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– Agreement features unify participants across distinct syntactic constituents (≈ what
HPSH has always said).

– Agreement minimally involves a phi feature sequence and a Match head that
instructs LF to unify the relevant participants picked by phi features.

– Those features are always present when unification is necessary; however, most
languages spell them out with one single exponent in predicative position.

– Modification position involves an extra JOIN head which intervenes between AP
and phi features ⟹ agreement more likely to emerge (as Concord) in modifiers.

Main claims
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– Features are universal.

– Operations are universal.

– Variation reduces to the size and shape of
lexical items.

Assumptions (standard Nanosyntax)
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(1) Spell out algorithm (Cortiula 2023, Caha et al. 2024)

a. Merge F and lexicalize.
b. If fail, evacuate the closest labelled non-remnant consituent and try (a)

c. If fail, evacuate the immediately dominating constituent and try (a) (recursive).

d. If merge F fails, spawn a new derivation providing F and project F in the spine.

In this work I will explore two consequences of this algorithm to throw light on
the nature of concord.

What I assume
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No affix
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Suffix
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Prefix
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Consequence:

– Prefixal material is always syntactically
complex [anchors must be binary]

– Suffixal material can be syntactically
complex or not [unary anchors compatible with
one or several heads]
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(4) a. un hombre con bigote
a man with moustache

b. un hombre bigot-ud-o
a man moustache-ed-m.sg

'a man with a moustache'

– Adjectival agreement and P cannot co-occur. One of the two must emerge, but never
both.

(5) a. un-a-s mujer-es con(*-a-s) bigote
a-f-pl woman-pl with- f-pl moustache

b. un-a-s mujer-es bigot-ud-*(a-s)
a-f-pl woman-pl moustache-ed-f-pl

Concord = P
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– The Spell Out Algorithm predicts that the same
exponent is kept in the derivation as much as possible.

– Hence there will always be a strict complementary
distribution relation between the material spelled out by
any two items within the same syntactic space.
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– The highest element in an adjective is a concord exponent.

– The highest element in a preposition is a relational exponent.
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(8) Concord = little p

– In other words, concord is related to a relational head.

Which relation? I will argue for the following idea.

– Identity.
(agreement is used to unify participants)
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– Ezafe is roughly characterised as some 'glue'
material introduced between a nominal modifier and the
head.

– There are grammatically different animals living
under this label.

Balochi / Galaki: a clearly attributive marker.

Suffixal ezafe in Balochi and Gilaki
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• Ezafe contains a JOIN head.
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Prefixal ezafe in Persian and Kurdish
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• Ezafe must contain more material 
beyond JOIN.
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– Two desiderata:
- Features are universal.
- Languages differ only on the size and shape of exponents.
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Agreeing prefixal ezafe in Zazaki
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Ezafe agreement=/= other agreement
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• Therefore:

– Ezafe = [Concord [Join]]

• Consequently, ezafe contains agreement
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– Agreement is necessary to semantically unify the two elements as describing the
same referent (HPSG, Sag & Pollard 1984)

– There needs to be a Match operation that checks the two sets of features for
compatibility.

(23) a. JOIN: type shifter from <e,t> to modifier
b. Concord: introduces information to syntactically identify the modified

entity
c. Match: associates the modified with the modifier
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Agreeing suffixal ezafe in German
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Vikner (2009): languages may have agreement in 
both predicative and attributive contexts; they 
may lack it in either, or they may only have it in 
attributive position, but no language has it only 
in predicative position.
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– Without JOIN: German adjectival exponents go up to MatchP, and spell out the 
relevant set of phi features.
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• – When JOIN is present between AP and Gen*, the constituent gets broken.
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Ezafe in Romance
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– Agreement is a relational head in the sense that
it is necessary to establish a particular type of
relation.

– That relation is unifying participants when their
descriptions are distributed across distinct syntactic
constituents.

Conclusions
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- This distinction reflects then two ways of obtaining (complex)
left branches:

(ix) a. By evacuation movement (non-projecting)
b. By spawning a new working space (projecting)
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• Left branch condition languages

– No case suffixes and D in the other set of
languages: project a new derivation.
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