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Building upon the findings ofMilosavljević (2017) that semantic agreement ismore frequent than previously reportedwith
both finite and gendered predicates (participles or adjectives in copular constructions), we present a quantitative study on
the role of predicate type in agreementwith definite numeral phrases introducedby cardinal numerals in Serbian. Basedon
a sample of 731 examples drawn from the CLASSLA-web.sr corpus, we examine three types of predicates: non-gendered
finite predicates, gendered participial predicates, and gendered adjectival predicates. Our results show that semantic
agreement is more frequent with non-gendered finite predicates. We also examined differences in agreement patterns
between gendered predicates involving participles and those involving adjectives. The results show that copular adjectival
constructions are more likely to license semantic agreement compared to participial forms. We discuss these results
in light of Milosavljević (2024), suggesting that the presence of a gendered predicate inhibits semantic agreement. Our
results show that semantic agreementwith numeral phrases is neithermarginal nor extragrammatical, contrary to existing
reports on agreement with numeral phrases in Slavic (e.g. Franks, 1995; Bošković, 2008, 2025). Since previous work in
generative syntax on agreementwith numeral phrases in Serbian (and Slavic) has focused almost exclusively on participial
predicates, the observed difference between non-gendered and gendered predicates has significant implications for the
nature of the features involved in agreement, particularly gender in contrast to number and person.
Keywords: subject-verb agreement, numeral phrases, grammatical gender, participles, finite predicates, Serbian

1 INTRODUCTION

Two possible patterns of subject-verb agreement are
attested with numeral phrases in Serbian. Finite pred-
icates may appear in either the third person singular or
plural form (1), while participles may bear either neuter
singular morphology or plural agreement matching the
gender of the noun (2). In the present paper, these
two agreement patterns are referred to as grammatical
agreement (GAGR, singular) and semantic agreement
(SAGR, plural), respectively.

(1) (Tih)
those.GEN.PL

pet
five

devojaka
girl.GEN.F.PL

trči
run.3SG

/
/

trče.
run.3PL
‘Those five girls are running.’

(2) (Tih)
those.GEN.PL

pet
five

devojaka
girl.GEN.F.PL

je
AUX.3SG

trčalo
run.PTCP.N.SG

/
/
su
AUX.3PL

trčale.
run.PTCP.F.PL

‘Those five girls were running.’

In Serbian numeral phrases, the noun following numer-
als like pet ‘five’ and higher invariably appears in the
genitive plural form (also termed the ‘genitive of quan-
tification’), as do any modifiers, like the demonstratives
in (1)–(2), with the formsyncretic across all genders. Be-

cause the noun is not in the nominative case and the nu-
meral itself is arguably caseless, the availability of plural
agreement is syntactically puzzling and is therefore of-
ten attributed to semantic factors.
A range of factors has been proposed to influence the

appearance of SAGR with numeral phrases (cf. Corbett,
2006, 2010, 2023; Milosavljević, 2017, 2018a, 2018b,
2020 for overviews). These include animacy (animate
subjects tend to prefer SAGR), agentivity (agentive sub-
jects favor SAGR), word order (SAGR is more likely
with preverbal subjects), individuation (more individu-
ated subjects are prone to SAGR), numeral size (lower
numerals more readily pattern with SAGR), verb type
(SAGR is more compatible with finite predicates than
with participles), and interpretation (distributive read-
ings promote SAGR; see also Bosnić, 2016). This does
not imply that SAGR is overall more frequent or accept-
able thanGAGR in the presence of these factors; rather,
their presence increases the relative likelihood of SAGR
compared to contexts from which they are absent.
Despite these observations, the dominant view in the

literature on generative syntax is that GAGR is the de-
fault, or even the sole grammatical option. More specif-
ically, GAGR is typically treated as a bona fide gram-
matical mechanism, whereas SAGR is often viewed as
semantically driven and thus ‘extragrammatical’ (cf.
Franks, 1994, 1995; Bošković, 2008, 2025; Šarić, 2014,
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among others).1 This perspective is sometimes sup-
ported by corpus data showing the relative infrequency
of SAGR – for example, (Corbett, 2004) reports that
SAGR accounts for only 7% of the cases in his study.
We challenge this view from a quantitative perspec-

tive, showing that SAGR is in fact predominant in certain
configurations and just as syntactic as GAGR. In section
2, we present some recent research arguing in favor of
SAGR as a syntactic process and sketch some additional
factors relevant for the choice betweenSAGR andGAGR,
leading to the hypotheses we test in the present paper.
The methodology is presented in section 3. Section 4
presents the results of the present study, discussed in
section 5. We conclude in section 6.

2 PREVIOUS APPROACHES AND EMERGING
HYPOTHESES

In this section, we first present in more detail some
approaches that treat SAGR with numeral phrases as
purely semantic, extragrammatical, and marginal (sub-
section 2.1). We then turn to several recent approaches
that analyze SAGR with numeral phrases as a syntac-
tic process (subsection 2.2), and finally, we outline the
key differences between finite predicates and partici-
ples as agreeing elements, which are often overlooked
in discussions of agreement with NumPs in Slavic (sub-
section 2.3). In subsection 2.4, we formulate the hy-
potheses emerging from the observations presented in
the preceding subsections.

2.1 Semantic agreement is not syntactic

Variable agreement with various types of quantified
noun phrases (QNPs) has attracted a lot of attention in
Slavic (and beyond), with the prevailing tenet being that
grammatical (singular, cf. 3) agreement tends to domi-
nate in formal registers and syntactically prominent po-
sitions. Semantic (plural in 3) agreement is reported as
marginally present (Corbett, 2004), more acceptable in
colloquial speech (Franks, 1995) or when the numeral
phrase is topical (Bošković, 2008; Franks, 1994; Peset-
sky, 1982; Bošković, 2006) or discourse-linked (Despić,
2011). As an illustration, we briefly discuss two influen-
tial approaches, from Franks and Bošković.
According to Franks (1994, 622) and Franks (1995,

116), GAGR (neuter singular) is “considered standard
and far preferred by most speakers,” with SAGR (plural
matching the gender of the noun) having the status of a
“performance error”. Franks argues that GAGR reflects
true syntactic agreement with the subject NP, whereas

1To be fair, Bošković (2008) mentions three possibilities to analyze
agreement with numeral phrases in Serbian, two with plural agree-
ment as ”semantic” and one where plural is a syntactic option. In
Bošković (2025), only GAGR (singular) is treated as syntactic.

the plural form instantiates “semantic agreement” with
the cardinality of the head N (he marks it with a ques-
tion mark in the examples provided). On his approach,
the numeral phrase is an NP that receives the neuter
singular value by default, due to the impossibility of the
nominal features of the head noun to percolate to the
maximal projection. This inhibition, in his view, arises
from the inherent status of the genitive of quantification,
which blocks percolation. As a result, SAGR cannot be
derived by syntactic means and is instead available only
as a marked “semantic” option (Franks, 1994, 1995).
A similar stance is taken by Bošković (2025), who re-

ports that Serbo-Croatian ”only fully allows the SG op-
tion” [= GAGR], with ”the PL option being dispreferred”,
though not entirely ruled out, possibly as a result of
semantic agreement. On this account, only nominative
subjects can induce SAGR, an option available in Rus-
sian but not in Serbo-Croatian. Therefore in the latter,
numerals must be caseless, and SAGR (plural agree-
ment, in his terminology) consequently cannot be syn-
tactically licensed.

2.2 Semantic agreement is also syntactic

While interpretations of the variation between GAGR
and SAGR outlined in the previous subsection ascribe
the emergence of plural on the predicate with numeral
phrases to the influence of semantics, there are numer-
ousproposals that derive both options inNarrowSyntax,
cf. Driemel and Stojković (2019); Wechsler and Zlatić
(2000); Landau (2016); Danon (2013a, 2013b); Wech-
sler and Zlatić (2003); Milosavljević (2024), inter alia.
Viewing SAGR as marginal or extragrammatical is un-

warranted, given that, at least in some structural con-
figurations, SAGR emerges as the dominant pattern. For
instance, based on quantitative data drawn from the
Corpus of Contemporary Serbian (Vitas & Utvić, 2013),
Milosavljević (2017, 2018a, 2018b) observes that defi-
nite/specific NumPs like those in (3), significantly favor
SAGR. Specifically, with finite predicates, SAGR is even
the dominant pattern, as shown in Table 1. This quanti-
tative pattern illustrates how a corpus-based approach
can help falsify claims based solely on individual intu-
itions: the fact that a syntactic/semantic environment in
which SAGR is significantly preferred over GAGR exists
may be taken to implicate that SAGR is neither marginal
nor extragrammatical.

(3) Tih
those

/ svih
all

/ pomenutih
mentioned

pet
five

devojaka
girl.GEN.F.PL

peva
sing.3SG

/ pevaju.
sing.3PL

‘Those / all / mentioned five girls are singing.’
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Table 1: Agreement patterns of finite predicates in Serbo-
Croatian (corpus study; after Milosavljević, 2017)

Agr Type Def/Spec –Def/Spec
GAGR 66/186 (35%) 79/96 (82%)
SAGR 120/186 (65%) 17/96 (18%)

Table 1 shows that SAGR is predominant in defi-
nite/specific contexts, where it accounts for approxi-
mately two-thirds of the data. With indefinite and un-
specific subject NumPs, by contrast,GAGR is highly pre-
ferred, covering more than 80%. When only examples
with definite/specific but inanimate non-agentive sub-
jects are considered, SAGR is still significantly more fre-
quent, appearing in 65% (20/31) of cases.
Building on these data, Milosavljević (2024) argues

that SAGR reflects a genuine syntactic process. It is ar-
gued that SAGR arises when numeral phrases are full
DPs andundergomovement to the canonical subject po-
sition (Spec,IP). In contrast, GAGR emerges when such
movement does not occur – either because the subject
is a bare NumP (a ”Small Nominal” without the D layer,
in terms of Pereltsvaig, 2006) or a DP that remains in a
lower position. In these cases, agreement is controlled
by a null situational pro, which anchors the predicate to
the utterance context.
There are two additional recent studies that treat

SAGR as a genuine syntactic process. Driemel and Sto-
jković (2019) propose the internal structure of NumPs
like (4), in the spirit of Bošković (2008), where the func-
tional head K assigns the genitive case to its comple-
ment i.e. NP (similarly to F in Bošković, 2008).

(4) [KP QP [K’ K NP]]

Unlike Franks (1995); Bošković (2025), both GAGR and
SAGR are syntactic in this approach, with the agreement
pattern depending on the relative order of operations
↑ Agree ↑, ↓ Agree ↓, Merge (and Move) on the K head.
GAGR is the Default Agree:2 when Merge applies first,
both ↑ Agree ↑ and ↓ Agree ↓ succeed, leading to a
clash. Another option for default to arise is the order in
which both Agree operations are counter-fed by Merge.
Both scenarios lead to failed agreement, repaired by in-
sertion of default features (Preminger, 2014). SAGR is
agreement with the noun, due to the order (5). Specifi-
cally, ↑ Agree ↑ is counter-fed by the late application of
2Bear in mind that for Driemel and Stojković (2019) N.SG on the par-
ticiple can arise with higher numerals and other uninflecting quan-
tifiers like mnogo ‘many’ from two scenarios: one is default inser-
tion after failed agreement, while the other is successful agreement
with the quantifier, presumably inherently n.sg. The motivation lies
in the comparison with nominal or paucal quantifiers, confirmed to
be grammatical with GAGR with the quantifier (singular or paucal),
SAGR with the noun (plural), as well as default N.SG agreement.

Merge, which in turn feeds ↓ Agree ↓ with the features
of N. The verb agrees with the KP (reflecting plural and
the gender of the noun).

(5) ↑ Agree ↑≫ Merge ≫↓ Agree ↓

Čulinović (2020) also treats both GAGR and SAGR, il-
lustrated in (6), as syntactic.3 The internal structure of
NumPs giving rise toGAGR is as in (7), whereN-set in the
sense of Kayne (2016), which is singular neuter, assigns
the GenQ. NumPs that trigger SAGR have the structure
as in (8), where 𝜙 assigns plural and feminine gender
(Sauerland, 2004).

(6) Pet
five

devojaka
girl.GEN.F.PL

je
AUX.3SG

zaradilo
earn.PTCP.SG.N

/
/

su
AUX.3PL

zaradile
earn.PTCP.PL.F

20.000
20,000

dolara.
dollars

‘Five girls earned 20,000 dollars.’

(7) [N-setP NumP [N-set’ N-set [DP ...]]]

(8) [𝜙P [𝜙’ 𝜙:PL,F [N-setP NumP [N-set’ N-set [DP ...]]]]]

Milosavljević (2024)’s syntactic account considers only
finite predicates, whereas other accounts only discuss
complex forms with participles. However, the emerg-
ing empirical picture suggests that finite predicates
and participles behave differently as agreeing patterns.
These differences between agreeing items that do or do
not include gendered forms, such as participles, lie at
the center of our quantitative study.

2.3 Finite predicates vs. participles

Milosavljević (2017, 2018a) observes that in complex
forms containing a participle, definiteness/specificity
continues to play a significant role, albeit with a weaker
effect than with non-gendered finite predicates. The
contrast as in Table 2 emerges from the reported cor-
pus study. As evident, SAGR with definite subjects is
far more frequent than with indefinite subjects (34%
vs. 6%). The portion of SAGR with definite NumPs
with participial predicates is however significantly lower
than SAGR with definite NumPs with non-gendered fi-
nite predicates (34% vs. 66%). Similar patterns emerge
when only inanimate subjects are taken into account –
32% (6/19) of the examples are attestedwithSAGRwith
definite inanimate subjects. This suggests that while
definiteness remains the key factor, the presence of a
participle itself reduces the likelihood of SAGR with nu-
meral phrases.

3According to (Čulinović, 2020),GAGR gives rise to only collective (five
girls earned 20.000 dollars as a group), and SAGR to both collective
and distributive interpretations (the latter: each girl in the set of five
girls earned 20.000 dollars).
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Table 2: SAgr with NumPs in present vs. past tense
Semantic class of NumP Present Perfect
Definite (+modifier) 66% (N=91) 34% (N=86)
Definite (no modifier) 60% (N=30) 37% (N=27)
Epistemically specific 62% (N=13) 20% (N=35)
Non-definite/specific 18% (N=96) 6% (N=252)

Milosavljević (2024) suggests two possible factors that
might influence these differences. The first one con-
cerns the status of gender: this feature is only rele-
vant for the agreement with participles and not with
finite predicates. It might be inhibitory for SAGR as a
𝜙-feature with the most opaque semantics, compared
to person and number (Milosavljević, 2017, 2018a), at
least for inanimate subjects (see section 5 for more).
From the perspective of how a sentence is anchored

in discourse – either via a referential DP or a situation
pronoun (recall from subsection 2.2 that, according to
Milosavljević, 2024, SAGR with definite quantified nu-
meral phrases is possible when they move to Spec,IP,
thereby anchoring the sentence to the discourse) – it
may also be the case that, with participial predicates,
there is a higher probability for a sentence to be an-
chored via a situation pronoun. This seems especially
plausible in the present-perfect interpretation of the
past tense form in Serbian. At the very least, this sug-
gests a hypothesis worth testing: namely, that present-
tense situations are more likely to be anchored via indi-
viduals, whereas “past tense” situations are more likely
to be anchored via situations.

2.4 Hypotheses

Milosavljević (2017)’s quantitative data on the preva-
lence of SAGR with finite predicates and the discrepan-
cies between finite and participial predicates are based
on data encompassing various semantic flavors, includ-
ing both animate and inanimate subject phrases. As
noted above, he reports that similar patterns are at-
tested when only inanimates are considered, but this
subset is based on very small samples: 31 examples
with finite predicates and 19 with predicates involving
participles. In the present paper, we test the following
hypotheses using a more semantically unified class of
examples and much larger samples. Specifically, as de-
tailed in section 3, we focus exclusively on definite nu-
meral phrases with inanimate subjects, drawing on a
sample of 731examples. Thehypotheses are as follows:

• H1: With finite predicates, SAGR is more frequent
than GAGR.

• H2: SAGR is more frequent with finite than with gen-
dered predicates.

While Milosavljević (2017) focuses on gendered forms
with participles, our quantitative study is concerned
with two major forms including gendered agreeing
items: complex verb forms with participles and copu-
lar constructions with adjectives. Since participial forms
are always non-present-tense form (typically past tense
or conditionals), copular constructions with adjectives
may be about present tense situations. This enables us
to confront gender on the agreeing pattern as one factor
with the present (copular adjectival predicates) vs. non-
present construal (participial constructions). Based on
the observations laid out in subsection 2.3, we hypoth-
esize the following:

• H3: SAGR ismore frequentwith gendered formswith
present-tense construals (adjectival copular con-
structions) than with non-present-tense construal
(participial constructions).

All three hypotheses have been confirmed by our quan-
titative study, as detailed in section 4. Before that, we
describe our methodology in section 3. The results are
subsequently discussed in section 5.

3 METHODOLOGY

Our quantitative data come from the dataset
Milosavljević and Stojković (2025). This dataset
comprises 731 examples extracted from CLASSLA-
web.sr (Ljubešić et al., 2024), from the following
genres: Forum, Information/Explanation, Instruction,
Opinion/Argumentation, Promotion, and Prose/Lyrical.
The dataset includes examples with definite numeral
phrases, where the definiteness is signaled either by a
demonstrative pronoun, or the universal quantifier sav
‘all’, marking maximality/exhaustivity. We extracted ex-
amples with neutral subject-verb order, with maximally
two corpus words in between, and with numerals from
pet (5) ‘five’ to deset (10) ‘ten’.4 Given the reported
significance of word order and subject-verb distance for
agreement (Milosavljević, 2017; Driemel & Stojković,
2019), the search queries were designed to minimize
their influence; the queries also controlled for the
format of numerals (verbal and numeric). The extracted
examples are annotated for animacy by distinguishing
the following five classes:
4The following queries were used for the extraction of examples:
[tag!=”S.*”][word=”ovih” | word=”onih” | word=”tih”]
[lemma=”pet” | lemma=”deset” | lemma=”šest” |
lemma=”sedam” | lemma=”osam” | lemma=”devet” |
word=”5” | word=”10” | word=”6” | word=”7” |
word=”8” | word=”9”] []{0,2} [tag=”V.*”] for demon-
stratives and [tag!=”S.*”][word=”svih”] [lemma=”pet” |
lemma=”deset” | lemma=”šest” | lemma=”sedam” |
lemma=”osam” | lemma=”devet” | word=”5” | word=”10”
| word=”6” | word=”7” | word=”8” | word=”9”] []{0,2}
[tag=”V.*”] for sav ‘whole, all’.
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• measure phrases, such as tih 10% (+ N) ’these 10%
(+ N)’, onih 9km ‘these 9km’, tih pet minuta ‘these
five minutes’ etc.;

• inanimate entities, such as ovih 10 stvari ‘these 10
things’, onih pet kašika ‘thesefive spoons’, ovih5 fak-
tora ‘these 5 factors’ etc.;

• pseudoinanimate entities – entities that are inani-
mate in isolation, but stand for sentient and con-
trolled actions (and thus metonimically for humans),
such as ovih 5 sudova ‘these 5 courts’ (when the rel-
evant courts make decisions i.e. denote institutions,
not just buildings);

• animate entities that do not denote humans, such as
ovih pet mačića ‘these five kittens’, ovih devet gol-
ubova ‘these nine pigeons’ etc.

• human entities, e.g. tih deset ljudi ‘these ten people’,
ovih pet igrača ‘these five players’ etc.

In the present paper, we report the results of agree-
ment with the second listed class. The first type of nu-
meral subjects, which includes measure phrases, was
not considered because these examples constitute a
separate semantic class, which has been proposed in
the literature to denote degrees rather than entities
(see Matushansky & Ruys, 2014, 2015; Matushansky
& Ionin, 2015; Milosavljević, 2024), and thus differs
from typical inanimate entities. The last three classes
all include either animate or pseudoinanimate enti-
ties, where the latter are effectively sentient and thus
metonymically stand for animate referents; as such,
they are closer to animate than to inanimate entities.
The reason this study focuses on the inanimate nouns
modified by the numerals lies in the fact that the ani-
macy of numeral subjects is reportedly increasing the
likelihood of semantic agreement (see Milosavljević,
2017 for an overview). By excluding all subjects re-
motely related to animacy, the study aims to reduce all
factors that could contribute to higher numbers of SAGR
in the dataset, based on the previous quantitative stud-
ies.
Two main classes of predicates were established:

non-gendered finite predicates (9)–(14) and predicates
containing a gendered form (15)–(20). The finite pred-
icates were further subdivided into two types: typical
verbal predicates with a finite main verb (9)–(10), and
predicates with a finite copula. The copular predicates
were then categorized as those with a nominal pred-
icative (11)–(12) or those with an indeclinable predica-
tive, a PP or an adverb (13)–(14). The gendered pred-
icates were also subdivided into two types: those con-
tainingparticipial forms (15)–(16) andcopular construc-
tions with adjectival forms (17)–(20). Finally, the adjec-
tival copular constructions were distinguished as having

either a participial copula (17)–(18) or a present-tense
copula (19)–(20).

(9) Proverite:
check

ovih
these

5
five

razlika
difference.GEN.F.PL

otkrivaju
reveal.3PL

istinu
truth

o
about

vašoj
your

ljubavnoj
love

vezi.
relationship
‘Check: these 5 differences reveal the truth
about your love relationship.’

(10) Svih
all

tih
those.GEN.PL

šest
six

zapisnika
record.GEN.M.PL

nalazi
is.found

se
REFL

u
in

„Dosjeu
file

Stepinac“.
Stepinac

‘All those six records are found in the “Stepinac
Dossier”.’

(11) [...] ovih
these

6
six

razloga
reason.GEN.M.PL

su
are

pokazatelj
indicator

da
COMP

se
REFL

to
that

nikada
never

neće
NEG.will

desiti.
happen

‘[...] and these 6 reasons are an indicator that
that this will never happen.’

(12) [...] ovih
these

devet
nine

monitora
monitors.GEN.M.PL

je
is

samo
only

jedan
one

mali
small

deo
part

ponude
offer

domaćih
domestic

prodavaca
sellers

hardvera
hardware

[...]

‘[...] these nine monitors are just a small part of
the offer from domestic hardware sellers [...]’

(13) [...], svih
all

10
ten

studia
studios.GEN.M.PL

su
are

na
on

drugom
second

i
and

trećem
third

spratu.
floor

‘[...] all 10 studios are on the second and third
floor.’

(14) [...] tih
those

osam
eight

pesama
songs.GEN.F.PL

nije
NEG.AUX.3SG

dosta
enough

[...]

‘[...] those eight songs are not enough [...]’

(15) [...] ovih
these

sedam
seven

dokumenata
documents.GEN.M.PL

su
AUX.3PL

postali
become.PTCP.M.PL

osnova
basis

savremenog
modern

mita
myth

koji
which

se
REFL

i
still

dalje
spreads

širi

‘[...] these seven documents became the foun-
dation of a modern myth that continues to
spread’
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(16) [...] svih
all

pet
five

revolucija
revolutions.GEN.F.PL

doprinelo
contribute.PTCP.N.SG

je
AUX.3SG

produbljivanju
deepening

demokratskog
democratic

iskustva.
experience

‘All five revolutions contributed to thedeepening
of democratic experience.’

(17) [...] svih
all

8
eight

guma
tires.GEN.F.PL

su
AUX.3PL

bile
be.PTCP.F.PL

nove
new.F.PL

[...]

‘[...] all eight tires were new [...]’

(18) [...] ovih
these

sedam
seven

epizoda
episodes.GEN.F.PL

je
AUX.3SG

bilo
be.PTCP.N.SG

fantastično
fantastic.N.SG

[...]

‘[...] these seven episodes were fantastic [...]’

(19) [...] tih
those

pet
five

planeta
planets.GEN.F.PL

su
AUX.3PL

poprilično
quite

velike
big.F.PL

[...]

‘[...] those five planets are quite big [...]’

(20) [...] ovih
these

pet
five

faktora
factor.GEN.M.PL

je
AUX.3SG

ključno
key.N.SG

za
for

izbor
choice

pravog
right

skladišta.
warehouse

‘[...] these five factors are key for choosing the
right warehouse.’

To test the differences between the ratios of SAGR and
GAGR across different categories (e.g. finite predicates
vs. gendered predicates), we used the Chi-squared test
for independence.

4 RESULTS

The results of our quantitative study are summarized
in Table 3. The presented results confirm the three hy-
potheses formulated in subsection 2.4, now re-stated
as quantitative patterns attested in the study:

H1: With finite predicates, SAGR is more frequent than
GAGR – 67.12% vs. 32.88% overall, and similar ra-
tios also hold for all finite verb subcategories.

H2: SAGR is more frequent with finite predicates than
with verbs including gendered forms – 67.12% vs.
41.64% overall, and, as clear from Table 3, all sub-
categories of finite predicates are more frequent
than any subcategory including a gendered predi-
cate.

All relevant differences reported are statistically signifi-
cant for the relevant comparisons (𝑝 < 0.01).

Among the examples with SAGR, four instances were
attested in which the participles agree semantically in
number, but the gender value on the participle does not
match the one of the noun within the numeral phrase.
Specifically, in three out of four such cases, the noun is
feminine, but the participle takes themasculine form, as
in (21). In one example, the noun is masculine, but the
participle is (syncretic with) neuter. We discuss the the-
oretical implications of such ”mismatches” in the next
section.

(21) A
and

tih
those

pet
five

tačaka
point.GEN.F.PL

mogli
can.PTCP.M.PL

bi
be.COND

da
COMP

glase:
sound

[...]
[...]

‘And those five points could go as follows: [...]’

(22) On
he

je
AUX

pomogao
helped

da
COMP

tokom
during

naredne
next

godine,
year

svih
all

pet
five

romana
novel.GEN.M.PL

budu
be.3PL

objavljena
publish.PTCP.N.PL

za
for

Amazon.
Amazon

‘He helped so that during the next year, all five
novels would be published through Amazon.’

5 DISCUSSION

The first important implication of our quantitative study
is that SAGR with numeral phrases in Serbian is nei-
ther marginal nor ”extragrammatical”, as it accounts for
approximately two-thirds of the examples with definite
numeral phrases in finite predicate constructions. Even
with gendered predicates, it has a significant share:
more than 40% of examples. In the remainder of this
section, we discuss the differences in the agreement
patterns between finite and gendered predicates.
As stated above in subsection 2.3, two factors have

been suggested inMilosavljević (2024) thatmight be re-
sponsible for the greater ratio of SAGR with finite pred-
icates than with participles: gender and (non-)present-
tense construals.
The grammatical gender feature is only relevant for

the agreement of participles, but not for that of finite
predicates. It may be inhibitory for subject agreement
(SAgr) as a 𝜙-feature with the most opaque seman-
tics – compared to person and number (Milosavljević,
2017, 2018a) – or it may not be a 𝜙-feature on D at all,
but rather a grammatical feature on the noun or some
lower (classifier) projection (Borer, 2005; Hachem,
2015; Arsenijević, 2017) (see Kramer, 2020 for a recent
overview). Alternatively, it might not be a syntactic fea-
ture at all. Regarding the latter view, Arsenijević (2021),
for instance, argues that gender is neither a syntactic nor
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Table 3: Distribution of semantic vs. grammatical agreement by predicate type.

Predicate type N(Total) SAgr SAgr (%) GAgr GAgr (%)
Finite predicates: all 438 294 67,12 144 32,88

• verbal predicates 351 232 66,10 119 33,90
• copular predicates with indeclinable predicatives 41 27 65,85 14 34,15
• copular predicates with nominal predicatives 46 35 76,09 11 23,91

Gendered predicates: all 293 122 41,64 171 58,36
• auxiliaries + participles 181 65 35,91 116 64,09
• auxiliaries + adjectival predicatives 112 57 50,59 55 49,11
• • participial auxiliaries + adjectival predicatives 25 8 32,00 17 68,00
• • non-participial auxiliaries + adjectival predicatives 87 49 56,32 38 43,68

a semantic feature, but instead derives from declension
class and pragmatic markedness.
That gender-bearing forms such as participles pos-

sibly have a different controller has been argued in
Milosavljević (2020), who considers cases where finite
predicates (auxiliaries) agree in plural with NumP sub-
jects, but participles do not match the gender feature
of the noun. Two types of such examples are provided in
(23) and (24). In both examples, the auxiliary is3.PL. The
participle is also plural, but its gender does not match
the gender of the noun. In the former, the noun is neuter,
and the participle takes themasculine gender. In the lat-
ter example, the situation is reversed: the noun is mas-
culine, but the participle has the form characteristic of
the neuter plural.

(23) Ovih
these

pet
five

ostvarenja
achievements.GEN.N.PL

ispunili
fulfill.PTCP.M.PL

su
AUX.3PL

uslove.
conditions

‘These five achievements have met the condi-
tions.’

(24) Pet
five

radnika
workers.GEN.M.PL

su
AUX.3PL

primila
receive.PTCP.N.PL

platu.
salary

‘Five workers have received their salary.’

As presented in section 4, our dataset also attests four
examples in which the gender on the participle does
not match the gender on the noun within the numeral
phrase. Related patterns of gender mismatches have
been attested experimentally in Arsenijević and Mi-
tić (2016) with coordinated subjects. Similarly, Corbett
(1983) presents corpusdata fromSerbo-Croatian show-
ing that two coordinated nouns of grammatical feminine
gender may give rise to themasculine agreement on the
participle. For Murphy and Puškar (2018), the root of
this phenomenon lies in feature markedness – in a sys-
tem where the & head is inherently plural and the ac-
quired gender features are conflicting,masculine is cho-

sen by an optimality-theoretic impoverishment opera-
tion in the post-syntax, as the leastmarked gender value
(Stankiewicz, 1986; Andrews, 1990; Arsenijević, 2017).
The idea that gender is a different controller of agree-

ment than person and number is close in spirit to the
distinction suggested inWechsler (2011), where partici-
ples display concord (“classifier”) agreement, whereas
finite predicates exhibit index (“pronominal”) agree-
ment. The crucial role in agreement with finite pred-
icates is performed by the person feature, which is
pronominal in its essence. Milosavljević (2017, 2018a,
2018b, 2024) attributes the fact that definite NumPs fa-
vor SAGR with NumPs in finite forms to the person fea-
ture as a part of the bundle responsible for individua-
tion of the referents, in terms of Matushansky and Ruys
(2014, 2015); Matushansky and Ionin (2015). In this
view, definite NumPs would favor SAGR in finite-verbs
context because definiteness and person are a sin-
gle category (Lyons, 1999; Stanković, 2016; Milosavl-
jević, 2017, 2018a); cf. also Alexiadou et al. (2024)
for a recent approach along these lines. Syntactically,
this means that the person feature is on D and is
interpretable there, as argued in Pereltsvaig (2006);
Milosavljević (2024); Alexiadou et al. (2024).5 This ren-
ders D pronominal in its nature, in the sense that in-
terpretable𝜙-features are inherently pronominal, as ar-
gued by Sauerland (2004).
The person feature has also been argued to be crucial

for anchoring a sentence in discourse (Bianchi, 2003).
Such anchoring by definite NumPs is a necessary con-
dition for enabling SAGR, since only referential sub-
jects can raise to IP to fulfill this anchoring function
and thereby control agreement (Milosavljević, 2024).
Namely, according toHinterhölzl (2019, 2024b, 2024a),
there are two possible ways to anchor a sentence: ei-
ther via an individual or via a situation. SAGR emerges
when there is a definite referential subject that performs

5While third person is often equated with the lack of person features
(Benveniste, 1966; Den Dikken, 2019), the present analysis is in line
with Ackema and Neeleman (2018); Grishin (2023).
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the anchoring role.GAGR emerges when the sentence is
anchored via a situation (syntactically, pro). That is, the
situation pronoun is the aboutness topic of the sentence
(cf. also Erteschik-Shir, 1997; Basilico, 2003). The situ-
ation pronoun bears (what looks like) third-person sin-
gular by default, but this time, what looks like the third-
person here is the absence of person. From this per-
spective, it may also be the case that in the past tense,
or more generally, in complex forms including partici-
ples, there is a higher probability for a sentence to be an-
chored in context via situation, especially in the ”present
perfect” interpretation of the past tense form in Ser-
bian. In the present tense, by contrast, there is a higher
probability for a sentence to be anchored by an individ-
ual. This is also reflected in agreement patterns, that is,
a higher probability of SAGR with finite (present-tense)
verbs than with verbs including participles.
In sum, participles are less likely to agree semanti-

cally due to their gender feature and their non-present-
tense construal.

6 SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

Thepresentedquantitative investigation into agreement
with quantified definite numeral phrases in Serbian –
with a focus on inanimate nouns – confirms and ex-
tends the predictions of Milosavljević (2017). Based on
a dataset of 731 examples from the CLASSLA-web.sr
corpus, we find that semantic agreement is not only
more frequent than grammatical agreement with finite
predicates but also more likely with non-gendered fi-
nite verbal environments thanwith verbal environments
involving gendered predicates like participles or adjec-
tives in copular constructions. Furthermore, copular ad-
jectival predicates exhibit a greater tendency toward
semantic agreement than participial forms, supporting
the arguments in Milosavljević (2024) that non-present
(participial) forms inhibit semantic agreement, while
present-tense contexts – including copular adjectival
predicates – facilitate it, possibly due to the anchoring
role of individuals vs. situations.
These findings challenge the received view in the

existing literature (e.g. Franks, 1995; Bošković, 2008,
2025) that semantic agreementwith quantified numeral
phrases is marginal or extragrammatical. They also em-
phasize the importance of predicate type in licensing
agreement patterns, suggesting a deeper divide in how
features like gender (encoded in participles and adjec-
tives) and person/number (typically active in finite pred-
icates) interact with the agreement mechanism. Given
that most prior generative analyses have centered on
complex, gendered predicates, the clear contrast with
finite forms revealed here opens newavenues for under-

standing the featural architecture underlying subject-
verb agreement in Slavic.
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