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1 Two Approaches to Antiagreement
• Definition: Antiagreement

– ”In some languages, (local) extraction of the subject requires a special form of the verb whose main
characteristic is that its … inflection does not agree with that of the extracted subject.” Ouhalla 1993

– CentRal Qestion: does antiagreement implicate syntactic subject positions?

1. The Syntactic Approach: Extraction Skips Subject Position Brandi & Cordin 1989

• Observation: antiagreement typically arises with subject agreement. Ouhalla 1993
• Connection: cross-linguistic constraints on subject extraction. Chomsky 1981, Rizzi 2006
• Proposal: antiagreement arises when extracting arguments skip canonical subject position.

– Movement constraints block direct extraction from the projection linked to subject agreement.
– Formally: ecp, criterial freezing, antilocality Ouhalla 1993, Shlonsky 2014, Erlewine 2020

• Claim: antiagreement references subject position; arises only with subjects.

2. The Morphological Approach: Subject Position Irrelevant Baier 2018

• Antiagreement not linked to constraints on subject extraction; purely morphological.
– issue: Probes copy both ϕ- and wh, foc, Rel-features; cannot spell out both.

• Key evidence: object antiagreement in Selayarese (South Sulawesi, Austronesian)
– Baier (2018): this does not involve extraction through a subject position.
– Result: antiagreement formally delinked from constraints on subject extraction.

3. Today’s Claim: Antiagreement does make reference to subject position (elsewhere) in South Sulawesi.

• Mandar (South Sulawesi, Austronesian): identical agreement and antiagreement effect.

• high abs language: absolutive objects move into a subject position above the ergative agent.

• Antiagreement arises because extracting arguments skip the subject position.

(1) Antiagreement is Syntactic: Skipping
cp

wh

c[uwh] tp

____

t[uϕ] vp

wh vp

(2) Vs: Morphological Approach: no Skipping
cp

wh

c[uwh] tp

wh

t[uϕ] vp

wh vp
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2 Mandar Agreement: Linked to Subject Position
• Mandar: South Sulawesi, Indonesia; 400,000 speakers; closely related to Selayarese. Grimes & Grimes 1987

• Verb-initial; no morphological case; eRg-abs agreement; wh-words & foci in the left periphery.

• antiagReement: abs agreement cannot index a’-moved elements. (3c)1

(3) Mandar: Agreement and Antiagreement

a. Maq-ellong=i
intR-sing=3.abs

pro
3

diong.
there

‘He’s singing there.’

b. Mu-ita=i
2.eRg-see=3.abs

iting
that

a?
q

‘You saw that guy, huh?’

c. Innai
who

mu-ita(=*i)?
2.eRg-see=3.abs

‘Who did you see?’

2.1 Absolutive Enclitics = Agreement

Table 1: Mandar ABS is Agreement
test cd agR abs souRce in South Sulawesi
indexes all featuRes on goal? ✔ ✘ ✘ Preminger 2011 Kaufman 2008
taRgets only RefeRential goals? ✔ ✘ ✘ Baker & Kramer 2016 Finer 1997
shows tense-vaRiant foRms? ✘ ✔ ✔ Nevins 2011 Sirk 1996
can suRface in second-position? ✘ ✔ ✔ Bošković 2016 Campbell 1989

2.2 Agreement on T
1. DistRibution: finite clauses only.

2. Position: follows first element in tp: neg > asp > modal > motion > v; no climbing to C.

(4) ABS second-position in TP; finite clauses only

a. Mau
Although

tulu
always

indang=o
neg=2.abs

u-ita,
1.eRg-see

‘Although I always don’t see you.’

b. Na-tumae-mu/*o,
3.eRg-propose-2.gen/2.abs

sumangiq=o?
cry=2.abs

‘When he proposed to you, you cried?’

2.3 Absolutives in Subject Position
• The abs argument = the structural subject Schachter 1996

1. A’-extraction: abs only; ‘highest-only restriction’ Keenan 1972; Aldridge 2004

(5) Only Absolutives Extract

a. Na-ita=aq
3.eRg-see=1.abs

kamaq
dad

pro.

‘Dad saw me.’

b. Innai
who

na-ita
3.eRg-see

kamaq?
dad

‘Who did dad see?’

c. *Innai
who

na-ita=aq?
3.eRg-see=1.abs

int: ‘Who saw me?’

1Mandar data presented here have been collected over 2 years of fieldwork and ten months in Indonesia. All judgments checked with two
long-term (2018-) consultants. Abbreviations: abs: absolutive, eRg: ergative, gen: genitive, neg: negation, intR: intransitive, pfv: perfective
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2. Binding: abs > eRg.

• Condition-a anaphors can be eRg; bound by abs Cole & Hermon 2008
• Quantified abs object can bind possessor of eRg; no wco even with extraction
• cf: Tagalog (Richards 2000), Malagasy (Pearson 2001), Atayal (Huang & Lin 2012), Malay (Kaufman 2018),
• Analysis: o shifts above a, then moves to subject position Rackowski 2002

(6) Absolutive O binds into Agent; no WCO

a. *Maq-ellong=i
intR-sing=3.abs

alawe-na.
self-3.gen

int: ‘Himself is singing.’

b. Na-ita=i
3-see=3

alawe-na
self-3

i=Adi.
name

’Himselfi saw Adii.’

c. Innaii
who

na-salili
3-miss

kindo’-nai?
mom-3

‘Whoi does hisi mom miss?’

2.4 Antiagreement Implicates the Subject Position
• abs objects occupy a subject position above eRg: extraction, binding, quantifier float.

• claim: Mandar absolutive agreement tied to subject position: spec,tp

• Result: Antiagreement makes reference to subject positon pace Baier 2018 on Selayarese

3 Antiagreement via Skipping

3.1 Quantifier Float
• Mandar quantifiers: dp-internal or preverbal.

(7) Mandar Quantifiers: DP-Internal or Preverbal

a. Mambaca=i
read=3.abs

inggana-na
all-3.gen

sola-u.
friend-1.gen

‘All my friends are reading.’

b. Inggana-na
all-3.gen

pole=i
come=3.abs

sola-u.
friend-1.gen

‘All my friends came.’

• Preverbal quantifiers occupy subject position.

– LineaR position: identical to abs agreement: follows c, precedes neg, asp, modals, v
– Association: Strictly associates with the abs argument; cannot associate with eRg.

(8) Preverbal Quantifiers at the left edge of the middle field

a. Sangnging
all

indang=i
neg=3

mecawa
laugh

tomeqoro.
attendant

‘All of the people attending didn’t laugh.’

b. Mau
although

tulu
always

sangnging
all

mecawa=i,
laugh=3

‘Although they all always laugh,’

• Proposal: preverbal quantifiers reach their surface position via stranding.

– The subject moves to spec,tp; triggers abs agreement; q pied-piped into this position.
– The subject and quantifier get spelled out discontiguously. Fanselow and Ćavar 2001; Doliana 2020

∗ cf: subjects undergo postsyntactic postposing in Austronesian. Chung 1990, Sabbagh 2014
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(9) TwoQuantifier Positions

a. Sangnging
all-3.gen

pole=m=i
come=pfv=3

sola-u.
friend-1.gen

‘My friends all came.’

b. Para
each

maqalli=m=i
buy=pfv=3

bau
fish

sola-u
friend-1.gen

‘My friends each bought a fish.’

c. Siccoq
some

u-alli
1-buy=3

barras
raw.rice

‘I bought some raw rice.’

d. Duam-bua
two-clf

na-ande
3-eat

tomessang.
mango

‘He ate two mangos’

(10) Quantifier Float via Scattered Deletion

tp

sangnging sola-u

t[uϕ] vp

v vp

pole sangnging sola-u

3.2 Quantifier Float and Extraction
• a’-extracted arguments cannot float quantifiers to this position.

– Parallel: arguments which don’t trigger abs (eRg agent, antip o) cannot float q.

• Claim: a’-extracted arguments never pass through the subject position.

(11) A’-Moved Subjects cannot float Q

a. *Innai
who

sangnging
all

maqalli
buy

bau?
fish

int: ‘Who all bought fish?’
b. *Sola-u

friend-1.gen
sangnging
all

mecawa.
laugh

int: ‘My friends all laughed.’
c. *Ia iting

those.are
tauq
person

sangnging
all

mongeq.
sick

int: ‘Those are the ones who are all sick.’
d. Sola-u

friend-my
*para/*tatallu/*…
each/three/q

pole.
come

int: ‘Each/three/… of my friends came.’

(12) A’-Arguments cannot floatQuantifiers;
Extraction Skips Subject Position

cp

wh

c[uwh] tp

____

t[uϕ] vp

wh vp

4 Conclusions
1. Mandar anti-agreement makes strict reference to subject position (pace Baier 2018).

• Antiagreement arises only with absolutive arguments which move to spec,tp.
• The objects which trigger this pattern occupy subject position; they are not in-situ.
• Result: no evidence for a non-syntactic approach to antiagreement from this pattern.

2. A’-extraction show independent evidence of Skipping.

• abs arguments float quantifiers to the preverbal position linked to subjecthood.
• a’-extracted arguments generally cannot float quantifiers to this position.
• Claim: both antiagreement and the ban on quantifier float arise from a skipping derivation.

4



NELS 51, UQAM Dan Brodkin; ddbrodki@ucsc.edu

5 References
Aldridge, E. C. (2004). Ergativity and word order in Austronesian languages.

Baier, N. B. (2018). Anti-agreement.

Baker, M., & Kramer, R. (2016). Doubling clitics are pronouns: Reduce and interpret. Ms, Rutgers University and
Georgetown University.

Béjar, Susana. 1999. Agreement alternations and functional licensing in Selayarese. In Proceedings of AFLA VI , ed.
Catherine Kitto, 51–61.

Bošković, Ž. (2016). On second position clitics crosslinguistically. Formal studies in Slovenian syntax: In honor of
Janez Orešnik, 23-53.

Brandi, L., & Cordin, P. (1989). Two Italian dialects and the null subject parameter. In The null subject parameter
(pp. 111-142). Springer, Dordrecht.

Campbell, P. J. (1989). Some aspects of Pitu Ulunna Salu grammar: a typological approach (Doctoral dissertation,
UMI Ann Arbor).

Chomsky, N. (1981). Lectures on government and binding, foris, dordrecht. Chomsky Lectures on Government and
Binding 1981.

Chung, S. (1990). VP’s and verb movement in Chamorro. Natural language & linguistic theory, 8(4), 559-619.

Cole, P., & Hermon, G. (2008). VP raising in a VOS language. Syntax, 11(2), 144-197.

Coon, J., Pedro, P. M., & Preminger, O. (2014). The role of case in A-bar extraction asymmetries: Evidence from
Mayan. Linguistic Variation, 14(2), 179-242.

Deal, A. R. (2015, May). Interaction and satisfaction in φ-agreement. In Proceedings of NELS (Vol. 45, No. 1, pp.
179-192).

Donohue, M. (2004). Voice oppositions without voice morphology. In Proceedings of AFLA (Vol. 11, pp. 73-88).

Erlewine, M. Y. (2020). Anti-locality and subject extraction. Glossa: a journal of general linguistics, 5(1).

Finer, D. L. (1997). Contrasting Ā-dependencies in Selayarese. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory, 15(4), 677-728.

Franks, S., & King, T. H. (2000). A handbook of Slavic clitics. Oxford Studies in Comparative Syntax.

Grimes, C. E., & Grimes, B. D. (1987). Languages of South Sulawesi. Dept. of Linguistics, Research School of Pacific
Studies, The Australian National University.

Hornstein, N. (2009). A theory of syntax: Minimal operations and universal grammar. Cambridge University Press.

Huang, Z. R., & Lin, K. C. J. (2012, April). Placing Atayal on the ergativity continuum. In LSA Annual Meeting
Extended Abstracts (Vol. 3, pp. 21-1).

Kaufman, D. (2008). South Sulawesi pronominal clitics: Form, function and position. Studies in Philippine languages
and cultures, 17, 13-65.

5



NELS 51, UQAM Dan Brodkin; ddbrodki@ucsc.edu

Kaufman, D. (2018). Austronesian predication and the emergence of biclausal clefts in Indonesian languages. Studies
in Diversity Linguistics, (21).

Keenan, E. L. (1972). Relative clause formation in Malagasy. The Chicago which hunt, 169(89), 348-71.

Nevins, A. (2011). Multiple agree with clitics: Person complementarity vs. omnivorous number. Natural Language
& Linguistic Theory, 29(4), 939-971.

Ouhalla, J. (1993). Subject-extraction, negation and the antiagreement effect. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory,
11(3), 477-518.

Pearson, J. M. (2001). The clause structure of Malagasy: A minimalist approach (Doctoral dissertation, UCLA).

Phillips, Colin. 1997. Disagreement between adults and children. In Theoretical issues in the morphology-syntax
interface, ed. Amaya Mendikoetxea and Myriam Uribe-Etxebarria, 173–212. San Sebastian: ASJU.

Preminger, O. (2011). Agreement as a fallible operation (Doctoral dissertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy).

Rackowski, A. (2002). The structure of Tagalog: Specificity, voice, and the distribution of arguments (Doctoral dis-
sertation, Massachusetts Institute of Technology).

Richards, N. (2000). Another look at Tagalog subjects. In Formal issues in Austronesian linguistics (pp. 105-116).
Springer, Dordrecht.

Rizzi, L. (2007). On some properties of criterial freezing. Studies in linguistics, 1, 145-158.

Sabbagh, J. (2014). Word Order and Prosodic‐Structure Constraints in Tagalog. Syntax, 17(1), 40-89.

Schachter, P. (1996). The subject in Tagalog: Still none of the above (Vol. 15). University of California, Los Angeles.

Shlonsky, U. (2014). Subject positions, subject extraction, EPP, and the Subject Criterion. Locality, 58-86.

Sirk, Ulo. 1996. The Buginese language of traditional literature. Self-published, Moscow.

Zobel, E. (2002). The position of Chamorro and Palauan in the Austronesian family tree: evidence from verb mor-
phosyntax. The history and typology of western Austronesian voice systems, 405-434.

6


