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Agreement
G, G. Corbett

*Agreement’ is widespread, being found in three-quar-
ters of the world’s languages, according to Mallinson
and Biake (1981: 184). There are many instances
which almost any linguist would accept as examples
of agreement, yet there is no generally accepted defi-
nition. A useful starting point is provided by Steele
(1978: 610):
The term agreement commonly refers to some sysiematic
covariance between a semantic or formal property of one
element and a formal property of another. For example,
adjectives may take some formal indication of the number
and gender of the noun they modify.

The essential point is the covariance or matching of
features between two separate elements, such as noun
and adjective. Other attempts at a definition can be
found in Keenan (1978: 167), Lehmann (1982: 203),
and Lapointe (1988). Most writers treat ‘concord’ as
synonymous with agreement; there is no distinction
which is consistently drawn between the two terms,
There is a question as to whether the determination
of the form of anaphoric pronouns (as in examples
like the girl ... she) is a part of agreement, The
definition above covers such cases, and indeed most
mainstream work on agreement uses the term in the
wider sense to include pronouns. Barlow (1992: 134—
52} reviews the research and concludes that there are
no good grounds for distinguishing between agree-
ment and antecedent-anaphora relations.
Traditional grammar recognized agreement as an
interesting problem; it seemed relatively easy to state
the peneral rules for agreement in languages like
Latin, but several types of exception were identified.
In modern linguistics, agreement was treated for some
years primarily as a mere diagnostic for investigating
superficially more interesting problems. However,
Morgan (1972) showed that it is exceptionally diffi-
cult just to state the rules for verb agreement in
English, Interest in the phenomenon has been increas-
ing steadily, to the extent that there have been meet-
ings devoted to the topic (see Alvarez, et al. 1984;
Barlow and Ferguson 1988; Brentari, et al. 1988). The
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literature on the subject is extensive, and there is
considerable research in progress, in different theore-
tical frameworks (see Corbett, in press). Given the
scope of the problem, this article will concentrate on
the major topics.

Some of these topics arise even in the simplest
statements about agreement. Statements of the type:
‘X agrees with Y in Z,” are common, for example,
‘predicate verbs agree with subject noun phrases in
number.’ The Y element, which determines the agree-
ment, the subject noun phrase in this case, is called the
‘controller.” The X element, whose form is determined
by agreement, is the ‘target.” “X agrees with Y specifies
the ‘domain’ of agreement. And when the properties
involved are indicated (agreement in Z, number in this
instance), one is referring to agreement ‘categories’ (or
agreement ‘features’). Each of these topics will be
examined; then the nature of agreement, its function,
and the way in which it arises will be reviewed.

1. Categories

It makes sense to start with agreement categories,
since they are essential to the subsequent discussion,
and to look first at the possibilities, then at the
problems,

1.1 Category Possibilities

Agreement in gender is common; adjectives may agree
with their head noun in gender, as in these Russian
examples (1-3):

bol'$-0j avtomobil H
large car  {a large car)

boP3-aja  maiina 2)
large car  {a large car)

bol’§-oe  taksi 3
large faxi  (a large taxi).

The adjective changes its form according to the
noun: in (1) it takes -of because the noun antomobil’
‘car’ is of masculine gender (a similar gender agree-
ment form would occur with nouns denoting males);
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in {2) it takes -afa because the alternative word for
‘car—masina—is feminine; and (3) shows the neuter
ending. While such three-gender patierns arc quite
common, as are two-gender systems, languages with
four, and five genders are not unusual, and much
larger numbers are occasionally found. Gender sys-
tems may have sex as a component, as in languages
with masculine and feminine genders; but equally sex
may be irrelevant; the distinction may be between
animate and inanimate, for example.

The Russian examples also show agreement in
number; ail the adjectives are singular, to agree with
the singular nouns. If the first noun is changed to a
plural, the form of the adjective must change to match
(4

bol'§-ie

large

avtomobili )
Cars

The contrast here is just between singular and plural.
Many langunages have a third member of the number
system, the dual, used for denoting two items. More
complex systems may also be found, for example,
with special forms for three items (the trial), or for a
small but unspecified number of items (the paucal),

These same Russian examples also ittustrate agree-
ment in case: all the examples above are in the nomi-
native case, as would be appropriate for subject
position. If one is included in a prepositional phrase,
the form changes again (3):

v bol§-om avtomobile {5
in large car {in a large car)

The preposition v ‘in’ governs the locative case, and
the adjective, like the noun, stands in this case. Rus-
sian has six cases and there are many Indo-European
langnages with similar systems. Much larger case
inventories can be found, in some of the langhages
of the Caucasus, for example.

The other commonly occurring agreement category
is person. Systems with three persons, like Russian ja
gitaju ‘1 read,” 1y ditaes ‘you read,’ and on Citaet ‘he
reads,” are familiar, Larger inventories occur in lan-
guages which sub-divide one or more of these three
persons in some way. For example, some languages
(such as Quechua), subdivide the first person plural
into the first person inclusive and exclusive; and the
third person may be divided into obviative and non-
obviative, as in Algonquian languages.

The final category for consideration is that of
‘definiteness.’ This is not often included in the agree-
ment categories, but there is a case for its inclusion, as
evidence particulerly from Afro-Asiatic languages
suggests. These examples are from Syrian Arabic
(Ferguson and Barlow 1988: 6) (6-7):

rizzaal  kbiir {6)
man big {(a big man) N

r-riziaal  l-kbiir (3]
the-man the-big  (the big man)

For further exemplification of these categories see
Moravesik (1978: 336-62), and the entries on Gender
and Gender Systems; Number and Number Systems;
Case.)

1.2 Category Problems

While it is true to say that, for example, Russian
adjectives agree with their noun in gender, such state-
ments generally need qualification. This is because
there are frequently restrictions on agreement. Thus
German adjectives also show agreement in gender. But
this agreement is restricted syntactically: within the
noun phrase there is agreement, but when an adjective
functions as a predicate (with the copula), then thereis
no agreement, There are often morphelogical restric-
tions too. The Russian examples (1-3), show agree-
ment in gender; however, if the same phrases are made
plural, the adjective in each case takes the same form
asin (4); that is, agreement in gender is restricted to the
singular number. And the restriction may be lexicak in
the northeast Caucasian language Khinalug, most
verbs show agreement but some do not.

The second type of qualification to the general
statements of agreement possibilities is that the cate-
gories are different in nature. In the case of gender, it
is an inherent feature of the noun. Gender is found on
the target, sdy the adjcctive, as a consequence, in some
sense, of its presence in the noun. In example (1), the
masculine ending on bol’soj has nothing to do with the
lexical meaning of the adjective, but results from the
fact that the adjective is modifying a masculine noun.
A somewhat similar situation obtains for person; in
the Russian sentences ja itaju ‘I read,” “first person’ is
an inherent feature of the pronoun, but not of the
verb. In number, things are a little different, and more
debatable. Number is an inherent property of some
nouns: nouns which are only singular (like English
prestige), or only plural (like scissors), impose this
feature on their modifiers. Typically, however, a con-
siderable proportion of the nouns of given langnage
can be associated with both (or all) numbers. In
straightforward examples involving such nouns, fike
{4), the number feature appears to relate primarily to
the noun; the property denoted by the adjective (lar-
geness in this instance), is not affected by the change
in number, which is again just a result of the fact that
it modifies a noun which has this feature.

With case, the picture is different again; clearly not
an inherent feature, case is imposed by government by
some other syntactic element (the preposition in ex-
ampte (5)). Thus the noun and adjective in (5) are in
the same case because it is imposed on both. They do
indeed covary for case, but this covariance differs
from that found with, say, gender; as a resuit some
would not recognize case as an agreement category.
Speaking metaphorically, it can be said that nouns
start out having gender and impose it on their modi-
fiers (similarly pronouns have person which they
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impose on their agreement targets); nouns typically
gain number, which they impose on their modifiers.
. However, nouns gain case ‘at the same time’ as their
modiflers and so come to have the same case. While
this holds for the straightforward instances of match-
ing of case within the noun phrase, there are more
complex instances of covariance in case between pre-
dicate complements and their controllers (for which
see Timberlake 1988 on Lithuanian, and references
there to earlier work, especially by Andrews). Finaily,
agreement in definiteness is an instance of a feature
imposed on the noun phrase as a whole, which may be
indicated at more than one point in the phrase; this
gives rise to a matching of the definiteness feature,
Previewing the later discussion, it might be said
whether such instances count as agreement or not
depends in part on whether it is considered direc-
tional. If *X agrees with Y’ implies that Y has the
feature ‘first’ and then this is matched by X, then there
is a strong case for saying that (5) does not in fact
show agreement in case, nor (7) agreement in definite-
ness; if’ simple matching is all that is required, then
they are instances of agreement.

The third type of problem with general statements
of agreement possibilities is that there are instances
where the features expressed by the morphotogy do
not in fact match. A familiar one is found in English.
The statement that predicate verbs agree with the
subject noun phrase is contradicted, particularly in
British English, by examples like the following (8):

The committee have decided. (8}

The subject stands in the singular, yet the verb is
plural (see Sect, 5.2),

2. Controllers

Typical controllers present little difficulty of identifi-
cation, vet there are numerous problems with the less
straightforward cases.

2.1 Controller Possibilities

The discussion of categories suggests that the features
involved in agreement are associated originally or
primarily with nouns; traditionally nouns and pro-
nouns are considered the normal agreement control-
lers. However, in subject-verb agreement, and indeed
any agreement extending beyond the noun phrase, it
appears that it is the noun phrase rather than the noun
which is the controller. (A clear instance is agreement
with conjoined noun phrases.) This poses little diffi-
cuity in that many would claim that the noun phrase’s
features depend on those of the head noun and so the
noun is still in a sense the controller. On the other
hand there is an asymmetry here, and there are ex-
amples where agreement even within the noun phrase
cannot casily be explained as agreement with the
noun; for these reasons, some, like Lehmann (1982:
221-24), claim that agreement is always controlled by
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a noun phrase. Either way, it is established that
possible controllers are ‘virtually always constituents
int the N projection’ (Pullum 1984: 82).

2.2 Controlfer Problems

The analysis of agreement controliers presents several
problems. First, there are cases where different ele-
ments within the controller compete to control agree-
ment. Thus if the subject cousists of conjoined noun
phrases, the verb may well agree with just one of
them. In quantified expressions there is often compe-
tition between the quantifier and the quantified noun
for the role of controller. Then there are instances
where different potential controllers are in competi-
tion; for example, the predicate complement may
compete with the subject noun phrase in determining
the agreement form of the copula verb; this phenom-
enon is known as ‘attraction’ or ‘back agreement.’
{For examples of all these see Corbett 1988: 25-32;
and for a case of complex interaction of competing
factors in determining the controller see Tsunoda
1981 on Dijaru, and compare Mallinson and Blake
1981: 88-89, and Comrie 1989: 191-92.)

Another common problem, and & serious one in
some theoretical frameworks, is the existence of so-
called ‘prodrop’ languages. It may be desirable to say
of certain languages, for example, Serbo-Croatian,
that verbs agree with their subject in person and
number, as in ja ditam ‘1 read,” ty &itas ‘you read.
In most circumstances, the more natural utterances
would be citam and ditas. The problem is that the
pronominal agreement controller is normally not pre-
sent. For other problematic controllers see the re-
markable data on Chamorro and Palauan presented
by Chung and Georgopoulos {1988), and the Upper
Sorbian data discussed by Corbett {1987},

3. Targets

Targets vary widely, and involve considerable pro-
blems of analysis.

3.1 Target Possibilities

Examples of agreement of adjectives within the noun
phrase have already been noted, Demonstratives may
also be found agreeing similarly, as may articles
(definite and indefinite), various possessives, and nu-
merals, The latter type of target is perhaps less famil-
iar and so wiil be illustrated with examples from the
Bantu language Chichewa;

chi-pewa chi-modzi &)
hat one {one hat)

zi-pewa zi-witi
hats  two

(10
{two hats)
Here the numeral agrees in gender and number with
the noun,
In many languages predicate verbs agree with the
subject noun phrase. They may also agree with the
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direct object (as in various Bantu languages), and
with various other arguments. Personal pronouns
agree with their antecedents (though some would
exclude them from agresment, as discussed earlier),
as do relative pronouns, Surprisingly, perhaps, the list
continues. Adverbs can show agreement (in Lak and
in Kala Lagaw Ya, for example), as can adpositions
(Abkhaz), and therc is even evidence {from West
Fiemish) that complementizers can agree. The pos-
sessed noun may show agreement with the possessor
(again found in Abkhaz), and, more rarely, the pos-
sessor may agree with the possessed (as in Chamaial).
For illustrations of all of these target types see
Corbett (1991: 106-15); see also Lehmann (1982
207-15) for useful data.

3.2 Target Problems

A problem which targets cause for accounts of agree-
ment is that the realization of agreement may differ
according to the target. In its simplest form, this
difference is widespread in Indo-Buropean; consider
this example from Serbo-Croatian (11):

Mitica je dodla
Milica is come

(t1

{Milica came)

The auxiliary verb shows agreement in person and
number (it is third person singular), while the parti-
ciple shows agreement in number and gender {femi-
nine singular). These targets, then, show agreerment in
different features, but in the feature they share,
namely number, they show the same value {singular).
This identity of the shared feature is not always
found, however, as this Stovak example shows {12):

dobral (1)
kind!

Mama, vy  ste takd
Mother, you are SO

Here, there is agreement with the plural pronoun vy
‘you,’ used honorifically; both parts of the predicate
agree in number, but ste is plural, while takd dobra is
singular {and feminine). And when controllers allow
agreement options (as, say, English nouns like com-
mittee, which allow singular and plural agreement),
the particular target involved may have a major in-
fluence on the form chosen, (For detailed analysis of
such problems see Corbett 1983.)

4, Domains

As noted earlier, when both the controller and the
target can be identified the agreement domain is
specified. Given the range of possible targets, it is
evident that the number of possible domains is also
large, both when looking at the possible domains in
human language, and even when considering certain
individual languages (see Moravesik 1978: 362-66 for
discussion). Ideally it should be feasible to derive the
possible agreement domains from some mor¢ general
principle. The most influential attempt to do this is
that of Keenan (1978). In a nutshell, Keenan claims

that X may agree with Y if, and only if, in the logical
form of a given syntactic structure, the logical forms
of expressions of X are interpreted as functions taking
the interpretations of expression of Y as arguments: in
other words, targets are functions and controllers are
arguments. This account covers a large proportion of
the attested domains; controllers, as demonstrated,
are typically nominal, while targets, at least the com-
mon ones, may be viewed as functions or operators
semantically (compare Pullum 1984: 82). Keenan's
generalization is the basis for the control agreement
principle of Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar
(Gazdar, et al, 1985: 83-94), and of similar constructs
in other theories. The important point here is that the
control agreement principle specifics possible agree-
ment domains by reference to the semantic types of
the elements involved.

Before leaving domains it is necessary to consider
some of the complexity involved. First, note that
agreement may be ‘downwards,’ in the sense that
dependents can agree with their heads, and as
Nichols (1985) shows, it may be ‘upwards,’ since
heads can agree with dependents. And then it should
be said that there are instances of domains which
seem to streich the range beyond anything which
might have been predicted. Consider the following
data from the northeast Caucasian language Archi
(Kibrik 1972: 124) (13-16):

w-gz  dija k*andi w-i (13)
1 father like is (I like father}

d-ez  buwa k'andi d-i (14)
1  mother like is (I like mother)

b-ez dogi k’angi b {15)
1  donkey like is (I like the donkey)

G-ez  motol k'andi @-i {16)
1 young goat like is (I like the kid)

Archi is an ergative language: the part of the verb
which shows agreement agrees with the object of a
transitive verb; there are four different forms in {13-
16), corresponding to the four genders of Archi. With
verbs of emotion and perception, the subject stands in
the dative case; in the examples (13-16) it is a personal
pronoun with an agreement slot, and this also agrees
with the object. Thus one argument of the verb agrees,
through it, with another. (Another remarkable agree-
ment domain is described in Troike 1981.)

5, The Nature of Agreement

There are two problems which have dominated at-
tempts to give a satisfying account of agreement: the
question of directionality and the nature of the link
between controller and target.

5.1 Directionality

As illustrated in the discussion of categories (Sect.
1}, there is a clear intuition that agreement is in a
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sense directional. Consider this Russian example

{17

Irina ¢itala (17
Irina  was reading.

The noun Jfrina is feminine because it denotes a fe-
male. The verb shows feminine agreement (-4} be-
cause its subject is ferminine—the reading is not
feminine. A noun typically has only one gender, while
the verb has alternative forms to match the features of
a particular subject in a given sentence,

Early accounts of agreement, in Transformational
Grammar, captured this intuition by copying features
from the controller to the target. This works in many
cases, but there are problems, several of which have
already been encountered above. The controller may
be absent {as in the pro-drop cases). This was handled
by having the controller present, copying its features,
and then deleting it (an approach not available in
more recent theories). However, the controller may be
present but be underspecified, as in this French ex-
ample (Ferguson and Barlow 1988: 12) (18}

je suis heureuse. {18)
I am happy.

The first variant would be used by a male speaker,
and has masculine agreement, while the second is
appropriate for a female as it shows feminine agree-
ment, A copying account of agreement reguires two
forms of the first person pronoun, even though there
is no formal difference. Finally, copying analyses have
problems with instances where the features on the
controtler and the target do not match (as with nouns
like committee).

More recent approaches, notably that of General-
ized Phrase Structure Grammar, allow free instantia-
tion of feature on controllers and targets. Only those
structures meeting certain constraints, typically, the
identity of certain features, are grammatical. Thus
matching of features occurs but without copying.
The work is done by ‘unification,” which has a vital
role in several different frameworks. In such accounts
there need not be any directionality of agreement—
yet it represents an important intuition. In General-
ized Phrase Structure Grammar this notion is reintro-
duced by the controf agreement principle {see Sect. 4),
which specifies possible controllers and targets, and
gives them different statuses. Since, however, there is
no movement of features in such a model, it is more
accurate to tatk of the asymmetry of agreement rather
than directionality.

Unification does not require that feature sets
should be fuily specified; it will allow analyses of the
examples with absent and underspecified conirollers,
If, as in the second variant of {I8) above, the con-
troller is first person and sinpular but is unspecified
for gender, while the target is singular and feminine
but is unspecified for person, unification of the two

heureux [ je snis
happy /I am
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will give the values: first person, singular, feminine.
Thus agreement can be seen as a matter of cumulating
partial information from controller and target (see
Bariow 1992; Pollard and Sag 1994). it is stili asym-
metric in that the information relates primarily to the
controller, (Note that this view would exclude from
agreement most instances of case and definiteness
matching.}

5.2 The Link between Coniroller and Targel

The traditional view of agreement was that the link
was a matter of syntax. To those who had worked on
Latin, it seemed obvious that most cases of agreement
could be covered by relatively straightforward syntac-
tic rules. They were careful to note exceptions, where
the features of the controlier and target do not match
(analogous to the English commitfee problem}, and
suggested that these show interference from semantic
factors. This is still the dominant view, Those who
appeal to the control agreement principle or some
similar principle are claiming that the domains of
agreement can be specified by appeal to semantics
but the domains themselves remain a matter of syn-
tax.

Others, however, follow a different line. Barlow
1992: 230), for example, cites examples like the fol-
lowing (19-21):

Five dotlars is too much. (19}
John and only John is altowed in here. {20y
This team are going to win the cup. ed3)

In such cases it appears that agreement is semanticaily
motivated (taking semantics broadly). There is a plur-
al subject in (19), yet a singular verb. The conjoined
noun phrases in (20) have a single referent and so
there is a singular verb, Example (21) is the opposite
of (19); there is a singular subject and plural verb.

If an appeal has to be made to semantic factors in
such instances, a logical move is to try to treat the
whole of agreement as a matter of semantics (as
suggested by Dowty and Jacobson 1988, for exam-
ple). To take a straighiforward example:

The cat sits on the mat. (22}

It can be argued that sits is singular because its con-
troller cat denotes a singular entity. This is in the
nature of the agreement categories of gender, number,
and person: they all display a greater or lesser degree of
overlap with the real world and therefore many in-
stances of their use can be equally well treated as
syntactic or semantic. It is significant that those who
favor the semantic approach typically start from Eng-
lish data; English allows greater scope for semantics/
pragmatics than almost any other language whose
agreement system has been analyzed in any depth.
Just as there are cases where the syntactic view of
agreement has to appeal to semantic factors, so it
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would seem that a semantic view will need to appeal
to syntactic factors. An obvious case involves lan-
guages with grammatical gender, where the gender,
say of inanimates, is not determined by their meaning
{see Gender and Gender Systems). It is hard to con-
struct a convincing semantic account of the feminine
agreements with masing ‘car’ in (2), as opposed to the
use of the masculine with aviomobil’ ‘car’ in (1).
Another difficulty is examples like the following (H.

Clarke cited in Barlow 1988; 227):
i am parked on the hill. 23)

While the intended referent is clearly a car, there is no

possibility of a third person verb—-syntactic person

agreement is required. Perhaps the most serious pro-
blem for the semantic approach to agreement, as
indeed for the syntactic approach, is sentences like
{21) above, where both ‘syntactic’ agreement of the
determiner #tis and ‘semantic’ agreement of the verb
are are found. Here it appears that semantic accounts
have to leave a place for syntax.

The evidence suggests that both syatax and se-
mantics are involved in agreement. Their relative
importance varies from language to language. The
conflict between the two can give rise to considerable
variation—constructions where alternative agree-
ment forms are found. However, this variation is
tightly constrained, for example, by the agreement
hierarchy and associated constraints {Corbett 1983;
1987: 319-22).

6. The Functions of Agreement

Given its pervasiveness and complexity, it is reason-
able to ask what agreement does, The old answer is
that it introduces redundancy, so that if part of the
message is lost, owing to noise in the communication
channel, there is a greater chance that the original
message can be reconstituted. This may well be part of
the answer. More recently, researchers have pointed
"to a more specific function of agreement, namely its
role in allowing the speaker to keep track of referents
in a discourse, by means of the agreement categories.
This is easy to see in English, if the control of the
pronouns (hefshefilfthey) is part of agreement. In
languages with fuller agreement systems, other types
of agreement may carry a comparable load (see
Lehmann 1982: 233; 1988; Foley and Van Valin
(1984: 327). This view is consistent with that of
Barlow (1988: 3, 7), according to whom the controller
and target ‘instigate discourse referents’; he proposes
a discourse-linking theory, in which agreement relates
to utterances in discourse. Pollard and Sag (1994:
242}, also see the role of agreement as being to keep
track of referents in discourse. The old and new
suggestions as fo the role of agreement may be seen
as complementary. And, as with word order, for
example, its functions and importance may vary con-
siderably from langnage to language.

7. The Origin of Agreement
The major work on the rise of agreement is Givon
(1976). He claims that subject-verb agresment devel-
ops from pronouns in topic-shifting constructions.
This is shown schematically as follows; in (24) there
is a shifted topic:

the man, he

TOPIC  PRONOMINAL. SUBJECT

came
VERB,

Here the pronoun represents topic agreement. This
marked construction may become reanalyzed as a
neutraj sentence type, as has occurred in many non-
standard dialects of American English {25):

the man he-came
SUBIECT  AGREEMENT. MARKER.VERS.

{24)

(25

This reanalysis results from the overuse of a powerful
discourse device, which is a reasonable strategy, par-
ticularly if conditions for communication are difficult,
Givon claims that evidence for pronouns becoming
subject agreement markers can be found in English
and French dialects and in related pidgins and creoles.
Various Bantu languages also provide confirming
data, as is illustrated from Swahili (26):

kikopo ki-H-vunjika (26)

up AGREEMENT.MARKER-PAST-BREAK (the cup broke)

The subject agreement markers retain their older
anaphoric function (27):
ki-li-vunjika
it-pAST-break (It, the cup, broke)
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Thus the marker ki (which shows gender and num-
ber), allows the hearer to establish the intended re-
ferent in context in (27}, it also occurs as an agreement
marker when there is explicit reference to the referent
as in (26). As is implicit in the account above, Givon
claims that apreement and pronominalization are
‘fundamentally one and the same phenomenon.’
While pronouns are no longer believed to be the only
source of agrecement systems, they are certainly a
primary one. And the fact that pronouns, which are
particularly susceptible to semantic/pragmatic fac-
tors, become increasingly grammaticalized to form
agreement morphology contributes to the under-
standing of why synchronic accounts of agreement
require reference both to syntax and to semantics.

8. Conclusion

Agreement remains something of an enigma, It is
widespread, yet its functions are still poorly under-
stood. Despite a great deal of research from the mid-
1970s onwards, in a variety of theoretical frame-
works, a reasonable account of the phenomenon has
yet to be formulated.
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Anaphora
P. Sells and T. Wasow

The term ‘anaphora,’ as it has come to be used in
modern grammatical theory, encompasses the phe-
nomena of pronominal reference and various kinds
of ellipsis. What these have in commen is that an
element or construction is dependent for its inter-
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pretation on being associated with something else in
the context. Developing an understanding of these
phenomena has become an area of intense activity
among linguists, although many major questions
remain unsoived,




