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Wompun, JI. J1.. Agmosamuueckas o0paGomka mekcnia ina ecrechgenRHoM
Azbike; Modedav coeaacosanus, Mocksa 1990, crp. 168, together with a
bibliography of works on agreement.

There was a period when most theoretical linguists largely disregarded
agreement; often it was treated as no more than an indicator of other
syntactic relationships. In recent years, however, a good deal of attention
has been paid to the general problem of agreement, to the extent that whole
conferences have been devoted to the topic. The papers of one such
conference can be found in Barlow and Ferguson {1988). In contrast to this
general trend, Slavists have been more consistently interested in agreement
over the years. Partly this is because the linguistic material forces itself on
the researcher’s attention: the rich inflectional morphology of the Slavonic
languages together with the innovations in the categories involved result in
complex agreement systems, often involving options in agreement possibil-
ities. Moreover the Slavists’ tradition of using ‘real language’ examples,
whether from a strictly defined corpus or from random reading, has meant
that the range of data which syntacticians have been trying to account for
has been gradually expanding. It is possible to write rules which cover a
large portion of the data, vet typically one is left with much more than
isolated examples. And so interest in the topic has been maintained.
Given this background, when considering a new contribution to the field
it seems worthwhile to consider very briefly some of the earlier work on
agreement in Slavonic languages (not solely that devoled to Russian), and
to gather together references io the considerable amount of work which has
been done on the topic. Iomdin's work under review is the latest in a series
of monographs which Slavists have produced on agreement. The earliest
works tended to be normative, but gradually more descriptive and theoret-
ical concerns took over. Rozental’ (1960) and Senkevi¢ (1964} were con-
cerned with Russian; Popov (1964) was on Bulgarian and Vanek (1970) on
Czech. Skoblikova {(1971) dealt with government as well as agreement; she
examined Russian material, as did Crockett (1976} and Corbett (1979),
while comparison of material from all the Slavonic langnages can be found
in Corbett (1983a). An important part of the contribution of those working
on Slavonic languages has been the attempt to define the difficult noiion of
agreement; for work on this see Kibrik (1977), Lehfeldt (1980; 1984; 1991),
Apresjan {1982) and Schmidt and Lehfeldt (1984). As the bibliography
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shows, there has been a wealth of articles devoted to many other aspects of
agreement; these range from those which are mainly descriptive to the
theoretical. They also include work on dialect phenomena: Chitrova (1964),
Bogdanov (1968), Potapova (1960; 1962), Makarski {1973), Newcklowsky
(1983), child language acquisition: Dingwall and Tuniks (1973), and histor-
ical data: Egorov (1916), Glavan (1927-28), Popova (1955), lordanskij
(1958), Degtjarev (1966), Sannikov (1968; 1978), Malevinskij (1982) and
Huntley {1989).

While the literature on the subject is indeed considerable, as Tomdin
points out {p. 3), the topic is far from exhausted, and Jomdin makes a
useful contribution with this monograph. One of its distinguishing features
is that Iomdin’s concerns were in the first instance practical: he is a member
of the machine translation group in Moscow led by Professor Ju. D.
Apresjan, and one of his contributions to the project has been a system of
rules for Russian agreement o form part of two machine translation
programs (French-Russian and English-Russian) (p. 3). However,
Tomdin’s aims are theoretical as well as practical, and he decided to
approach the problem of agreement as a linguistic rather than an engineer-
ing problem (p. 5). Thus, while practical concerns are of great importance
in the book — for example certain complexities are excluded because they
occur only rarely in texts — there is a clear attempt to give a principled
accounl of agreement. And while the data on which the account is based
are scientific and technical texis (p. 7) there are, in fact, numerous examples
from literature, presumably because the points illustrated did not occur in
the types of text for which the machine translation programs were devised.

A second distinguishing feature is that Iomdin adopts a consistent
theoretical position, that of dependency gramunar, and more specifically,
following the general line of the ‘Smysl-tekst’ group. Chapter 1 gives an
outline of the theory on which this work is based and terms are defined.
The model he is working in uses 52 syntactic relations, of which 25 are
itlustrated in this chapter.

Chapter 2 is concerned with the definition of agrecment, one of the concerns
of Slavists noted earlier. Tomdin gives careful consideration to the traditional
Russian type of definition of agreement and points out the defects in it. He
then sketches a more formal type of definition, attempting to define first the
clearest cases of agreement and then to treat others as variants of these.!

In chapter 3, lomdin gives a free-ranging discussion of difficult areas of
Russian agreement, including in particular instances where there is debate
as to whether agreement is involved or not. There is considerable difficulty
over the relation between numerals and nouns, and Tomdin excludes
numerals from agreement (pp. 62—3). Morcover, his concern to ensure that
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agreement should be a syntactic phenomenon leads him to exclude cases,
such as some instances of agreement with conjoined noun phrases, where
the number of the target is semantically significant. This means that certain
problems which the reader might expect to be treated at length are
discussed here and excluded from further consideration. After an inferest-
ing discussion of gender, lomdin concludes that nouns like wraé ‘doctor’,
whose agreement properties have attracted great interest, are in fact two
lexemes: one specifically denotes doctors of female sex (and is of feminine
gender), the other is not specific as to sex (and is of masculine gender).
Fither could be used when a female is denoted and the choice is a matter
of lexical selection, not agreement, according to Iomdin (p. 84). Unfortu-
nately this particular problem will not go away so easily, since such items
may take two dilferent forms of agreement at the same time, as indeed in
Tomdin’s example (4.118, second variant): Novyj prent’er-ministr obratilas’
k sobravsimsja s re¢’ju “The new prime minister delivered a speech to those
gathered’. Clearly one or other lexeme must be selected and then one of the
agreement forms cannot be explained.

In chapter 4 we come to the formal model. There is an interesting list,
with examples, of the basic types of agreement, corresponding to the earlier
definition. Then the various rules are presenied: a rule is given with the
conditions on its operation, then notes on the conditions and examples,
and so to the next rule, In general, when a particular formalism is used and
understood by a small group this can cause problems, since its members
take it for granted. The particular formalism adopted here is not easy to
read, and its presence does not contribute a great deal. Most of the
restrictions are dealt with in notes, and it is more enlightening to read the
notes than the original statement. Moreover there are some irritating
misprints in the formalism: compare, for example, condition A3 on page 97
with the correct version on page 10}; and on p. 122 the notes on the
conditions simply do not match the conditions.? The list of rules is quite
long and the conditions on their operation frequently repeat each other.
Tomdin points out an example of such similarities on page 104. The rules
themselves 100 are repetitive: past tense verbs are treailed separately from
non-past, adjectival agreement involving the plural is treated separately
from the singular (so that the description would actually be simpler if
Russian had retained distinctions of gender in the plural), and agreement in
person requires five rules. While explicit, this approach shows its machine-
translation origin very clearly: it is hardly parsimonious or elegant.

The final chapter, number 5, is devoted to what lomdin called opredelitel’-
nye konstrukcii *determiner constructions’. Its purpose {p. 7} is to illustrate
the place of the operators in the analysis and synthesis components of the
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machine translation system; while there is interesting material here, it could
be better integrated into the general scheme of the book.

Tomdin’s initial concern to provide definitions has the very desirable
result that he is explicit about what should be covered and what should
not. And the careful listing of the constructions shows vividly just how
complex Russian agreement is. While those committed to dependency
theory may be interested in the detail of the rules, and in the numerous
examples with the dependencies indicated according to lomdin’s approach,
some readers will prefer to read for the data, And it is here that, in the
reviewer’s view, a major value of the book is to be found. Tomdin provides
many examples of inferest, including significant grammaticality judgements.
For example, following Es’kova (1977), he points out that masculine
inanimates in -ine, when accusative, cannot take an adjectival modifier (* ¥V
takoj cholodimi ‘in such dreadful cold”) (p. 97). He also discusses (p. 100)
the difference between variants in the following: Na stole stojala ogromnaja
vaza s fruktami, i Senja vzjal dve spefyelspelvch grusi *There was a huge
bowl of fruit on the table, and Senja took two ripe pears’. According to
Tomdin, the accusative { =nominative) form would be more appropriate if
Senja ook all the pears (or at least all the ripe ones), while the genitive
would be more appropriate if there were other (ripe) pears too.

This is not an easy book to read, but Iomdin’s machine translation
perspective offers a new slant on agreement which, in view of the great deal
already written, is to be welcomed.

NOTES

! 11 is surprising that there is no mention of most work in the West on this topic; the notion
of the Control Agreement Principle surely merits mention: see G. Gazdar, E. Klein, G,
Pulbum, ¥, Sag 1985 Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar, Blackwell, Oxford, pp. 83-94.
* There are several misprints and, while a list of abbreviations is provided, it is certainly not
complete; for instance if by page 33 the reader has forgotten what a GM P is, there iz no help
in the abbreviations — the only way is to look back to page 18,
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sake of completeness, a few items are listed which 1 have not seen; in these cases the source
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Akeentirovka i akeent makes a number of original and important contribu-
tions that will be of interest to anyone engaged in the study of accented
Siavic manuscripts and imprints. These contributions include: the prepara-
tion and organization of a new body of data; careful and sophisticated
paleographic analysis, both methodological (theoretical) and practical (ap-
plied); and an attempt to make linguistic sense of a source that mixes
Bulgarian, East Slavic, and, possibly, Serbian features. The first two of
these contributions are unqualified successes; if the third is not completely
satisfying, this is essentially a reflection on the recalcitrant data and the
relatively immature state of the art, rather than evidence of any avoidable
inadequacy in the author’s treatment of his material,

The monograph under review is divided into seven chapters: Introduc-
tion (9-23), “Sistema akcentirovanija XS* (24-48), * ‘Akcentnaja sis-
tema’ XS” (49-61), Nonroot Accent Marks (62-122), Root Accent Marks
(123-91), Word Forms without Accent Marks (192-201), and Conclusions
(202-209), These chapters are followed by lists of abbreviations (210-13),
a bibliography that includes most relevant materials (214-22), and an
index to words cited or discussed in the text (223-31).

The author observes that his work is among the first accentual analy-
ses based on an examination of every accented word in a manuscript or
imprint (§ 1.1, pp. 10—-11).* This alone, especially given the general accu-
racy of his transcriptions, makes a lasting contribution to Slavic accen-
tology, since, even if later scholars should disagree with certain aspects
of Steensland’s analysis, his compilation of the data has saved future
generations from having to return to the original manuscripts. The mate-
rial in this manuscript can later be reanalyzed or incorporated into dic-
tionaries or electronic data bases simply by drawing on Steensland’s
publication, where it is much more accessible than in the original
manuscript.

Manuscript citations in the book are reproduced with appropriate atten-
tion to paleographic detail (§1.1, p. 11) and with explanatory footnotes
that mention the occasional graphic complexity that could not be repre-
sented with adequale precision using the available typefaces (e.g., §3.3.3, p.
135 fn 46).* The only serious limitation in format — one that is lamentably
common in linguistic studies of original written or printed sources, both
accentual and otherwise — is the almost exclusive use of abbreviated ad-
dresses that refer only to folio and side, but not to line (¢.g., ““2v”, rather
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