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This paper presents description and typological/historical analysis of agreement in Lamaholot (Eastern Indonesia). In addition to verbs and adjectives, agreement in Lamaholot is observed on adverbs, numerals, a preposition, and even on the conjunction (‘and’). After typological discussion of the phenomena, both within and outside Austronesian languages, it is hypothesized that the rich agreement developed from second position clitics observed in languages of South Sulawesi, in particular Buginese. It is also discussed what kind of restriction each kind of agreement obeys.

1. Introduction

Lamaholot is an Austronesian language (Central Malayo-Polynesian subgroup, see Blust 1993 and Klamer 2002, 2003 and references therein) spoken in the eastern tip of Flores and neighboring islands of Indonesia by 20,000 people. It has some 35 dialects, and the current study is based on the Lewolaga dialect. Information of other dialects and other closely related languages are found in Arndt (1937), Keraf (1978), Samely (1991), Klamer (1994, 1998), and Pampus (1999), among others.

Table 1

	
	Nom/Acc
	prefix
	suffix

	1sg
	go
	k-
	-kvn

	2sg
	mo
	m-
	-ko

	3sg
	(ro)na
	n-
	-na

	1pl.ex
	kame
	m-
	-kvn

	1pl.in
	tite
	t-
	-te

	2pl
	mio
	m-
	-ke

	3pl
	ra
	r-
	-ka


When a word can have prefixing agreement, the prefix is obligatory. On the other hand, suffixes are often optional, and they become preferred depending on the word, the triggering pronoun, or contexts. The prefix and suffix forms are identical regardless of the word class.

2. Agreement in Several Domains

2.1. Verbal Agreement

Table 2

	
	prefixing
	suffixing
	prefix and suffix
	irregular

	
	-enun ‘drink’
	ia’- ‘live’
	-a’i- ‘go’
	‘eat’

	1sg
	kenun
	ia’kvn
	ka’ikvn
	kan

	2sg
	menun
	ia’ko
	ma’iko
	gon

	3sg
	nenun
	ia’na
	na’ina
	gan

	1pl.ex
	menun
	ia’kvn
	ma’ikvn
	mvkan

	1pl.in
	tenun
	ia’te
	ta’ite
	tvkan

	2pl
	menun
	ia’ke
	ma’ike
	gen

	3pl
	renun
	ia’ka
	ra’ika
	rvkan


Not all verbs show agreement. Other prefixing verbs are: -a’an ‘make’, -anan ‘plait’, -ahu’ wai’ ‘get water’, -ala ‘pass’, -awa ‘stay’, -awan ‘wait’, -vlv ‘pass, -vte' ‘carry’, -vwan ‘can, harvest, pick up, -ian ‘wait’, -itv ‘sleep with’, -iu ‘hunt’, -oi(ro) ‘know, can’, -olin ‘improve’, -urvn ‘dream’.
Other suffixing verbs are: balik ‘return’, bu’a ‘eat’, irregular verbs of ‘eat’, buka’ ‘open’, bvsuk ‘be born,’ dein ‘stand’ deka’ ‘sink’, gehi ‘not want’, gelu’ ‘change’, (gv)redo ‘shake’, gvta ‘take,’ haga’ ‘copulate’, hvbo ‘bathe,’ hitun ‘count’, hode’ ‘burn, angry’, horon ‘hide’, kantar ‘sing’, kirin ‘talk’, kvdoko’ ‘be surprised’, kvrian ‘work’, koda ‘talk’, lvba wvkin ‘bend down’, lodo ‘go down’, louk ‘get out’, mia ‘be ashemed’, mori ‘live’, nyanyi ‘sing’, ola ‘farm’, peko ‘trun’, peun ‘return’, pvla’e ‘run’, pupu ‘gather’, svga ‘come’, taku’ ‘fear’, tanin ‘cry’, tei ‘live’, tobo ‘lie down’, tor ‘agree’, turu ‘sleep’, tutu ‘talk’. 

Verbal agreement in Lamaholot is selective; there are many other verbs which do not agree. 

Prefixing verbs are phonologically characterized, and suffixing verbs are semantically characterized. The roots of prefixing verbs are all vowel-initial, but there are also vowel-initial verbs which do not take an agreement prefix, such as ipu ‘sit with legs crossed’ and opvn ‘tell a lie’. The same situation holds in Tsez (North Caucasian), where prefixing agreement marker attaches only on some vowel-initial verbs (Polinsky and Comrie 1999: 111, Polinsky and Potsdam 2001: 586). 

As for suffixing verbs, most of them can be used intransitively. There are cases where otherwise optional suffix is prohibited. This happens when a verb which can be used either intransitive or intransitive (e.g., balik ‘return) is used transitively. I will discuss this restriction in section 4.1. 

2.2. Adjectival Agreement

In contrast to the selective nature of verbal agreement, virtually all adjectives can have a suffix, whether used predicatively or attributively.
(1)
a.
inamvlame belv-na

‘big man’

man     big-3sg

b.
na bvlola-na

‘He is too tall.’

he tall-3sg

Agreement markers are generally optional for adjectives. When they emerge, they make no semantic difference in attributive adjectives (1a), but they add the excessive meaning in predicative adjectives (1b). 
2.3. Adverbial Agreement

(2)
Manner Adverbs
a.
go pana bela-kvn

‘I walk too fast.’

I  walk fast-1sg

b.
mo pana  lela-ko

‘You walk too slowly.’

you walk slow-2sg

(3)
Depictives

a.
na pvla’e pvlenga-na
‘He ran naked.’

he run  naked-3sg

b.
go bvrin mo pvlenga-kvn
‘I hit you (while I am) naked.’

I  hit  you naked-1sg

c.
go bvrin mo pvlenga-ko
‘I hit you (while you are) naked.’

I  hit  you naked-2sg

(4)
a.
go svga k-olo

‘I came earlier/first.’

I come 1sg-earlier

b.
mo svga  m-olo

‘You came earlier/first.’

you come 2sg-earlier

c.
go svga meha’-kvn

‘I came alone.’

I come alone-1sg
d.
mo svga  meha’-ko
‘You came alone.’

you come alone-2sg
Prefixing (pure) adverbs are: -odi ‘later’, -olo ‘early’. Suffixing (pure) adverbs are: aya’ ‘too’, loke ‘too’, meha’ ‘alone’, nimo ‘self’, urin ‘late’, wvki ‘self’.

Agreement and verbal agreement can co-occur.

(5)
a.
ra  r-enun   r-olo
‘They drink earlier.’

they 3pl-drink 3pl-earlier

b.
ra  hvbo-ka  r-olo
‘They bathe earlier.’

they bathe-3pl 3pl-earlier

c.
ra  r-enun   meha’-ka
‘They drink alone.’

they 3pl-drink alone-3pl

d.
ra  hvbo-ka  meha’-ka
‘They bathe alone.’

they bathe-3pl alone-3pl

Adverbial agreement is uncommon typologically, but it is observed sporadically.

(6)
a.
Quechua (Muysken 1994: 192)



sapa-yki hamu-nki-chu


‘Did you come alone?’

alone-2  come-2-Q


b.
Swahili (Carstens 2001: 150)

mimi ni-li-kuwa ni-ngali  ni-ki-fanya kazi
‘I was still working.’

1sg  1sg-past-be 1sg-still 1sg-perf-do 9work


Other languages which have adverbial agreement include Romance (Napoli 1975, Zagona 1990: 3, Antrim 1994), Daghestenian languages (North Caucasian) and Kala Lagaw Ya (western Torres Straits Islands, off Australia) (Corbett 1991: 113, Vinokurova 1999). 

Adverbial agreement is observed in a related Austronesian language of Buginese (South Sulawesi), Muna (Muna Island off southeast Sulawesi), and Tukang Besi (the Tukang Besi Islands of Southwest Sulawesi).

(7)
a.
Buginese(Rohoyati Paseng Barnard, personal communication)
magatti-ka’  lisu



quick-1Abs return

‘I return quickly.’


b.
Muna (van den Berg 1989: 237, also cited in Vinokurova 1999)
ae-rimba  a-tende


1sg.R-fast 1sg.R-run
‘I run fast.’


c.
Tukang Besi (adapted from Donohue 1999: 131)

te Wanse, o-monea na-po-daga

Top W.  3R-usual 3I-Rec-trade


‘On Wanci, usually they want to trade.’

All the above three languages are in the Western Malayo-Polynesian subgroup, different from the subgroup to which Lamaholot belongs. But they are similar in having adverbial agreement. On the other hand, in Kambera, an Austronesian language of the same Central Malayo-Polynesian subgroup spoken in Sumba, there does not seem to be adverbial agreement.

(8)
Kambera (Klammer 1998: 232)

laku meha


go alone

‘Go alone.’

We saw in (4c-d) that in Lamaholot, meha’ agrees. The above example shows that the cognate word in Kambera does not agree. Here is comparison of the word ‘too’ in three Central Malayo-Polynesian languages.

(9)
a.
Lamaholot

na pana bera loke’-na

‘He walks too fast.’

he walk fast too-3sg

b.
Kambera (Klamer 1998: 118)

lalu  kudu-na  na uma nuna

‘That house is too small.’

too small-3sg  art house that

c.
Bimanese (Sumbawa, Owens 2000: 16)

Fero ka-mbali-na    sapatu b’a   na’e lalo-na

F.   Caus.return.3sg shoe  because big too-3sg

‘Fero return the shoes because they were too big.’

2.4. Numeral Agreement

(10)
a.
ra  tvlo-ka  svga


‘They three came.’

they three-3pl come.

b.
ra  rua-ka  bvrin tite tvlo-te

‘They two hit us three.’

they two-3pl hit   us three-1pl.in
The interpretation of the numeral is either partitive (‘three (part) of them’) or exhaustive (’(all) three of them’).

(11)
a.
Kedang (Samely 1991: 100)

suo  tèlu’-de’ a-sin


they three-3pl eat.3pl-drink.3pl


‘The three of them ate.’

b.
Muna (van den Berg 1989: 236)

do-suli-mo      do-to-tolu     do-po-angka-angka

3pl.R-return-Perf 3pl.R-Red-three 3pl.R-Rec-Red-go

‘The three of them went home behind one another.’

c.
Leti (van Engelenhoven 2004: 163)

i-r-rua





subj-3pl-two




‘They are two.’

d.
Kambera (Klamer 2002: 370)

dua kambulu pitu-a-ha
two ten    seven-Mod-3pl.obj

‘They are (a group of) only twenty seven (people).’ 

Kedang is a neighboring language to the east of Lamaholot. Although it is usually regarded as a separate language, Keraf (1978) classifies it as a dialect of Lamaholot. Leti is spoken off the eastern tip of East Timor. Of the four sentences above, (11a, b) show numeral agreement in the attributive usage, and this is parallel to the Lamaholot example. On the other hand, for (11c, d), the numeral is a predicate. Curiously, Lamaholot does not allow numeral agreement in the predicative usage.

(12)
*ra   tvlo-ka

‘They are three, there are three of them.’

 they three-3pl

To be grammatical, the agreement suffix must be omitted. Buginese is the only language in my survey which has numeral agreement (clitic) in both attributive and predicative usages.

(13)
a.
sipa    tvllu-ko   lao 
‘You three go.’

together three-2.Abs go

b.
tvllu-ko 


‘You are three, there are three of you.’
three-2.Abs

Klamer (2002: 369f) lists the ability of numerals to act like verbs as one of typical features of Austronesian languages in Eastern/ Central Indonesia. It is also common in Oceanic. Outside Austronesian languages, numeral agreement is rare; it is to my knowledge reported only for the Nakh-Deghestanian language Tsez (Northeast Caucasian) (Polinsky and Comrie 1999: 109, no example cited).

2.5. Preposition Agreement

(14)
a.
go svga k-o’on  mo
‘I came with you.’

I come 1sg-with you

b.
ra  svga  r-o’on  mo
‘They came with you.’

they come 3pl-with you

In my survey of other Austronesian language in the area, only some languages in East Timor have preposition agreement in ‘with’. These languages also have conjunctive agreement and we will return to this in the next subsection. Typologically as well, this type of preposition agreement is extremely rare. It is true that preposition agreement with the object is often observed:

(15)
Abkhaz (Northwest Caucasian) (Corbett 1991: 113)


Axra yv-zv

‘for Axra’

A.  3sg.hum.m-for



Here the preposition agrees with its object. The same kind of preposition agreement is observed for Celtic (McClosky and Hale 1983 and Rouveret 1991). However, the preposition agreement observed in Lamaholot is with the subject of the sentence. This kind of agreement is reported in Daghestenian languages:
(16)

Avar (Northeast Caucasian) (Haspelmath 1999: 133)

a.
masina-b-azda ce-w-e   extet-un     w-ugoan  Salim

car-pl-inessive in.front.m stand-converb m-was    S (m).

‘In front of the cars stood Salim (m).’

b.
masina-b-azda ce-j-e   extet-un     j-ugoan  Asma

car-pl- inessive in.front.f stand-converb f-was   A (f).

‘In front of the cars stood Asma (f).’

(17)
Bimanese (Owens 2000: 19)


nahu mbako lab’o-ku Rao uta  
‘I cooked fish with Rao.’

I   cook  with-1sg  R. fish



2.6. Conjunctive Agreement

(18)
a.
go k-o’on mo bvrin Lado
‘I and you hit Lado.’

I 1sg-and you hit  L

b.
go pehen mo m-o’on Bala
‘I touched you and Bala.’

I touch you 2sg -and B 

Outside Lamaholot, to my knowledge only some related languages of East Timor (Galoli, Atauran, Idalaka and Tetun-Teruk; Hull 2001) and a Torricelli language in Papua New Guinea (Walman: Brown and Dryer 2008) are reported to have conjunctive agreement. The languages also have preposition (‘with’) agreement (Hull 2001: 180). As in Lamaholot, the languages have the same word for ‘and ‘ and ‘with.’ The following are from Tetun-Terik.

(19)
Tetun-Terik (Hull 2001: 199)

ha’u mo nia
‘I and he’

nia no hau
‘he and I’

In Muna, neither the comitative preposition nor conjunction agrees.
(20)

Muna (van den Berg (1989: 137f)


a.     de-late-mo    bhe  ina   wee-ndo  ‘They lived with their stepmother.’

              3pl.R-live-Perf with mother step-thier

b．
ne-gholi  pae bhe  kambulu
‘She bought rice and vegetables.’

3sg.R-buy rice and vegetables

c．
ko-si-bhari-bhari-ha-e ne-taa   bhe  no-muda

?-?-Red-all-?-it     3sg.R-good and 3sg.R-cheap

‘They are all good and cheap.’

According to Klamer (1998: 295ff), Kambera used dàngu ‘with/and’ as both the conjunction and the comitative preposition, and it does not agree. The same is true with Buginese sibawa ‘with, and’. In Bimanese, we saw above that ‘with’ is lab’o, which agrees. On the other hand, Bimanese use ro for predicate coordination, and it does not agree (Owens 2000: 34).

3. Origins of Agreement

Table 3

	
	BG
	MN
	TB
	BM
	KM
	LM
	KD
	TT
	LT

	Subgroup
	WMP
	CMP

	Adverb
	(yes)
	yes
	yes
	(yes)
	no?
	yes
	
	
	

	Numeral

(predicative)
	(yes)
	
	
	
	yes
	no
	
	
	yes

	Numeral

(attributive)
	(yes)
	yes
	
	
	
	yes
	yes
	
	

	Preposition
	no
	no
	
	(yes)
	no
	yes
	
	yes
	

	Conjunction
	no
	no
	
	no?
	no
	yes
	
	yes
	


Bracket means clitics are involved. Gaps indicate that no relevant data is available. BG Buginese; MN Muna; TB Tukang Besi; BM Bimanese; KM Kambera; LM Lamaholot; KD Kedang; TT Tetun-Terik; LT Leti; WMP Western Malayo-Polynesian; CMP Central Malayo-Polynesian

Given that these kinds of agreement are uncommon cross-linguistically, it is unlikely that the two different subgroups acquire these peculiar kinds of agreement independently. Since these languages are geographically defined across the subgroup boundary, this feature is a good candidate of an areal feature of Central/ Eastern Indonesian languages in the sense of Klamer (2002).

Which language, if any, is the most responsible for the wide spread of agreement phenomena of the area? The most likely candidates are Buginese and neighboring Makassarese, whose speakers (in particular Buginese) were for centuries active in trading and pirating throughout much of Indonesia, and Lesser Sunda Islands (where the CMP languages are spoken) were once politically dominated by those people (Lebar 1972: 69, 74, 80, 143f). In addition to such anthropological and social factors, there is purely linguistic evidence of Buginese influence on the languages of Lesser Sunda Islands.

3.1. Clitic/Agreement Marker Distinction

(21)
Second Position for Clitics

If an element appears in the second position of the clause, it is a clitic.

(22)
Multiple Exponent for Agreement Markers
If an element occurs more than once in a clause, it is an agreement marker.

Second position clitics are observed in languages from a variety of families, notably in Serbo-Croat. In Austronesian languages as well, Tagalog is known to have second position clitics. Multiple exponent is exemplified as follows:

(23)
a.
Swahili (repeated from (6b))

mimi ni-li-kuwa ni-ngali  ni-ki-fanya kazi
‘I was still working.’

1sg  1sg-past-be 1sg-still 1sg-perf-do 9work

b.
Hindi (Speas 1991: 412)

Raam   roTii  khaataa   rahtaa      thaa


Raam(m) bread eat (Imp:m) Prog (Imp:m) be (Past:m)



'Raam used to keep on eating bread.'


c.
Archi (Corbett 1998: 196)
d-as-a-r-ej-r-u-tu-r


xanna



II-of.me-self-II-suffix-II-suffix-adj-II
wife



‘my own (emphatic) wife’

Note that characterization of (21) and (22) are not biconditional and are not definitions. Needless to say, an element can be a clitic without appearing on the second position, and an element can be an agreement marker without showing multiple exponent. But such elements are often ambiguous between clitics and agreement markers, as will be discussed for Muna and Bimanese shortly.

With characterization of (21) and (22), it is obvious that pronominal affixes in Buginese are clitics and those in Lamaholot are agreement markers.

(24)

Buginese


a.
lao-ko  maele


‘You go earlier.’



go-2.Abs earlier


b.
maele-ko lao


‘Earlier, you go.’


c.
maele-ko   tvllo lao

‘Earlier, you three go.’



earlier-2.Abs three go


d.
tvllo-ko maele lao


‘You three go earlier.’

(25)

Lamaholot


a.
mo   svga-ko  urin-ko

‘You (sg) came late.’



you.sg come-2sg late-2sg


b.
mio   tvlo-ke  svga-ke  urin-ke
‘You three came late.’



you.pl three-2pl come-2pl late-2pl

Given that Austronesian languages have spread from Taiwan through Philippine, Greater Sunda Islands, and then Lesser Sunda Islands, and that Formosan languages and Tagalog also has second position clitics, it seems safe to say that what was originally second position clitics developed into agreement markers in Lamaholot, probably through the contact with Buginese and other South Sulawesi languages. 

The proposed process coincides with the development of object-agreement markers in Bantu languages postulated by Givón (1976), as in The man, I saw him ( I saw-him the man. It is also interesting to note that Sanskrit (as well as other classical Indo-European languages like Hittite and Ancient Greek) also had second position clitics, and we saw in (23b) that a related language Hindi has multiple agreement. If these are related, it is another case of the historical development from (second position) clitics to (multiple) agreement markers.

3.2. Ambivalent Status of Clitics and Agreement Markers

If we posit Buginese with clitics and Lamaholot with agreement markers as the two ends of the diachronic process, there should be languages in between. That is, there should be languages which have elements which are ambiguous between clitics and agreement markers. Below I discuss Muna and Bimanese as languages in the intermediate stage.

(26)

Muna (van den Berg 1989: 184)


a.
no-tumbu-e  feka-ghosa
‘He hit him hard.’



3sg.R-hit-him adv-hard


b.
no-tumbu  feka-ghosa-e
‘He hit him hard.’

(27) 
Muna (van den Berg 1989: 182)


a-dh[um]aga-ni-e  a-[m]eka-taa-taa-e

1sg.Ir-guard-Tr-it  1sg.Ir-Adv/Fact-red-good-it

‘I will guard it very well.’


(28)

Bimanese (Owens 2000: 19)


a.
nahu mbako-ku uta lab’o Rao

‘I cooked fish with Rao.’

I   cook-1sg  fish with R.

b.
nahu mbako lab’o-ku Rao uta  
‘I cooked fish with Rao.’

I   cook  with-1sg  R. fish

=(15)

Owens analyzes (28b) as [mbako lab’o]-ku. That is, the preposition is incorporated into the verb and there is a complex verb, and it is onto this complex verb that the clitic attaches. This flexibility of the host is characteristics of clitics. In this analysis, the above sentences involve clitic doubling.

At the same time, Owens also analyzes -ku as an agreement marker. This is partly motivated by the correlation of the clitic position and the tense interpretation. Roughly, proclitics tend to specify unrealized tense, and enclitcs past tense, and this ‘seems to be indicative of some form of agreement system’ (p. 11). Clitics in Bimanese can also be multiple:

(29)

Bimanese (Owens 2000: 129, 138)


a.
Rao na-wancu.ku mbani-na

‘Rao is really angry.’

R.  3-really.Ass. angry-3

b.
ata  to’i-mu na-wunga mpa’a-na
‘Your children are playing.’



child small-2 3-Prog   play-3

Thus, clitics in Bimanese can also be regarded as agreement markers. The above cases of Muna and Bimanese show that an element can often be a clitic and an agreement marker at the same time. Importantly, the appearance or the absence of a cross-reference NP does not tell whether the element is a clitic or an agreement marker. Muna -e in (27) can be an agreement marker even though there is no overt object, and Bimanese -ku in (28) can be a clitic even though there is an independent pronoun. This ambivalent status is often observed cross-linguistically. Thus, Suñer (1988) proposes that in Spanish the clitics are agreement markers, and she cites several traditional grammarians as sharing the same insight. Condoravdi and Kiparsky (2001) is a recent work which takes the same position for clitics in Modern Greek. Below is the proposed development of clitics into agreement markers in Western and Central Malayo-Polynesian languages.

Table 4. Development from second position clitic to multiple agreement


second position clitic  (  anywhere clitic





↓  reanalysis





agreement marker  (  multiple agreement


Tagalog, Buginese

Muna, Bimanese

Lamaholot

What strictly used to be a second position clitic (as in Tagalog and Buginese) becomes an anywhere clitic with no restriction on its position. At this point, the clitic is reanalyzed as an agreement marker and obtains ambivalent characters. This is the case in Muna and Bimanese. When this reanalysis proceeds further, the agreement marker would appear multiply, as in the case of Lamaholot.

3.3. Prefixes

One scenario is that agreement prefixes also developed from clitics. We saw earlier that in Bimanese, clitics can be either proclitics or enclitics depending on the tense. Although agreeing words in Lamaholot are strictly specified as prefixing or suffixing, some person paradigms retain certain degree of homophony of prefix and suffix: k- and -kvn (1sg), n- and -na (3sg), t- and -te (1pl.in). Thus it might be possible that a suffix of the preceding word is reanalyzed as a prefix of the following word, or vise versa.

Another possibility is that agreement prefixes developed through analogy. Describing preposition agreement in some East Timor languages, Hull (2001: 180) states that “the terms for ‘with’ function as preposition verbs when the earlier initial n- was confused with the third person singular person marker and other prefixes were added…” and suggests the same process for conjunctive agreement. Translating this into Lamaholot conjunctive agreement, the following analogy formula is given:

(30)
na  n-enun  :  ra   r-enun   =   na  no’on  :  ra   X


he 3sg-drink    they 3pl-drink       he  and     they  and


X = r-o’on

Since no’on is the default usage of conjunction (see (31) below), it is plausible that no’on is the original form and other forms developed through analogy of verbal prefixes.

4. Constraints on Agreement

(31)
mo belv no’on ba’a

‘You are big and heavy.’

2sg big and heavy
(32)
pulo no’on to’u
‘ten and one, eleven’

(33)
a.
go balik pe lango

‘I return home.’

b.
go balik-kvn pe lango
‘I return home.’

c.
go balik buku

‘I return the book.’

d.
*go balik-kvn buku

‘I return the book’

(34)
a.
mio hitun


‘You (pl) are counting.’

b.
mio hitun-ke

‘You (pl) are counting.’

c.
mio hitun kartas

‘You (pl) are counting papers.’

d.
*mio hitun-ke kartas
‘You (pl) are counting papers.’

The same paradigm holds for pupu ‘gather’, buka’ ‘open’, gelu’ ‘change’, (gv)redo ‘shake’, haga’ ‘copulate’, hvbo ‘bathe’ and horon ‘hide’.

Kalmer (2002: 378) posits a generalization of languages of Central and Eastern Indonesia that the subject is indexed as prefix/proclitic and object as suffix/enclitic. Although there are dialectal variations in the usage of suffixes (Arndt 1937: 67), this generalization does not hold at least in the Lewolaga dialect. On the contrary, the above paradigm shows that this dialect has in fact anti-suffixing effects with objects.
Why can’t a suffix appear when the verb is transitive? One key to the answer is the fact that most of suffixing verbs can be used intransitively, although some of them can also be used transitively. Another key is that Lamaholot has an object clitic ro. There are several pieces of evidence that ro is clitic and is different from rona and na, which are independent pronouns.

The evidence is either semantic or distributional. rona and na are free variants and used for animates. They appear as either a subject or an object. On the other hand, ro is used for both animates and inanimates, and appear only in objects.
(35)
a.
na/rona hode’
‘He/she is burning (i.e., angry).’ Not ‘It is burning.’
b.
*ro hode’

‘He/she/it is burning.’
(36)
a.
go pehen na/rona
‘I touch him/her.’
b.
go pehenro
‘I touch him/her/it.’
The restriction of suffixes with transitive verbs is accounted for by assuming that the post-verbal position is reserved for the object clitic and that the agreement suffix cannot occupy the position. That is, even if ro does not appear and the ordinary pronoun na is used instead, the post-verbal position must be reserved for the clitic, and the agreement suffix cannot occupy this reserved position. This excludes *go balik-kvn buku ‘I return the book’ in (33d).

Whatever the source of the anti-suffixing effect with transitive verbs, the constraint is a by-product of historical development of verbs and clitics in Lamaholot, and should not be part of the synchronic grammar. This is because there are also many verbs which can optionally take a suffix whether used intransitively or transitively.

(38)
a.
go dein


‘I stand up.’

b.
go dein-kvn

‘I stand up.’

c.
go dein mo

‘I stand you up.’

d.
go dein-kvn mo

‘I stand you up.’

(39)
go gehi’-kvn-ro
‘I don’t want him.’

(41)
a.
go svga k-olo

‘I came earlier.’

I come 1sg-earlier

b.
mo svga  meha’-ko
‘You came alone.’

you come alone-2sg
(42)
a.
go svga  n-o’on  mo
‘I come with you.’

I  come defl-with you

b.
mo pana bera aya’-ka
‘You walk too fast.’

you walk fast too-defl
(43)
a.
go svga k-olo   tvgvn
‘I come very early.’

I come 1sg-early very

b.
go svga urin-kvn tvgvn
‘I come very late.’

I come late-1sg  very

(45)
a.
go tor-kvn  n-o’on  mo

‘I agree with you.’

I agree-1sg defl-with you

b.
tite  taku-te     n-o’on   na
‘We are afraid of him.’
1pl.in afraid-1pl.in defl-with him

(47)
inawae tvlo-ka  me’envn bvrin inamvlake rua-ka  me’envn

woman three-3pl the     hit   man    two-3pl the

‘The three women hit the two men.’

(48)
inawae tvlo  bvrin inamvlake rua
‘Three women hit two men.’

woman three hit   man    two

Since pronouns are definite, the rule seems to be that numeral agreement is triggered by definite nouns. Sensitivity to definiteness is observed in agreement of other languages, for example in Swahili.

(49)
Swahili (Croft 1988: 161).


a.
  u-me-leta  kitabu
‘Have you brought a book?’

2sg-Perf-bring book

b.
  u-me-ki-leta    kitabu
‘Have you brought the book?’

2sg-Perf-3sg-bring  book

(50)
a.
ra  rua-ka  bvrin tite tvlo-te

‘They two hit us three.’

they two-3pl  hit us three-1pl.in

b.
rua-ka bvrin tvlo-te


‘They two hit us three.’

c.
?ra rua bvrin tite tvlo

‘They two hit us three.’

(51)
a.
go k-o’on mo bvrin Lado
‘I and you hit Lado.’

I 1sg-and you hit  L.

b.
go pehen mo n-o’on Bala
‘I touched you and Bala.’

I touch you defl -and B.

When agreement is only with one conjunct, the tendency seems to be that the verb agrees with the nearer conjunct (Corbett 1983, 1991: 265ff and Comrie 2003: 331). O’Grady and Yamashita (2002) corroborate this with a second-language acquisition experiment. 
(55)
a.
go k-o’on  mo  k/*m/?t-enun

I  1sg-and you 1sg/2sg/1pl.in-drink



‘I and you drink.’

b.
mo m-o’on go k/*m/?t-enun




‘You and I drink.’

c.
go k-o’on mo ia’-kvn /*ko/*ke
I 1sg-and you stay-1sg/2sg /2pl



‘I and you stay.’

d.
mo m-o’on go ia’-*kvn/ko/*ke


‘You and I stay.’

(55a, b) involve the prefixing -enun, and agreement is with the first person, regardless of the order. (55c, d) involve the suffixing ia’-, and agreement is with the first conjunct. With the combination of the second singular and the third singular, the suffix is the second singular, regardless of the order.

(56)
a.
mo m-o’on  na ia’-ko/*ke/*na
‘You and he stay.’

you 2sg-and he stay-2sg/2pl/3sg

b.
na n-o’on mo ia’-ko/*ke/*na

‘He and you stay.’

The lack of plural agreement in the third person:

(57)
a.
inamvlake-inamvlake svga-ka  urin-ka
‘Men came late.’

man-Red         come-3pl  late-3pl


b.
wawe-wawe svga-na   urin-na

‘Pigs came late.’

pig-Red    come-3sg  late-3sg

c.
oto-oto hode’-na



‘Cars are burning.’

car-Red burn-3sg

In the typological literature, the above situation is accounted for by using the hierarchy as follows:

(58)
pronoun > human > animal > inanimate
(cf. Givón 1976, Croft 1988)

The higher in the scale the noun is, the easier it triggers agreement. The above three sentences suggest that the dividing line of inducing verbal and adverbial agreement in Lamaholot is between human and animal.

There is a case where the dividing line is between pronouns and everything else to its right. That is conjunctive agreement.

(59)
a.
inamvlake rua n-o’on inawae tov r-enun

man    two defl-and woman a 3pl-drink

‘Two men and a woman drank.’

b.
inamvlake-inamvlake n-o’on  inawae tov r-enun

man-reduplication   defl-and woman a 3pl-drink

‘Men and a woman drank.’

The lack of plural agreement is reminiscent of Hungarian:

(62)
Hungarian (den Dikken 1999: 139)

a.
a  nök   mond-ják/*ja…

the women say-3pl/3sg
b.
a  nök   kalap-ja/*juk
the women hat-3sg/3pl
That is, while the verb shows full agreement, there is no number agreement in possessive constructions. Turning to Lamaholot, possessive constructions show full agreement:

(63)
a.
guru oto-nvn

‘teacher’s (sg) car’

teacher car-3sg
b.
guru-guru  oto-ka

‘teachers’ (pl) car’

teacher-red car-3pl
c.
oto guru  na’en

‘teacher’s (sg) car’

car teacher 3sg.Gen

d.
oto guru-guru  ra’en
‘teachers’ (pl) car’

car teacher-red 3pl.Gen

(64)
a.
wawe-wawe svga- na/*ka

‘Pigs came.’

pig-Red    come-3sg/3pl 

b.
wawe-wawe lawan-ka/*nvn

‘pigs’ stall’

pig-Red    stall-3pl/3sg
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