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1. Introduction

Agreement irSlavic has attracted and challenged researchers for many years. Besides numerous these
and articles in journals and collections on the topic, there are also seea@jraphs, usually devoted

to a single language, sometimes broader in st@e aim is to give a synthesis of this research,
demonstrating both the complexity of the topic and the interest of some of the results (section 2). Suct
a synthesis is comphted by the liveliness of current work, which is both deepening our
understanding of the scale of the problems and trying to bring formal models closer to being able to
give adequate accounts of welitablished phenomena. A further aim, then, is to @uthis current

work (section 3). Finally the paper suggests a prospective of promising and challenging directions for
future research, some which arise naturally from the directions of earlier and current work, some
which are less obvious, depending onssmisciplinary collaboration (section 4). As preparation for

the main sections, we first consider the terms we require and the advantages wBialvitfamily
provides for research on agreement.

The support of e ESRC (grants R000236063 and R000222448) of the ERC (grant ERED08AdG-230268
MORPHOLOGY) is gratefully acknowledged. | also wish to thank Dunstan Browim Igartua and the participants at the
workshop OComparative Slavic MorphosyntaxO, espetifdiles Browne, for comments on an earlier versifinis
overviewwas prepared for publication after tA®rkshopand has been updated since; | thank Claire Turner for help in the
preparation of the revised version. Newer work is referenced in the firajrpph | apologize for any inadvertent
omissions.Glossing is used to clarify the point at issue (it is not full glossfiofpwing the conventions of the Leipzig
Glossing Ruleshitp://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glosginigs.php with the folloving abbreviations:

ACC accusative N neuter

AUX auxiliary NEG negative

DAT dative NOM nominative

DEF definite article NM.PERS nonmasculine personal

DU dual PL plural

EMPH emphatic particle PST past

F feminine POSS possessive adjective suffix

FUT future Q guestion particle

GEN genitive REFL reflexive

INS instrumental SG singular

M masculine 1 first person

M.PERS masculine personal 2 second person

n total number of examples 3 third person

! These are Popov (1964), Vanek (1970), Skoblikova (1971), Ctddleate), Corbett (1979a, 1983a), lomdin (1990) and
Schmidt and Lehfeldt (1995). | have made available a fuller bibliography on the topic, at:

http://www.surrey.ac.uk/LIS/SMG/projects/agreement/agreement_bib_unicode.htm#Slavonic
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1.1. Basic definitions

Defining agreement is difficulfout see recent work noted in section 3.1 below). As Anderson (1992:
103) remarks: Othis is a quite intuitive notion which is nonetheless surprisingly difficult to delimit with
precisionO. Steele points to the Osystematic covariance between a senvamtal prdperty of one
element and a formal property of anotherQ (1978: 610). The essential notion is the covariance ¢
matching of feature specifications between two separate elements, such as subject noun phrase a
verb. We should then clarify whetheetdetermination of the form of anaphoric pronouns falls within
agreement. Barlow (1988/1992: 132; 1991) reviews the literature and concludes that there are no
good grounds for distinguishing between agreement and antecegttora relations. Indeedpst
mainstream work on agreement uses the term in this wider sense, to include pronouns, and we shall
so too. We shall call the element which determines the agreement (say the subject noun phrase) tt
controller. The element whose form is determined &yreement is thearget. The syntactic
environment in which agreement occurs is dioenain of agreement. And when we indicate in what
respect there is agreement, we are referring to agred¢eatotes (or categorieg. Thus number is an
agreement feature, has thevaluessingular, dual, plural and so on. As these terms suggest, there is a
clear intuition that agreement is asymmetric (a point taken up in section 2.4.1).

1.2. Variation across theSlavic family

We should consider briefly holavic agreementappears from a typological vantage, and then
consider the range of possibilities within the family.

1.2.1. Agreement inSlavic from a typological viewpoint

From a broad typological viewpoint, tiavic languages are very similar, showing the charactesisti

one would expect from conservative IRHaropean languages. This is particularly true in respect of
agreement, where they show just the traits one might consider typical from traditional works on
agreement: obligatory agreement with the subject, agrgeimeyender and number within the noun
phrase, and so on (a summary is given at the beginning of section 2). There is an extensive literatur
on agreement iBlavic including several monographs (see the bibliography mentioned in footnote 1),
and yet theg is a good deal still to be done; suggestions for future directions are given in section 4. In
fact, since the basics are well established, and moderately well understood, this mekesithe
languages a good basis for taking our understanding of agnéduorther. Particularly since they
provide the linguist with almost Olaboratory conditionsO.

1.2.2. OLaboratory conditionsO
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The challenge of humanities research is analysis in the face of an overwhelming number of variables
We shall see that in agreemethere are indeed substantial numbers of factors which can vary
independently. Typically scientists then can take two approaches. One is idealizagitiminating
some of the variables: we may deal with one language only, with a particular structbreg wi
particular genre. The second approach is to control for particular variables. The chemist can quite
directly manipulate the variables in experiments. For linguists this is possible to some extent (in the
way we choose the speakers we investigategxample). An alternative approach here is to look for
situations in which experimental conditions are provided for us (Pateman 1987: 258); for instance,
sometimes a set of related dialects will provide variation in a particular factor of interest, we that
can see the results of manipulating a particular variable Oon the groundO.

The Slavic languages provide a remarkable laboratory, in two ways. First in terms of their
structures. The categories we are discussing here show slight variation from langlaageage: if
we find that a particular factor or variable is particularly important, then it may well be possible to find
a Slavic language which has this factor and another language, for comparison, which does not. The
second way in which th&lavic languages provide near laboratory conditions is in terms of their
status. We have those with millions of monolingual speakers at one end of the scale, and at the othe
end we have Sorbian, all of whose adult speakers are bilingual (the great majority kessspea
Upper Sorbian, while the position of Lower Sorbian is grave).

2. The OState of the ArtO

We shall review the established generalizations which hold acroSéatriefamily. Typically we find
agreement within the noun phrase in number and genddte Rierbs generally agree with their
subject in person and number. Past tenses are frequently formed withctdlkedd participle, which
creates a more interesting situation: here the auxiliary verb shows agreement in person and numbe
while the partiiple shows agreement in number and gender. SRieéc languages, such as Russian,
use a null form for the verb ObeO in its present tense, so that the former participle is the sole form in t
past tense; it may be said therefore that Russian verbsiagreeson and number in the present, but in
number and gender in the past. Various types of pronoun, including the relative pronoun, also show
agreement with their antecedents, in number and gender.

The description given so far covers a large proportfdh®instances of agreementStavic N
the more straightforward cases. However, there are several instances in which more than one
agreement form may be found. The different constructions have in common a choice between
agreement determined by the forsgntactic agreementor by the meaninggemantic agreementAs
we shall see, the choice may be influenced by the agreement controller (section 2.1) and by the targe
(section 2.2). We show that the various influences on the choice operate independeatly other
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(section 2.3), before going on to review what is established about agreement features (section 2.4
And then, in section 2.5, we consider constructions which do not fall readily within the description
given above, and which are surprising tyqgptally.

2.1. The effect of controllers

When there is a choice of agreement, this is normally made possible by the controller. There are
certain controller types (withiSlavic and beyond) which regularly permit agreement choices, and we
discuss these igection 2.1.1. And then there are certain factors which range over different controller
types, and which favour one or other agreement choice; we treat these in section 2.1.2. (OFavouring
particular choice may include favouring it to such a degreethigatlternative is excluded in some
circumstances.)

2.1.1. Controller types

Agreement rules are frequently formulated as though a controllerOs features were constant, that is, tf
all agreements will be identical. In fact, we regularly find agreementest a given controller allows
two (occasionally thre&)agreement possibilities. It is important to be clear about the possible
meanings of choice here. The Russian npuwm OcoupleO, as we shall see in section 2.2.1.1, takes
feminine singular and plal agreements. In one sense, then, it allows a choice of agreement, in a way
that a noun likekniga ObookO does not. However, for any given target the form is determined; the
speaker does not have a choice. Other controllers, like Russia®doctorO when denoting a woman,
allow two possibilities for the same target type, thus the predicate may be masculine or feminine. Fol
both controllers simpleninded agreement rules would be inadequate

The choices arise from a mismatch of semantid #Bormal properties of the controller. The
controller may have the semantics expected of a particular number or gender but a form which is
normally associated with a different specification. Controllers which allow agreement choices may be
classified asn Table 1.

Table 1. Types of controllers which induce agreement mismatches

controller type example

lexical item(s) SerbeCroatdeca OchildrenO

lexically restricted construction masculine nouns quantified
numeral OtwoO, OthreeO or Of
SerbeCroat

construction conjoined noun phrases

? Instances where theresgthree possibilities are discussed briefly in section 4.1.4.
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This classification turns out to be too crude, as we shall see in the following sections. There are indeel
individual lexical items which induce agreement choices, like RupgianOcoupleO, which denotes a
plurality but has the form of a singular noun. There are also large sets of such items, for instance
Russian nouns like Russiaru¢ O(female) doctorQ, that is nouns for professions, denoting women but
having the morphology of masculine nouns. Then there are constructions which are lexically
restricted; this is clear for the SerBomoat example given in the table. There are also moeaended
guantified expressions. Next there are constructions like the associative where the head noun may t
drawn from a large subset of those denoting humans, hence it is lexically restricted but the restrictions
are quite generous. Finally there aomstruction types whose structure invokes agreement options, but
which appear not to be lexically restricted, such as conjoined noun phrases. (Even here, however, w
find that the noun phrases which are conjoined tend to be headed by noun phrasesnué tpes all
animate or all inanimate.) Thus the types given in Table 1 represent pointers for the following sections,
but the main conclusion is that controllers which allow agreement choices range all the way from
unique lexical items to opeended cortsuctions.

2.1.1.1. Lexical items

We might expect that the features associated with a given lexical item in a given use could be state«
just once, and that the problem would then be to formulate appropriate agreement rules. However
there are several lexdtitems for which this is not the case, but which allow agreement cheicds

items are known as OhybridEfAese may relate to number, or gender, or both, and they arise from a
mismatch between the meaning of the noun and its morphologicaf’ famexample of a number
mismatch has been mentioned already, namely RussiarOcouple®, which has the morphology of a
singular, but denotes more than one. As we shall see (section 2.2.1.1), it takes singular agreement
except of the personal pronoun. Anotlesample of a number mismatch is provided by Old Church
Slavic druzina OcompanyO and similar nouns, which most often take singular attributive modifiers and
plurals in other positions (see Huntley 1989:254for details). For gender mismatches we may take
the Czechdévée Ogirl (colloquial), which takes neuter agreements, except for the personal pronoun,
which may be neuter or feminine (Vanek 1970:88J. There are also various honorific titles, which

take feminine and masculine agreements in Polish, maaté feminine in Russian. A considerably
researched type of controller is Russian nounswikeé OdoctorO, when denoting a female. Since such
nouns have the morphology typically associated with masculines, but denote females, a complex
pattern of mascutie and feminine agreements occurs (Corbett 19911883 23ER232 and sources

® For additional data and examples of items discussed in this section see Corbett 1983a; for titi2d,dpr SgrbeCroat
gazda Olandlord, master, bossO ppl7l4nd references there, f8erbeCroat deca OchildrenO pp.-88, for Russian
znacitel 'noe lico Oimportant personO pp2B5and fonra¢ O(female) doctorO ppb39.
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there). And then there are nouns which show gender mismatches in the pluralCtetygizda
Olandlord, master, bossO and similar nouns, which are now established as maeusimgular, but
which allow masculine and feminine agreements in the plural; and Polish noungdikeOwretchO,
which take a combination of nemasculine personal and masculine personal agreements (Corbett
1991: 233236 and references there). A truly remarkable instance is-8edatdeca Ochildren® which
takes feminine singular, neuter plural andsculine plural agreements. All these items show patterns
of agreement which are in accord with the Agreement Hierarchy (section 2.2.1.1).

Two general points are worth noting. First, these examples may comprise individual lexical items
(even single items the use of a particular individual, as in the case of the special agreements found
with znacitel noe lico Oimportant person® by Gagalr relatively large numbers of nouns, as in the
case of nouns like Russiama¢ O(female) doctorO. In the latter situation, though the system of
agreements may be the same, we must not assume that the acfuahdy of the different options
will be the same from item to item. Quite the opposite: there is evidencerdtiad(female) doctorO
andbuxgalter O(female) accountantO behave rather differently. And second, while the reason for thes
agreement choices to be found in a mismatch between semantics and morphology, such a mismatch
is not a sufficient condition for an agreement choice. Thus Ruggidia OuncleO (like similar nouns)
denotes a male but belongs to the morphological class whose membersiadiye faminine. The
semantics overrides the morphology, such that the noun is straightforwardly masculine; for agreemen
purposes it behaves just likeec OfatherO.

2.1.1.2. Honorifics

The use of address forms is well known, and there is an extensiaéuliee When we have a pronoun
like Russianvy OyouO used in this way, there are interesting agreement effects. Since the pronoun
plural, it takes some plural agreements; as shown by the verb in this Russian example:

(1) vy Xxot-ite ...
gPL want2pPL 5
OYou (polite) want ...O

However, the pronoun is being used to address a single individual, and some singular agreements a
found (as usually in the Russian long form adjective):

(2) vy molaliv-aja
2PL silentsGF N
OYou (polite) are silentO

A comparison of the agreement patterns in the diffésémic languages will be given in section
2.2.1.2. In a sense this is still an example of an agreement choice being lexically determinéslabut i
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special use of the lexical item. We can extend the claim about honorifics, in that not only pronouns are
affected. This latter usage is syntactically rather different and will be considered in section 2.1.1.5.

2.1.1.3. Quantifier phrases, especiglinumeral phrases

In this section we examine a type of phrase where the choice of predicate agreebfayrit shows
considerable variation. We shall concentrate here on numeral phrases; data on other quantifiers ii
Russian will be given in Table 14 belo Often two forms are possible. This is more like a
construction than the instances considered in sections 2.1.1.1 and 2.1.1.2, but the actual quantifie
involved has a dramatic effect on the agreement found. At this point we shall continue discussing
cortroller types. (The choice is also affected by controller factors: animacy of the subject, and its
position relative to the predicate; for now we abstract away from those and concentrate on the
substantial influence of the quantifier.) Table 2 gives dataredicate agreement with noun phrases

headed by various numerals in the differ8latviclanguages.

Table 2.Predicate agreement with numeral phrasedanic

(&6 (30 I [BEAD | A0

West Slavic:
Czech PL PL PL g sg
Slovak PL PL PL PL/sg sg
Sorbian DUAL PL PL PL/sg sg
Polish 99% PL 91% PL |100% PL  |7% PL

(n=123} (n=43) (n=15) (n=68)
South Slavic:
Old ChurchSlavic | DUAL PL PL (PL)/sg
Bulgarian PL PL PL PL PL
Macedonian PL PL PL PL PL
SerboeCroat 97% PL 89% PL 83% PL 7% PL

(n=735) (n=249) (n=133) (n=1161)
Slovene DUAL PL PL 59 | sg
East Slavic:
Ukrainian 83% PL 79% PL 74% PL 38% PL 21% PL

(n=208) (n=150) (n=34) (n=45) (n=14)
Belarusian 92% PL 78% PL 63% PL 39% PL || 50% PL

(n=219) (n=67) (n=16) (n=49) (n=2)
Russian 86% PL 77% PL 76% PL 50% PL

(n=541) (n=247) (n=68) (n=220)

* Thus in the texts scanned there were 123 examples of phrases with the numeral OtwoO controlling predasteoagreem
which 99% (rounded to the nearest whole number) showed plural agreement.
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In Table 2, DUAL (where available) and PL(URAL) represent semantic agreement. When a cell has a
single entry (e.g. OPLO), this indicates that the form is used in the majority of instangesydho
necessarily all. Thus in Slovene, the plural is normal with Othree® and OfourO, but the singular may
used in expressions of time. Where we do not have more precise data, these few exceptions al
ignored (time expressions also account for sonteesingular forms with OtwoO, OthreeO and OfourQ i
other languages). A gap indicates a lack of det&. judgements and statistics in the table come from
Suprun (1969: 1A187) unless otherwise stated, and were discussed in Corbett (198322420

In Slovak, with the numerals Of@d@nO the plural is used with masculine personal forms and
otherwise the singular; according to Suprun, exceptions account for less than one per cent of th
examplesSto 01000 takes the singular (Jtn Bostk and "ubomivit#personal communications).
Sorbian preserves the dual;, otherwise agreements are broadly similar to those of Slovak (Supru
1963a). The Polish figures are calculated from the data given in Suprun (1963b); instances where th
numeral itself is in the getive are excluded. The final Polish entry is for numerals of all types from
OfiveO up to ©09990. Suprun also gives seven examples of agreement with phrage©dj@000, all
singular. Suprun (1961: 836) provides data on Old Churc®lavic for Ofive&tenO, he has ten
examples of singular predicates, six of plural predicates and two where one source has singula
agreement and another has plural. According to Velerka (1960: 197), however, in the Gospels the
singular is used in the overwhelming majoufyinstances, hence the plural entry is bracketed. Suprun
also gives an example withto 01000, one wiikesta 01,0000 and one witiha ©10,0000; all three
have singular agreement. The Se@oat statistics are taken from Sand (197153173); theifyure
for dva OtwoO includes examples witla ObothO; OtwoO, Othreed and OfourO include compound nume
ending in Otviour® and the remaining figure is for all other numerals above Ofour®. Slovene
judgements are from Vincenot (1975: 196) and Suprub91276). The final entry for Ukrainian
includes examples wittorok 0400 as wellsas 01000.

Let us turn to the pattern revealed by Table 2. The SS8idkic languages Bulgarian and
Macedonian differ from the others in using the plural with all numezas/e Ooned in almost all
instances. Othe8lavic languages use both singular and plural. The remaining Stanit languages
(Old ChurchSlavic SerbeCroat and Slovene) use the dual (when available) with phrases with the
numeral OtwoO; otherwise thegws a strong preference for plural agreement for quantified phrases
with the numerals Otw&@urQ, and for singular agreement (though with varying degrees of tolerance
towards the plural) with numerals from OfiveO and above. In several languagesidtierdistitween
Otwo®fourd on the one hand, and Ofive® upwards on the other, is fairly sharp. However, the statis
for SerbeCroat and Polish show that here the division is not absolute. The overall picture is clear: the
higher the numeral the more dily is singular agreement. The form which is semantically justified
becomes more likely the lower the numeral. This is clearly true in the straightforward cases like
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Slovak. The statistical data too support this claim, apart from two minor inconsisténdieated in
the table with ||). These two cases need not concern us as the sample size for both numerals is sme
Even apart from these, it is not the case that there is a statistically significant difference between even
pair of successive numerals @ach language. However, statistical advice is that the pattern is so
overwhelming that statistical tests of significance are superfluous. Apart from the two exceptions
mentioned, the rank order of the numerals according to the frequency with which kbgylueal
agreement is the same in the different languages and this order is inversely related to numerical value.
Given that the lower the numeral is, the more likely it is to take semantically justified agreement,
why should this be? The groups which weantify with larger numbers are the groups which are less
individuated and conversely are more likely to be viewed as a unit. For this reason they are more likely
to be encoded grammatically as a noun. And as a result, when there is a grammaticahehuigeer
are more likely to be treated somewhat more like noRassiancetyre knigi Ofour booksO is Omore
plural® thapjat” knig Ofive booksO, and in a sensknigi Othree booksO is Omore plural@ethan
knigi Ofour booksO; we are better tbiedividuate three items than fo(@orbett 2000: chapter .6\n
extended discussion of possible structures giving rise to these agreement options with some numera
in different Slavic languages can be found in Franks (1995299); he adopts a GB amarch,
drawing on Pesetsky (1982) and Babby (1987).

2.1.1.4. Associatives

An interesting construction variously called the Ogroup plural®, Orepresentative plural® and f
OassociativeO (the term we shall used) has been highlighted by Moravcsik (19€#)y Wsoifind

forms consisting of a nominal plus a marker, which denote a set comprised of the referent of the
nominal (the main member) plus one or more associated members: Hungawasek (Jinos-
ASSOCIATIVE) OJohn and his family/friendSfavic has m special marker of this type but some
languages allow the use of the ordinary plural morphology with this same effect. A particularly
interesting case for us is found in the Talitsk dialect of Russian (Bogdanov 1968). In this dialect, a
plural verb can baised with a singular noun phrase, to indicate reference to a person or persons
besides the one indicated directly. That is to say, the associative is marked not by a marker on thi
nominal, but by plural agreement:

(8) G—$a prdjZxaki !
Gosha arrived PSTPL’ i
OGosha and his family have arrivedO

° BogdanovOs transcription has been transliterated in these examples.
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This was used when the named person arrived with his wife and children; the fact that more than jus
one person is involved is shown in this dialect exclusively by the agreement. (Bogdanov makes clea
that hese examples are not examples of honorific usage, and that there is a singular/plural oppositio
in examples like those given, the singular having the straightforwar@ssmtiative meaning.) This
plural agreement does not extend into the noun phradescaoonflicting agreements can be found in

the same sentence:

(4) moj brat tam t-%a%ld
my.sG brothefsg there also lived.pL N
Omy brother and his family also lived thereO
The question of different possible agreements with the same controller is one we return to in sectior
2.2.1.1.
Bogdanov (1968: 690) points out the possiliii of this construction with a noun phrase headed

by a third person pronoun:

(5) on toetyka fpdr«+ nas prdjZxaki
he here before us arrivedpL N
Ohe and his family came here before we didO

Thus again the range of possible controllers is quite.large
2.1.1.5. Respected nouns

As noted above, plural agreement may be the only indicator of honorific usage, as in this example of ¢
maid talking in turn of her master and mistress:

(6) <<Mamenrka plalut, N $epnula ona vsled uxodiv$ej Elene,a
mother cry.PL whispered she after leaving Elena and

paperka gnevajutsja ... >>

father be.angrypL

OYour mother is cryingO, she whispered after Elena, who was leaving, Oand your father is angr
.0 (TurgenevNakanune, 1860)

Here the plural verbs with singular subjects indicate that the speaker is showing respect for the peopl
referred to. This demonstrates that in cases like this the controllers cannot be restricted to particula
lexical items, buthat a range of noun phrases may be involved. (For evidence that this construction

® Here we are interested in the pronoun as the controller of the agreement. Bogdanov does not wstaiécdit this

type of construction is not found with other pronouns, but the implication (and expectation) would be that such forms
would be impossible. If so, at first sight, this would be a problem for the attempt to integrate constraints on possible
numbers with the Animacy Hierarchy. The problem that associatives appear to pose for a typology of number systems it
dealt with in Corbett and Mithun (1996).
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follows the constraints of the Agreement Hierarchy, see Corbett 19824, 24d for sources on the

construction in Belarusian, Czech, Polish, Slovak, Slovene and Ukraggah983a: 41n8.)
2.1.1.6. Conjoined noun phrases

An agreement controller consisting of conjoined noun phrases may well give rise to an agreement
option. It may allow agreement with both or all the conjuncts, and it may allow agreement with just
one conjinct. The latter type is frequent both in texts and in naturally occurring discourse. When
agreement is with one conjunct it is almost always with the nearest. (As we shall see in section 2.5.3
some languages, exceptionally, allow agreement with thecimgjunct when it is not the nearest.)
Here is a typical example of agreement with the nearest conjunct from Russian:

(7) Tepekx na nej byl sinij kostjum i novaja
now on her bepPsSisGM] (dark) blue dressit)[sG and new

belaja bluzk-a ...

white  blouséF)-sG. B

OShe was now wearing a blue dress and a new white blouse ...O (Vojnovi!)
In this example the verb agrees just with the conjungj kostjum Oblue dressO, and the nearest
conjunct is also the first. The more significant examples are those where the nearest are first are
distinct. Here is a clear example from Cassubiami®93: 784):

(8) Odraza i strach czierow™ jego post(pkama
revulsion(F)-sG and fear()[SG directPSTSGM] his  actions
ORevulsion and fear directed his actions.O
Here again the genders of the nouns make it clear that agreement is withréise fidée alternative is

for agreement to be with all the conjuncts, as in this Slovene example (Lenlek 1972):

(9) Tonlek in Marina sta prizadevha
Ton'ekm and MarinaF beDU  assiduoudu.M
OTonlek and Marina are assiduousO
Agreement is with bothanjuncts, and the gender and number resolution rules specify the form of the
target as dual and, where appropriate, masculine. We discuss resolution rules in section 2.4.3 below
For many of the&Slaviclanguages the number resolution rule simply spegiliesl, and in some there

! Wayles Browne points out that the construction is found in Kajkavian $&ndat too (personalommunication), as in
the song:
() Mamica su $trukte pekl-i
Mummy AUX.PL dumplingPL bakePST-PL.M
OMummy was baking dumplings.O

Note the masculine plural is used.
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is no place for gender resolution since gender is not distinguished in the plural. More examples ol
agreement with the nearest conjunct and with all conjuncts can be found in section 2.2.1.1.

2.1.1.7. Comitative constructions

This construction together with alternative agreement possibilities is found in some but not all the
Slaviclanguages. We may illustrate it from Belarusian (Bukatevi! et al. 1958: 292):

(10) Dzed z unukam lavi) rybu
grandfatherwith grandson catchpsT.sGM fish
OGrandfather and grandson were fishingO

(11) Brat z  sjastroju paj$l-i ) teatr

brotherwith sister ~ go-PSTPL to theatre

OBrother and sister went to the theatreO
The head noun in the nominative case may control the agreement(($9htactc agreement) or
there may be agreement with the expression as a whold\(s&mantic agreement, as determined by
resolution rules, discussed in section 2.4.3.4). As we might expect, semantic agreement is less likel
with comitative expressions than witbnjoined noun phrases, as shown by Russian data.

Table 3. Comparison of agreement with comitative phrases and
conjoined noun phrases in contemporary Ru8sian

comitative phrases conjoined noun phrases
SG PL %PL SG PL %PL

literature 5 4 44 28 57 67
press 15 15 50 30 723 96

2.1.2. Controller factors

These are factors relating to controllers but which range over different controller types. Two are well
established, and their interaction is also moderately well researched.

2.1.2.1. Animacy

There is a massive amount of evidence, primarily from text counts but also from work with
consultants, that controllers referring to animates are more likely to take semantically justified

® From Corbett (1983a: 15855). The literary corpus consists of Panov&@sniki (1946) and Nekrasov(&ra
Georgievna (1961); the figures for the language of the press come from Graudina,! lekalvKatlinskaja (1976: 31, 346).

There is an unfortunate transposition of headings in my original table: the data are correct abovéeréheedifetween

the two constructions is more marked than these figures suggest, since comitatives are almost entirely limited to animat
noun phrases, and animacy, as we shall see, is a factor favouring semantic agreement. If the examples of canjoined no!
phrases were restricted to animates, the percentage plural agreement would be higher.
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agreement than are those referring to inanimates. The evidence comekfferentSlavic languages,

and involves various quantified expressions and conjoined noun phrases (for a survey and sources st
Corbett 1983a: 11032, 139, 143.46). To give one example, Patton examined a large corpus of 19th
and 20th century Russialiterary texts, and a sample from Pravda, for examples of predicate
agreement with quantified subjects. From her data (1969: 35, 63, 148, 160) the following may be

calculated’

Table 4. The effect of animacy on agreement with quantified expressionsssidRu

SINGULAR PLURAL PERCENT PLURAL
ANIMATE 790 1293 62
INANIMATE 1047 740 41

We shall see further evidence for the effect of animacy in section 2.1.2.3. While animacy is
firmly established as a controller factor, there is less work on how litle&subdivided. For instance,
abstracts are less likely to control semantic agreement than are concrete noun phrases, as can be s
in agreement with conjoined noun phrases (Timberlake 1993: 865).

2.1.2.2. Precedence

There is also strong evidence thaintrollers which precede their targets are more likely to take
semantically justified agreement than are those which follow (for the argument for treating this as a
controller factor see Nichols, Rappaport and Timberlake 1980, and commentary in Corett1 BI3

154, 175). Again there is evidence from differesiaivic languages, and it involves quantified
expressions, conjoined noun phrases and comitative phrases (Corbett 19830 pagsim). To give

just one part of the evidence: Sand examined a leogeus of Serb&roat texts (literature of the
1960s, noffiction 19521968 and the newspap@vlitika 19631970). The largest controller type
investigated was the numerals frgrr OfiveO upwards. Table 5 has been drawn up from her data
(1971: 7375):

Table 5.The effect of precedence on agreement with quantified expressions
(involving O50 and above) in SeChoat

SINGULAR PLURAL PERCENT PLURAL
subjectpredicate 249 61 20
predicatesubject 830 21 2

° The effect of the calculation is to combine her main and secondary corpus and to eliminate examples with plural
determiners (such &4 OtheseO, which make a ploradiicate obligatory).



GREVILLES. CORBETT 14

There will be further evidence for the effeuft precedence in the next section 2.1.2.3. While it is
easiest to show the effect of precedence in supjecticate domains, with different types of controller

subjects, it is also relevant to controllers of attributive modifiers.
2.1.2.3. The interactionof animacy and precedence

We have seen that controllers which refer to animates are more likely to take agreement forms with
greater degree of semantic justification than are those referring to inanimates. Similarly, controllers
which precede their taegs are more likely to take agreement forms with a greater degree of semantic
justification than are those which follow. Since these two controller factors are independent, we can
crossclassify for them. Table 6 records agreement with a set of quantifierselection of Russian
literary texts of the last two centuries (details in Corbett 1983a1%30

Table 6.Predicate agreement with quantified expressions in Russian

ANIMATE INANIMATE
SG PL %PL SG PL %PL
subjectpredicate 11 48 81 21 20 49
predicatesubject 24 23 49 70 18 20

Both animacy and precedence exert a major influence on the agreement form selected. The plural, tt
form with greater semantic justification, is more likely if the subject is animate and if it precedes the
predicate. Vith both factors exerting an influence, the likelihood of semantic agreement is greatest,
with neither factor it is lowest, and with just one it falls in the middle.

As similar pattern, though with different percentages, can be found with conjoined masasph
In table 7, the data are taken from modern literary texts, from Russian1299) and from Serbo

Croat (a corpus of short works by Ivo Andri®).

Table 7.Predicate agreement with conjoined noun phrases

subject type ANIMATE INANIMATE
word orde SG PL % PL SG PL %PL
subjectpredicate | Russian 0 115 100 10 57 85
SerboeCroat 0 21 100 3 32 91
predicatesubject Russian 14 75 84 82 32 28
SerboeCroat 7 16 70 46 16 26

It is evident that both factors favour resolution. Whethkare present, Russian and Set@lvoat (in
the samples here) require the plural form (which is the resolved form, the semantically justified form).

"% Details in Corbett (1983a, pp. 135 especially p. 130 on Russian, and pp-189 and p. 101 on Serg@roat).
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When either one of the factors is present, the plural form is found in a significantly higher proportion
of the cases than when neither is present. In Russian the two factors are of about equal weight, and i
SerboeCroat precedence appears to be the more important factor. Thus both animacy and precedenc
have a substantial effect on agreement choices, rangargdifferent controller types.

2.2. The effect of targets

As we have seen, particular controllers make agreement choices possible, with varying degrees o
openness to the choice. And controller factors, which apply to different types of controllera exert
clear influence on the choice. We now investigate the considerable impact which targets also have ol
that choice. First we consider the different target types we can distinguish (section 2.2.1) and then we
look at target factors which range over théedént types (section 2.2.2).

2.2.1. Target types

We shall consider target types in terms of two hierarchies, starting from the higher level and moving to
the more detailed.

2.2.1.1. The Agreement Hierarchy

We begin with the largest syntactic domains, &wede agreement options are constrained by the
Agreement Hierarchy (Corbett 1979b; 1983a418 8186; 1991: 22841). This hierarchy was
proposed on the basis of data from a range of languages, but the strongest evidence comes fro
detailed analysis dlavic. Four types of agreement targets can be distinguished:

attributive < predicate < relative pronoun < personal pronoun
Figure 1. The Agreement Hierarchy
Possible agreement patterns are constrained as follows:
For any controller that permits alternatiagreement forms, as we move rightwards along
the Agreement Hierarchy, the likelihood of agreement forms with greater semantic

justification will increase monotonically (that is, with no intervening decrease).

As an illustration of the type of data coed by the Agreement Hierarchy, consider agreement with
numeral phrases in Sed@oat involving the numerals OtwoO, Othree® and Ofour®. These require
special form of masculine nouns, a survival of the dual number which is synchroetpaiNylent to

the genitive singular. Attributive modifiers to such nouns must take the endinghas been argued
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that it should be analysed synchronically as a neuter pluridwever it is analysed, this form
represents syntactic agreement.

(12) dva dobra lovek-a
two goodPLN MensGGEN
Otwo good menO

In the predicate the neuter plural form (syntactic agreement) and the masculine plural form (semantic
agreement) are both possible:

(13) ov-a dva !ovek-a su dobra/dobri
thisPLN two mMensGGEN bePL goodPL.N/goOGPLM
Othese two men are goodO

The relative pronoun is also found in both forms:

(14) dva !ovek-a koj-a/Kofi ...
two mensSG.GEN who-PL.N/who-PLM ...
Otwo men who ...0

The personal pronoun must stand in the masculine plural &ewm(*ona is unacceptable). We
therefore find syntactic agreement in attributive position, both types of agreement of the predicate anc
relative pronoun, and only semantic agreement of the personal pronoun. We can go further, in tha
there are figures fohe relative frequency of the two forms in the positions where there is an option.
These are derived from Sand (1971:585 63) and presented in Table 8:

Table 8.Percentage distribution of masculine plural (versus
neuter plural) forms in SerbGroat

attributive predicate relative personal
pronoun pronoun
percentage showing plural 0 18 62 100
(semantic) agreement (n=376) (n=32)

Table 8 shows a monotonic increase in the likelihood of agreement forms with greater semantic
justification.

We will analyse three further sets of data (from Corbett 1983&5)L2First we consider
agreement with Russigmra Ocouple, man and womanO. In the following example we find singular
agreement of the attributive adjective, predicate and relative pronoun:

" Corbett (1983a: 134, 8992). Browne (1993: 373) labels the form on nouns and on agreement targets the 02340 form
Sometimes it is labelled the OpaucalQ; this latter usage it better avoided, since the paucal is a number form parallel
singular, plural and dual, and is used for a small number. The -Bedad form is not like this; it is ngossible to use
lovek-a OmasG.GEN2340 independently to refer to a small number of men.O
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(15 ...byl-a izja$'nraja  vljublennaja para, za kotor-oj vse s ljubopytstvom
be PSFSGF elegatSGF loving-SGF couple after which-sGF all with curiosity

sledili i kotoraja ne skryvala svoego slasija: on tanceval tolko s nej,
followed andwhich-SGF NEG hid own  happinesshe danced only with her
i vse vyxodilo u nix tak tonko, olarovatetno, 'to tol«o odin

and everythingturnedout at themso delicately charmingly that only alone

komandir znal, 'to et-a para nanjata Lloyd-om igrat v ljubov« za
captain knew that this-SG.F coupleemployedsG.F LloydsINS to.playat love  for

xoro$iedengi i u%e davno plavaetto na odnomito na drugomkorable.
good money and already long.time sails now on one  now on other ship.

Othere wasialegant loving couple, who everyone watched with curiosity and who did not hide
their happiness: he danced only with her and with them everything turned out so delicately and
charmingly that only the captain knew that this couple was employed by Limygedd money

to play at being in love and had already being sailing for some time on different stiasid,
Gospodin iz San-Francisko)

What of the personal pronoun? Here the form is the phaalas in (15) but also more clearly in this

example (wih the derived formparocka ):

(16) Krome Mariny, avtobusado%idd-a-s« kakajato parolka.
besidesMarina for bus wait-PSTSGF-REFL SOMeSG.F couple

Im, kak vidno, bylo vseravnoN pridet avtobusili ne pridet.
3PL.DAT as evidentwas all equal willcome bus or NEG COMEFUT.3SG

OBesides Marina, there was a couple waiting for the bus. It was evidently all the same to then
whether the bus came or not.O (Laskin,Kak togda)

Thus we find syntactic agreement in all positions except the one onxtteme right of the
hierarchy*”

Consider now conjoined noun phrases. In attributive position in Russian we normally find

singular agreement:

(17) ét-a vzyskatednosts samokritilnostc  to%eraspolagd-i  k nemu
thissSGF exactingness{ self-criticalnessf) also disposePSTPL to him
OThis exactingness and seificalness also disposed me favourably towards him.O
(+ernov, Introduction to Smghninov, Sredi morennyx xolmov)

12 . .
Examples are scarce, however. The Uppsala corpus has just two relevant examples; the agreements are as descrik
above.
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However, the plural is also possible:

(18) Marija zadumalas ob ostavlenryx mu%e i dolerii kak oni
Maria thought about left.behindPL husband anddaughter how 3PL.NOM

tam, !to S nimi?

there what with 3PL.INS?

OMaria thought abotite husband and daughter she had left behind, and wondered how they

were and what was happening to them.O (Maksimov,Karantin)
There is an interaction of controller factors here; as we saw in section 2.1.2.1, the fact that the
controller is animate is #&actor in favour of semantic agreement. Overall (taking animate and
inanimate together) in attributive position the singular is more likely; in a sample of literary prose
(n=44) 14% of the examples had plural agreement.

In the predicate, again both formse found. Example (19) shows singular agreement, and plural
agreement is illustrated in (17) above, and in (20):

(19) By-l-a u negoe$le gitara i samoulitek k negj
be-PST-SGF at him also guitarf)-sG andmanualf1)[sq for it
OHe also had a guitard a manual for it.O (Vojnovi!, Putem vzaimnoj perepiski)
(20) Pelk-u mne polini-l-i brigadir [ mu%
stoveACC 1SGDAT mendPST-PL brigade.leaderand husband
kladov$licy, kotor-ym ja postavil za °to vypit«
storekeepeGEN who-PL.DAT |  providePSTsGM] for this to.drink
OThe stove was mended by the brigade leader and the husband of the storekeeper, and in retur
provided them with drinksO (Amal«ik, Nezelannoe putesestvie v Sibir")

Here the plural is more likely; again using a sampleitefdry prose (n=290) 71% of the
examples showed plural agreement (as in (17) and in (20)). Relative pronouns are almost always plur:
in this construction, as in (20). However, there are rare examples of singulars:

(21) Kazalos on skokzit po %iznis toj %e stremitetnhostju i
seemed he glides through life with that very swiftnessk) and

neprinu%dennegt, s kak-oju pero ego skokzit po bumage.

easeX) with which-SGF.INS pen his glides over paper

Olt seemed he glided through life with theesawiftness and ease with which his pen glides
over paper.O (Adamovi!, Introduction to Nabokoascita Luzina)

The personal pronoun (as in (18) above) is normally in the plural.
There is more to be said about conjoined noun phrases (section 2.4t83. gint the important

thing is that conjoined noun phrases in Russian allow agreement options but in accord with the
Agreement Hierarchy.
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The last topic is one we have touched on already, namely associative plurals. We discussec
example (4) from the Tk dialect of Russian, repeated for convenience as (22):

(22) moj brat tam t-%a %«

my[sG| brotherfG there also live-PST-PL

Omy brother and his family also lived thereO
Here we find singular (syntactic) agreement of the attributive modifier and plural agreement in the
predicate. No examples of relative pronouns arengibyeBogdanov, however, the personal pronoun in
this construction is plural (Bogdanov 1968: 71):

(23) Pra Kuzdance my Pypka abdsaiit« t—%re m—%ynpa%imoe o’
about Kuzdanma 1PLNOM much explain alsoNEGcan because 3PL.NOM

e  p«$ut vam

NEG write  2PL.DAT N N

OWe canOt tell you much aboutazeither, because they donOt write to you.O
Again agreements in this construction adhere to the hierarchy. The data from these different
constructions are summarized in Table 9. This constitutes only &armabf the supporting evidence
(see Corbett 1979b, 1983248, 1991: 22860; Leko 1986: 20212, Huntley 1989 for further data).

Table 9. The Agreement Hierarchy: evidence from four controllers and controller types

attributive predicate relative ponoun personal
pronoun

OtwoOfourO plus neut pl neut pl/(MASC PL) | (neut pl)/MASC PL | MASC PL
noun in SerbeCroat [MASC PL 18%)] [MASC PL 62%)]
Russiarpara sg sg sg PL
Russian conjoined sg/(PL) (sg)/PL [PL 71%] (sg)/PL PL
NPs [PL 14%]
Associative
congruction sg PL no data PL
(Russian dialect)

Note: Lower case indicates syntactic agreement, and upper case SEMANTIC AGREEMENT;
parentheses indicate a less frequent variant.
It can be seen that this wide variety of agreement options is indeed rmtstogy the Agreement

Hierarchy.
2.2.1.2. The Predicate Hierarchy

We now focus on the predicate, which was one position on the Agreement Hierarchy. In a paper
drawing largely but not exclusively o8lavic data, Comrie (1975) showed how honorific plural
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pronouns may take singular or plural agreement, but that this variation is constrained by what | shall

call the OPredicate HierarchyO:

Reformulating ComrieOs proposal we may claim that:

verb < participle < adjective < noun

Figure 2. The Predicate Hierarchy

For any controller that permits alternative agreement forms, as we move rightwards along
the Predicate Hierarchy, the likelihood of agreement forms with greater semantic

justification will increase monotonically (that is, with no intervening decrease).

In subsequent research | investigated evidence for allStaeic languages, for agreement with

honorific pronouns, and the results are given in summary form in Table 10.

Table 10.Agreement with honorifiey in theSlavic Languages

| finite verb particigde adjective | noun

West Slavic:

Czech pl (ph/SG (ph/SG SG

Slovak pl pl/(SG) SG SG

Lower Sorbian pl pl pl/SG SG

Upper Sorbian pl (ph/SG (ph/SG SG

Polish dialects pl pl/SG pl/SG SG
South Slavic:

Bulgarian pl pl [96%] SG [97%)] SG

n=167 n=163

Macedonian pl pl (ph/SG SG

SerboCroat pl pl pl/(SG) SG

Slovene pl pl/(SG) pl(SG) SG
East Slavic:

Ukrainian pl pl/(SG) (ph/SG SG

Belarusian pl pl SG SG

Russian pl pl short form long form SG®

pl [97%] SG [89%]
n=145 n=37

Note: lower cag indicates syntactic agreement, and upper case SEMANTIC AGREEMENT.
Parentheses indicate less frequent or less preferred variants. The sources of the percentag
figures are given in Corbett (1983a:-82).

13 Though this is rare, even predicate moals may be involved. This appears to have been found in nineteenth century

Russian, in the speech of the less educated:

Ito |i?
that Q

(i) Izmenniki vy,

traitor-PL  2PL.NOM a
OAre you a traitor then?0O

(+exov, Xolodnaja krov’” 1887; quoted in Viagradov and Istrina 1954: 520)
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Again there is great variation, but the overalttprn is very clear and it is fully in accord with the

Predicate Hierarchy/.

2.2.2. Target factors

Target factors are those which range over different target types. There are four cases to discuss.
2.2.2.1. The Predicate Hierarchy of Individuation

It has been known for some time that predicate type has a role in influencing agreement choices.
However, it is not clear how this fits with the other factors we have considered. The clearest data come
from Robblee (1993b), so we will look at her results first #ren return to the question of how they
relate to the Predicate Hierarchy just discussed. Robblee reports that predicates form a hierarchy c
individuation, which she motivates from other phenomena as well as agreement, including the genitive
case markig of subjects in negated sentences (Robblee 1993a). There are three main classes, eac
split into two; the reader is referred to RobbleeOs work for justification of these, but the examples in
Table 11 give an indication of membership. The six subtypesgepr increasing degrees of inherent
individuation of the predicat8.OA predicate of low inherent individuation may be attributed to and
thus occurs with many more kinds of arguments than a predicate of high individuation. For instance,
the predicatéy:” ObeO regularly occurs with subject noun phrases that are abstract, and also with thos
that are concrete. In contrast, only noun phrases denoting concrete objects normally occur as th
subject of the stative predicatezsne:” Oredden [intrans.]0.0 (Rebhb93b: 425).

The question is whether this hierarchy of predicates is relevant to agreement. Robblee took &
corpus of eight works of Russian prose published from 1976 to 1988. She extracted instances o
predicate agreement with quantified noun phrasekidmg either a numeral or one eéskol ko
Oseveral@glo OfewO aemalo Oseveral, more than a fewO (for details see Robblee 1993b), giving 373
relevant examples. The results are given in Table 11.

1 Naturally we should consider how the two hierarchies combine. This is not straightforward: the Predicate Hierarchy
forms a sukhierarchy within the Agreement Hierarchy. For data and discussion see Corbett (1983p: 76

' Individuation as a controller factor came up in section 2.1.1.3.
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Table 11.Agreement with quantified noun phrases adow to predicate type
(Robblee 1993b: 428; her percentage figures rounded to whole numbers)

Examples Total Percent

with singular examples singular
Subtype labyt ObeO 71 76 93
Subtype Ib, e.groizojti OoccurO 42 A7 89
CLASS I (OlnversionO)lsiotal 113 123 92
Subtype lla, e.gstojat” OstandO 66 122 54
Subtype lIb, e.gkrasnet” OreddenO 16 38 42
CLASS Il (OlntransitiveO) subtotal 82 160 51
Subtype llla, e.grabotat” OworkO 4 13 31
Subtype b, e.gudarit” OhitO 8 77 10
CLASS Il (OAyentiveO) subtotal 12 90 13
OVERALL TOTAL 207 373 56

The results are clear; syntactic (singular) agreement is most commobywitnd successively less
common with more individuated predicates.

The effect of the predicate is substantiated convingirldbwever, we need to disentangle the
different factors at work. Thus RobbleeOs first class comprises Oinversion predicatesO (a Relatio
Grammar term). Among other properties, these predicates are more likely to appear in predicate
subject structures #m are other predicates; and predieatbject woreborder disfavours semantic
agreement (section 2.1.2.2); it would be helpful, therefore, to have a count in which the factor of word
order is held constant, in order to isolate the effect of the predigade Robblee provides this in a
later paper; she takes the same 373 examples as in Table 11 andassifies her three main
predicate types with wordrder.

Table 12.Singular agreement with quantified noun phrases
according to word order and predieaype
(Robblee 1997: 235; her percentage figures rounded to whole numbers)

SV word order VS word order TOTAL VS/SV
CLASS | 11/13 85% 102/110 93% 113/123 92% 1.1
(OlnversionQ)
CLASS I 16/43 37% 66/117 56% 82/160 51% 15
(OlntransitiveO)
CLASS I 2/55 4% 10/35 29% 12/90 13% 7.9
(OAgentiveO)

Thus of the class I (inversion) predicates, of the 13 found with sulgeatwordorder, 11 (i.e. 85%)

had singular agreement. As we already knew, singular agreement is more like wisialyjeds order
thanwith subjectverb order (and we find this with each class of predicate). But equally, if we keep the
word-order constant and consider the class of predicate, then we see that singular is most likely witf
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inversion predicates, less so with intransitives laagt likely with agentives. The effect of wesdder
increases as we move down the Predicate Hierarchy of Individuation, as we see n the last column
derived by dividing the percentage singular agreement with-sugsfect sentences by the percentage
with subjectverb sentence$.Here then we have clear evidence that this hierarchy has an effect
independent of wordrder.

The question which remains is how this hierarchy relates to ComrieOs Predicate Hierarchy.
RobbleeOs Predicate Hierarchy of Individuapoovides a crossutting classification, as becomes
clear when we consider naerbal predicates. A few of these, suchvaio OvisibleO are in class Ib
(Robblee 1993a: 216), while the majority are lower on the hierarchy (1993a’’ 280LomrieOs
Prediate Hierarchy, which has a syntactic and morphological basis, verbs anrbsnare fully
separated. Thus RobbleeOs hierarchy can be seen as a target factor, ranging over the predicate ty
defined in ComrieOs hierarchy. It would be of great interekhdov more about the interactions

between the two, in particular to know more about how adjectives behave in structures which allow

agreement choice8.
2.2.2.2. Stacking

The remaining target factors are syntactic in nature. Like the last factor disdh&sedange over
different target types, but not necessarily all target types. The clear cases of stacking involve
attributive modifiers. As an instance, Sei®mat nouns likegazda ‘OmasterO, when in the plural,
permit both masculine and feminine modisietf we find stacked modifiers, usually both take the
same form. This is not always so, as in this example (Markovi* 1954: 95):

(24) ov-i privatne  zanatlije

this-PL.M privatePL.F artisans

Othese private artisansO
Both agreement possibilities ai@ind together. According to Leko (1986: 216) many speakers would
not accept this, preferringve OthiseL.FO.What matters here is that those who do accept different
forms in stacked modifiers have them as in (24), with the form with greater semaificajic, the
masculine, further from the controller (we do not find the revetsee privatni zanatlije). The

constraint is as follows:

'° Robblee®s figures in this column are correct: my rounding of percentages means that checking that column require
recalculation of the percentages themselves.

v Overall, predicative nounsd adjectives would be more individuating than transitive verbs, so the most individuating in
the Predicate Hierarchy of Individuation (Karen Robblee, personal communication).

1t is known thatwhen other factors are held constadjectives favour seméc agreement by comparison with verbs
(Corbett 1983a: 1&3170).
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If stacked targets show different agreement forms, the target further from the controller will

show the form with grater semantic justification
To incorporate a constraint of this type means allowing the agreement shown by one target to b
constrained in part by that of another target. It is claimed that it will apply equally to any stacked
targets, and so would apply stacked relative clauses. These are raBawic and as yet no relevant

examples have been found.
2.2.2.3. Parallelism

This constraint clearly applies to different target types. Two targets are said to be parallel when they
fill the same syntacticlat in relation to the same controller. Normally we find the same agreement
form for both, but this is not always the case, as in this example from-Gevht

(25) Sarajlije su igral-e bolje i  gotovo potpuno dominiral-i terenom.
Sarajevansiux.3pL playedpL.F better and almost completelydominatePsTPL.M field
OThe Sarajevans played better and dominated the field almost completely.O
(Oslobgenje 27.2.1953, quoted by Markovi* 1954:96)
The two verbal predicates are parallel. The controller of boSariglije OSarajevansO, a noun like
gazde Olandlords®. The nearer target shows syntactic agreement while the further shows seman

agreement. fie following constraint applies:

If parallel targets show different agreement forms, then the further target will show

semantic agreement.
This constraint ranges over different target types; for further examples of predicates and an example ¢
relative ponouns see Corbett (1983a=74). An alternative way of looking at parallel targets is to say
that they are minimally stacked, and so this constraint is-aaséof that in the previous section.

These latter two constraints operate at sentence leegi;réfer to the simultaneous presence of
two targets. They are linked to a more general corpus level regularity which is the effect of Oreal
distance.

2.2.2.4. OReal distance®

It has been claimed, more from data from outSidevicthan from within, thator any particular target

type, the further it is removed from its controller, the greater the likelihood of semantic agreement.
The examples almost always concern targets following the controller. Thus a target moved increasing
far after its controller écomes increasingly more likely to take semantic agreement. In the other
direction the position is not clear (data are harder to find) but the reverse effect is likely. It appears
then that greater Oreal distanceO accentuates the effect of theleridtor.
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2.3. Independence of influences

We have seen that the factors that range over controller types are independent of those types; they ci
in principle affect each of thef.Even within controller types, variation is independent of the
controller factes: for instance, the difference in the likelihood of semantic agreement with different
guantifiers is independent of the factors of animacy and seaddr (some evidence is reported in
Corbett 1986: 1016 and in Robblee 1997: 237). Equally target typefaetods are independent of

each other. Finally, influences on controllers are in principle independent of those arising from targets.
However, the independence of all these influences has not been demonstrated in detail. It does sugge

however, that agement is much more complex than is generaltpgnized
2.4. Features

In this section we first consider which are the agreement features (section 2.4.1), then we look at
regularities in the way they are expressed (section 2.4.2), before examining thlexc@sue of
feature resolution (section 2.4.3) and the question of default values (2.4.4).

2.4.1. Person, number and gender

The three features which are indisputably agreement features are somewhat different in nature. Gendt
is an inherent feature ofémoun. It is found on the target, say the adjective, as a consequence of its
presence in the noun (overt or covert). Thus an ending marking gender on an adjective has nothing t
do with the lexical meaning of the adjective. A somewhat similar situatitaanslfor person; person

is an inherent feature of the pronoun, but not of the verb. Number is more difficult. It is an inherent
feature of some nouns: those which are only singular (like Serbat hrabrost Ocouraged) or only
plural (like Russians¢i Ocabbage soupfpose this feature value on their modifiers. However, a
considerable proportion of the nounsStaviclanguages can be associated with both (or all) numbers.

In straightforward examples involving such nouns, the number feature appeatate primarily to

the noun; the property denoted by the adjective is not affected by the change in number. The thret
agreement features are all nominal; they are what Zwicky (1992: 378) calls the Odirect featuresO
nouns and noun phrases. As Nighshows, they have an interesting hierarchical relationship: gender
is the one which is most prone to be marked only by agreement; number is quite likely to be marked
only in this way, but this never occurs with person (1992:16%). Further discussiorf the relations
between the three features can be found in Bybee (19B8422833) and Wunderlich (1993).

19 A L = . . . . . . .
OlIn principleO because in some instances there is no opportunity for such influence; for instance, the factor of animac
cannot affect individual lexical items which always denote anin@atasvays inanimates.
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Traditional accounts oflavic languages also include agreement in case. In a phrase like
Russian:y novom avtomobile Oin a new carQ, the adjectimd noun stands in the same case, but this
covariance differs from that found with gender, number or person. Case is not a feature of the noun: i
is imposed on the noun phrase by government by some other syntactic element. Thus the noun ar
adjective aran the same case because it is imposed equally on both. This is not agreement, if we take
seriously the question of asymmetry. Following that view, we wouldrecbgnizecase as an
agreement feature, though we should recognize that it interacts stwwotighgreement features.

There is, however, a problem with this view. It concerns Polish expressions like the following
(Dziwirek 1990: 147):

(26) Sze* kobiet by-'-0 smutrrych

six ~ womanpPL.GEN] bePSTSGN sadPL.GEN

OSix women were sad.O
The verb is third singular neuter Oby defaultO (see section 2.4.4); the adjective appears to agree
number and case with the quantified noun within the subjecn phrasdthis is not the only
possibility; according to Dziwirek (1990: 158n16) the neuter singular is found in Oinformal spoken
PolishQ). This construction is in any case difficult to analyse, but it suggests that we may have to alloy

for agreementni case’
2.4.2. Exponents of features

Since the major interest &lavic agreement is in the syntax, we have concentrated on this. But the
morphology too deserves some attention (for a general account of the morphology of agreement
showing the wider typolgical frame, see Corbett 1998). We might have imagined that agreement
features could be stated just at the level of the language. But, of course, we cannot simply say that
particular language has gender agreement. There is likely to be variation aneomdements
identified as agreement targets, as in this example from Upper Sorbian:

(27) w—n je pisa’
rle AUX.~3SG write-PST.SG.M
Ohe wroteO

Here the finite verb agrees in number and person, while the participle agrees in number and gende
While observing differenceserween word classes in respect of the agreements they may show, we
might expect tdreat word classes as internally uniform in respect of their agreement potential. This
too is an oversimplification since there are instances of systematic diffeneikesword classes.

Thus Russian verbs agree with their subject in person and numbept é the past tense, which

%% Another possible instance is the secondary predicates of Old CBlarib(Wayles Browne, personal communication).
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agrees in gender and number. This generalization holds for all verbs. But there are also instances ¢
idiosyncratically different agreement possibilities within word classes. Macedonian adjectives show

this clearly:
Table 13. Agreement of Macedonian adjectives (Friedman 1993:285%
MASCULINE FEMININE NEUTER PLURAL gloss
nov nova novo novi new
kasmetlija kasmetlija kasmetlija kasmetlii lucky
taze taze taze taze fresh

Nov OnewO and similar adjectives distingiistetgenders and two numbers; those kikenetlija
OluckyO agree in number but not gender, whil®freshO and adjectives like it are indeclinable.

2.4.3. Resolution rules

A problem whereSlavic data have been important is that of Oresolution rukes@ulés which
determine the number, gender and person of the target for controllers consisting of conjoined nour
phrases. | have dealt with these previously at some length and the interested reader may consult th
work in Corbett (1983a: 17Z14; 1983b;1983c; 1991: 26:B06), see also Wechsler adati* (2003:
171-195) for an important contribution, and Corbett (2006:-288) for a new overviewr he account
herewill cover just the main points. Let us first take Slovene for illustration. If a masculine singular
and a feminine singular are conjaihet is the gender and number resolution rules which specify the
form of the target, say the predicative adjective, as masculine dual (data from Lenlek 1972):

(28) Ton'ek in Marina sta prizadevha
'[on!ek.M and MarinaF bebDuU qssiduousau.M
OTonlek ad Marina are assiduous.O

This example illustrates the point that resolution rules do not operate only to resolve feature clashe:

but can also operate when conjuncts share features (singular in this example). The next shows th
same thing with relation tgender:

(29) to drevo in gnezdona njemmi bosta ostala vV spominu

that treeN and nestN on it 1SGDAT AUX.FUT.3DU remainrDU.M in memory

OThat tree and the nest on it will remain in my memory.O
Though both conjuncts are neuter, the gender resolutiles specify masculine agreement (as we
shall see later). It is important to recall that resolution is generally not obligatory; instead agreement is
often with one conjunct only, and so resolution is not involved (section 2.1.1.6).
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Number and persoresolution are the easier onesSkavic and elsewhere, if resolution occurs,
then two singulars (in Old Churc8lavic Slovene and Sorbian) require a dual and in all other
instances a plural is used (see Corbett 1983b:1¥87 189190 for a complicatiorhere). And for
person, the presence of a first person determines first person agreement, failing that a second pers
will give second person agreement (and failing both of these conditions the third person arises by
general default}:

Let us return toite most interesting type, namely gender resolution. This may follow two distinct
principles: the syntactic principle or the semantic principle. Gender resolution by the syntactic
principle operates according to the syntactic gender of the conjoined iteespective of their
meaning. Gender resolution by the semantic principle involves reference to the meaning of the
conjoined elements, even if this implies disregard for their syntactic gender. This gives us two types;
there is a third (mixed) type, sinseme languages use interesting combinations of the two principles.
We shall consider these three typedum (sections 2.4.3-2.4.3.3). Since this overview was first
presented there has been interesting progress on gender resolution. The data raed grese
according to the old typology and the pointers to new ideas are given in section 2He8,3having
seen various instance of gender resolution, we shall consider further the typology of resolution system
(section 2.4.3.4).

2.4.3.1. Syntactigender resolution

Syntactic gender resolution is found in Slovene. In Slovene, a masculine conjoined with a feminine, as
we saw in (28) above, or with a neuter, as in (30) takes a masculine predicate:

(30) Tonlek in to dekletce sta prizadevha
Tonlek(M) and that little.girl(N) beDU assiduousu.m
OTon!ek and that little girl are assiduous.O

When a feminine and a neuter are conjoined, the masculine is still found (examples (31), (32) and (33
arefrom Priestly (1993: 433), the remainder are from Lenlek 1972):

(31) Milka in  njeno tele sta bi-lI-a Zunaj
Milka(F) and her calf(N) AUX.3DU bePSTDU.M outside
OMilka and her calf were outside.O

! The problems of incorporating resolution rules into linguistic theory have been partly addressed, patithiartiie
framework of Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar (Farkas and Ojeda 1983; Morgan 1984; Sag, Gazdar, Wasow ar
Weisler 1985: 152A55).
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Similarly, two conjoined neuter singulars take a maseudual, as we saw in (28)The way in which
the feminine/neuter dual form can result from the resolution rules is if two feminines are conjoined:

(32) Milka in  njena malka sta bi-I-i Zunaj
Milka(F) and her catf) AUX.3DU be-PSTDU.F outside
OMilkaand her cat were outside.O

The gender resolution rules are as follows:

1. if all conjuncts are feminine, then the feminine form is used;

2. otherwise the masculine is used.
The number resolution rules determine when the dual and when the pluraréotabe used. As this
is so, the rules just given will also account for gender resolution when the plural results. Thus in (33),
all the conjuncts are neuter, but the masculine plural form is required:

(33) Dve teleti in eno %rebe so bi-I-i Zunaj
two foal(N)-bu and one calf(N) AUX.3PL bePSTPLM outside
OTwo foals and a calf were outside.O

Again, the feminine is possible only if all the conjuncts are feminine:

(34) Marina, Marta in Marjanca  so prizadevhe

Marinaf) Martaf) and Marjancaf) be.3L assiduousL.F

OMarina, Marta and Marjanca are assiduous.O

The important point for our typology is that in the rules given there is no recourse to semantic
factors; the syntactic gender is the sufficient determining factor

2.4.3.2. Mixed gender resolution

Polish has three forms for gender agreement in the singular; in the plural there is a division into
masculine personal (abbreviated.#ER<) and the remainder (Amasculine personalNK.PERD).

When in conjoined struates none of the conjuncts is headed by a masculine personal noun, then the
nornrmasculine personal is used (Rothstein 1993P733):

(35) Basia [ Marysia przynio-'-y sa'at
Basiaf) and Marysiaf) broughtPST-PL.NM.PERS salad
OBasia and Marysia hight salad.O

If a masculine personal noun heads one of the conjuncts then the masculine personal form is used:

%2 \We follow Ler ek here, who gives the fullest and clearest account. For a possilpécation with examples like @
see Corbetf1983a: 212n6).
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(36) Janek i Marysia przynie-I-i ciastka
Janekft) and Marysiaf) bring-PSTM.PERSPL pastryPL.ACC
OJanek and Marysia brought pasto

The resolution rules required appear to be as follows:

1. if at least one conjunct is masculine personal, then the masculine personal form is used;

2. otherwise the nomasculine personal form is used.
Rules like these can be found in numerous detsons, and they operate in other W&savic
languages. However, Polish is actually more interesting. Consider this example from Doroszewski
(1962: 237):

(37) Hania [ Reks bawtl-i si( pi'k-.

Haniaf) and Rex() play-PSFPL.M.PERS REFL ball-INS

OHania and Rex were playing with a ball.O
There is no masculine personal conjunct in (37), sk¥e, a dog, is masculine but not personal, and
yet the predicate is masculine personal.t&sres like (37) have been discussed at length. The best
data are provided by Zieniukowa (1979), who gives responses to a questionnaire by 31 young peopl
in their upper teen.For a sentence comparable to (37), only two speakers used tmeasouline
personal form (and one used a different construction). The masculine personal form, as in (37), is the
preferred form. It cannot result simply from the presence of the Houia denoting a person, since in
(35) both conjuncts denoted humans but amascuine personal form was used. It is worth checking
whether having a masculine animate conjunct is sufficient: in the following example both conjuncts

are masculine animate:

(38) pies [ kot jedki na podw—rzu

dogfv) and cat(v) eatPST-PLM.PERS on yard

OThe dog and the cat were eating in the yard.O
Zieniukowa found that the masculine personal form (as in the example) was the majority choice;
however, seven speakers chose themasnculine personal form. Thus masculine animates are less
likely to producea masculine personal form than masculine animate plus a feminine denoting a
human. Even the combination of feminine denoting a human conjoined with masculine inanimate can

result in a masculine personal form:

2 Compare Weiss (1985: 358565).
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(39) Mama, c—reczka i w—zek ukazal-i si(  nagle
MotherfF) daughtert) and pram@) showPST-PL.M.PERS REFL suddenly
OThe mother, daughter and pram appeared suddenly.O

In this example speakers were equally divided between the masculine personal and the non
masculine personakazaly (one speakerhose neither).

The rules required to cover these examples (and other types described in Corbett 1933a: 197
200) are as follows:

=

if the subject includes a masculine personal conjunct, the predicate will be in the masculine
personal form;
. (optiona) if the subject includes the features masculine and personal, whether these are
syntactic or semantic, the predicate may be in the masculine personal form;
. (optional) if the subject includes a masculine animate conjunct, the predicate may be in the
masculine personal form;
4. otherwise the predicate will be in the Amasculine personal form.

N

w

The first rule, which accounts for the form in (36), is straightforward. The optional Rules 2 and 3 both
represent relaxations of Rule 1: in Rule 2 the conustimpply to the subject as a whole rather than to a
single conjunct and, more surprisingly, they allow semantic or syntactic features or a combination of
these. Rule 3, on the other hand, retains the restriction to a single conjunct but reduces theergquire
from personal to animate. Rule 2 accounts for the form in sentence (39) while Rule 3 permits (38). It is
significant that when both Rule 2 and Rule 3 can apply, as in (37) then for those Zieniukowa consulted
the masculine personal form is almost oflayy. When none of these rules apply, the-masculine
personal form is assigned by Rule 4, as in sentence (35). The rules refer both to syntactic gender and
semantic criteria. Thus Polish stands between the clearly semantic gender resolutiorsgnthdtie

type.
2.4.3.3. Semantic gender resolution

Slavic does not have a language with semantic gender resolution, but@&ediogives fascinating

signs of a system that may be moving that way. The resolution rules seem to be as in Slovene, that i
if all the conjuncts are feminine then the feminine form is used and otherwise the masculine form is
used. Given at least one nfeminine conjunct there is no problefh the masculine form is the
resolved form. Here feminine and neuter are conjoined:

(40) Znanje i intuicija su kod njega
knowledgel) andintuition(F) AuUxX.3PL with him

sara,ival-i i dopunjaval-i se...
work.togethePST-PLM and supplemenPST-PLM REFL N
OKnowledge and intuition worked together in him and supplemented each other...O
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(Andri*, Travnicka Hronika)

Similarly, when neuters are conjoined we find a masculine plural predicate:

(41) Njegovo mesto u razvitku kasabe i njegovo
his place() in developmenttownGEN and his

znalenje u %ivotu kasabalija bi-I-i su
importarce(N) in life inhabitantsPL.GEN bePSTPLM AUX.3PL

onakwi kako smo ih napred ukratko opisali.

suchpPLM as AUX.1PL them before briefly described

OHis place in the development of the town and his importance in the life of the inhabitants were
suchas we described them briefly before.O (Andri*, Travnicka Hronika)

When all the conjuncts are feminine, then we would expect feminine agreements, as we find in the
following example:

(42) Opreznost, suptilnost i pedanterija tih bezbrojnih
discretionf), subtlety€) and pedantryf) these innumerdle

poruka zbunjival-e su mladi*a ...

assignmentseEN  perplexPST-PL.F AUX.3PL young.man

OThe discretion, subtlety and pedantry of these innumerable assignments perplexed the young
man ... O (Andri*, Travnicka Hronika)

So far the examples can bandled by the simple rules, found in Slovene (if all conjuncts are
feminine, agreements will be feminine, otherwise masculine). And this must have been the earlier
situation in SerbeCroat. More recently in Serb@roat we find the use of masculine agreetsen
instances not sanctioned by the old rules. Gudkov (1965) claimed that a masculine predicate it

possible, even though all the conjuncts are feminine, provided that at least one of them is headed by
noun of the-stem type (with no ending in the namative singular):

(43) Vre,a-l-i su ga nebriga [ lakomislenost ~ Tahir-begov-a.
offendBPST-PLM  AUX.3PL him carelessnesg( and capriciousness] Tahir-begPOSSF
OTahtbegOs carelessness and capriciousness offended him.(Andri*, Travnicka Hronika)

Masculine agreement here is not obligatory, as example (42) shows: both masculine and feminine

agreements are both found. The gender resolution rules are similar to those required for Slovene, bl

we must allow for the first rule to be optional. The iasting point is the nature of the condition on

this optionality. Gudkov suggested a morphological condition, so our rules would be along these lines:
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1. if all conjuncts are feminine, then the feminine form will be used; (if at least one of the
conjuncs is a noun of thestem declension, then this rule is optional);

2. otherwise the masculine will be used.
Such a rule would be quite remarkable, because agreement rules normally refer to syntactic ol
semantic categories. The condition referring to annof a particular declensional type would be a
considerable weakening of the theory of agreeffieintturns out that the morphological condition
does not cover all the relevant instances. Gudkov himself subsequently pointed out occasiona
examples in whie subjects headed exclusively by feminine nouns:itake masculine agreements
(1974: 61):

(44) $tula [ $taka  bi-l-i su sve $to
wooden.legf) and crutchf) bepPsTPLM AUXx.3PL all that

je tada$nja medicina mogla da mu pru%oi.

AUX.3sG of thattime medicine could that himDAT offer N

OA wooden leg and a crutch were all that medical science of that time could offer him.O
(Popovi*)

Gudkov was quite right; I can add this confirming example:

(45) /ustrina sa kojom je pisao i lako*a sa kojom je
speedf) with which AUX.3sG wrote and easef) with which AUX.3SG

nalazioreli i pore,enja  zagrejal-i su ga, |
found words and comparisons warmpPST-PL.M AUX.3PL him and

konzul oseti ne$to kao olak$anje.
consul felt something like relief
OThe sged with which he wrote and the ease with which he found words and comparisons
encouraged him, and the consul felt a kind of relief.0
(Andri*, Travnicka Hronika)

Even if we accepted the weakening implied by the morphological condition, we wouldestill
unable to account for some of the examples involved, including (44) and (45). The significant point is
that in all the examples with feminine conjuncts but masculine agreement, the noun phrases denot

* A more serious weakening would be to suggest that the rule should be stated in ptainelogs (which would then
infringe theprinciple of phonology-free syntax (Pullum and Zwicky 1988: 278). The rule would then refer to the presence

of a noun ending in a consonant (since the nouns afgtean declension typically end in a consonanth& nominative
singular like the typical masculines). However, there are also nouns:dike Othought® which belong to trstem
declension yet end in a vowel. This final vowel alternates with a consonant, but in a not fully predictable way (see Corbet
1983a: 190 for details). Hence the phonological condition is inadequate.
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inanimates. | have found no examples of masculigeeeanent with feminine nouns denoting

persong’ Therefore the condition can and should be stated as a semantic one:

1. if all conjuncts are feminine, then the feminine form will be used; (if the conjuncts denote

inanimates, then this rule is optional);

2. otherwise the masculine will be used.

We still need to explain why the majority of examples with feminine conjuncts and masculine
agreements involve a noun of thetem declension. This declension includes a large proportion of
abstract nouns, and ptecally no animates. When one collects genuine examples of conjoined noun
phrases it is striking that the overwhelming majority have conjuncts of the same semantic type (all
animate or all inanimate). Thus when a feminine noun of-ttem declension isne of the conjuncts
then there will normally be no animates in the subject. This means, in turn, that the use of the feminine
agreement form will have no semantic justification (unlike its use with animate conjuncts which
denote females). What seems tohag@pening is that Seri@roat is is moving from gender resolution
rules operating on syntactic conditions towards a semantic system. We may represent the developme
as follows:

Stage 1 (earlier Serb©roat, as still in Slovene)

1. all conjuncts femime — feminine
2. otherwise — masculine

This is a simple syntactic system.

Stage 2 (present SeH@roat)

1. all conjuncts feminine — feminine (optional for inanimates)

2. otherwise — masculine
It is not clear whether the option should relate to mates or nofmumans. In either case the crucial
point is that the rules include a reference to semantics, and so we have moved from a syntactic to
mixed system. These rules can be formulated differently:

Stage 2 (alternative formulation)

1. all conjuncts female — feminine
2. all conjuncts feminine — feminine (optional)
3. otherwise — masculine

2 Ljubomir Popovi* informs me (personal communication) that he has found rare examples even of this type in written
text.
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A possible development is for the optional rule to be dropped.

Stage 3 (hypothetical)

1. all conjuncts female — feminine
2. otherwise — masculine

If this development occurs, then we shall have had the development from a syntactic system, through
mixed system, to a semantic system. (For further discussion of resolution inC3edicsee Leko
(1986: 220243), and for the earlier period 8favic see Oulga (1997).)

The importance of semantic considerations should give pause for thought here. Perhaps too thi
rather special rules for coordinate noun phrases, which are a phenosoemanhat peripheral to the
syntactic system should concern Wechslerand Zlati* (2003: 17195) made the interesting
suggestion that across languagegmate noun phrases are subject to semantic resolution, while
inanimates are subject to syntactic resolution. In all languages, even those like Slovene anrd Serbo
Croat, gender resolain is semantically driven. A key piece of evidence concerns the behaviour of
hybrid nouns (22.1.1.1) in coordinate structures. TheyFat&da and Zec (1995) for this; in fact the
observation had been made earlier by Megaard (1976: 95), though itscaigrefiwas not recognized
then. We may rethink their suggestion as follows: resolutian be based in part on semantic criteria;
it may additionally be based on syntactic criteria. This then gives us two pleasing effects. First, gendet
resolution is mordike person and number resolution. Second, gender resolution directly reflects
gender assignment, since gender assignment is always based on semantic criteria, which may or mz
not be supplemented by formal criteria; for details of this new typology seetC®006: 25863).

2.4.3.4. More on the typology of resolution systems

There are further types of feature which might have been expected to have a role, and their exclusiol
from gender resolution (and usually from resolution in general) allows usngiram further the
possible types of resolution system.

First there are no rules of the type: Oif there is a first person feminine conjunct then ...O or Oif the
is a neuter dual conjunct then ...0. Gender resolution needs to refer only to gendea{snoeespn

resolution refers only to person, and number resolution refers only to nifhbenight appear that

2 Smith, Tsimpli and Ouhalla (1993: 3B3.7) report on antempt to teach (among other things) impossible resolution
rules to Christopher, a polygletvant, and to a control group. Their invented language Epun has these (impossible) rules:

1st singular plus third singular feminine is resolved as third plunghfae;

1st singular plus third singular masculine is resolved as second singular.

(Gender is distinguished only in the third person.)
In translating from English to Epun, Christopher followed the first rule, but generalized it to the second case ted used
third plural masculine there. Of the four subjects used as controls (all first year undergraduate students of linguistics, one
managed the impossible agreements, the other three used the forms expected in genuine natural languages (the first pers
plural) in both the situations above.
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the resolution rules are completely independent of each other. However, while they are independent i
their formulation, they are not indepnt in their operation; in other words, they operate as a set or
not at all. Agreement may be with one conjunct or with all conjuncts; if the latter, that is if resolution
operates, then all applicable resolution rules must operate. There cannot, resp|lien in gender

but not in person. For more on the interdependence of resolution rules see Corbett (19883, 182
2003.

Resolution is also independent of the agreement target. That is to say, there are no resolutio
rules of the type Oif all conjits are neuter, then adjectival targets take masculine agreement while
verbal targets take neuter agreement.O Information about the target cannot be part of a resolution ru
Whatdoes differ is the likelihood of resolution as compared with agreementtivitinearest conjunct.
Resolution is a particular case of semantic agreement. The distribution of resolution (semantic
agreement) versus agreement with the nearest conjunct (syntactic agreement) is therefore constrain
by the Agreement Hierarchy (see sect2.2.1.1).

A third type of conceivable conditioning factor which is never employed is that of the
construction: resolution is Oconstruction independentO. As we saw in section 2.1.1.7, some Sla\
languages have a comitative construction where agreempassible with the governed noun phrase
as well as with the head (for this reason they are sometimes calleacgumtsitives). When this is the
case, resolution in comitative constructions will always be as in conjoined constructions. Thus Polish
has acomitative construction which allows agreement with both noun phrases (resolutiold, (Dy
1988: 386

(46) Jurek z Jankiem poszl-i na spacer
Jurek{1) with Janek{) go-PSTPLM.PERS for walk
OJurek and Janek went for a walk.O

(47) Ewa z Jankiem poszl-i na spacer
Ewaf) with Janek{) go-PST-PLM.PERS for walk
OEwa and Janek wdat a walk.O

(48) Ewa z Mari. posz'-y na spacer
Ewaf) with MariafF) go-PSTPLNM.PERS for walk
OEwa and Maria went for a walk.O

As Dy'a points out, resolution rules operate to give the same results as with conjoined

expressions: where we have asauline personal conjunct then masculine personal agreement results

" See also Szupryczy2ska (1991). For a small amount of Slovene data sele (1&72: 6162), and for a discussion of
the semantics of these constructions in Russian and Polish see McNally (1993).
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(as in (46) and (47J§. It should be noted, however, that once again the likelihood of resolution as
opposed to agreement with just one element (the head noun phrase in this instandepeloe on the

construction.
2.4.4. Default values

Agreement targets which are morphologically able to agree typiealyagree in Slavic, even when

their controller lacks the appropriate features (as when it is a complete clause or an infinitive
constuction)” or is totally lacking (as in impersonal constructions). In such circumstances default
values appear, normally third person, singular and neuter.

These defaults may differ from the normal occurrences of third person neuter singulars in two
ways. krst, they may in some circumstances be morphologically distinct. Thus Ukrainian predicative
adjectives haveo for Oneutral agreementO, the failure to agree, as oppasfen thbe neuter singular.

And Russian uses the pronoa OthisO rather thawo OitO for antecedents that are not genuinely
neuter singulars. And second, they differ syntactically, in that conjoining controllers which take
default agreements simply leads to the same default agreement (not neuter plural).

This line of research &s cotinued by Dziwirek in a Relational Grammar account (1990); she
shows that numeral phrases in Polish can fill the subject position (that is, she argues against th
impersonal sentence analysis) but that the predicate agreement (neuter singular) remsdnts d
values. Her analysis is discussed in Stroi2ska (1992). Defaults also figure prominently in accounts of
SerboeCroat numeral phrases: the GB account of Franks (1995119¥and the HPSG account of
Wechsler and Zlati* (1997).

%8 A further construction type is what Schwartz (1988) cadld-coded coordinations: she illustrates the construction from
various languages, including Polish (1988: 54; two typographical errors have been corrected):

(i) poszl-i--my z matk. do kina
go-PST-PL.M.PERSAUX.1PL with~ mother to cinema
Omother anldvent to the cinemaO

In this construction, one of the conjuncts is omitted. However, the verb form (masculine personal) shows the form expected
from gender resolution, provided the first person (speaker) is male. If the speaker is female, then thaltbba: wo
(i) posz'-y--my z matk. do Kkina
go-PST-NM.PERSPL-AUX.1PL with mother to cinema
Omother and | went to the cinemaO
Compare with the following, also with a female speaker:

(i) poszl-i--my z ojcem do kina
go-PST-PLM.PERSAUX.1PL with father to cinema
Ofather and | went to the cinemaO
We again find the forms predicted by the normal resolution rules. (I am grateful to Katarzyna Jaszolt and Roland Sussex
for help with the data.)

?° See Browne (1990) on Serayoat and (1998) on SouSBiavicmoregenerally.
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2.5. Typologically unusial domains

The agreement domains typical for Slavic, discussed briefly at the beginning of section 2, are noi
remarkable typologically. There are, however, some agreement constructions which are more unusua
and we consider them in turn here.

2.5.1. Posessives in Upper Sorbian and Slovak

Perhaps the most remarkable instance of agreement in Slavic is found in Upper Sorbian, where th
possessive adjective can control an attributive modifier, as in this example (from Fasske 1981:
382383):

(49) moj-eho mu%ow-a sotra

My-SGM.GEN husbanePOSSSGF.NOM  SisterSG.F.NOM

Omy husbandOs sisterO
In (49), the possessive suffixw- may be thought of as marking the phragg muz Omy husbandO. To
it is added the inflectional marker for nominative singularifime, showing agreement with the head
nounsotra OsisterQ. The particularly interesting fommwjsho; this is masculine sinoeuz OhusbandO,
which is the source ofiuzowa, is masculine. It is singular for the same reason (the formation of the
possessivadijective requires a singular referent). Thus we have the possessive adjective as a controlle
of agreement, taking another attributive modifier as its target, which is a totally unexpected agreemen
domain. The construction has been discussed in det&lbrbett (1987, 1995) and so it will be just
noted here; see those sources for references and for the distribution of the construction in the Sorbie
dialects see Fasske (1996:-B®). This Upper Sorbian construction is indeed remarkable; the only
other nodern Slavic language which has it, and to a more limited extent, is Slovak. Control of the
relative pronoun by the possessive adjective is much more common, while control of the anaphoric
pronoun is general in Slavic (except for Polish, where it is laite

2.5.2. OCollaborative® agreement

The loss of the dual number has led to lower numerals being involved in complex constructions in
various Slavic languages. Here we consider such numerals in Russian. The nume€itisoOri
threeO antkryre OfourO, when themselves in the nominative, take a noun in the genitive gmgular.
OtwoO has the feminine fahme

(50) dv-e sosn&
two-F pine-SG.GEN
Otwo pinesO
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The special interest here is that the numeral governs the form of the equining it to be genitive

and singular (the stress in this example makes the noun unambiguously genitive singular). It is only
because the noun is singular that there can be agreement in gender, since gender is not distinguished
the plural in Russiarso the genitive singular noun, required to be in that form by the numeral, in turn
acts as the controller for gender agreement of the numeral, hence the term Ocollaborative agreemer
For further discussion of the headedness relations here see Cord8)f{The problems discussed in
sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2 were treated together as Oreluctant controllersO in Corbett (1986).

2.5.3. ODistantO agreement

In agreement with conjoined noun phrases, as we saw in section 2.1.1.6, there are typically twc
possililities (within Slavic and more widely): agreement with all conjuncts (in which case the
operation of resolution rules is required) or agreement with just the nearest conjunct. There is,
however, a further rare possibility. It é8stant agreement, that 0 say agreement with the first
conjunct, which, with subjeeaterb word order, is not the nearest. Examples occur in Slovene:

(51) knjig-e in peresa SO se podra%ii-e

bookf)-PL and pen{V)-PL AUX.3PL REFL get.deaiPST-PL.F

OBooks and pens havedrae more expensive.O (Lenlek 1972: 59)
This must be an instance of agreement with the first conjunct; agreement with all would require the
masculine plural (a result of the resolution rules, section 2.4.3). Similar examples occur i Serbo
Croat; the mosextensive source is Megaard (1976), see also Leko (1986: 230). (It has also been
claimed that in +akavian dialects of the 14ffith centuries agreement could be with the most
important conjunct, even if this was not the nearest or the first, Glavan2B80243145; the
evidence is very limited.) Since these examples have been misunderstood outside Slavic circles it i
worth stressing that distant agreement is rare, and that agreement with the nearest noun phrase is mu
more common.

2.5.4. OBackO agreement

Some traditional grammars state that, in sentences consisting of subject noun phrase, copula an
nominal predicate, besides the expected agreement with the subject, agreement of the copula with tr
noun phrase in the predicate may also be found. Thisopiemon is calledittraction, or back or
backward agreement. Given that predicatsubject order is common in Slavic, it is of course not
sufficient merely to find examples of agreement with the postverbal noun phrase. The evidence is

% And for the special situation in Seroat see Corbett (2009).
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assessed in Corbett @® see 1019020 for discussion of Russian data; see also Crockett 1976: 406
407). The following Czech sentences appear to be gaoed facie evidence for back agreement (the
construction is noted in Vanek (1970: 83):

(52) jednaa dv3 jsou tdi
one andtwo bepL three N
Oone and two are (make) threeO

(53) jednaa t4i jsou ltydi
one andthreebePL fogr
Oone and three are fourO

(54) dv3 a t4i |je p3t
two andthreebesc five
Otwo and three are five®

(55) t4i a t4i je Pest
tpree andthreebesc six~
Othree and three are sixO

The regularity is that if the numeral to the right (in our examples) of the copula is OtwoO, Othree®
OfourQ, then the copula takes plural agreement, while if it is OfiveO, thexbdive singular is found.
Moreover, there are syntactic tests to show that the numeral in question is part of the predicate
(Corbett 1986: 1002003). More needs to be done to specify the conditions under which this type of
agreement can occur in difemt Slavic languages. This is made more difficult by the fact that its

OhabitatO is being eroded by the rise of the instrumental predicate. However, the mere existence of b,
agreement would be problematical for some theoretical frameworks.

3. Innovations and ongoing research

Here we consider three broad areas: questions of definition (section 3.1), formal models (section 3.2)
and the question of features (section 3.3).

3.1. Definitions

Two strands of work deserve attention here: the basic problenfioihdeagreement, and the interest

of the phenomena which make that definition difficult.

3.1.1. Attempts to define agreement

As suggested in the quote from Anderson, it is a genuinely difficult task to define agreement in a cleai

and consistent way, sepding it from allied but different phenemena. Work which should be noted

! The acceptability of the sentences given according to VanekOs account was confirmed by three consultants: Robe
Slonek, Magda Newman and Otto Pick.



AGREEMENT INSLAVONIC 41

here, as being particularly relevant to Slavic problems, is that of Kibrik (1977), Lehfeldt (1980) and
Meld uk (1993). We shall do no more than note the problem and the fact of grvgaik here, since
there is a bookength survey of research into the question by Schmidt and Lehfeldt (1885)a
recent OcanonicalO approach to the issue in Corbett (2006)

3.1.2. OBorder phenomenaO

Work on definitions highlights constructions whiahe of particular interest. Thus all the instances
discussed in section 2.1 above are likely to be problematic for at least some definitions of agreement
Such Oborder phenomenaO deserve special attention. One which is of special interest is the clit
douwbling found in Bulgarian (Scatton 1993: 2289, 234235, and Rudin 1986), and in Macedonian.
Consider this example from Macedonian (Friedman 1993: 285, see also 291):

(56) Kule-to ja kaca malkata

dogDEF.SGN 3SGF.ACC bites CatDEF.SGF

Othe dogites the catO
In Macedonian, if the object is definite then an object clitic pronoun is required. Depending on oneOs
definition of agreement this is either agreement conditioned by definiteness, or it is not yet a case of
agreement but is an interestinggtiance of a source of future agreement. Either way, the development
of this construction, and the differences between Bulgarian and Macedonian in this area, are of specie
interest (see Friedman 1994 and references there).

3.2. Formal models

Naturally wewish to describe the agreement pats of Slavic with an appropte formal model. Let

us consider its desired properties. There is an intuition that agreement is asymmetric. Some accouni
of agreement capture this intuition directly by copying featueeiipations from the controller to the
target. These featw®pying approaches face several problems: the controller may be absent (as in
pro-drop languages), or it may be present but be underspecified, something which occurs frequently
with pronouns (Bdow 1988/1992: 3943; his arguments are developed in Pollard and Sag 1994: 62
67); or the feature specifications on the controller and the target may simply not match. Unification
based accounts, where agreement can be seen as a matter of cumulagingpfpoantiation from the
controller and the target, have much better prospects (Shieber 1988, Barlow 1988/1992: 225,

but see Bayer and Johnson 1995 for problems). Consider just one of the arguments, starting from th
following example:
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(57) Ja bud-u dovolen/dovoin-a

| beFuT-1sG satisfiedsG.M]/satisfiedsGF

Ol will be satisfiedO (man/woman talking).
In accounts based on a rule of featcopying, we need to say that Russian and other Slavic languages
have two pronoung:, one masculine andne feminine, which happen to be phonologically identical.
In a unificationbased approach, we could have the following feature structures, for the female
instance(the first for the pronoun and the verb, and the second for the predicative adjective):

£g Inumber: singular § [number: singular ]
(58) #person: Ist § [gender: feminineJ

These feature structures can be unified, since they are compatible, to give the following structure:

[number: singular ]
(59) | person: 1st |

[gender: feminine J

Thus the information is cumatied from different parts of the structure. These approaches to language
may be called Oconstraitsed approachesO (Shieber 1992: 1); they specify, as constraints, thai
particular feature structures must unify.

However, specifically for representing agment, this leaves the question of asymmetry. In
Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar this notion is reintroduced by the Control Agreement Principle
(based on Keenan 1974), which specifies possible controllers and targets, and gives them differer
statusse (see Gazdar, Klein, Pullum and Sag 1985). In Haaken Phrase Structure Grammar the
asymmetry is captured through Oanchoring®; gender, number and person features are anchored to
world entities through noun phrase indices, even though they magpiessed morphologically other
than on the noun phrase (see Pollard and Sag 1998,6&hd compare Kathol 1999).

A recurrent problem is that we find mismatchésinstances where controller and target may
realize feature values which do not unify nedtlie saw numerous examples in sections 2.2.1.1 and
2.4.3). We have seen areas where the pattern is clear, the data constrained by the Agreement Hierarc
(section 2.2.1.1), the data constrained by the Predicate Hierarchy (section 2.2.1.2) and predicat
agreement with numeral phrases (Table 2 in section 2.1.1.3). But these constraints, which have
substantial crosbnguistic support, do not fit readily into current accounts of agreement (Barlow 1991,

Pollard and Sag 1994: 58, Kathol 1989 et us concentraten just one, the Agreement Hierarchy.

%2 See also Kirby (1999:2096) for recent discussion of the Agreement Hierarchy in terms of the emergence of language
universals.



AGREEMENT INSLAVONIC 43

When developing a more refined account of agreement, which might address the kind of data
covered by the Agreement Hierarchy, a common first move, as Barlow (1991 points out) is to split
agreement into two differenphenomena: for instance, in LFG it is grammatical vs anaphoric
agreement (Bresnan and Mchombo 1987). Whatever the merits of splitting agreement into two
phenomena, this does not solve our problem. We cannot simply say that, for instance, where there is
choice of agreement options, semantically justified agreement will be found within the structures
which LFG calls anaphoric agreement. First, because the divide between syntactic and semanti
agreement is not necessarily cleat. We saw this with agreemtdn SerbeCroat (Table 9), there is a
choice in predicate position and for the relative pronoun. Second, at the extremes, there can still be
choice: the noun phrase must surely come under Ogrammatical agreementO if agreement is split, and
we can fid semantic agreement here (example (18)); conversely the personal pronoun would be
expected to fall under anaphoric agreement, and yet syntactic agreement can be found here (fc
instance, neuter agreement with Czéehce Ogirl (colloquial), Vanek 1970: 8B). Moreover, it is
not at all clear that the problem is being tackled in terms of the right component. The constraints we
have been discussing, in particular the Agreement Hierarchy, are violable at the OsamkéhcEHe
Agreement Hierarchy does not necessarily rule out specific sentences, as thi€r®atbexample

shows.

(60) Dva tim-a, koj-a se nalaze u donjem delu tabele,
two teamSG.GEN, which-PL.N REFL find in lower part tableGEN,

Radni'ki i Olimpija, u Kragujevcu na te$kom terenu igral-i
Radni'ki and Olimpija, in Kragujevac on difficult pitch play-PSTPL.M

su prliavo i nesportski.

AUX.3PL  dirtily and unsportingly

OTwo teams, which find themselves in the lower part of the (leagueRatte!ki and

Olimpija, on a difficult pitch in Kragujevac played dirtily and unsportingly.O

(Politika 9.X11.1969, from Sand 1971: &35)

Here we have semantic agreement of the predicate, but syntactic agreement of the relative pronour
We might haveexpected that it would be impossible to find semantic agreement at a point to the left
on the Agreement Hierarchy occurring together with syntactic agreement at a point to the right. This
example shows that that expectation is false. Such examples dn dcoeiatively rarely. The
important claim is that at the level of the corpus the constraints of the Agreement Hierarchy will hold.
That is to say, overall the likelihood of semantic agreement will be greater with targets to the right on
the hierarchy (Wich is indeed the case with this type of controller in S€hmat, as the data in Table

9 demonstrate) but this constraint need not apply at the level of the individual sentence, and sc
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instances like (60) are not ruled out. (See Johnson and Postal G@@8B637 for a discussion of

sentencdevel versus corpuevel constraints.)

In HP too, agreement is split, intimdex agreement, syntactic agreement and pragmatic
agreement (Pollard and Sag 1994: @P2). Working within this framework, and attempting &ke
account of the many instances of agreement choices, Wechsler and Zlati* (199& QB partly
prefigured in Zlati* and Wechsler 1997) consider the types of information in lexical entries and
possible mismatches between them. They suggest thadllexities include four types of information:

declension< concord < index « semantics

In a completely regular noun all the types of information correlate. But others may break the chain at
any of the three points given. Wechsler and Zlati* accéemsome of the interesting problems of
SerboeCroat and they formalize their account, providing a fragment in HPSG. There are still few
analyses which address part of the complexity of the data and given a genuinely formal account.

3.3. Understanding agrement features

Many are interested in agreement as a syntactic problem. However, there is a tradition within Slavic
studies of interest in the agreement features themselves, particularly in gender, but also in numbe
There is important work on establispitthe features involved, by Zaliznjak (196973 and by
Gladkij (1969, 1973a, 1973b). And there are survey articles on the relevant features, like that of
Naylor (1978).

3.3.1. Genders and subgenders

Gender is a fascinating category, which | have regeioth specifically in relation to Slavic (Corbett
1988) and more widely (Corbett 1991), and will not consider at length here. Since the Slavic systems
of gender assignment are of interest typologically (gender depends in part on inflectional class) &
formal account of the Russian system is given by Fraser and Corbett (1995) in the Network
Morphology framework. The rise of animacy is considered in section 4.3.2 below. A formal approach
to the question of subgenders, concentrating on Polish also withilNeh&ork Morphology
framework, is provided by Brown (1998).

% While primarily on case, Zaliznjak (1973) is a major paper on the general issue of establishing the features and value:
required for analysing a gimdanguage.
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3.3.2. Number

Here too an overview of the Slavic systems is available, with extensive references (Corbett 1994) anc
a general typology can be found in Corbett Q0@ bibliography of research amumber in Slavic is

available®
4. Topics for future investigation

There are several areas which clearly merit research. The fact that so much has already been doi
makes it more likely that work in Slavic can lead to wider theoretical advances.

4.1. The ypology of agreement systems

In some respects Slavic agreement systems are unremarkable typologically; after all, many language
have subjecpredicate agreement, agreement in gender and number within the noun phrase, and so or
And yet there are points wte Slavic is unusual, and these clearly deserve special attention.

4.1.1. Possessives in Upper Sorbian and Slovak

As noted in section 2.5.1, agreement of attributive modifiers with possessive adjectives is quite
remarkable. It deserves further work, pautarly given the uncertain situation of Upper Sorbian.

4.1.2. Distant agreement

This was discussed in section 2.5.3; it is unusual in Slavic and unusuadlirgasstically; little more

is known. Megaard (1976: 881) suggests that distant agreemenbsssible in Serb&roat only if the
conjuncts are of the same numbérall singular or all plural; see also Leko 1986: 230 for discussion
of the phenomenon. For this topic even the basic facts have not yet been established.

4.1.3. OBackO agreement

With back agreement too (section 2.5.4) we have not got the essential data: which languages allow
back agreement, under what circumstances, optionally or obligatorily.

4.1.4. Triple agreement possibilities

When discussing alternative agreement possibilities, isemetendency to assume there must be just
two options. This is normally the case, but there are also situations in which there are in principle at
least three possible agreements. Phrases headed by the Russian numésaOthousand® can,

* At http://www.surrey.ac.uk/LIS/SMG/number.html
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according todifferent authors, take feminine singular, neuter singular and plural agreement of the
predicate. But whether any individual speaker has three possibilities is not clear. Or there are
conjoined noun phrases in SetBmat where the head nouns are femisidenoting abstracts: in
principle we might expect it to be possible to have agreement with just the nearest (feminine singular)
normal resolution (feminine plural), or the new type of resolution (masculine pfural).

Such threevay possibilities are relaely rare, and for this reason deserver a closer look. Are we
dealing merely with two binary choices which happen to converge, or does the third option introduce
anything new, in terms of variability, speaker uncertainty or even avoidance of certarncimrs?

4.2. Modelling of variation

Slavic languages make it evident that agreement options are not temporary instabilities but are
endemic in agreement systems. The interactions of several competing factors lead to complex patterr
of variation. We shoald look to accounts which model the variation we observe. We might expect
statistical approaches to have a place. We should also expect models to be testable. This is happeni
in morphology (thus Network Morphology accounts of Slavic data, like thatodbe®t and Fraser

1993 have an implemented fragment, written in the lexical knowledge represent language DATR,
which can be used to check computationally that the theory does indeed give the output claimed). Wi
should expect that formal syntactic models &hould more often be supported by implemented
versions rather than by hamdving.

4.3. Diachronic perspectives

It is natural to ask how agreement systems change over time. The Slavic family provides interesting
data on a least four aspects of the qoestihe directionality of change, the rise of new feature values,

the rise of object agreement and the development of resolutiori‘rules.
4.3.1. OThere and backO changes

There are plenty of examples in the literature of change, over varying periods ,dirdimen initial

state to a final state. We may come to expect that that is how change must be. But Slavic provide
evidence for change proceeding in one direction and then turning back. Consider these data o
predicate agreement in Russian.

%® SerbeCroatdeca Ochildren® takes feminine singular, neuter plural and masculine plural agreements; however, accordin
to the analysis in Corbett (1983a:-86), for any given target in a spiéed agreement domain there are never more than
two options with this controller.

% For change in the conditions on agreement in Russian over the last two centuliies,searches can be run on the
Shortterm Morphosyntactic Change Databasegovitsky/, Brown, CorbettBaerman, Longnd Quilliam2009).
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Table 14.Predicate agreement with quantified subjects in RussidiRQtB centuries

18th century 19th century 20th century
quantifier SG PL | %PL | SG PL | %PL | SG PL | %PL
OtwoO@fourd 55 | 357 | 87 54 | 357 | 87 | 146 | 710 | 83
Ofive@tenO 19 | 34 | 64 74| 82| 53 | 110 | 110 | 50
collectives (e.gdvoe OtwoO) | 25 | 41 | 62 23| 82| 78 35| 255 | 88
complex numbers (e.g. 48 26 | 35 71 62 | 47 | 103 65| 39

dvadcat’ 0200)

compound numbers (e.prok | 45 24 | 35 72 71| 50 57 40 | 41

pjat’ 0450)
neskol ko Oa fewO 105 | 28 | 21 | 151 | 139 | 48 | 137 78 | 36
mnogo Omany&ol ko Ohow 42 0 0 not given 282 9 3

manyQstol ko Oso manyO

These data (derived from Suprun 1969: 185, 188) show the particular quantifier involved has a major
influence on the form of predicate agremt) as discussed in section 2.1.1.3. What is of special
interest here is the change in the agreement options over time. The table shows that if we conside
complex numerals, compound numerals, or the quantifigiol ko Oa fewO, we find a rise in plural
agreement from the eighteenth to the nineteenth century, and a drop again from the nineteenth to th
twentieth century. Thus the change for these quantifiers moves in favour of semantic agreement an
then back in favour of syntactic agreement.

4.3.2. The ise of animacy

Animacy is an agreement category, reflected in agreement of the adjective and relative pronoun, an
also of the predicate verb in some languages. It is @enfer (Corbett 1991: 16557), narrower in

range than the three main gendersslaimore recent addition to the system than the main genders,
and assignment to the animate gi@mder is (still) largely based on semantics. There are languages
like Russian where, with very few exceptions, only nouns which are semantically animate can be
grammatically animate. Then there are others in which animacy is becoming less clearly semantic;
thus for some speakers of Polish, in some syntactic environments, a whole range of nouns denotin
inanimates can be treated as animate, for exabapte: ObaanaO (Wertz 1977:5B). If we look at

the agreement targets affected by animacy, then in the-amsth(SerbeCroat) we see that only the
singular of masculines is affected. In the nag#ist (Russian), all the plurals are affected in addition
(Huntley1980).

There are further developments in some West Slavic languages, most notably in Polish, where
there is a distinction in the plural between nouns denoting male humans and all others. Assignment i
fairly strictly semantic, and the expression involves mouns and the agreeing forms (within the noun
phrase and in the predicate). Here the masculine personal has unique forms ofNtstlssynare not
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syncretic with others. Let us look at Upper Sorbian, which has the complexity of Polish together with
the dual number. It is described by Ermakova (1976) and Fasske (198&41399the relevant data
are given in Table 15.

Table 15.Genders and subgenders in Upper Sorbian

I I 1 v V
NOM SG  dobry susod dobry k—2 dobry $tom dobra %ona dobre s'owo
ACC SG  dobreho susoda dobreho konja dobry $tom dobru %onu dobre s'owo
ACC DU  dobreju susodow dobrej konjej dobrej $tomaj dobrej %onje dobrej s'owje
NOM PL dobri susod5i dobre konje dobre $tomy dobre %ony dobre s'owa
Ogood neighbour®  Ogood horseO  Ogood treed Ogoosvoman®  Ogood wordd
MASCULINE MASCULINE MASCULINE FEMININE NEUTER

PERSONAL ANIMATE INANIMATE

The target gender forms illustrated in Table 15 (selected from Upper SorbianOs three numbers ar
seven cases) allow us to establish five agreement cla®3és Tlhe nominative and accusative
singular agreement forms provide the evidence to separate out agreement class IV (which is th
feminine gender) and agreement class V (the neuter). Of the remaining agreement classes, Il differ
from 1l only in the accusater singular. Both have dependent (only syncretic) target forms, equivalent
to the genitive and nominative respectively. They are thus subgenders, masculine animate an:
inanimate respectively. Agreement class | differs from them both in the accusativa dapendent

target gender form, and in the nominative plural. (It differs in other forms not included in Table 15.)
This agreement class (1), the masculine pers@aalpe treated as a separate gender since it varies in
four forms out of 21, (seven casewsultiplied by three numbers, though there is considerable
syncretism) and it has an independent target gender form, the nominative plural (also arguably the
nominative dual). This system is presented in Figure 3.

singular dual plural

\<

Figure 3. The gender system of UpperrBian
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The variety of animate and personal forms in Slavic, many of which are of relatively recent
origin, present a wonderful opportunity to see the rise of a new gender; it is easier to see how gender
are born by looking at the recent historySavic than by speculating on the earlier period of ldo
European. For progress in this area specifically with regard to Russian sekoK{¥894) and
Timberlake (1997).

4.3.3. Clitic doubling

Clitic doubling was discussed briefly in section 3.1.2. It appearbetdhe beginning of object
agreement inSlavic As such it deserves careful research. The differences already apparent in
Bulgarian and Macedonian, and the comparison with similar languages with clitics but no clitic
doubling, make it a potentially fruuf area.

4.3.4. The development of resolution rules in SerbGroatian

As we saw in section 2.4.3.3, the resolution rules of S€rbatian are at a pivotal point where the
system type appears to be changing to what would be a new tyB&aWe This chage would be
worth documenting.

4.4. Psycholinguistic work

Agreement has of late been proving of interest to psycholinguists; see, for example, Bock and Miller
(1991), Vigliocco, Butterworth, Semenza (1995) and Clahsen and Hansen (1997). Often they work on
systems which are rather less complex than thoStavic However, Kehayia, Jarema, and K.dziela
(1990) include Polish as one of the languages in a-tirggsstic comparison. Given the existence of
agreement systems 8lavic languages which vary ingpect of quite small featureSlavic might well

prove fertile ground. We should hope to see increasing collaboration with psycholinguists.

4.5. The acquisition of agreement and agreement categories

Given the complexity of the factors involved in agreensamt the interest of the agreement categories
for cognitive development, it would be natural to investigate their acquisition. There is fascinating
information on the acquisition of Polish 8moczy2ska (1985: 62680, 637639, 641642, 644646).

There is much more work that could be done in terms of acquisition, particularly with comparisons
across thé&lavic languages. It is demanding work, requiring careful separation of the categories being
investigated and ideally a large corpus of acquisition data.
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4.6. Conversational data

Work on agreement iB8lavic has in the main been firmly based on empirical data, as in the work of
Patton (1969), Suprun (1969), Sand (1971) and Robblee (1993b) foplex&iuwever, the data have
most often been from written language. With the increasing availability of large corpora, we can look
to further worthwhile work of this type. But detailed work on conversational data would be of
particular value. Initial resean shows that agreement choices, which are of considerable theoretical
interest, occur relatively commonly in spoken language. A corpus of about 49,000 words of spoken
Russian (Zemskaja and Kapanadze 1978) was scanned for examples of three agreemzrtholseice
involving conjoined noun phrases, quantified expressions and relativ®whoO (with a plural
antecedent). There were 22 examples, in other words examples occurred more frequently than once
2,500 words. In addition, there were instances aérofigreement choices which were not included in

the count. More generally, however, spoken data are where we must look for an understanding of th
function of agreement.

4.7. The function of agreement

Given its pervasiveness and complexity, it is reasentbbsk what agreement does. This question is

to be understood as relating to the agreement system as a whole. The old answer is that it introduc:
redundancy, so that if part of the message is lost, owing to noise in the communication channel, ther
is agreater chance that the original message can be reconstituted. This may welbbéhpaahswer.
Researchers hawsopointed to a more specific function of agreement, namely its role in allowing the
speaker to keep track of referents in a discolmgeneans of the agreement categories (see Lehmann
1982: 233, 1988; Foley and Van Valin 1984: 327). This view is consistent with that of Barlow
(1988/1992: 3, 7), according to whom the controller and target Oinstigate discourse referentsO. Polle
and Sag1988: 242) also see the role of agreement as being to keep track of referents in discourse. Th
old and new suggestions as to the role of agreement may be seen as complementary. It may well |
that its functions and importance may vary considerably frogulage to language.

There are also more specific questions, relating to particular parts of the agreement system
Concerning the function of agreement choices, Robblee (19934333 considers singular and
plural agreement with quantified noun phrases amgues that agreement expresses the speakerOs view
of the event in terms of individuation, with plural agreement having an individuating function and
singular agreement being used for deindividuation. And then there is the relation between agreemer
morphology and the possibility of dropping subject pronouns. Franks (19982387 in a discussion
of null subject phenomena, points out that in th8kesic languages where the copula and the past
tense auxiliary have Offikdgedd agreement systems (iiclg person agreement), that is in West
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and SouthSlavig subject pronouns are standardly omitted. And in Eetic where there is no
copula and past tense auxiliary showing person agreement, subject pronouns are not standardl
dropped.However, a studypased on texts with translations in different Slavic languages shows the
picture to be more complex and gradient (Seo 2001).

5. Conclusion

Agreement inSlavic is an area that has already been relatively well researched. We have reasonable
accounts of thelifferent agreement systems, and ample evidence of the pervasive nature of options in
agreement systems. The nature of the work that has been doneStekesgreement a potentially
excellent area for new research, of various kinds. For instance, weakgood deal about individual
factors which affect agreement choices, but much less on how they interact. We know something
about the adult systems, but rather little about how they are acquired and what their function is. And
the Slavic languages are didiently similar and sufficiently different to provide an attractive research
laboratory.

Research on agreement continues steadily. In particular, the conditions on different agreemen
options inSlavic prove as fascinating as ever. They are tackled IHRBG framework in a series of
papers, concentrating on Serbian/Croatian, by Stephen Wechsler and Larisa Zlati*, notably in their
2001 paper. The various papers are drawn together in Wechsler and Zlati* (2003). Various interesting
options in SoutlBSlavic ae also documented by Mladenova (2001). Her data are directly relevant to
the Agreement Hierarchy, which is specifically tested in Leko (2000), using Bosnian data and in
Igartua (2004), looking at Old Russian. The relevant evidence on the Agreement hyiefeom
Slavic and beyond, is summarized in Corbett (2006). Agreement in Czech is discussed both by
Panevovi and Petkevi! (1997) and by Veselovski (2001). The diachrony of agreement is the subject o
Igartua (2000). A particularly welcome departure is the use of psgghdtic techniques to elucidate
agreement, as iNicol and Wilson (2000andRusakova (2001)
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