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Abstract
This paper contributes to the debate over the nuwibkeatures
needed in order to offer an adequate analysis ofeagent.
Traditional grammar and some recent proposals,bhothy
Alsina and Arsenijev (2012a, b, c), operate with two types —
what is conventionally referred to as syntacticsusrsemantic
agreement. Adopting Wechsler and Aati(2000: 800, 2003,
2012) model, which envisages a division into thtgees of
agreement (two syntactic ones, in addition to asgp, purely
semantic feature), this paper argues that we nemth @
tripartition, because without it we cannot accdiantthe facts in
languages like Serbian/Croatian, English and Bidgar

1 Introduction®
Traditional grammar has for a long time distingeidhbetween so called

syntactic (formal or grammatical) agreement/conc¢id, and semantic (or
notional) agreement/concord, (2).

(1) Even stage-shy, anti-industiyrvana is on board. (COCA).
(2) Nirvana are believed to be working on cover versions of selv&sainal
punk tracks. (BNC)

Some formal approaches, among them constraindbases, have
called for at least three types of agreement (Weclad Zlat 2000: 800,
2003, 2012), as have researches with a more tyjgaldgackground (Corbett
1983a: 81, 1986: 1015). Recently there has beeewsth interest in
agreement features in the setting of constraineédabkeories like LFG and
HPSG, with some doubts expressed as to how masyt#&tatures are really
needed to account for agreement phenomena. Alsth@esenijevt (2012a,

'For helpful comments, | would like to thank AlexaadBagasheva, Aaron
Broadwell, Mary Dalrymple, Anna Kibort, Lilyana Gedanova, Mira Kovatcheva,
Joan Maling, John Payne, Mitko Sabev, Christo SteaweTsvetomira Venkova and
Palma Zlateva, as well as two anonymous refereesirey Stoevski drew my
attention to the discussion iranguage The article has also benefited from feedback
received at the Linguistic Seminar of Sofia Univtgts Faculty of Classical and
Modern Languages and the LFG13 Conference at theetsity of Debrecen.
Abbreviations: ACC — accusative, AUX — auxiliaryNB — British National Corpus,
BrE — British English, COCA — Corpus of Contempgr&merican English, F —
feminine, INST — instrumental, M — masculine, N euter/noun, NAmME — North
American English, OB — Old Bulgarian, OCS — Old @ituSlavonic, PL — plural,
PPRT — past participle, REFL — reflexive, SG — glag SC — Serbian/Croatian,
VOC - vocative.

“Traditional sources often use the tercamcordandagreemeninterchangeably. In
this paper, following the established LFG and HRB&tice,agreements used as a
cover term, whereaoncordis reserved to designate a type of agreementrieatu



b, c), for instance, argue that it is extravagantvbrk with Wechsler and
Zlati¢'s (2000, 2003, 2012) proposal involving three satamely concord,
index and semantics. In Wechsler and Zlatmodel, concord and index both
belong to syntax, the former more closely related nhorphological
declension and the latter more closely reflectisghantics, with semantic
features forming a separate category. The motinabiehind this apparent
proliferation comes from Serbian/Croatian noung lileca ‘children’ and
braca ‘brothers’, which are said to agree with femingiagular attributive
targets (concord agreement), neuter plural verbd pronouns (index
agreement) and, potentially, masculine plural pumso(semantic/pragmatic
agreement), as in example (3), where we illusttatecord agreement within
the subject NP and index agreement in the predicate

3) Ta dobr-a deca su dos-l-a.
that.F.SG good-F.SG children AUX.3PL come-PRRFL?
‘Those good children came.”  (SC; Wechsler andiZ2003: 51)

Alsina and Arsenijevi (2012a, b) believe that, rather than having
three faces, agreement has only two — traditionafgrred to as syntactic
versus semantic agreement (or grammatical versustionab
agreement/concord). The first accusation they lav&Vechsler and Zldts
trichotomy is that it gives rise to rampant redurma and complexity,
predicting that there would be numerous classesoohs based on all the
possible combinations of features, though in ngatinly a handful of those
classes have any members in them. In additios, deemed suspicious that
most nouns, even in Serbian/Croatian, should hhgesame values for all
their feature sets.

This paper aims to justify the need for at ledsed agreement
feature sets. In the first place, redundancy isrofhisguided as criticism,
especially in the light of agreement, which couédviewed as a superfluous
linguistic luxury itself. Secondly, many of the ptive classes involving
nouns with no members in them can be independeuityl out by Corbett's
(1983 and elsewhere) agreement hierarchies, whichghly speaking,
anticipate increasingly semantics-based agreerherfutther away from the
controller the target is located. The system carfuother streamlined by
postulating default principles of feature inheritanin addition, as Wechsler
and Zlatt (2012: 384) point out, Alsina and Arsenij@gi alternative
proposal creates as much complexity as the originalwhich it is meant to
replace.

Thirdly, this paper sets out to demonstrate thdsinA and
Arsenijevic’s treatment rests on some rather problematic agssons
regarding the Serbian/Croatian data, which go afj@@orbett's (1983 and
elsewhere) otherwise typologically and empiricabund generalisations of
how agreement works. Therefore Alsina and Arseidjel not provide a

*This analysis is not uncontroversial. It will bevigited below.



viable solution that can be squared with the ewadeifhe second half of the
paper outlines attempts to demonstrate that theetlsets of features are
actually necessary even for morphologically and/declensionally
impoverished languages such as present-day EragigiBulgarian.

2 Redundancy

According to Alsina and Arsenijevi(2012a: 371), postulating three sets of
features would lead to a wasteful proliferatiomotin classes, most of them
with no members at all. Given that a language sasclerbian/Croatian has
two numbers (singular vs. plural) and three genlaesculine, feminine and
neuter), leaving aside the category of case, alsimputer singular noun
would have to have neuter singular concord, nesibgular index and neuter
(i.e. inanimate) singular semantics. Compared tongathat this is just a
neuter singular noun, this three-tier descriptiomymnook clumsy and
excessive, but the apparent clumsiness is easigrcome with feature
inheritance, envisaged by Wechsler and ZIg2000: 800, 2003: 49)
themselves. In other words, the default scenaribas all the features of a
noun are the same, with no mismatches. Such aitivetidea makes light
the possible burden on the memory of storing thermmation separately for
each feature type and domain.

Now, there could be mismatches, as we have seewealwhich
would have to put more of a strain on processiraciies, since different
values are needed for the different feature typé®re are declensionally
neuter nouns which have masculine or feminine séogras they refer to
human beings, e.g. Germadfddchenand Bulgarianiomuue/momite ‘girl’,
both grammatically neuter but with female referemswever, we would
hardly expect to find a noun that refers to a maa woman and possesses
masculine or feminine concord and neuter indexs Tould be one of the
empty categories Alsina and Arsenijefeel uneasy about. Since Wechsler
and Zlatt's feature sets are to a large extent (not alwtysugh) tied to
agreement domains, it is obvious that semantic eageat will have the
closest link to semantic justification, followed mgdex and then concord, for

(4) Corbett’'s (1983: 88) Combined Target Hierarchies:

greater likelhood of semantically justified agreemt ——— 3=

noun
adjective
participle
attrbutive _ predicate ____ relative pronoun____ personal pronoun
(nominative) (finite verb) (nominative) (nominative)

oblique oblique oblique



which the link to meaning is loosest, as per tlusfinition. This is also
anticipated by Corbett's Combined Agreement Hidras, reproduced in
(4), stating that the likelihood of semantic justtion increases
monotonically, without any corresponding decreake, further to the right
one move$.A lot of potential empty classes are thereby rudat Concrete
figures or statistics are hardly needed for anytonke able to imagine how
this would bring down the number of potential césss

Even if this were not so, however, and all theurethncy and
proliferation remained, neither would be a fairticsm. If anything,
language is a system which fosters extreme reduydagreement being a
case in point, as is the repetition of time infotioaindicated with an adverb
like yesterday as well as via the tense of the verb for instaigimilarly,
there are so many combinations of phonemes or rearph in any given
language which are allowed, but are simply not maske of. This rarely
keeps linguists up at night.

3 The analysis of the Serbian/Croatian data

More troublesome are some of the assumptions ochathie analysis of
Alsina and Arsenijevi (2012a, b) rests. Relevant Serbian/Croatian ecglen
is presented in (5) below. The central point teeradtout the marking in (5) is
that in Serbian/Croatian, as in other Indo-Eurodaaguages, the suffba is
ambiguous between feminine singular and neuteaplur

(5) Sreo sam Ba  On-a Su dosl-a.
metM.SG AUX.1SG brothers they=SGN.PL AUX.3PL cameF.SG/N.PL
‘I met the brothers. They came.’
(SC; Alsina and Arsenijei2012a: 371)

On the analysis involving only two agreement featsetspraca is
thought to be syntactically feminine singular aramantically masculine
plural (Alsina and Arsenije¥i 2012a: 370, 373), so the morphologically
ambiguous pronounnain (5), as well as the participle of the lexicairly,
would have to be feminine singular, as opposedetatar plural, the latter
being Wechsler and Zléts (2003: 56ff.) and Corbett's (1983: 78ff.)
interpretation. Crucially, the pronowma and the participle in (5) cannot be
feminine singular in the environment of a pluraiiteé verb, in line with
Corbett’s (1983: 88) robust Predicate Hierarchydjpabove (see Wechsler
and Zlaté 2012: 383). Following Corbett's empirically testgeheralisations,
both targets should be seen as neuter plural &rdenothing else, unless one
wants to make the unjustified claim that Serbiao&fian has pronouns and
participles with mismatched F.SG and N.PL featunebjch would be
nothing more than aad hocstipulation (see Alsina and Arsenijé\2012a:

“Cf. Alsina and Arsenije¥i (2012c) for a discussion of their model in comgani
with Corbett’s predictions.



373, fn. 9, 375, fn. 14, who seem to be making thiplicit assumption
involving mismatched pronouns throughout their pap€orbett’s Predicate
Hierarchy obtains for any given clause and predies you cannot start with
more semantically justified agreement, i.e. thergldinite verb, and then
switch to more grammatical agreement on the pphécicf. Dalrymple and
Hristov 2010: 193-195, Hristov 2012: chap?2).

In effect, the only viable proposal which can beanciled with the
Serbian/Croatian data involves three agreementiriesatffor nouns likeleca
or braca:

» feminine singular concord, as suggested by unambigly feminine

singular targets in the attributive domain or ifatige clauses — (6)

(cf. Corbett 1983, Dalrymple and Hristov 2010, kbis2012: chap.

2, and the references cited there);

* neuter plural index, following the arguments adduakove;
 masculine plural semantics, as evidenced by theladidy of
unambiguously masculine plural anaphoric pronowes \Wechsler

and Zlaté 2003: 51).

*The following example seems to contravene Corbagitisciples, as it has an
unambiguously plural finite verb and an unambigipusingular predicative
adjective:
0] Pricamo o deci.

talk.1PL about children

Ona se danas smatr  gladnom/*gladnim.
they.N.PL/F.SG REFL today consider.PL dmyuriNST.F.SG/*INST.PL
‘We're talking about children. They are considehemhgry today.’

(SC; Alsina and Arsenije¥2012a: 375)
Wechsler and Zlati (2012: 383) admit that they have no convincingigoh, but
Alsina and Arsenijei’'s theory does not fare much better, as the assangpivhich
they make in order to solve this particular problemeash a host of other problems
that run counter to the very foundations of Sen@amatian grammar, including the
ad hocpostulation of mismatched pronouns (see Alsina/rsénijevi 2012a; 383,
Wechsler and Zlati2012). This remains a puzzle.

The present author feels it must have to do wighfact that the sentence in
(i) is a passive-reflexive structure related to astive of the type ‘[Someone]
considers these children hungry [children]’, whiémengry’ is in attributive position
and is expected to agree in concord. There migla trace of this state of affairs in
the passive too, as ‘children’ is recoverable ihey are considered hungry children
today’ — cf. *They came/have come the children’.

As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, Wechalea Zlaté (2003)
propose that secondary predicate adjectives reseratitibutive adjectives in
showing concord agreement, which may in turn bateel to the typical (though not
obligatory) adjacency between the noun and thectidgephrase, whether attributive
or predicative. On the other hand, primary predisatesemble finite verbs and
auxiliaries in showing index agreement, perhapsabse they can be more distant
from the agreement trigger.



(6) deca koj-u vidite
children who(m)-ACC.F.SG you.see
‘the children whom you can see’ (SC; Corbett 1988

With all its subtleties, the Serbian/Croatian matevindicates the
tripartite division of agreement, but such a case be made even on the
basis of a language as morphologically impoverished as ‘unexotic’ as
English (see Hristov 2012: chap. 5), to which wentin the next sections.
Bulgarian, again much more declensionally modes tlts western relative
Serbian/Croatian, also seems to rely on three tgpagreement.

4 Concord, index and semantic agreement in English
4.1 Agreement with collective nouns

The case for three types of agreement in Englidhuik on three premises.
Firstly, NP-internal English targets seem to exhibit concord (i.e. more
morphologically sensitive) agreement (cf. Kim 2Q04s in this/*these
family. Putative counter-examples likaother few weeks/this 12 poundgc.
are only admitted in the presence of a word sudewasr twelvewhich has

no overt plural morphology. la little milk, the indefinite article must surely
combine withlittle, not withmilk, which does not admit such determiners (cf.
Quirk et al. 1985: 262-263)Concord agreement in the NP-internal domain
is also supported by coordination datsis boy and girlis well-formed, but
*these boy and gifils not because neither noun is morphologicallyal(see
King and Dalrymple 2004). In the context of coostion in English,
concord is a distributive feature — the coordinmaiiself has no concord of its
own and a target such #8s checks the concord of each individual member,
which has to be singular in order to satisfy thgumements of the
demonstrative pronoun (King and Dalrymple 2004).

By contrast, index is said to be a resolving femtuthe coordination
itself projects an index which can be computed o bbasis of the index
features of each conjuncBubject-verb agreement in English appeals to
index (Wechsler and ZI&ti2003, King and Dalrymple 2004, Kim and Sells
2008: 112-117; cf. Pollard and Sag 1988: 245, 1994f.). Otherwise, it
would be hard to explain why a singular verb isompatible with a subject
like this boy and girl(again, as per King and Dalrymple 2004). Potential
counter-examples are due to a plausible singularpretation, i.e. index:

®For a discussion of phrases liaepleasant three days in Philadelphisee Keenan
(2013), who offers a summary of salient properdied a derivational account which
appeals to underlying structure.

"Actually, only the conjunct closest to the demamtite target might have to be
singular, as suggested by G. Corbett (p.c.). Is tldse, concord would have to
participate in closest-conjunct agreement (seeyigite and Hristov 2010).



none of them is/aremy friend and colleague is/ar&ggs is my favourite
breakfast 12 pounds is a lot to pay for thatc. (see Hristov 2012: chap. 5).

In view of these observationsllective nouns such agovernment,
family or committeemust have singular concord in both British Englistd
North American English, since they only admit silaguNP-internal
dependents*these government/famjlySubject-verb agreement suggests that
British speakers are happy either with a singulawih a plural index,
whereas Americans usually admit only singular velbs well known that
speakers of different varieties of English exprai§ierent preferences about
number agreement with collective noufs. Johansson 1979: 203-205,
Quirk et al. 1985: 316, 758-759, Bauer 1988, andb€w 2000: 189 for
discussion of various regional Englishes and/origoa data)® On the other
hand, both varieties readily accept singular, adl we plural, personal
pronouns. The most economical account that takes donsideration the
feature values in the different domains and vasetvould have to assign the
value combinations to at least three separaterfegtas summarised in the
table below (see Hristov 2012: chap. 5).

Table 1. Agreement with collective nouns in English

NP-internal Subject-verb Pronominal

agreement: agreement: agreement:

CONCORD INDEX SEMANTICS
BrE SG SG/PL SG/PL
NAmME SG SG SG/PL

The alternative proposal, whereby we recognise tvabytypes of agreement
— syntactic (SG) vs. semantic (PL), would leavasita total mystery why no
speakers seem to tolerate either syntactic (SGyemnantic (PL) verb
agreement when the subject is a conjoined phratieediype ofthis boy and

girl. Likewise, grammatical agreement is exclusivelyeydd in the

environment ofmore thanin spite of potential conflicts with meaning (Qui

et al. 1985: 758).

8t should be acknowledged that both singular angaplsubject-verb agreement
occur in both BrE and NAmE, so the distinction ief frequency, as opposed to
one of kind (see Quirk et al. 1985: 316; Huddlestad Pullum et al. 2002: 502). A
search for the strinthe committee haydor instance, returns 10 relevant hits from
the British National Corpus (100 million words),dannly 1 relevant hit from the
Corpus of Contemporary American English (450 milliwords). Fothe committee
are, we get 6 hits in the BNC and 2 in COCA. fis family are there are 12 hits in
each. Another issue is whether it is advisableb&iract away from the gramnsaof
two separatevarieties (Mitko Sabev, p.c.). Even if the pregeaper’s idealisation is
not upheld, and collective nouns only merit a sjplib two types of agreement, it
will be demonstrated below that set-taking predisatuch asmcrease in numbers
require a distinct third type.



) a. More than a thousand inhabitants have digime petition.
b. More than one member has protested againgrtposal.
(Quirk et al. 1985: 758)

So it is preferable to assume that a collectivennimust have mismatched
index, as opposed to allowing index or concord ement with the verb. In

conclusion, both case studies so far appear taroottie ‘three-faced’ nature
of agreement. There are some more frills to theasdn in English, which

need to be addressed before further support iscedduom Bulgarian.

4.2 Some apparent problems

In spite of what was stated above, there might\bdeace that index can
exceptionally be active NP-internally, as in (8)) and (10) (Hristov 2012:
chap. 5).

(8) That/*those french fries is/*are getting impat. (Eggert 2002: 216)
9) At Tsavo we filmed several rhino as they caloen to the river.
(Allan 1986: 131)
(10)  These cucumber are doing well; it's a gooaryfer them.
(Allan 1986: 132)

However, french friesin (8) is better treated as a zero-derived nouthn wit
singular concord and index. There exist other wosttere -s is not an
exponent of the plural likéinguistics, physig, (@) mears (of transport) a
lazybone etc. (cf. Molhova 1992: 20, 98-99); (9) and (10 dikewise be
regarded as zero-inflected plurals, because suctelgnt is not allowed
with any noun (see Allan 1986: 131f!.).

Another potential exception might be the (pre-@dinerall, which
according to Pollard and Sag (1994: 83, 87-88) ateg in index with the
head noun, on the basis of the following judgements

(11) a. all men/all faculty/*all man
b. Every faculty is/*are homogenous.
c. Every faculty meets/*meet on a monthly basis.
d. All faculty *meets/meet on a monthly basis.
(Pollard and Sag 1994: 83-84)

Controllers such astaff, clergy, laity, peasantry, nobility, arist@cy would
pattern withfaculty in (11) a. and d. above, bgovernment, committesnd
family do not behave in the same way (Pollard and Sag}:189; cf.
Huddleston and Pullum et al. 2002: 375, Kim 200420d). Very
perceptively, Kim (2004: 1120) speculates thatithes compatible witfall

%It should be noted that this use foénch friesis more reminiscent of a hapax
legomenon than of a properly lexicalised item (JBagne, p.c.).



might have acquired both singular and plural cotder his AGR), but the
plural concord has to be made unavailable for othagets:*Those faculty
are... (cf. Hristov 2012: chap. 5).

On closer inspection, it will likewise be estabég that both the
singular concord dfwentyand the plural concord @ioundsare available for
other attributive elements to agree with — tfis/these twenty pounds
(Hristov 2012: chap. 5). It remains for future m®f to probe how this
interacts with animacy (cthose/*that twenty studentand the nature of the
target (cf. another twenty studentsin the environment of inanimate
controllers, both the contribution of the numenad #hat of the head noun are
visible to targets, whereas animate nouns sikelentgprobably suppress the
values of the numeral, making their own concord iadgx the only features
a target can gain access to. This, however, doeaffext determiners like
another(Hristov 2012: chap. 5).

This section has demonstrated that, despite sompgarent
exceptions, for which there are plausible altexgatstories, English can
safely be taken to operate with concord withinriben phrase.

4.3 Set-taking predicates

More support for our model comes from the well-fedness contrasts in
(12) and (13) (Hristov 2012: chap. 5).

(12) The hedgehog is/*are increasing in numbemxlifiutter 1972: 245)
(13) *The hedgehog that | saw in the woods yesteislincreasing in
numbers. (Perlmutter 1972: 245)

The obvious solution that immediately springs tondniwould be that
hedgehogdoes not supply a plural index, so the plural visrbuled out in
(12). Nevertheless, as Perlmutter notes, predicate asincrease in
numbersandbecome extindiake sets, not individuals, as illustrated in (13)
The correct explanation therefore seems to bevthat we observe in (12) is
a mismatch between index and semantics (Hristok2€ap. 5). Whethe
hedgehogs shorthand for the species, as in (12), it keespsingular concord
and index, although its semantics is now plural. vagbs in English operate
with index, only a singular finite element will masnuster in (12). The
meaning of the rest of the predicate¢reasing in numbersadditionally
forces a plural interpretation (but not index!) the subject, which it indeed
has in its species sense. Such a plural readingotde reconciled with the
referent of (13), which is why this example crashesrashes for semantic
and pragmatic reasons, though, and not becaus@yofmarpho-syntactic
considerations. What is more, plurality alone doetssuffice — the semantic
restriction very precisely targets a species, sim@ cannot talk of a
government or a family increasing in numbers. T government/family is
increasing in numberk.



Even if we discarded the cross-dialectal constd®ra concerning
collective nouns likdamily and we conceded that they only merited a two-
way split into concord (NP-internal) and index (&adb-verband pronominal)
agreement, ‘species’ nouns likeedgehogwould still require a split of
another kind — between index (subject-verb) andaseim (on the predicate
as a whole) agreement.

4.4 Animacy effects'

As pointed out repeatedly in the preceding text,keep encountering an
interwoven mesh of morphology, syntax and semantitere semantics is
one of the components, but not the only one. Ithheen argued that animacy
IS a major factor favouring plural agreement wittlective nouns (cf. Dahl
and Fraurud 1996: 56 and the references cited)tieueh influence is felt in
examples like (14) below.

(14) a. The Fleet is in harbour. (i.e. a numbestops)
b. The fleet are in town. (i.e. a number of sajldNixon 1972: 121)

However, those are not just clear-cut cases ofimgckp whatever the
semantics of the controller is. Certainly, it i nzerely a matter of semantic
versus grammatical; instead, the empirical facisfaaa model that relies on
dedicated properties, like concord and index, wiiakie to be attached to
particular lexical items. In spite of being closermeaning, index does not
fully coincide with semantics because it ultimatélglongs to syntax (cf.
Nixon 1972). As Corbett (2000: 188) notes, ‘if wdopted a notional
definition, just requiring the (singular) noun teersbte a collection of
individuals, then nouns likdorest or wood (group of trees) would be
included. Here, however, there is no possibilityagfeement options’. Sets
of human beings (e.gommitteg can take plural agreement even when they
lack the inflectional exponence, whereas pluraltibv@al” agreement is
disallowed with inanimates*the forest are.);!* finally, the plural is
permissible, though unusual in English, with nomalan animate¢?the herd
are restivg. See Pollard and Sag 1994: 70-71 and Allan 1938:136 for
discussion of “corporate” nouns, as well as Juur51985-114 for more
examples; Levin 2001: 11-14 reflects on the conedation of human,
animate and inanimate collectives; formal semaapigroaches are presented

°The rest of this section is based on Hristov (2@h2p. 5).

Yt should be acknowledged thimrestis not semantically plural for any agreement

purposes, despite its reference:

(i) The forest caught fire. *They started burnifidary Dalrymple, p.c.)

There may also be exceptions to the animacy réstig; as in (ii) (cf. Allan 1986:

127).

(i) The snow-fed vegetation are subjected to tlstimtense heat of the summer.
(Hoeksema 1983: 73)



in Barker 1992 and the titles cited there.

4.5 Evidence from the behaviour of verbal predicates and relative
pronouns

As suggested above, the singular and plural optiongerbal targets that go
together with collective nouns should not be pergtias grammatical and
semantic agreement respectively; it seems prefetalireat both of them as
semantically-driven grammaticalised agreement ifidex agreement), based
on different interpretations of the noun (eitheraaanit or as a plurality of
individuals) (cf. Levin 2001: 27-28). There are diais reporting that the
singular is given almost exclusive priority withrige like consist of, contain,
or be composed off the relevant noun denotes a single organisafeg.
committe® building (e.g.university or another similar entity, i.e. if it has a
singular index, which is the interpretation preseggal by such targets, then
the singular form of the predicate takes over ahd plural becomes
unacceptable (Quirk et al. 1985: 758, Allan 198B7fl, Pollard and Sag
1994: 71, Levin 2001: 29, Huddleston and Pullunale2002: 502). This is
confirmed by the following material:

(15) a. A commission of eminent people from otheurtries, such as
Canada and Norway, is likely to be set upuersee that process.
(Levin 2001: 96)
b.*A new committee have been constituted.
(Pollard and Sag 1994: 71)

Verbs likeset upor constituteare only compatible with collectives
that are viewed holistically and therefore a plupakdicate would be
inappropriate in this context, as in (15)b. In (1®)e singular verb can only
refer to the number of the people who make up tiikeaice, while the plural
verb can only hint at the size of the attendeem#iedves (Quirk et al. 1985:
758, Levin 2001: 149). In (17) and analogous casesjngular verb is
deemed unacceptable by some speakers for semaasons too (Levin
2001: 164, Allan 1986: 127ff.), although Googleagiva lot of hits for the
singular.

(16) The audience was/were enormous. (Levin 2009)
(17) The McKnight family were at each other’s thma (Levin 2001: 164)
(18) The family has been notified but they haveedponded.

(Levin 2001: 33)

Judging by examples like (18), which exhibit shifisagreement, it
might not be advisable to claim that the variatidepends on different
grammaticalised semantic conceptualisations (cfirL2001: 33). And yet,
this is not necessarily so, because one couldrégard a group as a body or
unit, and then as a multitude of various individyalvhen one is better



acquainted with it” Crucially, those are ordinary instances of switghihe
point of view (cf. Levin 2001: 33). In addition,glrival analysis, whereby
these are not seen as shifts in semantic concesattiah, but as alternations
between grammatical and semantic agreement, daefamoany better in
explaining the phenomena.

Another reason to advocate simultaneously coegistingular and
plural indices for nouns likeommittee coupled with subject-verb agreement
invariably with the index feature, is thawhich is generally found where
singular agreement would normally occur amldo where plural agreement
would be expected’ (Levin 2001: 55; cf. Quirk ande@baum 1973: 379,
Quirk et al. 1985: 759, Corbett 2000: 190, as wsllJohansson 1979: 204-
205 and Bauer 1988 for experimental evidence). dlingice of relativiser
parallels the way the antecedent is thought of +heei as an
entity/organisation (corresponding wich), or as a plurality of individuals
(corresponding tevhg). This argument is substantiated with ample siedis
evidence gleaned from corpora of British, Amerieana Australian English
(Levin 2001: 55-60). More support can be soughthim usage of personal
pronouns.

Most importantly, this overview of English colleas and how they
fit in the larger picture has furnished us with denproof of the multi-faceted
nature of English agreement, rudimentary thoughnifiectional inventory
may be. Similar inferences emerge from investigaBnlgarian.

5 Concord, index and semantic agreement in Bulgarian®®

One might ask if the concord-index distinction &xi® Bulgarian at all, and
if one cannot do without it. We believe that theirfold elaboration into
declension, concord, index and semantics from Wechand Zlaté's
monograph needs to be upheld, so that we can acdourcases like
momuye/momie ‘girl’, which is grammatically neuter but denotesnfales,
just like GermarMadchen Hence, the clause-internal domain will normally
be dominated by the neuter, but further away indieeourse a switch can be
made to the feminine (e.g. on a pronoun in the sertence). The split here
is probably not between index and concord, howdwdar between index and

2The author does not endorse the opinion that weldtmways get the singular first
and then the plural (e.g. on different verbs), mahe other way around (Hristov
2012: chap. 4, section 5), ‘but one would not ndiyrewitch from a plural verb to a
singular pronoun in close proximity’ (HuddlestorddPullum et al. 2002: 495):
(i) *The committeghaven’t yet made up jtmind.

(Huddleston and Pullum et al. 2002: 495)
A mechanism of enforcing identity between the vardl the rest of the predicate
might come in handy here, but not wilthe committee hasn't yet made up their
mind(s) This will naturally fall out from Corbett's Hierehies if it is assumed that
the plural target has greater semantic justifieatlan the singular one, which is not
far-fetched in view of the meaning of ‘making upetamind’.
Y¥This section is based on Hristov (2012: chap. 3).



semantics. Attributive elements affiliated with rlgi as well as relative

pronouns and predicative participles, have to batene Only a personal

pronoun in a different clause is allowed to appgeasemantics and hence
appear in the feminine.

By contrast, the misalignments in words likeya/baSta‘father’ and
os0oldjado ‘grandfather’ are either between morphology andcooa, or
alternatively, between concord and index, therednyding support to the
three-faced nature of agreement. Formailtyya/basta‘'father’, cvous/sadija
‘judge’, andcryealsluga‘servant’, look like feminine nouns because theg en
in —a. They also take the feminine singular definitéctt-na/-ta. Similarly,
osooldjado ‘grandfather’ anduuuol/cico ‘uncle’ have the morphological
make-up of neuter nouns and consequently hostdfigite article typical of
that gender. However, all attributive and predieatiargets, as well as
relative and personal pronouns that co-occur witthsontrollers have to be
masculine.

(19) The Bulgarian definite article:

a) MASCULINE
-oml-at (-aml-jat), -al-a (=/-ja)

b) FEMININE
-mal-ta

c) NEUTER
-mol-to

The Bulgarian definite article behaves like anlitinor phrasal affix
which appears on the first nominal element of the (With which it forms a
single word, as they “move” together and no otheitsumay be inserted
between them). lbawal/bastais the first or only nominal element, it will get
the feminine definite articleiawa-mal/bastata ‘father-the’ (see (19) above).
If there is a pre-posed adjective, the adjectivit agt as a landing site and
the article will be masculineoo6pu-am 6awaldobrijat basta ‘good-the
father’ (see (19))*

Bulgarian can be demonstrated to admit index ageeé NP-
internally, since resolution is possible with cangad controllers (see Hristov
2012: chap. 3):

(20)  mesu opam u cecmp-a
tezi brat i sestr-a
this.PL brother(M)[SG] and sister(F)-SG
‘this brother and sister’ (lit. ‘these brother asister’)
(Bulgarian; Hristov 2012: 107)

““For more on the Bulgarian definite article, seet®ca(1993: 202), BojadZiev,
Kucarov and Pefev (1999: 469-474, 516), Tilkov et al. (1983: 36-315ff., 167-
170, 186, 195) and PaSov (1999). Consult OrtmanhRopescu (2000), who insist
that the definite article in Romanian and Bulgariara suffix and come up with
specifications within the domain of morphology wiigre in the spirit of our own.



If we preserve index agreement within the NP, olike those for
‘father’, ‘judge’ or ‘uncle’ can be said to manitesconcord-index
mismatches. The definite article will pick up trencord features of the head
when it attaches directly to it, but will otherwisperate with index. This
entails postulating concord agreement within therphological/word
boundaries of the head noun, but index agreemeeatvlkere within the noun
phrase (as in (21) beloW).

Some scholars might argue that the choice oflartices not depend
on grammatical gender, but on phonological shape.ekample, if a noun
ends in a consonant, it gets the:(-2m)/-at(-jat) allomorph; if it ends in /a/,
it gets the-mal-ta allomorph, and so on and so forth. It just so happbat
the vast majority of nouns that end inda¢ feminine, with only a handful of
exceptions, like ‘father’, ‘judge’ and ‘servant’uéh “exceptions” combine
with -mal-ta, not because they are morphologically feminine,l®dause of
the word-final /a/ vowel. Although the adoption mionological principles
seems appealing and might successfully sum up #yeanticles work in the
plural;'® there is evidence against employing a sound-bassthanism, at
least in the singular.

*An anonymous reviewer suggests that it is possibtesat this type of mismatch as
a mismatch between declension/morphology and cdncather than concord-index,
as argued in Wechsler and Z&atP003: 33) for similar nouns in Serbian/Croatian,
like sudija‘judge’ or gazda'landlord’. The reason to go for concord and indexe

is the availability of resolved index agreementhivitthe NP (see (20) above), but
the main argument concerning the existence of astl¢hree distinct agreement
features remains unaltered irrespective of whezesfiit is located.

®n the plural, selection is based on phonologiaiagalisations. The allomorph is
-mal-ta if the plural noun ends in /a/, enel-te if the plural noun has a final /i/ or /e/
(see Tilkov et al. 1983: 123, Scatton 1993: 20utdr plural nouns usually end in
/al and go withmal-ta, whereas non-neuter plural nouns often end ior/ie/ and
are consequently marked as definite withe/-te, so the article can be argued to
agree in gender (neuter vs. non-neuter) in theapls well (cf. Tilkov et al. 1983:
103ff., esp. 105, and Scatton 1993: 199-203 ondlmgl plurals in Bulgarian).
Exceptions like the neuter plural fomazenel/kolene’knees’, an old dual which has a
word-final /e/ and takesme/-te, or the masculine pluratemuwalpatista ‘roads’,
which ends in /a/ and takemal/-ta, can be said to change their gender in the plural.
However, this explanation might be too excessivthrory-driven.

This issue aside, plural adjectives, numerals @otiouns are consistently
made definite with -me/-te, following the plural agreement marketu-/-i-.
Mnozolmnogo‘'much/many’ selectsnzo/-to, but it ends in /o/, like a neuter singular
noun or adjective, and is compatible with plural singular mass nouns of any
gender.

0] MHO20-MO cmyoeHm-u

mnogo-to student-i

many-DEF.N.SG student(M)-PL

‘the many students’

In view of examples like (i), it is more accuratestate that the article agrees with its
host, which, if adjectival, in turn agrees with tiead noun.



While most masculine nouns do end in a consorard are
accordingly assigned them(-am)/-at(-jat) variant, as imuiexap-am/mlekar-
jat ‘milkman(M)-the’, npozopey-vmiprozorecdat ‘window(M)-the’, there is a
sizeable group of morpho-syntactically feminine m®wuvhich also end in a
consonant (instead of the usual feminine singuldfixs -a). Such nouns,
however, require the femininewa/-ta article, despite their final consonant, as
in  odobnecm-maldoblest-ta  ‘valour(F)-the’,  auadocm-malmladost-ta
‘youth(F)-the’. Lexemes with the same final phonetae belong to different
genders, and are thus compatible with differentlag: mupuc-smimiris-at
‘smell(M)-the’ and opuc-maloris-ta ‘fate(F)-the’’” What is more, there are
consonantal stems which vary in gender, epgx/prax ‘dust’ (Burov et al.
1995: 569). They are sometimes treated as mascalige sometimes as
feminine, receiving the appropriate definite affin line with their
grammatical gender, oblivious of the fact that pf@nological shape of the
stem remains constant. It is hardly surprising thatarticle should mirror the
gender of the noun, since the former’s paradigengsammaticalisation of an
Old Bulgarian/Old Church Slavonic post-posed dertratise pronoun (cf.
the history of German and English; for the OB/OGSndnstrative, see
Duridanov et al. 1991: 236-237, 554-555).

The most concise analysis therefore involves cah¢or possibly
morphological) agreement between the noun andrtidesattached to ¥ in
addition to index agreement for all other NP-ingrtargets? In this way,
articles will pick out concord when suffixed dirlgcto the head noun, and
index if they appear on another nominal element,shewn in (21).
Straightforward examples for a masculine, feminar& neuter noun are
given in (22). Mismatches are illustrated in (23).

"The same idea extends to syncretic numeralsrlijggu/pdarvi ‘first’. In isolation,
this form is ambiguous between masculine singutat all-gender plural. If it is
masculine singular, it takes the masculine singatticle-s(m)/-ja(t). As expected, it
takes the plural articlene/-te when plural.
®As opposed to appealing to a combination of gemaher phonological make-up,
which has been the traditional approach (see B@adKucarov and P&ev 1999:
469-474, 516).
®There is evidence to suggest that concord can &moefly be available for
agreement between an adjective and a noun, asifoliowing relatively archaic
example. The wordrojvoda ‘chieftan’ has the same feminine-like morphologica
make-up adpasta‘father’ and now normally takes masculine adjexsivFluctuation
is observed in the likes oefusnuyalpijanica ‘a drunk’, which admits masculine or
feminine adjectives even when it refers to a male.
0] Cmpaxun-e, cmpawin-a 801i600-0...

Straxil-e strasn-a vojvod-o

Strahil(M)-VOC.SG fearsome-F.SG chieftan(F/M)-VGG.

‘Oh, Strahil, you fearsome chieftain...’ (Mladena®7B: 320)



(21) Co-occurrence constraints on Bulgarian articleghe singular:

a)MASCULINE b) FEMININE ¢) NEUTER
-om/-at (-aml-jat), -al-a -mal-ta -mol-to
(-al-ja)
(TCONCORD (t1CONCORD (TCONCORD
GEND)=M GEND)=F GEND)=N
(TCONCORD (1CONCORD (TCONCORD
NUM)=SG NUM)=SG NUM)=SG
(within N) (within N) (within N)
OR: OR: OR:

(1INDEX GEND)=M
(1INDEX NUM)=SG

(within NP)

(22)a cmon-vm
stol-at
chair(M)[SG]-
DEF.M.SG
‘the chair’

(22)b  mac-a-ma
mas-a-ta
table(F)-SG-
DEF.F.SG
‘the table’

0vp6-0-mo
darv-o-to
tree(N)-SG-
DEF.N.SG
‘the tree’

(22)c

(23)a baw-a-ma
basta-ta
father(F/M)-SG-
DEF.F.SG

‘the father’

(1INDEX GEND)=F
GINDEX NUM)=SG

(within NP)

OvpeeHU-am
darveni-jat
‘the wooden chair’

OvpeeH-a-ma
dtven-a-ta

6UCOK-0-mo
visok-o-to
‘the tall tree’
0006pu-am

dobri-jat

‘the good father’

wooden[M.SG]-DEF.M.SG

wooden-F.SG-DEF.F.SG

‘the wooden table’

tall-N.SG-DEF.N.SG

good[M.SG]-DEF.M.SG

(INDEX GEND)=N
(1INDEX NUM)=SG

(within NP)

cmoii
stol
chair(M)[SG]

mac-a
mas-a
table(F)-SG

0vps-0
darv-o
tree(N)-SG

baw-a
bast-a
father(F/M)-
SG



(23)b  0s0-0-mo " 0obpu-sm 0510-0

djado-to ~ dobri-jat djad-o
grandad(N/M)-SG- good[M.SG]-DEF.M.SG grandad(N/M)
DEF.N.SG -SG

‘the grandfather’ ‘the good grandfather’

In conclusion, Bulgarian nouns like those for lat, ‘judge’ and
‘uncle’ rely on concord within the boundaries oéthead noun and on index
elsewhere, including verbal and pronominal agree¢nigre words for ‘boy’
and ‘girl’, on the other hand, take neuter articde®l adjectives, and agree
with neuter predicates, only allowing feminine aasouline anaphors, which
suggests a split between index and semantics. Wlugted together, these
two types of noun validate the existence of thyges of agreement features
in Bulgarian.

6 Conclusion

This paper set out to demonstrate the usefulnespefating with at least

three types of agreement. It was shown that adoasabf extravagance were
unfounded, and at the same time a two-tier proposald not provide an

adequate description of the empirical facts in BeviCroatian, English and

Bulgarian. It is worth reiterating that both Engliand Bulgarian are

relatively morphologically and/or declensionallypgaverished languages and
yet require this type of agreement system.
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