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Downward Agree

Chomsky (2000)

Direction Condition
The probe has to c-command the goal.

Argument:

@ Hindi: Potential goals for verbal agreement that are higher than
the probe do not trigger agreement.
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Upward Agree

Zeijlstra (2012), Bjorkman and Zeijlstra (2014), Bjorkman and Zeijlstra
(2019)

Direction Condition
The goal has to c-command the probe.

Argument:

@ There are cases where the agreement target is lower in the
structure than the agreement controller.
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Downward for Upward Agree

Pesetsky and Torrego (2007), Boskovi¢ (2011), Heck and Himmelreich
(2017)

Direction Condition
The probe (valued) c-commands the goal (unvalued).

Arguments:

@ Even in cases of superficial upward agreement, we can maintain
Downward Agree.
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Upward and Downward Agree

Baker (2008)

Direction Condition

In some languages, ...

a. ... the goal has to c-command the probe.

b. ... the probe has to c-command the goal.

c. ... the goal can c-command the probe or the probe can c-command
the goal.

Arguments:
@ Agreement is always due to Agree in all languages.

@ Languages show overt variation in comparable configurations of
agreement as to where the goal for Agree is located.
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Bidirectional Agree

Himmelreich (2017), cf. Béjar and Rezaé (2009)

Direction Condition

It must be the case that the goal c-commands the probe or the probe
c-commands the goal.

Argument:
@ Case Matching is due to Agree in all languages.
@ There is not only variation across languages but also within one
language.
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Hindi (Bhatt (2005:775), Boeckx (2004:26))

(1) a. Vivek-ne kitaab parh-nii chaah-ii.
Vivek-ERG book.F.SG read-INF.F.SG want-PERF.F.SG
‘Vivek wanted to read the book.

b. Mona kuttdé-ko dekh-naa/*nii chaah-tii
Mona dog.M.PL-ACC see-INF/*INF.F.SG want-HAB.F.SG
thii.
be-PAST.F.SG

‘Mona wanted to see the dogs.
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Negative Concord

(2) a. ?John didn’t eat nothing.
b. ??Nobody didn’t eat.

Blanchette (2016), Zeijlstra (2004)
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Tense Concord

(3) a. John said Mary wasill
b. Jan zei dat Marie ziek was
John said that Mary ill was
‘John said Mary was ill’

Zeijlstra (2012)
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Binding and Co-Reference

She likes herself.

He likes himself.

She likes her.

You like yourself.
They like themselves..

Pooop

(5) A: | met the most fascinating woman yesterday.
B: Oh yeah? Who was she/*he?

Preminger and Polinsky (2015)
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o»-Agreement with Vs, Ns, As is Agree |

Agreement Asymmetries between verbs, nouns, and adjectives
(Swahili, (Baker 2008:1f))

(6) a. Ni-li-kuwa  ni-ki-som-a.
1SS-PAST-be 1SS-CONT-read-FV
‘| was reading.
b. Ni-)  m-refu.
18S-be cL1-tall

‘I am tall.

c. Ni-li-po-kuwa ki-jana ... sasa ni-li-po
1SS-PAST-when-be CL7-child now 18S-be-when CcL1-man
m-tu m-zima, ...
cL1-whole

‘When | was a child ... Now that | am aman ...
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Parametrization |

(Baker 2008:215)

(7)  The Direction of Agreement Parameter
a. F agrees with DP/NP only if DP/NP asymmetrically
c-commands F, or
b. F agrees with DP/NP only if F c-commands DP/NP, or
c. F agrees with DP/NP only if F c-commands DP/NP or vice
versa.
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Parametrization I

(8) a.  On the table were/*was (put) some peanuts.
b.  On the table was/*were (put) a peanut.

(Kinande, Baker (2003))

9) a. Omo-mulongo mw-a-hik-a mukali.
LOC.18-village.3 18S-T-arrive-Fv woman.1
‘At the village arrived a woman.
b. Oko-mesa kw-a-hir-aw-a ehilanga.
LOC.17-table 17S-T-put-pass-FV peanuts.19
‘On the table were put peanuts.

(Burushaski, Willson (1996:3))

(10) a. Dasin ha-e le mo6-yan-umo.
girl(ABS) house-0BL in 3SO.F-sleep-3SS.F/PAST
‘The girl slept in the house.
b. Dasin ha-e le huruT-umo.
girl(ABS) house-OBL in sit-3SS.F/PAST
‘The girl sat in the house’
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Case matching effects |

Parasitic gap (cf. Fanselow (1993); Kathol (2001))

(11) weil Hans *derga.i/*dieacc Frau [ anstatt  zu helfengat ] behinderteace
because Hans the woman instead.of to help hampered
‘because Hans hampered the woman instead of helping her’

(12)  because Hans theacc woman [ aa instead.of helpingaa: ] hamperedace
fo—"—— ]

Free relative (cf. Pittner (1995); Vogel (2001))

(13) Hans magacc [ *Wenacc/ Wemgz; (auch immer) Maria vertrautga; .
Hans like who ever Maria trusts
‘Hans likes whoever Maria trusts.

(14)  Hans likeSace Dace [ Whogai(ever) Maria trustsgar ]

L0 |
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Case matching effects Il

Polish (Citko (2013))

(15) a. To jestdziewczyna, *ktorejya/” ktoraasce Jan lubitacc [ zanim zaczat

thisis girl which Jan liked  before started
pomagactgat |-
help
b. Jan lubiac [ *kogokolwiekacc/*komukolwiekgas dokuczagat ]-
Jan likes  whoever teases

Greek (Daskalaki (2011), Artemis Alexiadou (p.c.))

(16) a. “piou giatrougen/*pion giatroacc voithiseacc [ horis  na dosigen

which doctor helped without to give
hrimata ]
money
b.  Efyaristisaacc [ “6pjinom/’ 6pjusSacc Me voibisannom. ]
| thanked who me helped
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Observation Il

In one and the same language, parasitic gaps and free relatives can
differ with respect to case matching effects.

Observation Il

Across languages, parasitic gaps and free relatives can differ with
respect to case matching effects.

(17) Pattern: Mismatching of case

Greek Polish
Parasitic gaps (Agree) (no Agree)
. /
Free relatives | (N0 /Agdree) (Agree)
/ *
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Problem |

A unidirectional Downward Agree model forces us to model parasitic
gaps and free relatives differently in different languages.

Problem I

The distribution of case matching effects is coincidental and does not
follow systematically.

(18) Pattern: Mismatching of case

Greek Polish
Parasitic gaps (Agree) (no Agree)
- /
Free relatives | ("0 Adree) (Agree)
/ *
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Position of the probe causes variation

Greek (o) Polish (1))
ParaSitiC Gaps Oé...Vacc...[ 0...Vgen ] a...Vacc...[ @...Vdat ]

Free Relatives | viom.0[c.Vace] | -Vacood [ Vs ]
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Derivation of the patterns by ordering operations

(20) :
Greek () Polish (1)

Paras"tic Gaps o ...Vacc.. [@ ...Vgen] o ...Vacc...[@ ...Vdat]

Free Re/atives ...Vaoc...w [CY ...Vnom] ...Vacc...@ [a ...Vdat]
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Consequences

@ The bidirectional Agree operation allows for more agreement
configurations than a unidirectional Agree operation.

@ The preference for Downward Agree that comes with the
bottom-up nature of derivations will rule out a lot of unwanted
configurations.

@ In principle, Downward and Upward Agree should not differ with
respect to locality: Non-local Agree can be ruled out with absolute
locality constraints like the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC,
Chomsky (2001)).
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Possible Differences between Upward and Downward Agree

Type of Feature
Downward Agree Upward Agree

¢ o(?)
case
tense
negation
indices(?)
Locality

Downward Agree Upward Agree

within phrase (spec-head)
within clause within clause
long-distance long-distance

Categories of Probe and Goal
Downward Agree Upward Agree
verbal verbal

nominal
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Change the position of the goal

(21) XP
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Change the position of the probe

(22) XP

(see Preminger and Polinsky (2015))
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Agree with lower element

(23) XP

4
N

X FP
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Agree with higher element
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Matching is due to process other than Agree

@ What are alternative processes?
@ In what sense are they different?
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LDA in Tsez

(25)

a.

Eni-r [ uzi ¢-ay-ru-ti ] ¢-iy-xo.
mother-DAT boy.l.ABS i-arrive-PST.PRT-NMZL I-know-PRES
‘The mother knows that as for the boy, he arrived.

Eni-r [uz-a magalu b-ac’-ru-i 1
mother-DAT boy-ERG bread.Ill.ABS llI-eat-PST.PRT-NMZL
b-iy-xo.

11I-know-PRES

‘The mother knows that as for the bread, the boy ate it’

Can this be upward agreement?:

— Yes, if Agree is defined respectively (see Bjorkman and Zeijlstra (2019))

Can this not be agreement?:

— Yes, e.g. movement of matrix verb from embedded to matrix clause (see Borjesson
and Miller (2017))

Polinsky and Potsdam (2001); Preminger and Polinsky (2015)
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Sequence of Tense

(26) a. John said Mary was ill
b. Jan zei dat Marie ziek was
John said that Mary ill was
‘John said Mary was ill’

Zeijlstra (2012)

Question

Can this be downward agreement?

— Yes, by defining probes accordingly (cf. Pesetsky and Torrego
(2007)).

Can this not be agreement?

— Yes, past tense in embedded clause could simply be ignored by
semantics (e.g. Abusch (1997), Sharvit (2018))
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Anti-Agreement Effects in Berber |

(27) a. zri-n imhdarn Mohand

saw-3PL students Mohand
‘The students saw Mohand.

b. man tamghart ay yzrin/*t-zra Mohand
which woman C see.PARTCP/3SG.FEM-saw Mohand
‘Which woman saw Mohand?’

c. man tamghartay nna-n qa t-zra Mohand
which woman C said-3PL that SG.FEM-saw Mohand
‘Which woman did they say saw Mohand?’

Ouhalla (1993), Georgi (2014)
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Analysis Georgi (2014)

(28) a. Matrix C b. Embedded C
CP CP
/\ /\
wh c’ wh C’
i A N
; TP cC TP
A PN
| o tun e twh oo
S J
—1 —2
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Contra Movement? |

(29) absence of island effects (Elouazizi (2005:126))

a.

sgssa-n [ ma y-wfa
ask.PERF-3PL.MAASC whether 3SG.MASC-give.PERF
Jamal Iktab i w-arba ]

J. book to Cs-boy

‘They asked whether Jamal gave the book to the boy:
man |ktab, ixef sgssa-n [ma D
which book about ask.PERF-3PL.MASC whether COP
Jamaly i (8) y-wfi-n ty t2 i w-arba ]

J. who it PRT-give.PERF-PRT to Ccs-boy
‘Which book did they wonder whether it is Jamal who
gave it to the boy?’
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Contra Movement? |l

(30) absence of weak crossover effects (Elouazizi (2005:127))

(D) [ymas n kur arbaljig [vp i-texsse-n

COP mother-his of every boy who  PRT-love.IMPERF.PRT
t; memi-s; ]

son-his/her

‘It is the mother of every boy who loves her son’
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Contra Movement? Il

(31) absence of reconstruction (Elouazizi (2005:127))

a. 0 ixefiness; ixef y-siwrr Muhand; ag
COP himself  about 3sG.MASC-talk.PERF Muhand with
Omar;

Omar
‘It is himself that Muhand talked with Omar about.
b. & Muhandjig y-siwrr-n ag Omar; x

coP Muhand who PRT-talk.PERF-PRT with Omar about
ixefiness; /,;

himself

‘It is Muhand who talked with Omar about himself.
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Berber with Upward Agree (Himmelreich (2017))

[#] no longer available after [wh] is checked by C

(32)
a. Matrix C b. Embedded C
CP CP
wh[¢ < wh] C’ wh[¢ < wh] C’
. /\ ) /\
| C TP C TP
| °
BN N
i S (77 R T
. —1
1 2
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Contra AAE?

Agreement optionally possible with negation

(33) man tamghart ay ur t-ssn/y-ssn-n Mohand?
which woman C NEG 3SG.FEM- know/3SG.MASC-Know-PART
‘Which woman does not know Mohand?’

Ouhalla (1993:499)
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Agreement Asymmetry Standard Arabic |

(34) a. Tal-rawlaad-u  naam-uu/*naam-a.
the-children-NOM slept-3PL/*slept-MASC.3SG
‘The children slept.
b. naam-a/*naam-uu I-Pawlaad-u.
slept-MASC.3SG/*slept-3PL the-children-NOM
‘The children slept.

Aoun et al. (1994), Bjorkman and Zeijlstra (2014)
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Agreement Asymmetry Standard Arabic Il

(35) a. t-taalibaat-u Pakal-na/*?akal-at

the-student.FEM.PL-NOM ate-FEM.3PL/*ate-FEM.3SG
‘The students ate.

b. TPakal-at/*?akal-na t-taalibaat-u
ate-FEM.3sG/*ate-FEM.3PL the-student.FEM.PL-NOM
‘The students ate.

Cc. naam-uu/*naam-a hum.
slept-3pl/*slept-M.3sg they
‘They slept.

Benmamoun and Lorimor (2006), Preminger (2015)
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Analysis based on Preminger (2015) |

Partial Agreement in VS-structures

a.

b.

[ ate[r:- < #:_ < gen:] ... [intervener Student[n:3, #:pl,
gen:fem] ]]

[ ate[r:- < #:_ < gen:] ... [intervener Student[r:3, #:pl,
gen:fem] ]

[ ate[r:- < #:- < gen:] ... [intervener Student[r:3, #:pl,
gen:fem] ]

[ ate[r: < #:_ < gen:fem] ... [intervener Student[r:3, #:pl,
gen:fem] ]

[ ate[w:def=3 < #:def=sg < gen:fem] ... [intervener
student[r:3, #:pl, gen:fem] ]]
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Analysis based on Preminger (2015) Il

(37) Full Agreement in SV-structures

a.

b.

[ ate[m:_ < #:_ < gen:] ... [intervener Student[x:3, #:pl,
gen:fem] ]
[ ate[r:- < #:_ < gen:] ... student[r:3, #:pl, gen:fem] ...

[Intervener tstudent ]]
[ ate[n:3 < #:pl < gen:fem] ... student[r:3, #:pl, gen:fem]

[Intervener tstudent ]]
[ student[=:3, #:pl, gen:fem] ate[r:3 < #:pl < gen:fem] ...

/
tstudent [Intervener tstudent ]]
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Falsification

@ A major criteria of theories is that they are falsifiable: A theory
should be formulated in a way that it can easily be falsified.

@ Note: Verification of theories is never possible!

@ Falsification: Find one empirical phenomenon that the theory
should cover, but does not cover.

@ Verification: Test the theory on all empirical phenomena that it
should cover.
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Three versions of the direction condition |

@ Downward Agree: The probe has to c-command the goal.

o Falsified by: A case where the goal c-commands the probe.

e Caveat: Falsifying data can be reanalysed as an interaction of Move
and Agree, with the goal starting out in the c-command domain of
the goal and than moving up to a position higher than the goal.

e Caveat to Caveat: Test whether movement plays a role.
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Three versions of the direction condition Il

© Upward Agree: The goal has to c-command the probe.

o Falsified by: A case where the probe c-commands the goal.

e Caveat: Falsifying data can be reanalysed as agreement between
the probe and and another (perhaps mediating) element that is
higher than the probe.

e Caveat to Caveat: Test whether there is reason to propose such a
mediator.
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Three versions of the direction condition Il

© Bidirectional Agree: It must be the case that the probe
c-commands the goal or the goal c-commands the probe.

o Falsified by: A case where c-command between probe and goal is
given but no Agree applies.

e Caveat: Falsifying data can be reanalysed as a conspiracy of other
(language-specific) factors that rule out Agree.

e Caveat to Caveat: Test whether the factors are relevant.
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Construing arguments

BiAgree

AN

DAgree UAgree
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