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11- Predicting Lexical Inventories: Agreement Loss
1 Introduction

With the analysis of the distribution of expletives in Italian and English we have seen how important aspects of the functional inventory of a language need not necessarily be stipulated in the lexicon of each language and may instead be directly dictated by their grammar. For example, in the case of expletives, the inventory of expletive pronouns of each language coincides with the set of uninterpretable pronouns allowed to surface in optimal structures, which in turn depends on the ranking of Full-Interpretation in each language. 

The analysis of subject-agreement to be considered next pursues the same goal, i.e. that of replacing language-specific stipulations with more principled explanations based on the universal constraints of grammar. The aim is to derive the inventory of agreement features expressed by different languages across different syntactic configurations in terms of universal constraints governing agreement configurations and their interaction.

2 Available Agreement Configurations

What types of subject-related agreement configurations are there? 

2.1 Spec-head Agreement

A language, may let Iº agree with subjects in specIP —hence under a local configuration— on specific agreement features. This is for example the case with Italian num and person features, or Standard Arabic, which agrees in num, person, and gender. 

(1) Italian (num, ps):


io ho mangiato,

tu hai mangiato,

…..

I have.1sg eaten

you have.2sg eaten
(2) Standard Arabic (num, ps, gen)

L-banaat-u 


darab-na



l-?awlaad-a


  











The-girls-Nom 
hit-PAST-3Fpl
the-boys-Acc














The girls hit the boys
2.2 Extended Agreement

Languages may also let Iº agree with c-commanded subjects within VP. For example, Italian preserves agreement in person and number even with postverbal subjects adjoined to VP. Likewise, Standard Arabic preserves agreement in person and gender.

(3) Italian (num, ps):


ho mangiato io,

hai mangiato tu, ….

have.1sg eaten I

have.2sg eaten you
(4) Standard Arabic (ps, gen):
Darab-at



/
*-na

?al-banaat-u

Zayd-an


 









Hit-PAST-3Fsg
/
*-3Fpl
the-girls-Nom

Zayd-Acc


  









The girls hit Zayd

2.3 No Agreement

Languages might also simply lack agreement. For example, Chinese never shows agreement, whatever the position of the subject relative to Iº. Likewise, Italian shows no agreement in Iº with respect to gender. 

2.4 Scope of Agreement. 
Some scholars have proposed that in (3) and (4) agreement might occur with an empty expletive pronoun proexpl in specIP, itself related to the postverbal subject. If this were true, agreement would occur under the same local structural configuration of (1) and (2) above; see the structure below:

(5) 
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Many studies, however, have cast doubts on this analysis, which furthermore simply shifts the problem of agreement under c-command onto the relation between proexpl and the lower subject (see Rizzi 1982, Samek-Lodovici 1996:chap 5,Weerman 1989:212, Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou, 1999:102).

Clear evidence for non-local agreement comes from Icelandic (Taraldsen, 1996:191), where there is a subject in specIP –namely okkur (we) – but it cannot agree with Iº because it is lexically marked with dative case. As a result Iº assigns nominative case and agrees in number with the object hestarnir (horses). 

(6) 
Okkur

lik-a

/
*-um

hestarnir


We-Dat 

like-3pl
/
*-1pl

horses-the-Nom


We like the horses

That the subject is indeed in specIP was demonstrated by Sigur(sson (1992:204-209), who shows how oblique subjects (i.e. subjects with a case other than nominative) behave like nominative marked subjects in specIP with respect to a great variety of properties, including reflexivization, Wh-extraction, cliticization, and distribution. But if the subject okkur is in specIP then there simply is no available specIP position for proexpl, and therefore agreement must occur directly between Iº and the object in its VP‑complement.

3 Agreement Impoverishment

The main issue faced by a theory of agreement thus is determining which feature agrees in which structural domain. One way to do that is of course to simply stipulate for each language what features are allowed to agree, and in what structural domain. Such a choice predicts the existence of languages where a feature F shows extended agreement while lacking spec-head agreement. Agreement in number, for example, could be possible only under extended agreement, as in language X below.

(7) Language X:

Spec-Head agreement on person








Extended agreement on person and number


Patterns of enriched non-local agreement like the one above never seem to occur. At least in SVO languages, agreement between subjects and Iº never appear to involve an increase in the number of agreeing features as one moves from specIP-subjects to c‑commanded ones. The number of agreeing features across the local and non-local configurations is either kept constant, as in the Italian examples shown in (1) and (3) above, or decreased, as in Standard Arabic where number agreement is possible with spec-head subjects but not with c‑commanded ones, as shown again below.

(8) 
a.
L-banaat-u 



darab-na



/
*-at

l-?awlaad-a


  

The-girls-Nom 

hit-PAST-3Fpl
/
*-3Fsg 
the-boys-Acc




The girls hit the boys


b.
Darab-at



/
*-na


?al-banaat-u

Zayd-an


 

Hit-PAST-3Fsg
/
*-3Fpl

the-girls-Nom

Zayd-Acc


  

The girls hit Zayd

The same occurs in many other languages, as recorded in the following two tables:

Subject-Iº agreement in gender (gen), number (num) and person (ps) 

	Language:
	Spec-head agr.
	Extended agr.

	Moroccan Arabic,

Italian,

Spanish,

Chinese.
	ps, num, gen

ps, num

ps, num

none
	ps, num, gen

ps, num

ps, num

none

	Standard Arabic
	ps, num, gen
	ps, gen

	Fassan, 

Genoese, 

Ampezzan, 

Romagnol
	ps, num, gen

ps, num, gen

ps, num, gen

ps, num, gen
	ps, (num)

ps, (num)

ps, (num)

ps, (num)

	Conegliano,

Trentino, 

Fiorentino.
	ps, num, gen

ps, num, gen

ps, num, gen
	ps

ps

ps


	
	Group 1

Preserved Agreement
	Group 2

Agreement Impoverishment
	Group 3

No Agr

	Pers.
	Italian, Spanish, Fassan, Genoese  Ampezzan, Romagnol, Conegliano Trentino,  Fiorentino

Moroccan Arabic, Standard Arabic
	
	Chinese 

	Num.
	Italian

Spanish

Moroccan Arabic
	Fiorentino, Trentino, Conegliano, (Fassan), (Genoese), (Romagnol) (Ampezzan), Standard Arabic 
	Chinese



	Gen.
	Moroccan Arabic

Standard Arabic
	Fassan, Genoese, Ampezzan, Romagnol, Conegliano, Trentino, Fiorentino
	Chinese 

Italian Spanish


We may describe the above data through the following empirical generalization (based on Moravcsik 1978, Corbett 1979, Barlow 1992, Manzini & Savoia 1998):

(9) Agreement Impoverishment:
Agreement within local projections is never poorer than agreement within 

their extended projections. 

Is it possible to design the theory of agreement in a way that predicts the generalization in (9) while at the same time determining the specific agreement inventory of each language?

4 OT-Analysis

Let us proceed with the formal analysis of agreement impoverishment. The proposed constraints treat the agreement relation as present for some feature f only when it is expressed by some visible morphology varying across different values for f. Thus, Italian is maintained to have agreement in person and number because distinct values for these features produce distinct visible forms for Iº. In contrast, agreement is deemed to be absent when varying feature values does not produce any visible effect. For example, Chinese is considered as lacking agreement all together, rather than as hosting non-visible agreement. Likewise, so called ‘default’ agreement, where agreement features are morphologically expressed but remain invariant despite changes in the feature values of the DP they should agree with, is interpreted as lack of agreement.

4.1 Constraints

Lack of agreement is favored by the constraint NoFeats —for no features— which is violated whenever agreement occurs.

(10) NoFeats: 
No agreement features.


The other two constraints, Agr and ExtAgr, require agreement to occur and state its legitimate domain. Since languages differ in the set of features that they express, these two constraints are relativized to specific features through the subscript f, which varies over person, number and gender feature-values.


The first constraint, Agrf favors structures where agreement on feature f occurs within the smallest available domain, i.e. the local projection of a head. Locality is here intended in the strictest possible sense, requiring the path that unites the two agreeing items to remain internal to the local phrasal projection of the agreement head —circled in the figure below—, i.e. only if it never crosses a phrasal boundary. 

(11) Local projection domain of a head Xº.





It follows that Agrf is violated whenever no agreement occurs on f, but also when a head H agrees with a DP contained in its complement, since in this case the agreement relation crosses the complement phrasal boundary. Such a violation, for example, occurs when Iº agrees with inverted subjects contained in its VP‑complement. The only configuration satisfying Agrf in the cases examined in this work is spec-head agreement.

(12) Agrf:
An agreement head H and a DP must agree on feature f within the local projection HP.


The constraint ExtAgrf —for extended agreement— imposes a looser condition, only requiring the agreement path to occur within the extended projection of the agreeing head H. When the agreeing head H is Iº, this domain includes all positions that can be reached via a path never crossing a phrasal node not belonging to the extended projection of Iº, which is formed by VP and IP. This larger agreement domain includes both in situ subjects in specVP as well as inverted subjects in VP-adjoined position, which therefore satisfy ExtAgrf. 

In contrast, a subject in a complement clause or embedded within some argument of V is outside the extended agreement domain, and would violate ExtAgrf. Like Agrf, the constraint ExtAgrf is also violated when agreement is absent.

(13) ExtAgrf:
An agreement head H and a DP must agree on feature f within the extended projection of H. 


Agreement Entailment – All structures that satisfy Agrf necessarily satisfy ExtAgrf as well, whereas there are structures that satisfy ExtAgrf but not Agrf, such as clause-bound agreement between Iº and an inverted subject within VP. It is precisely this relation that makes it possible to derive agreement impoverishment while accounting for individual variations across languages.

4.2 Analysis

The interaction among the above constraints entails the generalization on agreement impoverishment, and governs how much agreement is carried by agreement heads in each specific language.

We examine in each case a generic agreement feature f, and a potential agreement relation between H and DP on f. We consider two distinct agreement domains: spec-head agreement within the local projection of the agreement head H vs. extended agreement within the extended projection of H. For each domain we let GEN build two competing candidates, one where H morphologically expresses f and the other where f is left unexpressed. Whether agreement occurs or not in a domain is determined by the interaction of Agrf, ExtAgrf, and NoFeats, which partitions the set of possible languages in the three groups shown in table (3) above and repeated below: 

· Group 1 –  Preserved Agreement: ExtAgrf >> NoFeats  (three rankings in total).


Agreement occurs and is preserved whenever ExtAgrf dominates NoFeats. When H and DP are in a spec-head configuration, the structure with agreement in (a) wins over the one lacking it in (b), because agreement satisfies ExtAgrf which non-agreement fails. Since ExtAgrf already dominates NoFeats, the ranking of Agrf becomes irrelevant, because under this configuration it assesses the same violations as ExtAgrf.

T1. Preserved agreement

	domain = spec-head 
	ExtAgrf 
	NoFeats
	
	Agrf

	a.
( 
with agreement
	
	*
	
	

	b.   

no agreement
	*!
	
	
	*



When the DP occurs elsewhere in the extended projection of H, agreement is preserved. The higher rank of ExtAgrf ensures that the structure displaying agreement is preferred over the one lacking it. Since no spec-head agreement occurs, Agrf is violated by both candidates, and can thus once again be ranked anywhere.

T2. Preserved agreement

	domain = extended proj. 
	ExtAgrf 
	NoFeats
	
	Agrf

	a.
( 
with agreement
	
	*
	
	*

	b.


no agreement
	*!
	
	
	*


· Group 2 – Agreement Impoverishment” Agrf >> NoFeats >> ExtAgrf  (one ranking in total).


Agreement loss arises whenever Agrf dominates NoFeats, and this in turn dominates ExtAgrf. Under the spec-head configuration, agreement now wins because it satisfies the highest ranked Agrf, which the non-agreement structure fails.

T3. Agreement impoverishment

	domain = spec-head 
	Agrf 
	NoFeats
	ExtAgrf 

	a.
( 
with agreement
	
	*
	

	b.


no agreement
	*!
	
	*



When agreement occurs under a non spec-head configuration, however, Agrf no longer distinguishes among the two competitors, and since NoFeats dominates ExtAgrf, the winning candidate is the agreementless (b).

T4. Agreement impoverishment

	domain = extended proj.
	Agrf 
	NoFeats
	ExtAgrf 

	a.



with agreement
	*
	*!
	

	b. 
( 

no agreement
	*
	
	*



Languages with this ranking thus experience agreement loss on f when the DP shifts from a spec-head configuration with H to another position in the same clause.

· Group 3 – Lack of Agreement: NoFeats >>{Agrf, ExtAgrf } (two ranking in total).


Finally, languages lacking agreement emerge whenever NoFeats dominates both Agrf and ExtAgrf. In this case, the no-agreement candidate is op​timal in either configuration, because it is the only one satisfying the highest ranked constraint NoFeats. As the two tableaux below show, this occurs independently of the ranking of Agrf and ExtAgrf relative to each other.

T5. Lack of agreement

	domain = spec-head 
	NoFeats 
	Agrf
	ExtAgrf 

	a.



with agreement
	*!
	
	

	b. 
( 

no agreement
	
	*
	*


T6. Lack of agreement

	domain = extended proj.
	NoFeats 
	Agrf
	ExtAgrf 

	a.



with agreement
	*!
	*
	

	b. 
( 

no agreement
	
	*
	*



A synthesis of the overall interaction is shown in the table below. The agreement constraints are relativized with respect to agreement features, and therefore a language may fall into one agreement class relative to one feature but in another with respect to a different one. For example, Italian preserves agreement with respect to person and number, but lacks gender agreement, thus belonging to the no-agreement class gender-wise. A similar picture holds true for Standard Arabic, which preserves agreement in person and gender, but shows agreement loss in number.

Agreement Typology via Constraint Reranking

	Agreement-Type
	Ranking

	Group 1 – Preserved agreement.  
	ExtAgrf >> NoFeats

(ranking of Agrf irrelevant)

	Group 2 – Agreement impoverishment. 
	Agrf >> NoFeats >> ExtAgrf

	Group 3 – Lack of agreement. 
	NoFeats >>{Agrf, ExtAgrf}



All grammars identified by a ranking of these constraints fall into one region of the above partition. Any grammar will in fact either rank ExtAgrf over NoFeats, and fall in the first group, or rank them in the reverse order. In this latter case, a grammar will either rank Agrf over NoFeats, and fall in the second group, or do the opposite, and fall in the third group. No other agreement pattern is thus possible. 

What is excluded from this list, and hence predicted impossible, is a language where agreement between a head and a DP outside its local projection is richer than agreement within the same projection. In particular, agreement under c-command cannot be richer than agreement under a spec-head configuration. The generalization of agreement impoverishment thus follows straightforwardly as an entailment of the analysis. 
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� The parentheses express the observation that loss in number agreement is restricted to feminine subjects and it is optional (Haiman & Benincá 1992). 
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