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Function Spreading in Coordinate Structures

Abstract

We propose an analysis in LFG of a particular asymmetric sentential co-

ordination pattern in Welsh.1 In this construction, the main verb of the first

clause is marked for tense and the remaining conjuncts have non-finite verb

forms. This single instanceof tense marking (occurring on the finite verb of

thefirst conjunct) is howeversemantically interpretedwith respectto eachcon-

junct. Thecoordinate structurealsosharesa single subject. TheLFG approach

to constituent coordination (a) posits an exocentric (or multiply-headed) co-

ordinateschemaat c-structureand(b) interpretscoordinate structures assets

at f-structure. In this paper we show how this general approachto sentential

coordination in LFG canprovide a simpleandstraightfoward analysis of this

tense andsubject asymmetric coordination patternfound in Welsh.We extend

the constituent coordination schemato coordinate IP and VP, and postulate

explicit “spreading” equations for the shared information. We show that the

spreadinganalysis is alsomotivatedby similar datafrom a rangeof typolog-

ically diverse languages.Finally we show how the approachis superior to an

alternative involving VP level coordination, with the finite verb in I and the

subject DPnodesoutside thestructuralscopeof coordination.

1I amgrateful to JoanBresnan,Mary Dalrymple, AnetteFrankandRachelNordlinger for com-
mentsonapreviousdraft andsimilarly to theaudienceataKing’sCollegeLondon linguisticsseminar
andparticipantsin the4thCeltic LinguisticsConferencefor usefuldiscussion.
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1 Introduction

This paperis concernedwith a typeof asymmetric coordinationin Welshin which

only theverbof thefirst conjunctis marked for tense,with theverbsof thesecond

andany following conjunctsoccurringin the non-finite(verbnoun)form. Despite

the lack of overt tensemarking,non-initial conjunctsareinterpretedastensed,and

thusit seemsthatasingleinstanceof tensemarkingis semanticallyinterpretedwith

respectto eachconjunct.

(1) Cododd
buy-PAST.3S

Gwilym
Gwilym

ei
his

docyn
ticket

a
and

rhedeg
run

am
for

y
the

trên.
train.

‘Gwilym boughthis ticket andranfor thetrain.’ (Thomas1996:462)

(2) Daeth
come-PAST.3S

ei
3SM

wraig
wife

yn ôl,
back,

a
and

sefydd
stand

fel
like

llewes
lioness

uwch
over

ei
his

ben.
head.

His wife returned,andstoodlikea lionessoverhim (Thorne1993:327)

As well assharingtense,in this constructionthe conjunctsalsoobligatorily share

a single subject,expressedin thefirst conjunctby a full DP, asin examples(1)-(2)

above,or by verbalinflection(pronominalincorporation), asin (3) and(4).

(3) Aethant
go-PAST.3PL

i’ r
to-the

tŷ
house

ac
and

eistedd
sit

a
and

bwyta.
eat

‘They wentto thehouse,satdown andate.’ (Rouveret1994:302)

(4) Syrthiasant
fall-PAST.3PL

i
to

freichiau
arms

ei gilydd
eachother

a
and

cherdded
walk

allan
out

o’r
from-the

fynwent
cemetery

gyda’egilydd.
with-eachother
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They fell into eachother’s armsand walked from the cemeterytogether.’

(Thorne1993:63)

This patternstandsin contrastto the following type of sentential coordinationin

which thereis a tensedverbin eachconjunct.

(5) Peidiodd
cease-PAST.3S

â
with

meddwl
think

ac
and

aeth
go.PAST.3S

yn ôl.
back.

Shestoppedthinkingandreturned(Thorne1993:335)

This paperdevelops an analysisof this coordination patternin termsof the stan-

dardapproachto coordinationin LFG in combination with explicit “spreading”or

concordequationsto sharetenseandsubjectinformationacrossthemembersof the

coordinatestructure.Therestof this paperproceedsasfollows. Section2 outlines

theconstituentstructureswhich we will assumefor Welshfinite clauses,while sec-

tion 3 introducestheLFG approachto consitutentcoordinationthroughdiscussion of

a numberof sententialcoordinationpatternsin Welsh.Section4 presentstheanaly-

sis. In section5 we discussdatafrom othertypologicallydifferentlanguageswhich

sharethepropertiesof theWelshconstructionthatwe aredealingwith, andwhich

areamenableto thesamestyleof analysis.Beforeconcluding,section6 considers

an alternative analysisandshows that it facesa rangeof difficulties which do not

occurfor theanalysispresentedhere.
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2 Welsh Constituent Structure

Welsh is strongly headinitial, and in both simple and periphrasticfinite clauses

the finite verb is initial, followed by the subject. The periphrasticclausalpattern,

illustratedin (6) and(7), involves thecombinationof a finite verbwith oneor more

non-finiteverbalforms(andin thecaseof aspectuallyspecifiedclauses,oneor more

aspectualparticles). These(non-finite)verbalelementsprecedeany complements

but follow the subject. For clausesof this type I posit an
�����

I-S � structure,with

subjectprecedingthemainpredicatein Sandfinite verbsoccurringin I (seeBresnan

2000andKroeger1993for discussionof thesestructuralassumptions). Thestructure

for (7), togetherwith the functionalannotations on c-structurenodeswhich partly

specifythemappingto f-structure,is given in (8).

(6) Gwnaeth
did-PAST.3S

Siôn
John

weld
see

draig.
dragon

‘Johnsaw a dragon.’ (Sproat:1985,176)

(7) Mae
be.PRES.3S

Mair
Mair

yn
PROG

prynu
buy

tatws
potatoes

o’r
from-the

siop.
shop.

‘Mair buys/is buyingpotatoesfrom theshop.’
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(8)

IP� � � � � ��������
= 	
I

mae

�
= 	
S� � � � � �������

(
�

SUBJ) = 	
DP

Mair

�
= 	

AspP� � � � � ��������
=	

Asp

yn

�
= 	

VP� � � � � � �

��������
= 	
V

prynu

(
�

OBJ) =	
DP� ���

tatws

(
�

OBL) = 	
PP
 
��

o’r siop

Thesimpleclausalpatterninvolvesonly a singlefinite verbandno non-finiteverb

forms. Thefinite verbis alsoinitial in this clausalpattern,followedby thesubject.

Again, I follow Kroeger (1993)andBresnan(2001)in locatingthe finite verb in I

andtakingthestructuralcomplementof I to beS. 2

(9) Gwadodd
deny-PST.3S

y
the

carcharor
prisoner

y
the

drosedd
offence

yngwbl.
completely.

‘The prisonerdeniedtheoffencecompletely.’ (Thorne1993:214)

2An alternative, lesshierarchical, representationof Welshconstituentstructureis takenin Borsley
(REFS),in which for example simpleVSO clausesare treatedessentiallyas ��� V NP NP � . The
analysisof thetenseandsubjectsharedcoordinateconstruction which we proposehereis basically
independentof thesedetailsof constituentstructure,andwouldcarryover straightforwardly to these
alternative structural assumptions.For thesereasons,we do not discussconstituent structure in any
greatdetailhere.
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(10)

IP� � � � � � ���������
= 	
I

gwadodd

�
= 	
S� � � � � �������

(
�

SUBJ) = 	
DP� � ����

y carcharor

�
= 	

VP� � � ������
= 	

VP

(
�

OBJ) =	
DP� � ����

y drosedd

	�� (
�

ADJ)

PP
 
��
yngwbl

To thoseunfamiliarwith LFG atreesuchas(10)might looksa little strange,sinceit

lacksaV within theVP, andthereforemightappearto violateprinciplesof endocen-

tricity. In LFG, sincebothIP andVP mapto thesamef-structure,thefinite verbin I

servesdirectlyasthe(extended)headof VP andthusit is unnecessaryto postulatea

V � (andby thePrincipleof Economysuchunmotivatedc-structureis notpermitted).

Theprinciplesof endocentricityarethereforemaintainedin suchstructures.3

3The definition of extended headspecifiesthat, amongst thosenodesin the inverse imageof�
(VP), theclosestnondominatingnodeto VP is identifiedasthehead:

(11) Definitionof ExtendedHead:Givenac-structurecontainingnodes� , � andc- to f-structure
correspondence mapping

�
, � is anextendedheadof � if � is the is theminimal nodein�����! "�# �%$&$ thatc-commands� withoutdominating � (Bresnan2001:132)



FunctionSpreadingin CoordinateStructures:December11,2003: 7

3 LFG Analysis of Welsh Sentential Coordination

Thissectionprovidesabrief overview of thevariouscoordinationpatternsavailable

in Welsh,andshowshow they arestraightforwardlycapturedin theLFG analysisof

coordination.First,astheexamplesbelow show, it ispossibletocoordinatecomplete

IP clausesin Welsh:

(12) Mae
be.PRES.3S

Mair
Mair

yn
PROG

cysgu
sleep

a
and

mae
is

John
John

yn
PROG

palu’r
dig-the

ardd.
garden

‘Mary is sleepingandJohnis diggingthegarden.’

(13) Mae
be.PRES.3S

Mair
Mair

yn
PROG

crio
cry

ond
but

mae
is

John
John

yn
PROG

chwerthin.
laugh

‘Mary is cryingbut Johnis laughing.’

(14) Peidiodd
cease-PAST.3S

â
with

meddwl
think

ac
and

aeth
go.PAST.3S

yn ôl.
back.

Shestoppedthinkingandreturned(Thorne1993:335)

The analysisof coordinatestructuressuchastheseis very straightforward in LFG.

Coordinatestructuresaretreatedassetsat f-structure,andlicensedby a generalco-

ordinationschemaatc-structure(theannotatedc-structurerule in (15)cantherefore

beseenasaninstanceof this moregeneralschema,but for concretenessI spellout

all specificinstantiationsin this paper).(16) shows thetreestructurecorresponding

to thecoordinationin (12), togetherwith thefunctionalannotationsassociatedwith

thecoordinationschema.
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(15)
IP ' IP Conj IP	�� � �

= 	 	�� �
(16)

IP� � � � � � � � �( (���������	�� �
IP� � ����

I

mae

S

 
 
���

DP) )**
Mair

VP

 
 
���

yncysgu

�
= 	

CONJ

a

	�� �
IP� � ����

I

mae

S
� � ����

DP) )**
John

VP� � � �����
ynpalu’r ardd

The annotation 	+� �
(on the daughterIPs) statesthat the f-structureof the IP is

a memberof the setof f-structurescorrespondingto the coordinatestructureasa

whole. The f-structurefor (16) is shown in (17) below. Notice that information

associatedwith theCONJ nodeis contributeddirectly to thesetitself.

(17) ,--------------------------.

CONJ AND/00000000000000000000001 00000000000000000000002

,------. PRED ‘ SLEEP 3 (SUBJ) 4 ’
TENSE PRES

ASP PROG

SUBJ 5 PRED ‘ MAIR’ 6
79888888:

,--------.
PRED ‘ DIG 3 (SUBJ)(OBJ) 4 ’
TENSE PRES

ASP PROG

OBJ ; PRED ‘ GARDEN’
SPEC DEF <

7988888888:

= 0000000000000000000000>0000000000000000000000?

7 88888888888888888888888888:
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As well ascoordinating full IPs, it is alsopossible to coordinateSsundera shared

finite verb (asbefore,the treeshows only the functionalannotationson the higher

nodes):4

(19) ’Roedd
be.IMPF.3S

Mair
Mair

yn
PROG

canu’r
sing-the

delyn
harp

a
and

John
John

yn
PROG

dawnsio.
dance.

Mair wasplayingtheharpandJohnwasdancing.

(20) IP� � � � � � � ����������
= 	�@BA
I

’ roedd

�
= 	�@BA
S� � � � � � � �C C��������	�@EDF� �

S� � ����
DP) )**

Mair

VPG G G GHHHH
yncanu’r delyn

�
= 	

CONJ

a

	�@EIF� �
S� � ����

DP) )**
John

VP
� � ����

yndawnsio

Again, thesestructuresarelicensedby an instantiation of the generalcoordination

schema:

(21)
S ' S Conj S	�� � �

= 	 	J� �
4In thesestructurestheverbnoun,wherethesame,canbegapped,asshown in theexample below.

(18) ’Roedd
was

Mair
Mair

yn
PRT

canu’r
sing-the

delyn,
harp,

Gwil
Gwil

y
the

gitar,
guitar,

Gwen
Gwen

y
the

piano
piano

a
and

John
John

yn
PRT

dawnsio.
dance

‘Mair wasplayingtheharp,Gwil theguitar, GwenthepianoandJohnwasdancing.’

We will notbeconcernedwith gapping in this paper.
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As in theIP example,theannotation	K� �
specifiesthatthef-structuresof thedaugh-

ter S nodesaremembersof the setof f-structurescorrespondingto the mother S

node.F-descriptionsassociatedwith nodesandlexical elementswithin thedaughter

S nodeswill thereforebecontributedto thememberf-structures( LNM and LPO respec-

tively). On the otherhand,information (f-descriptions)associatedwith the lexical

materialunderthe I andCompnodesis contributed directly to the set ( LRQ ) itself.

What this meansdependson the natureof the featureitself, for LFG makesa dis-

tinction betweendistributive and non-distributive features. As we have seen,the

featuresCONJ and PRECONJ are non-distributive, andare thusdefinedfor the set

itself, asshown in (20) above. Most otherfeatures,including for example thegov-

ernablegrammatical functions(SUBJ, OBJ andsoon)aredistributive. Consequently,

theinformationassociatedwith roeddthatis, (TENSE andSUBJ) information,is dis-

tributed acrossthe coordinatestructureto the membersof the set of f-structures,

becausethesefeaturesarethemselves distributive.

(22) If S is adistributivefeatureands is asetof f-structures,then(sa) = v holds

if andonly if (f a) = v for all f-structuresf that are membersof the sets

(Dalrymple2001:365)

Thef-structurecorrespondingto (19) is (23).
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(23)

LTQ

,------------------------------.

CONJ AND/0000000000000000000000000001 0000000000000000000000000002

LNM
,------------.

PRED ‘ PLAY 3 (SUBJ)(OBJ) 4 ’
TENSE IMPF

ASP PROG

SUBJ 5 PRED ‘ MAIR’ 6
OBJ ; PRED ‘ HARP’

SPEC DEF <

7 888888888888:
LPO ,------. PRED ‘ DANCE 3 (SUBJ) 4 ’

TENSE

ASP PROG

SUBJ 5 PRED ‘ JOHN’ 6
7 888888:

= 000000000000000000000000000>000000000000000000000000000?

79888888888888888888888888888888:
Finally, it is alsopossible to coordinateat levelslowerwithin theclause,conjoining

AspPsor VPsunderasharedfinite verbandsubject.5 U 6

(26) ’Roedd
be.IMPF.3S

Mair
Mair

a
and

John
John

yn
PROG

dawnsio
dance

ac
and

yn
sing

canu.

‘Mair andJohnweresinging anddancing.’

5In (26), a third personsingularfinite verboccurswith a plural coordinatesubject.Notethatthe
lack of number agreement hereis not an indicationof partial agreement under coordination but a
moregeneral factaboutthenatureof theagreement systemin Welsh:non-pronominalplural subjects
(in situ) alwaysoccurwith the3rd singularform of thefinite verb,which thereforehasthestatusof
a default. We take it thatthedefault 3S form of theverb does not placea syntacticconstraint on the
subject’s numberandhence no feature clasharises.

6Theseexamples illustratetheinstantiationsof thegeneralcoordinationschemashown below in
(24)and(25) for completeness.Noticethattheplacementof thePreconj andConjwordsdelimitsthe
structuralscopeof coordinationin example (27).

(24)
AspP V AspP Conj AspPWYX[Z Z

=
W W\X[Z

(25)
AspP V Preconj AspP Conj AspPZ

=
W W]X[Z Z

=
W W\X[Z
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(27) y
PT

byddai
be.COND.3S

hi
she

naill ai’n
either-PROG

marw’n
die-PT

ifanc
young

neu’n
or-PROG

colli’ r
lose-the

weledigaeth
vision
‘Shewouldeitherdieyoungor losehervision.’

(28) IP� � � � � � ���������
= 	%@^A
I

’ roedd

�
= 	�@BA
S� � � � � � ��������

(
�

SUBJ) = 	
DP� � ����

Mair a John

�
= 	_@BA

AspP� � � � � �������	�@ED`� �
AspP� � ����

yndawnsio

�
= 	

Conj

ac

	%@EIF� �
AspP
 
��

yncanu

(29)

LTQ
,--------------------------.

CONJ AND/000000000000000000000001 000000000000000000000002

LPO ,----------.
PRED ‘ SING 3 (SUBJ) 4 ’
TENSE IMPF

ASP PROG

SUBJ

/01 02 �
PRED JOHN �5 PRED ‘ MAIR’ 6 = 0>0?

7 8888888888:
LNM ,----. PRED ‘ DANCE 3 (SUBJ) 4 ’

TENSE

ASP PROG

SUBJ

7 8888:

= 00000000000000000000000>00000000000000000000000?

7 88888888888888888888888888:
To completethe picture,(30) is a caseof VP coordination(in the complementof

a modalverb, which we treatasa control predicate).Note that it follows without
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furtherstipulation that the SUBJ informationcontributedby anelementoutsidethe

coordinatestructureisdistributedacrossthemembersof thesetof f-structureswhich

form theXCOMP (notall detailsareshown in thef-structurebelow).

(30) Ellwch
can.PRES.2S

chi
you

aros
stay

fan
by

hyn
here

neu
or

ddod
come

’da
with

ni.
1PL

‘Youcanstayhereor comewith us.’

(31) IPG G G G GHHHHH�
= 	
I

ellwch

�
= 	
S� � � � ��������

DP

chi

(
�

XCOMP) = 	
VP� � � � � �������	�� �

VP� � ����
arosfanhyn

�
= 	

Conj

neu

	�� �
VP� � ����

ddod’dani,------------------------.

PRED ‘ CAN 3 (SUBJ) (XCOMP) 4 ’
SUBJ 5 PRED ‘ YOU’ 6
XCOMP

,----------------.

CONJ OR/0000000000001 0000000000002
,--. PRED ‘ STAY 3 (SUBJ) 4 ’
ADJ ‘here’
SUBJ

7 88:
,--. PRED ‘ COME 3 (SUBJ) 4 ’
ADJ ‘with me’
SUBJ

7 88:
= 000000000000>000000000000?

7 8888888888888888:

79888888888888888888888888:
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4 Analysing Asymmetric Coordination

We arenow in a position to return to the databriefly introducedin section1 and

proposeananalysisof this asymmetriccoordinateconstruction. Recallthat thekey

featuresof thisconstruction arefirstly, thatonly thefirst (VSO)clauseis markedfor

tense,but the tenseis interpretedwith respectto eachclause,secondly, thatunlike

thetenseinformation,thelexical meaningof theinitial (inflected)verbrelatesonly

to thefirst conjunct(suggesting thatonlysomeof theinformationassociatedwith the

finite verb‘spreads’into theotherconjuncts),andthirdly, thatthesubjectoccurring

after the tensedmain verb in the first conjunctis interpretedwith respectto each

conjunctor clause,with nosubjectbeingexpressedin thesecondandany subsequent

clause.For examplein (32),bothconjunctssharethesubjecty ffermwrandtheverb

of thefirst conjunctis a pasttenseform while theverbof thesecondconjunctis the

non-finite(verbnoun)form. Notethatalthoughtheconstructionappearsto bemuch

more frequentin the pasttense,the examplesin (36) and(37) show that it is not

restrictedto pasttensenarratives.

(32) Aeth
go-PAST.3S

y
the

ffermwr
farmer

at
to

y
the

drws
door

a
and

churo
knock

arno.
on-3SM

‘The farmerwentto thedoorandknockedon it.’ (Rouveret1994:302)

(33) Gwthiodd
push-PAST.3S

Margaret
Margaret

Rose
Rose

y
the

llyfr
book

i’w
in-her

bag
bag

a
and

thynnu’r
close-the

sip
zip

arno.
on it

MargaretTosepushedthebookinto herbagandclosedthezip on it (Thorne

1993:328)
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(34) Rhedodd
run-PAST.3S

y
the

plant
children

i mewn
in

ac
and

eistedd
sit

wrth
at

y
the

bwrdd.
table

‘The childrenranin andsatdown at thetable(King 1993:198)

(35) Godes
getup-PAST.1S

i’n
1S-PRT

gynnar
early

a
and

mynd
go

am
for

dro.
walk.

‘I gotupearlyandwentfor awalk.’ (King 1993:198)

(36) Os
if

awn
go.FUT.1PL

ni
1PL

yno
there

a
and

cwyno,
complain,

efallai
perhaps

y
PT

byddan
be-FUT.3PL

nhw’n
3PL-PROG

gwrando
listen
If wego thereandcomplain,perhapsthey’ ll listen.’ (King 1993:198)

(37) Wethwn
sell-FUT.1PL

ni’r
1PL-the

hen
old

dŷ
house

’ma
there

a
and

chodi
build

un
one

newydd
new

yn
in

yn
the

cae
field

wrth
by

ymyl.
edge.

We’ll sell thisold houseandbuild anotheronein thenext field (ibid)

Our startingpoint in consideringthe analysisof sentenceslike (32) - (37) is the

observationthat this constructionshouldbe treatedasa coordinationat f-structure,

ratherthanas involving someform of adjunctival modificationof the first clause.

That is, this construction,like thosediscussed in the previous section,hasthe se-

manticsof a (typeof) coordination, andthuswe would expectthef-structureof an

examplesuchas(32) to beasetof f-structures,in whichsubjectandtensevaluesare

sharedor distributedacrosseachconjunct,asin (38).
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(38) ,------------------------.

CONJ AND/0000000000000000000001 0000000000000000000002

,--------.
PRED ‘ GO 3 ( � SUBJ)(

�
OBL) 4 ’

TENSE PAST

SUBJ ; PRED ‘ FARMER’
SPEC DEF <

OBL ‘to thedoor’

7988888888:
,----. PRED ‘ KNOCK 3 ( � SUBJ)(

�
OBL) 4 ’

TENSE

SUBJ

OBL ‘on it’

7 8888:

= 000000000000000000000>000000000000000000000?

79888888888888888888888888:
Of course,this distribution of SUBJ and TENSE attributeswould follow automati-

cally from the theoryof featuresandcoordinationoutlined in section3 if thefinite

verb andsubjectwereoutside the structural scopeof coordination,that is if these

constructionsinvolvedcoordination at thelevel of VP, alongthelinesof theanalysis

of (26)shown in (28)above. Thereare,however, severalreasonsfor concludingthat

thisanalysiswouldnotbecorrect.

Noticefirst that in thecaseof thecoordinationof periphrasticclauses,suchas(26),

all theinformationassociatedwith thefinite auxiliary(whichis outsidethestructural

scopeof coordination)doesin fact distributesacrossall the conjunct,while in the

caseof theasymmetriccoordinateconstructionunderdiscussion here,this is notso.

Thetensedverbis a mainverb(ratherthananauxiliary) andthushasa PRED value

which is appropriateonly for the f-structureof the first conjunct. If thefinite verb

wereoutsidethescopeof coordination,alongthelinesof (28),thenthePRED feature
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would alsobe (incorrectlyandincoherently)distributed.7 A relatedobservation is

that positing a structuralasymmetryfor theseexampleswould entail claiming, in

theorieswhich explicitly raiseV to I to hosttensemarking,thattheseconstructions

involve V movementout of thefirst conjunctin a coordinatestructure,in violation

of well establishedconstraints.8

Together, theseobservationssuggestananalysisof this constructionin termsof un-

like constituentcoordination in c-structure,involving thecoordinationof an initial

IP conjunctwith VP sisters,with explicit sharingof f-structureattributesacrossthe

conjuncts.9 That is, the example in (32), repeatedhereas(39), hasthe c-structure

shown in (40).

(39) Aeth
go-PAST.3S

y
the

ffermwr
farmer

at
to

y
the

drws
door

a
and

churo
knock

arno.
on-3SM

‘The farmerwentto thedoorandknockedon it.’ (Rouveret1994:302)

7This would lead to a clashof PRED valuesfor the non-initial conjuncts,andno grammatical
f-structure wouldresult.

8Of course,asa non-derivational syntactictheoryLFG doesnot positV-movement, so this issue
arisesin a slightl different,but equivalentform. No V-movement is involvedin thestructuresasso-
ciatedwith VSO sentences,but it follows from theprinciplesof endocentricitythatwhena VP lacks
anovert c-structurehead,anappropriate(functional) category mustserve asits extendedhead.The
definitionof extendedhead(seefootnote 3 above) doesnot permitthefinite verbin I to serve asthe
extendedheadof thefirst conjunct VP, which thereforelacksahead.

9Although we referto this asunlike constituentcoordination,of courseVP andIP differ only in
the presenceof a feature+F (marking functional categories) in the featurematrix of IP: otherthan
this feature,it sharesthefeaturematrixof VP.
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(40)

IP� � � � � � � �a a a��������
IP
� � � �����

I

aeth

S� � ����
DP

y ffermwr

VP

PP
� � ����

at y drws

Conj

ac

VPa abb
V

churo

PPc cdd
arno

Thecoordinatedaughtersareannotated	e� �
, asexpectedon thebasisof thegen-

eral coordination schema,andfurtherannotationson thefirst conjunct‘spread’the

TENSE andSUBJ features.

(41)

IP ' IP Conj VP	�� � �
= 	 	�� �

( 	 TENSE) = (
�

TENSE)

( 	 SUBJ) = (
�

SUBJ)

Theannotatedtreeis shown in (42)below. Theexistenceof thesetwo sharingequa-

tionsconstitutesthelanguagespecificannotationwhichpermitsthetenseandsubject

sharedcoordinatepatternin Welsh.



FunctionSpreadingin CoordinateStructures:December11,2003: 19

(42)

IP� � � � � � � � � � �� � � � ������������
( 	 TNS) = (

�
TNS)

( 	 SUBJ) = (
�

SUBJ)	�� �
IP� � � � �������

=	
I

aeth

�
= 	
SG G G GHHHH

(
�

SUBJ) = 	
DP� � ����

y ffermwr

�
=	

VP

(
�

OBL) = 	
PP� � ����

at y drws

�
= 	

Conj

a

	J� �
VP� � ����

churoarno

The f-description( 	 SUBJ) = (
�

SUBJ) identifiesthe f-structurewhich is the SUBJ

of the first conjunctwith the SUBJ of the coordinationasa whole. BecauseSUBJ

is a distributive feature(alongside othergrammaticalfunctions)it follows that the

SUBJ valuesof all conjunctsareidentified.In thisway, theSUBJ is sharedacrossthe

conjuncts.TheTENSE informationis sharedin preciselysimilar fashion.Thetense

and subjectsharedcoordinationpatternin Welsh is thereforecapturedby means
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of thesetwo simpleequations.10 In the following section,we considerdatafrom

otherlanguagesfor which ananalysisin termsof explicit featurespreadingis also

motivated.

5 Other Languages

5.1 Tense Spreading

The phenomenonof tensespreadingis by no meansrestrictedto Welsh,but is at-

testedin a rangeof differentlanguages.

In the SOV languageKorean,for example,verbal inflectionsof tenseand mood

spreadto non-finalconjunctsjust in casethey arenot markedalreadyon thosecon-

juncts. The datain questionis discussedbriefly in Choi (1999)who providesthe

following examples:11

(44) a. Mary-ka
Mary-NOM

nolay-lul
song-ACC

pwulu-ko
sing-CONJ

Sue-ka
Sue-NOM

chwum-ul
dance-ACC

chwu-ess-ta.
dance-PST-DCL

10This approachdevelops (andcorrects)a suggestionin Choi (1999) concerningcoordinatesen-
tencesin Koreanin which tense(anddeclarativeness)is marked only on the final verb (this data
is illustratedin the following section). Choi’s actualproposalsuffers from a number of technical
difficulties,but theessentialideais clear.

11Althoughshealsoprovidesthefollowing examplewith anapparentlysharedsubject,Choi limits
herdiscussionto casesof tenseandmoodspreadasillustratedin (44)

(43) Mary-ka
Mary-NOM

nolay-lul
song-ACC

pwulu-ko
sing-CONJ

chwum-ul
dance-ACC

chwu-ess-ta.
dance-PST-DCL

Mary sangasonganddanceda dance.(Choi1999:51,63b)
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Mary sangasonganddancedadance.(Choi1999:51,63c)

b. Mary-ka
Mary-NOM

nolay-lul
song-ACC

pwulu-ess-ko
sing-PST-CONJ

Sue-ka
Sue-NOM

chwum-ul
dance-ACC

chwu-ess-ta.
dance-PST-DCL

Mary sandasonganddancedadance.(Choi1999:53,65c)

IndeedChoi suggestsan analysisof the construction in (44) termsof TENSE and

MOOD spreadingandac-structurerepresentationwhichinvolvescorrdinatingScon-

stituents:12

(45) S� � ����	f� �
S

	J� �
S

A construction which appearsto sharesomesimilarities with both the Koreanand

theWelshconstruction is foundin Japanesesentencessuchas(46). In thisverbfinal

languageTAM informationmayspreadfrom thefinal conjunct:

(46) Ojiisan-ga
old man-NOM

yama-de
mountain-at

hatarai-te,
work-and

obaasan-ga
old woman-NOM

mise-no
sotre-GEN

ban-o
sitting-ACC

shi-ta
do-PAST

to
COMP

kikimashi-ta.
hear-PAST

I heardthattheold manworkedat themountain, andtheold womantended

thestore(Yuasa& Sadock2002:93 (8))

12Seefootnote 10above.



FunctionSpreadingin CoordinateStructures:December11,2003: 22

As in Welsh,it seemsthatany numberof conjunctsarepossible:13

(47) Kenji-ga
Kenij-NOM

Oregon-e
Oregon-to

it-te,
go-and

Yuki-ga
Yuki-NOM

Boston-e
Boston-to

it-te
go-and

Aki-ga
Aki- NOM

Bahamas-e
Bahamas-to

it-ta.
go-PAST

Kenji went to Oregon,Yuki went to Boston,andAki went to theBahamas

(Yuasa& Sadock2002:97(19))

5.2 Subject Spreading

In recentwork Frank(2002)providesanLFG analysisof theso-calledSGF (Subject

Gapin Finite/Fronted)coordinateconstructionsin German.In this constructionthe

subjectof theleftmostconjunctis clearly realizedin sentenceinternalposition, but

is accessibleto thesecondconjunct,andindeed,alsoservesassubjectof thatcon-

junct. A crucialaspectof this constructionis that the initial (fronted)constituentis

interpretedonly with respectto thefirst conjunct.An example is thefollowing:

(48) In
into

den
the

Wald
forest

ging
went

der
the

Jäger
hunter

und
and

fing
caught

einen
a

Hasen.
rabbit

Thehunterwentinto theforestandcaughta rabbit.

Frank provides extensive discussion of the problemsfacing existing structurally

symmetricalandstructurallyasymmetricalanalyses,andproposesananalysisbased

13Oneway that theJapaneseconstruction differs from theWelshconstruction concernstheorder
of conjuncts.In anexample suchas(46), Yuasa& Sadock(2002)notethattheconjunctscanappear
in theoppositeorder ((with -te marking thenon-final conjunct(s)). TheWelshconstruction, on the
otherhand, seemsto require theorder of conjunctsto follow a narrativeprogression.
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on explicit SUBJ sharing,combinedwith a symmetricalc-structure.Theconstituent

structuresheproposesis shown in (49): all theconjunctsareanalyzedasCPs with

finite verbsappearingin C.

(49)

CP� � � � � � � � �
 
 
 
���������	�� �
CPG G G GHHHH

(
�

OBL)= 	
PP

Cg� � ����
C

ging

VP

(
�

SUBJ) = 	
NP

Conj
	�� �
CP

Cg� � ����
C

fing

VP

(
�

OBJ) = 	
NP

Thespreadingof the SUBJ is specifiedin anextension to thestandardcoordination

schema,makingreferenceto thenotion grammaticaliseddiscourse function(GDF),

andprojectingthevalueof GDF from thefirst conjunct(therebyspreadingit). The

GDF areSUBJ, TOPIC, FOCUS, but furtherconstraintsinteractto limit thechoicein

thisconstructionto theSUBJ.

(50)

CP ' CP Conj CP	�� � �
= 	 	�� �

( 	 GDF) = (
�

GDF)
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This Germanconstruction thusclearly shareswith the Welshconstructionthe fact

that it is the subjectwhich is asymmetricallyprojected,and if Frank’s analysisis

alongtheright lines,providesanadditionalcasewherethe SUBJ maybeprojected

outof a single conjunct.

5.3 Spreading both Subject and Tense

Nordlinger(1998) arguesthatthec-structureof Wambaya,anAustralianAboriginal

language,involves a non-projective andnonconfigurationalcategory S underIP. IP

accommodatesthesecondposition auxiliary, andtheorderof constituentswithin S

is free. Evidencefor the constituentS includesthe existenceof nominal clauses,

whichnevercontainanauxiliaryandareanalysedasbareSsandthepossibilities for

coordination.In Wambaya,IPscanbecoordinated,asshown in (51)and(52).

(51) Manjungu
shade(ACC)

ngirr-a
1PL .EXC.A-PST

angbardi,
build(UNM)

nguya
dig(UNM)

ngirr-a
1PL .EXC.A-PST

jamba,
ground(ACC)

wugbardi
cook(UNM)

ngirr-a
1PL .EXC.A-PST

mayinanji
goanna(ACC)

We built a shade,(and)we dug(a hole in) theground(and)we cookedthe

goanna(Bresnan2000:138,28a)

(52) IP� � � � � � � � � � � �hh������������
IP
� � � �����

XP

shade

I g
 
 
���
I

1PL-PST

S) )**
build

IP
� � ����

XP

dig

I g� � ����
I

1PL-PST

Sa abb
ground

IP
� � � �����

XP

cook

I g� � ����
I

1PL-PST

S

 
��

goanna
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Alternatively, apatternexistsin whichthereis only onetensedauxialiaryfor theco-

ordinatestructureaswhole(see(53)): NordlingerandBresnan(1996)andBresnan

(2000)view thisascoordinationat thelevel of S,underI.

(53) Manjungu
shade(ACC)

ngirr-a
1PL .EXC.A-PST

angbardi,
build(UNM)

nguya
dig(UNM)

jamba,
ground(ACC)

wugbardi
cook(UNM)

mayinanji
goanna(ACC)

We built a shade,(andwe) dug(a hole in) theground(andwe) cookedthe

goanna(Bresnan2000:138,28b)

Note however that the c-structureinvolving S coordination under I (as shown

schematicallyin (54), would seemto incorrectlydistribute thefunctionsassociated

with thespecifierof IP, which is both FOC andOBJ of thefirst clause,but doesnot

in factbearany grammaticalfunctionatall in theremainingclauses.

(54)

IP� � � � � ��������
FOC= 	
XP

shade

I g� � � � ������
I

1PL-PST

S� � � � � �ii������
S) )**

build

S
� � ����

dig ground

S
� � � �����

cookgoanna

In fact,whatseemsto distributehereis SUBJ andTENSE suggestinganunlikeconsti-

tutentcoordinationanalysis(alongthelinesof ourproposalfor Welsh)underwhich

non-configurationalS is conjoinedwith anIP, shown schematicallyin (55)below.
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(55) IP� � � � � � � � �) ) )���������
IPG G G G GHHHHH

(
�

FOC) = 	
XP

shade

I g
 
 
���
I

1PL-PST

S

build

S
� � ����

dig ground

S
� � � �����

cookgoanna

Finally, we turn to a similar patternin anotherCeltic language.Althoughit appears

that the tenseand subjectsharedcoordinationpatterndoesnot occur in Scottish

GaelicandIrish, it doesoccurin Breton. Bretonclasuestructureis generallytaken

to be VSO with V2, with a topicalisedinitial constituentprecedingthe finite verb

andthesubjectotherwiseprecedingtheobject. In thebasicsententialcoordination

pattern,two mainclausescanbe juxtaposedusinga co-ordinatingconjunction,ha

‘and’, met‘but’, pe ‘or’, na ‘nor’, rak ‘for, because’:14

(56) Per
Peter

a
VPT

ouie
knew

neuĩn,
swim

met
but

e
his

c’hoar
sister

ne
NEG

ouie
knew

ket.
BEG

Peterwasableto swim, but his sisterwasnot’ (MacAulay1992:396)

Whentheconjunctionis ha, ‘and’, thesecondverbmayoccurin uninflected(Verb-

noun)form, with asharedsubject:

(57) Per
Peter

a
VPT

savas
rose

ha
and

mont
go

d’ar
to the

prenestr.
window

Peterroseandwentto thewindow (MacAulay1992:396)

14VPT standfor verbal particle.
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6 An Alternative: VP Coordination

The datareviewed in the previoussectionshows that thereis goodcrosslinguistic

evidencefor theexistenceof thesesharingequationsandalsoprovidesfurthermoti-

vationfor thesymmetrical,unlike constituentstructureanalysiswhich we propose.

Nonetheless,we did note in section4 above that an alternative analysiscould be

consideredunderwhich thesubjectandtensedverbaresimply outsidethestructural

scopeof coordination.In thissectionI returnto thispotentialalternativeandpresent

someof thetheoreticalandempiricalproblemswhich it faces.

Onealternative,then,is to takethefactthattenseandsubjectaresharedasindicating

thatcoordinationis at thelevel of VP. Onthisview, thestructureof (32)wouldbeas

follows:

(58) IP� � � � � � ���������
= 	_@BA
I

aeth

�
= 	_@BA
S� � � � � � ��������

(
�

SUBJ) = 	
DP� � ����

y ffermwr

�
= 	

VP� � � � � �jj������	�@!Dk� �
V

PP� � ����
at y drws

�
= 	

Conj

a

	�@EI`� �
VPa abb

V

churo

PP

arno
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The featuresSUBJ and TENSE, definedon the set ( LTQ ) of f-structures,would dis-

tributeto thef-structureswhicharemembersof thisset( LNMmlELPO ), withoutany further

stipulation. However, aswe have noted,the PRED valueis requiredneitherto dis-

tribute nor to be associatedwith the set itself (in the mannerof a non-distributive

feature)but to be associatedonly with the f-structureof the linearly first conjunct.

Thusacorrectf-structure(38) resultsneitherfrom treatingPRED asdistributive,nor

from treatingit asnon-distributive.15

In orderto associatethe PRED valueof the tensedverbonly with the f-structureof

thefirst conjunctwe would requirea highly stipulative lexical entryfor eachtensed

verb, for the casewhereit occursas the tensedmemberof a coordinatestructure

of this sort. The entry must specify firstly that the PRED value that it definesis

contributedto a memberof a setof f-structuresandsecondly, that the f-structure

to which it contributesa PRED valueis the initial conjunct.16 This is shown in the

lexical entryfor the(coordinateuseof the)tensedverbaethin (59):

(59) aeth:	n� �
(
�

TENSE) = PAST

( 	 PRED) = ‘go o ( SUBJ) ( OBL prqts ) u ’

15If thePRED weredistributive, thentheequality(
Z

PRED) = ‘go v (
Z

SUBJ)(
Z

OBL wrxty ) z ’ wouldbe
specifiedfor eachof thesetof f-structures,resultingin aconstant-constant clash,sincethenon-initial
conjunctshave theirown PRED values.

16More obscurely, it might also be necessaryto ensurethat the PRED equation doesnot itself
actuallyintroduceanadditional memberinto thesetof f-structures.
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,
|�~� 	n� | � � , 	�o�@ |

In (59) themembershipstatementspecifiesthat thef-structureof aeth is a member

of asetof f-structures.Thefollowing functionalequationcontributesa TENSE value

to the f-structure
�

(which in thecaseof (58) is LRQ ) : sincethis is a set,the TENSE

specificationis distributedto all themembersof theset( LPM and LPO ). Thefunctional

equationfor PRED contributesa PRED value to that f-structure 	 - the f-structure

denotedby 	 will have to be identified with a memberof the set of f-structures.

Thefinal, rathercomplicated,statementcapturesthefactthataethcontributesto the

initial conjunctby requiringthat thef-structureof aeth(that is, thef-structure	 ) f-

precedesall theotherf-structuresin thesetcorrespondingto thecoordinatestructure.

Thedefinitionof f-precedenceis asfollows:

(60) Given a correspondencemapping � ... betweena c-structureand its f-

structure,andgiven two subsidiaryf-structuresS and � , S f-precedes � if

therightmost nodein �R�J���&S�� precedestherightmost nodeof �T�J�����R� (Bres-

nan2000:195)

Thereareseveral theoryinternalreasonsfor rejectingthis styleof analysis,despite

the fact that it might be techicallyformulatable.Firstly, it is very clumsy, andthis

singularlack of eleganceprobablyindicatesthat it is not alongtheright lines. Sec-

ondly, it doesnotseemto coherecorrectlywith currentassumptionsaboutendocen-

tricity in strongly configurationallanguagessuchasWelsh. The basicpropertyof
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endocentricityis thateverycategoryhasaheadthatdeterminesits properties.When

a finite verboccursin I ratherthanV, asin Welshsimpleclauses,the VP lacksan

internalhead,but aswe notedabove, this is not a violation of endocentricity, for

amongstthosenodesin theinverseimageof � (VP), theclosestnondominatingnode

to VP canbe identifiedasthe head(seefootnote 3 above for the definition of ex-

tendedhead). If the I nodeis not theextendedheadof VP2 in (58) thenit lacksa

head,in violationof abasicassumption aboutconfigurationalstructure.

In addition,thereis further, empiricalevidencepreferringthefeature-spreadinganal-

ysisover theVP coordination analysis.This concernsthepredictionsthetwo anal-

ysesmake aboutmaterialfrontedbeforethe finite verb. (61 a) (the VP coordina-

tion analysis)predictsthatfrontedmaterialdistributesinto eachconjunct,while the

features-spreadinganalysisin (61b) analysis)predictsthatfrontedmaterialis asso-

ciatedonly with thefirst conjunct.17

(61) (a) IP

 
��

XP I g
 
 
���
I S� � ����

DP VP
� � ����

VP Conj VP

(b) IP
� � ����

IP

XP I g Conj VP

Considernow thesentencesin (62)-(64):

(62) I’ r
to-the

tŷ
house

yr
PT

aethant
go-PAST.3PL

ac
and

eistedd
sit.VN

a
and

bwyta.
eat.VN

17In eachcase,we areconcernedwith frontedmaterialappearing in theSpecof IP.
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(It was)to thehousethey wentandsatandate.18

(63) At
to

y
the

drws
door

yr
PT

aeth
go-PAST.3S

y
the

ffermwr
farmer

a
and

churo
knock

arno.
on-3S

(It was)to thedoorthatthefarmerwentandknockedon it.

(64) I’ r
to-the

ward
ward

y
PT

daeth
come-PAST.3S

Dr
Dr

Konrad
Konrad

un
one

bore
morning

a’m
and-1S

gweld
see

i’n
1S-PROG

gwylio’r
watch-the

gwenoliaid.
seagulls.

(It was)to thewardthatDr Konradcameonemorningandsaw mewatching

theseagulls.

In theseexamples,it is clearthatthefrontedconstituentbearsagrammaticalfunction

in thefirst conjunct,but not in thefollowing conjuncts.This follows automatically

onthefeature-spreadinganalysis,sinceit is within thefirst conjunctunderthisanal-

ysis. In the VP coordination analysis,on the otherhand,the I nodeis outsidethe

scopeof coordination,andso necessarilyis a constituentprecedingthe finite verb

in I. Theanalysisthereforemakesthewrongempiricalpredictionhere,facingmuch

thesamedifficulty aswe notedarisesfor the like-constituentcoordinationanalysis

of theWambaya(53),shown in (52)above.

18Thanks for informantjudgementsto Dwyryd andBethanandto Tony Platt.
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7 Conclusion

Thispaperhasproposedananalysisof aparticularasymmetricl coordinationpattern

in Welsh,in which both tenseanda subjectareexpressedonly in the first clause.

Working in theconstraint-basedframework of LFG, andin particularusingtheap-

proachtocoordinationofferedin thattheory, weshow how astraightforwardanalysis

of this constructioncanbe givenby positing explict “spreading”equationsassoci-

atedwith the first conjunct. The “spreading”analysisof the Welshdatapresented

hereis supportedby datafrom a rangeof languageswhich alsospreadclausalfea-

tures(suchasTENSE andMOOD), theSUBJ function,or bothclausalfeaturesandthe

SUBJ. Finally, we have shown that thealternative analysis,involving VP coordina-

tion undera sharedfinite verbandsubjectDP, suffers from a numberof theoretical

andempiricaldifficulties.

/home/welsh/coordination/tenseless/tense-share2.tex
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