
for a Network Morphology implementation). Unlike morphological features,
phosyntactic features (like number in (18) and gender) are never completely
. This is true provided we take the feature and its values as a whole,
gh they can be arbitrary in particular uses. For instance, gender systems
ys have a semantic core (Corbett 1991: 8-32), though particular instances of
nder can be arbitrary. Only morphosyntactic features are involved in agreement.
phological features are not, hence the notion of *morphology-free syntax’ (see
1). An apparent counter-example is mentioned in §8.5.1.

Contextual versus inherent features mmmmmmmm———

This distinction concerns the feature in relation to where it is realized.
wing work by Anderson (1982), Booij (1994, 1996) distinguishes contextual
inherent inflection. Contextual inflection is “that kind of inflection that is
dictated by syntax’ (1996: 2). Inherent inflection is ‘the kind of inflection that is
quired by the syntactic context, although it may have syntactic relevance’
6: 2). This is not an absolute classification, but a classification of inflection
ve to particular categories (noun, verb and so on). For our purposes, we can
ransfer the classification to the features involved. As an example, number is an
inherent feature for nouns. It is inherent to the noun, rather than being required by
he syntactic context. For the adjective, however, it is a contextual feature, since
dictated by syntax.
~ Taking the features in turn, we see that for nouns and pronouns, as the typi-
cal heads of controller phrases.® gender is an inherent feature, as is person (for
nouns) and number. Recall that where it is important to make the distinction,
indicate inherent non-overt feature values in parentheses, for instance (F), fol-
lowing the Leipzig Glossing Rules. Case is a contextual feature, dictated by the
syntax. For typical targets, like adjectives and verbs, the features gender, person
d number are contextual (but see the discussion of verbal number in §4.3.2), as

4 Pronouns are also targets (§2.2.2); in this role gender and number are contextual features,
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is case (for adjectives). For the verb, tense, aspect, mood and polarity are inherent
features (see also the discussion of Kayardild in §4.5.2).

Since agreement is an asymmetric relation (whether in the canonical instances
or, if one takes a stricter stance, in all instances), then the clear agreement features
are those that are inherent to the controller. They are contextual for the target.
Thus gender, person and number are inherent features for controllers, and are
evidently agreement features. Case is typically a contextual feature, and its status
as an agreement feature is therefore less clear (see §4.4.1 below).

4.2.4 Direct versus indirect features mmmmmmm——"%

This distinction, due to Zwicky (1992), concerns how features apply
across components, in particular in relation to semantics. Direct features, like
number, gender, person, tense, aspect and polarity, express intrinsic content.
They are ‘associated directly with prototypical, or default, semantics: number
with numerosity, gender with a variety of classifications of objects, person with
reference to participants in the speech act, tense with times, and so on” (1992:
378). Indirect features like case, finiteness, dependence, declension *are not so
directly meaningful’; they express meanings indirectly, via other grammatical
constructs, in particular, grammatical relations; thus the nominative case is asso-
ciated by default with the subject grammatical relation, which is associated with
the prototypical semantics of agency. This classification of features cross-cuts the
others, but has an interesting consequence. The direct features of nouns and noun
phrases are: gender, number and person. From one more perspective, then, these
three are picked out, and they are the main agreement features (§4.3).

425 Interpretable versus non-interpretable features ==mmmnnsn

This distinction is drawn in Minimalism, for instance in Chomsky
(2001: 4-6). Interpretable features can be interpreted at LF (logical form). Hence
number is potentially an interpretable feature, while a purely syntactic fea-
ture (like the EPP feature, which requires the auxiliary carrying it to have a
subject) is uninterpretable, Thus far this is equivalent to direct versus indirect
(§4.2.4). However, a feature is (un)interpretable with respect to a given ele-
ment, thus number is interpretable for, say, a subject noun phrase but is unin-
terpretable for an agreeing verb (since it does not affect the semantic interpre-
tation of the verb). In this regard the distinction follows the inherent/contextual
distinction (§4.2.3). Thus interpretable features are those which are direct and
inherent.

The distinction is important in Minimalism since uninterpretable material
should not be found in LF, and so uninterpretable features must be deleted from
the syntax. The uninterpretable features on a given element make up the ‘probe’
which seeks a ‘goal’, a matching set of interpretable features (Chomsky 2001:
5). For Chomsky, ‘probe’ is largely equivalent to ‘target features” while ‘goal’ is
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es’ (though probe and goal are not used of pronoun-antecedent
ever, others allow the terms to slip and use “probe’ for target
or controller. While the notion of uninterpretable features may seem
iame previous distinctions, there is a deeper problem. In instances of
ement (like Mary runs) it is the case that the number feature on the
éthing to semantic interpretation. However, in a substantial number
we find mismatches between controller and target (see chapter 5). In
target features cannot be treated as uninterpretable, which casts
¢ validity of treating them as uninterpretable also in those instances
do match those of the controller.

Structuring within features "

I have listed features and their values such as these:

masculine, feminine, neuter
singular, dual, plural
2, 3

the values were given as ‘atomic’, without any internal structuring. Some
that features are composite, and so automatically introduce additional
ring where there are more than two values (thus a three-gender system
be analysed as neuter versus non-neuter, the latter splitting into masculine
ninine). However, we should do this only when we find linguistic justifica-
‘The attempt to import feature geometry from phonology into morphosyntax
date failed to cover the feature values already documented (see Baerman,
& Corbett 2005 for discussion). There is clear evidence for structuring
n number values (Corbett 2000: 38-50). For the other features there are two
of evidence. The first is defaults; the value selected in exceptional circum-
es is of different status from the others (§3.6.3, §5.2). The second type of
dence comes from superclassing, where a subset of the values are available in

en circumstances (§5.3.1).

The three indisputable agreement features are gender, number and
. They are called phi-features in Government and Binding (GB) and Min-
imalism and they are the agreement features of HPSG (Pollard & Sag 1994: 67)
ind of LFG (Bresnan 2001a: 144-6). We consider these first, in turn, and we shall
see that they are different in nature. Examples will be given of systems with more
feature values than those found in the most familiar languages such as French, that
is, with more than three persons, two numbers and two genders. This is impor-

Jtam for the rest of the book, since claims about these features in the literature
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are often based on French-type systems, and such claims do not hold in larger
systems.

4.3.1 Gender ©

Gender is an inherent feature of the noun. It is found on the target,
say the adjective, as a consequence of its presence in the noun:

Russian

(19) nov-yj korabl”
new-M.5G ship(m)[sG]
‘a new ship’

Here the use of the masculine form novyj ‘new” has nothing to do with the lexical
meaning of the adjective, but results from the fact that the adjective is modifying
a masculine noun. Compare the following:

(20) nov-aja  lodk-a
new-£.sG boal(F)-sG
‘a new boat’

(21 nov-oe  sudn-o
new-N.SG vessel(N)-sG
‘a new vessel’

Gender is a lexical feature for nouns in that, like the morphological features
discussed earlier, its value has 1o be available in the lexicon. And as with other
lexical features, a given lexical item normally has one value of the feature, and
this value may have greater or lesser semantic justification. Unlike morphological
features, gender is available for agreement. It may therefore be considered the
canonical agreement feature (§1.4): it is clearly a feature of the controller, it may
or may not be explicable in semantic terms (for a given controller), and hence the
realization of the value for gender on the target is the canonical instance of the
need for a syntactic rule of agreement.

An important issue with gender, which will recur in subsequent chapters, is
that of assignment. If a speaker of Russian uses the word kniga “book’ or djadja
‘uncle’, how does he or she ‘know’ the gender? Knowing the gender is essential
for making the appropriate agreements. A model of the way in which speakers
allot nouns to genders is called a gender assignment system.

Gender assignment may depend on two sorts of information: the meaning of
the noun and its form (compare the definition of agreement in §1.3). In what |
shall call strict semantic systems the meaning of a noun is sufficient to determine
its gender, for all or almost all nouns. This type is found in Dravidian languages
like Kannada (Karnataka, southern India; Sridhar 1990: 198). In Kannada nouns
denoting male humans are masculine, those denoting female humans are feminine.
There are also deities, demons and heavenly bodies in these genders. All remaining
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found in each gender are as follows:

(Evans, Brown & Corbert 2002)

ing those denoting infants and animals, are neuter. Thus appa *father’
moon” are masculine, amma ‘mother’ is feminine and na.yi ‘dog’ is

""'languages have predominantly semantic assignment systems, which

gt cover the noun inventory as completely as do the system of Kannada.
nple is found in Bininj Gun-Wok (introduced in §2.2.1). The semantic

The semantics of gender in the Kunwinjku dialect of Bininj Gun-Wok

Masculine

Vegetable

* Male higher animates

* Overall default for animates

* Some lower animates

= Rain

* Compass points

* Most celestial bodies

* Some items used in painting

* Trade items, esp. Macassan and European
* Some types of honey

* Plants and their products,
including life-form terms

* Sexual and excretory body parts

* Song, ceremony and custom

* Fire (both bush and domestic)

* Food, vegetable and otherwise

* Some types of honey

* Boats, planes and cars

* [Drink, water, well]

= [Camp nexus]

* [Landscape features with water
associations)

Feminine

Neuter

* Female higher animates
* Some lower animates
¢ Sun

* Most parts of animals and plants

» Some parts of the landscape

* Weather and sea

* Time measures

* Languages and speech

* Country; place-based social categories

still operating for current speakers.

The items in square brackets represent categories which have moved into the
vegetable gender from the neuter in the speech of younger speakers. The semantic
ignment rules are more numerous and more complex than those of Kannada,
el they cover the nouns of the language less well. For example, lower animates
are split between the masculine and feminine genders, and it is hard to be more
specific; nouns denoting reptiles, birds and fish are found in both genders. There
‘may well be principles of categorization here of which we are still unaware, but
it seems likely that for some nouns there is no longer a principle for assignment

Thus in languages with semantic assignment systems the meaning of the noun
‘determines gender. In the strict assignment systems the rules are obvious and cover
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(virtually) the entire noun inventory. In the predominantly semantic systems there
is a minority of exceptions; however, once the cultural setting of the language is
taken into account, for some languages these exceptions have been claimed to be
largely only apparent.

In some other languages, however, assignment by semantic rules would leave
many nouns unassigned. In languages like Kannada the nouns not assigned by
the semantic rules (the ‘semantic residue’) all belong to a single gender. In the
languages we consider next these residue nouns are distributed over more than one
gender. Here we find additional rules for assigning nouns to genders according to
their form. There is a significant asymmetry: languages may base their assignment
system on semantic rules, or o