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Goals

Question

When is there agreement for number but not for person?
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Goals

Two hypotheses

Bundling Hypothesis
Phi features agree as a bundle.← projected winner

Separatist Hypothesis
Person and number agreement are separate processes.
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Descriptive Typology

Types of person restrictions

Types of cases where there is no agreement for person:
◮ Person insensitivity
◮ Person-conditioned effability
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Descriptive Typology

Person insensitivity: Definition

Person Insensitivity
A target is insensitive to person in a given configuration if it
displays the same form across all person values for the
controller there (holding other agreement features constant).
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Descriptive Typology

Predicate adjectives in French
Same form across all person values of the controller:

Je suis belle.
I be.PRES.1SG beautiful.FEM.SG

‘I [female] am beautiful.’

Tu es belle.
You be.PRES.2SG beautiful.FEM.SG

‘You [female, singular] are beautiful.’

Elle est belle.
She be.PRES.3SG beautiful.FEM.SG

‘She is beautiful.’
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Descriptive Typology

Object agreement in Northern Ostyak

In Northern Ostyak, a plural object triggers the same plural
suffix -l on the verb regardless of the object’s person feature
(Nikolaeva 1999):

Ma täm kälang wel-s e-l-am.
I this reindeer kill-PAST-PL[OBJ]-1SG[SUBJ]
‘I killed these reindeer.’

Xŭnśi näng mŭng-iluw xälśa want-l e-l-an?
when you us-ACC where see-PRES-PL[OBJ]-2SG[SUBJ]
‘When did you see us where?’
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Descriptive Typology

Person insensitivity: Schema

SG PL

1 A B
2 A B
3 A B
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Descriptive Typology

Person insensitivity despite person morphology

Imagine that under normal syntactic conditions, the target
distinguishes person, but in certain constructions, it does not:

Reduced paradigm Full paradigm

SG PL

1 A B
2 A B
3 A B

SG PL

1 C D
2 E F
3 A B

Possible under Separatism; impossible under Bundling.
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Descriptive Typology

Person-conditioned effability: Definition

Person-Conditioned Effability
If a structure is only grammatical when a 3rd person element
fills a certain position within it, then (3rd) person is a condition
on the effability of the structure.

(cf. Baker 2008: 109)
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Descriptive Typology

Person-conditioned effability: Schema

SG PL

1 * *
2 * *
3 3SG 3PL
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Descriptive Typology

E.g. PCC effects, e.g. Shambala
1st person recipient, 3rd person theme OK:

A -za -m -ni -et -e -a.
she -PAST -him -me -bring -APPL -FV

‘She has brought him to me’

3rd person recipient, 1st person theme bad:

*A -za -ni -mw -et -e -a.
she -PAST -me -him -bring -APPL -FV

‘She has brought me to him [intended]’

(Duranti 1979: 36, cited in Baker 2008: p. 97)
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Descriptive Typology

Icelandic simple dative subject constructions

The verb agrees with the nominative object (in number):

Henni leidd-ust Þeir.
her.DAT was.bored.by-3PL they.NOM

‘She was bored with them’

Henni leið-ist bókin sín.
her.DAT was.bored.by-3SG book self’s
‘She finds her own book boring’

(Sigurðsson 1996, i.a.)
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Descriptive Typology

Icelandic simple dative subject constructions

But local person nominative objects are disallowed:*

*Henni leidd-umst við.
her.DAT was.bored.by-1PL we.NOM

‘She was bored with us.’

*Ég veit að honum lík-ið Þið.
I know that him.DAT like-2PL you.NOM.PL

‘I know that he likes you all.’

*with some exceptions
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Descriptive Typology

Non-agreement: Schema

SG PL

1 def def
2 def def
3 def def
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Descriptive Typology

Icelandic ECM constructions

Number agreement only in 3rd person with embedded
nominatives (Sigurdsson and Holmberg 2008: exx. 10 and 11):

*Honum mund-um virðast við vera hœfir.
him.DAT would-1PL seem we.NOM be competent

*Honum mund-uð virðast Þið vera hœfir.
him.DAT would-2PL seem you.PL.NOM be competent

Honum mund-u virðast Þeir vera hœfir.
him.DAT would-3PL seem they.NOM be competent
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Descriptive Typology

Icelandic ECM constructions

Default 3SG form occurs with all persons (see Sigurdsson and
Holmberg 2008):

Honum mund-i virðast við vera hœfir.
him.DAT would-3SG seem we.NOM be competent

Honum mund-i virðast Þið vera hœfir.
him.DAT would-3SG seem you.PL.NOM be competent

Honum mund-i virðast Þeir vera hœfir.
him.DAT would-3SG seem they.NOM be competent

This is lack of agreement, not partial agreement.
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Descriptive Typology

Person-conditioned effability + non-agreement

SG PL

1 * *
2 * *
3 3SG 3PL

+

SG PL

1 def def
2 def def
3 def def

=

SG PL

1 3SG 3SG

2 3SG 3SG

3 3SG 3SG, 3PL

if 3SG = def
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Descriptive Typology

No partial agreement in Icelandic

Verbs cannot show partial agreement in Icelandic. The controlled verb
shows agreement in number if and only if it has the same value for the
feature [person] as its controller...

(D’Alessandro, Fischer and Hrafnbjargarson 2008: p. 7)
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Descriptive Typology

Summary

Full agreement Person insensitivity
SG PL

1 1SG 1PL

2 2SG 2PL

3 3SG 3PL

SG PL

1 (3)SG (3)PL

2 (3)SG (3)PL

3 (3)SG (3)PL

Person-conditioned effability Non-agreement
SG PL

1 * *
2 * *
3 3SG 3PL

SG PL

1 def def
2 def def
3 def def
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Outline

Introduction

Bundling vs. Separatism
Bundling
Separatism

Person Restrictions

Conclusion
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Bundling

Dualism and bundling

Wechsler and Zlatić (2003): 2 different types of agreement:
◮ Index: includes person, number, and gender

(typically verbs)
◮ Concord: includes number, gender and case

(typically adjectives, determiners)

Wechsler (to appear): Index derives historically from
incorporation of personal pronouns; Concord does not.

Bundling: These feature bundles agree all at once (cf.
Chomsky’s 2000 ‘all-or-nothing’ view (Béjar 2008: 132)).
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Bundling

Predicted person restrictions under dualism/bundling

Two predicted types of agreement in number but not in person:

◮ Concord agreement (e.g. French adjectives)
◮ Index agreement where Person has been lost (e.g.

Northern Ostyak; cf. Coppock and Wechsler 2010)

But if the target is a person target, and it agrees at all, then it
should agree in person. No agreement in number, with
mismatching person values.
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Separatism

Separatism and Monism

Baker (2008) argues:
◮ Verbal and adjectival agreement are of the same ilk

(monism)
◮ Person agreement is subject to a special locality constraint

The Structural Condition On Person Agreement (SCOPA)
A functional category F can bear the features +1 or +2 if and
only if a projection of F merges with an NP that has that
feature, and F is taken as the label for the resulting phrase.
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Separatism

Other separatists

Other proponents of the idea that person and number
agreement are subject to different constraints: Taraldsen (1995),
Chomsky (2000), Nichols (2001), Anagnostopoulou (2003)...

Related idea: person and number are separate probes
occupying distinct functional heads (Béjar and Řezáč 2003,
Sigurdsson and Holmberg 2008...)
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Separatism

SCOPA predictions

... Therefore, the functional head most immediately associated with
adjectives can never agree in person for fundamental reasons.

But for verbs there should be chances of finding intermediate cases.
There might very well be instances in which a functional head
dominating VP agrees with something that it does not merge with...
In these situations, the expectation of my theory is that the verbal head
can still agree with a nearby NP in number and gender, but should
lose the ability to agree in person. Such instances of verbal agreement
would be adjective-like in this respect, and would support the notion
that the same category-neutral theory of agreement applies to both.

(Baker 2008: pp. 85–6)
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Outline
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Person-conditioned effability
Person insensitivity

Conclusion
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Person-conditioned effability

Person-conditioned effability

Most of Baker’s (2008, to appear) examples of person
restrictions involve person-conditioned effability:

◮ PCC effects (Basque, Shambala, Classical Nahuatl,
Southern Tiwa)

◮ Agreement into an embedded clause (nonstandard Basque,
Lokaa, Passamaquoddy)

◮ Quirky subject constructions (Icelandic)
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Person-conditioned effability

Person-conditioned effability & dualism/bundling

Person-conditioned effability is consistent with the Bundling
Hypothesis, because the number and person features of the
target and the controller both match.

SG PL

1 * *
2 * *
3 3SG 3PL

Why 1/2 ruled out? Maybe person hierarchy (Silverstein 1986).
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Person insensitivity

Person insensitivity

Can we find person targets that are insensitive to person, but
only in some configurations?

◮ In all of Baker’s (2008) cases of person insensitivity, there is
no person morphology available.

◮ But Baker (to appear) presents ECM constructions in Sakha
as such a case.
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Person insensitivity

Sakha ECM

In Sakha ECM, full agreement possible (Vinokurova 2005):

Kini ehigi(-ni) kyajtar-dy-gyt dien isti-bit.
He you(-ACC) become.defeated-PAST-2PL COMP hear-PAST

‘He heard that you lost.’

Or number agreement only:

Kini ehigi-ni kyajtar-dy-lar dien isti-bit.
He you-ACC become.defeated-PAST-PL COMP hear-PAST

‘He heard that you lost.’
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Person insensitivity

Does Sakha disprove dualism/bundling?

It would appear so:
◮ The verb can inflect for person.
◮ 1/2 controllers OK (⇒ person insensitivity).

But no:
◮ -LAr is not a person target; rather it is a Concord plural

marker.
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Person insensitivity

Concord

Recall that Concord:
◮ Does not include person (only number, gender and case)
◮ Does not derive historically from incorporated personal

pronouns
◮ Typically occurs within the NP, on determiners, adjectives

and nouns
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Person insensitivity

-LAr is the plural ending on nouns in Sakha

knige-ler
book-PL

‘books’

Can have a non-3rd person controller:

Bihigi balyksyt-tar buol-a-byt.
we fisherman-PL be-AOR-1PL

‘We are fishermen.’

(Vinokurova 2005, p. 141, ex. 25a)
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Person insensitivity

-LAr appears on 2nd person pronouns in Turkish

Siz get-di-niz
you.PL come-PAST-2PL

‘You [formal or plural] came.’

Siz-ler get-di-niz.
you.PL-PL come-PAST-2PL

‘You [plural] came.’

(Hahm 2010)
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Person insensitivity

Origin of -LAr not pronominal
Old Turkic: pronouns were placed after the predicate:

(ben) kel-ür ben.
I come-IMPERF I
‘I am coming’

But not in third person:

(Anlar) bay-durur(-lar).
they rich-durur-PL

‘They are rich’

(Hahm 2010; Adamović 1985; Good and Yu 2005)
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Person insensitivity

Historical origin of -LAr

-LAr started out on nouns, and spread to verbs (Hahm 2010).

(Maybe because Turkish is a copulaless language that marks
person on nominal predicates.)
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Person insensitivity

3PL= 3SG+ -LAr in Sakha

Present tense paradigm for ‘eat’:

SG PL

1 ahiibin ahiibit
2 ahiigin ahiigit
3 ahiir ahiillar

In the 3rd p. pl., the endings are the same as those of the 3rd p. sg., to
which the regular plural in -lar/-ler has been added. The only change
is that regressive assimilation functions in such a way that the final -r
of the 3rd p. sg. assimilates to the plural morpheme.

(Krueger 1962: pp. 126–7)
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Person insensitivity

3PL= 3SG+ -LAr in Sakha

Present imperative paradigm:

SG PL

1 -I:m -IaGing
2 -0 -(I)ng
3 -TIn TInnAr

(Pakendorf 2007: p. 208)
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Person insensitivity

Our proposal

◮ -LAr is not 3rd person plural; just plural.
◮ It is not part of the person agreement paradigm, but rather

attaches freely as long as it is non-redundant (so it is
blocked by 1PL or 2PL).

◮ I.e., it is a non-inflectional plural marker.
◮ It marks Concord rather than Index agreement (like other

NP-internal agreement markers).
◮ Number agreement without person agreement in Sakha

ECM constructions is made possible by the existence of a
non-inflectional plural marker.
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When is there agreement in number but not in person?

Person insensitivity is found only when the paradigm
distinguishes number but not person, either because:

◮ the inflections do not derive from incorporated pronouns
(Concord agreement, as in French and Sakha); or

◮ person distinctions were historically lost (Index agreement
with loss of person, as in Northern Ostyak)

In person-conditioned effability, there is full person/number
agreement.
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Conclusion

We have yet to find a case where a person target is, in some
configurations, insensitive to person.

Insofar as it is the more restrictive hypothesis consistent with
the facts we are aware of, the Bundling Hypothesis is
preferable to the Separatist Hypothesis.
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