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Agreement is of interest not just within core linguistics but also for language acquisition, psycholinguistics and computational applications. Yet interdisciplinary work in this area is being held back by muddled terminology, and important choices in analysis are made sometimes by tradition rather than by argument. Our first task, therefore, will be to draw out the common ground in the various views which linguists have adopted on the nature of agreement. We consider ‘canonical’ (or central) instances of agreement, which we characterize by several overlapping criteria. 

In our analysis we shall use the following terms. We call the element which determines the agreement (say the subject noun phrase) the controller. The element whose form is determined by agreement is the target. The syntactic environment in which agreement occurs is the domain of agreement. And when we indicate in what respect there is agreement, we are referring to agreement features. Factors which determine agreement, while not themselves marking agreement, are conditions. We begin with instances of canonical agreement and then consider various extensions, allowing in less canonical phenomena. We start from the five elements just defined.  In each one, we consider characteristics which are more and less canonical, with examples from a wide range of languages. Slavonic languages provide numerous instances of agreement close to ‘canonical’, and they also provide some more exotic cases. Note that ‘canonical’ means conceptually central, irrespective of how frequently the type is attested. As we shall see, the large number of specific criteria involved can be collapsed into three metaprinciples. 

Having established a standard for describing agreement phenomena, we go on to examine the range of agreement possibilities, concentrating on the question of ‘domains’. These have been tackled by Moravcsik (1978), Keenan (1978) and Lehmann (1982) among others, and more recently by Siewierska (1999) and Schmidt (2000). We demonstrate why domains are more than just the possible combinations of controllers and targets, recalling how the same target (e.g. the German adjective) behaves differently in different domains. It is hard to offer a typology of domains: earlier attempts were valuable, but they failed to include some of the more surprising domains (for which see Corbett 1991: 106-115, Polinsky & Comrie 1999). The agreement of certain pronouns with an absolutive NP in Archi (Kibrik 1972) is a notable instance. We make progress here, by giving a more complete basic typology 

Third we analyse the area of agreement choices, since these apparent breakdowns in the agreement system shed interesting light upon it. Slavonic provides key examples, which help to motivate the Agreement Hierarchy. We look at the choice between agreement with a single conjunct (in conjoined structures) and agreement with all conjuncts (resolution). The resolution rules found are apparently bizarre in some cases, but we shall motivate them, by referring to the typology of assignment systems.

Each lecture has a theme specific to agreement, but one which can also be seen as illustrating a more general issue in typology.




