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Function Spreading in Coordinate Structures

Abstract

We propcse an andysis in LFG of a partiaular asymmetic serientid co-
ordination patten in Welsh! In this constuction, the main verb of the first
clauseis marked for tenge and the remaining conjuncts have noninite verb
forms. This singleinstance of tense marking (ocaurring on the finite verb of
thefirst conjunct) is however semantially interpretedwith respectto eachcon
junct. Thecoordinate strudure alsosharesa singe sulject. The LFG apprach
to consttuent coordnation (a) posis an exocerric (or multiply-headd) co-
ordinateschemaat c-stricture and (b) interpretscoordinate structures as sets
at f-structure. In this pape we shov how this geneal apprachto sentetial
coadination in LFG can provide a simple and straghtfoward analysis of this
teng andsulject asymmetit coordnation paternfoundin Welsh. We exterd
the consttuent coordnation schemato coordnate IP and VP, and postuate
explicit “spreading’ equdions for the sharel information We shaw that the
spreading analysisis alsomotivatedby similar datafrom a rangeof typolog-
ically diverse languages.Finally we shov how the approachis supeior to an
alternative involving VP level coardination, with the finite verbin | andthe

sulject DP nodesoutsde the structural scqpe of coordnation.

1| amgratefu to JoanBresnanMary Dalrymple, Anette FrankandRachelNordlinger for com-
mentsonapreviousdratt andsimilarly to theaudiene ataKing's CollegeLondm linguisticsseminar
andpatrticipantsin the4th Celtic LinguisticsConfereme for usefuldiscussion.
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1 Introduction

This paperis concernedvith a type of asymnetric coordinationin Welshin which
only theverb of thefirst conjunctis marked for tense with the verbsof the second
andary following conjunctsoccurringin the non-finite (verbnoun)form. Despite
the lack of overttensemarking,non-inital conjunctsareinterpretedastensedand
thusit seemghatasingleinstanceof tensemarkingis semanticallyinterpretedwith
respecto eachconjunct.

(1) Cododd Gwilym ei docyna rhedeyamy trén.

buy-PAST.3s Gwilym histicket andrun  for thetrain.
‘Gwilym boughthisticketandranfor thetrain! (Thomasl996:4@)

(2) Daeth ei wraigyndl,a sefyddel llewes uwdei ben.
comePAST.3s 3sm wife back,andstand like lionessover hishead.
His wife returned andstoodlik e a lionessover him (Thornel1993:327)

As well assharingtense,in this constructionthe conjunctsalsoobligataily share
a single subject,expressedn thefirst conjunctby a full DR, asin exampks(1)-(2)

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

(3) Aethant i'r ty ac eistedda bwyta.
go-PAST.3PL to-thehouseandsit andeat
‘They wentto thehouse satdown andate’ (Rouweret1994:302

(4) Syrthiamnt i freichiaueigilydd a cherddedallano’r
fall-PAST.3PL toarms  eachotherandwalk out from-the
fynwent gyda’egilydd.
cemeterywith-eachother
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They fell into eachothers armsand walked from the cemeterytogether

(Thornel993:@)

This patternstandsin contrastto the following type of sentental coordinationin
whichthereis atensedverbin eachconjunct.
(5) Peidiodd a meddwlac aeth ynol.

ceaserAST.3s with think  andgo.PAST.3s back.
Shestoppedhinking andreturned(Thorne1993:335)

This paperdevelops an analysisof this coordination patternin termsof the stan-
dardapproachto coordinationin LFG in combiration with explicit “spreading”or
concordequationgo sharetenseandsubjectinformation acrosshe membersf the
coordinatestructure.The restof this paperproceedsasfollows. Section2 outlines
the constitientstructuresvhich we will assumdor Welshfinite clauseswhile sec-
tion 3 introdwesthe LFG approacho consitutentoordinatiorthroughdiscussio of
anumberof sententiatoordinationpatternan Welsh. Section4 presentsheanaly-
sis. In section5 we discusgdatafrom othertypologically differentlanguagesvhich
sharethe propertiesof the Welsh constructiorthatwe are dealingwith, andwhich
areamenablgo the samestyle of analysis.Beforeconcluding,section6 considers
an alternatve analysisand shaws thatit facesa rangeof difficulties which do not

occurfor theanalysispresentedhere.
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2 Welsh Constituent Structure

Welsh is strongly headinitial, andin both simple and periphrasticfinite clauses
the finite verb s initial, followed by the subject. The periphrasticclausalpattern,
illustratedin (6) and(7), involves the combinationof a finite verbwith oneor more
non-finiteverbalforms(andin thecaseof aspectuallyspecifiedclausespneor more
aspectuaparticles). These(non-finite) verbal elementgprecedeary complengnts
but follow the subject. For clausesof this type | positan [;p I-S ] structure with
subjectprecedinghemainpredicatan Sandfinite verbsoccurringin | (seeBresnan
2000andKroeger1993for discusgn of thesestructurabssumptios). Thestructure
for (7), togetherwith the functionalannotatios on c-structurenodeswhich partly
specifythe mappingto f-structure s given in (8).
(6) Gwnaeth Sion welddraig.

did-PAST.3s Johnsee dragon
‘Johnsaw adragon. (Sproat:1985,176)

(7) Mae Mair yn  prynutatws o'r siop.
be PRES.3S Mair PROG buy potatoedrom-theshop.
‘Mair buysis buying potatoegrom the shop.
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(8)

IP
//\
t=1 t=1
I S
//\
m|ae
(tsusy) =1 T=1
DP AspP
Mleur
=) t=1
Asp VP
e
yn
t=1 (tos)=| (toeL)=]
\% DP PP
| PN P
prynu tatws o'r siop

The simple clausalpatterninvolvesonly a singlefinite verb andno non-finiteverb
forms. Thefinite verbis alsoinitial in this clausalpattern followed by the subject.
Again, | follow Kroeger (1993)andBresnan(2001)in locatingthe finite verbin |
andtakingthestructuralcomplemenbf | to be S.?2

(9) Gwadodd y carcharory droseddyngwbl.

dery-psT.3s theprisoner theoffence completely
‘The prisonerdeniedthe offencecompletely (Thornel1993:214)

2An alternatve, lesshierarclical, represetationof Welshconstituenstructures takenin Borsley
(REFS),in which for examge simple VSO clausesare treatedessentiallyas[s V NP NP ]. The
analysisof the tenseandsubjectsharedcoodinateconstriction which we proposehereis basically
indepenlentof thesedetailsof corstituentstructure andwould carry over straightfowardly to these
alternatve structual assumptionsFor thesereasonsye do not discussconstituen structue in ary
greatdetailhere.
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(10)

=1 1=
I S

gwa|dodd
(tsusy) =1 T=1
DP VP

/\

=4 le (1ADJ)

Yy carcharor

VP PP
| 7~
yngwbl
(tosg)=|
DP
y drosedd

To thoseunfamiliar with LFG atreesuchas(10) mightlooksalittle strangesinceit
lacksaV within the VP, andthereforemightappeato violateprinciplesof endocen-
tricity. In LFG, sincebothIP andVP mapto the samef-structure thefinite verbin |
senesdirectly asthe (extendedheadof VP andthusit is unnecessario postulatea
V,; (andby thePrincipleof Economysuchunmdivatedc-structures not permitted).

Theprinciplesof endocentricityarethereforemaintairedin suchstructures’

3The definition of exterded headspecifiesthat, amomgst thosenodesin the inverse image of
¢(VP), theclosesinordomimtingnodeto VP is identifiedasthe head:

(11) Definition of ExterdedHead:Givena c-structue containingnodes\/, C andc- to f-structue
correspaderce mappng ¢, N is anexterdedheadof C if A/ is theis the minimal nodein
¢~ (¢(C)) thatc-conmand<C withoutdoninatingC (Bresnar2001:132)



FunctionSpreadingn CoordinateStructures:Decembédil, 2003: 7

3 LFG Analysisof Welsh Sentential Coordination

This sectionprovidesa brief overview of thevariouscoordinatiorpatternsavailable
in Welsh,andshawvs how they arestraightforvardly capturedn the LFG analysisof
coordination First,astheexampleselow shaow, it is possibleo coordinatecomplete
IP clausesn Welsh:

(12) Mae Mairyn cysgua maeJohnyn palu’r ardd.

be PRES.3s Mair PROG sleepandis JohnPROG dig-thegarden
‘Mary is sleepingandJohnis diggingthe garden.

(13) Mae Mair yn  crio ondmaeJohnyn  chwerthin.
be PRES.3s Mair PROG cry but is JohnPROG laugh
‘Mary is crying but Johnis laughing.

(14) Peidiodd a meddwlac aeth ynol.
ceaserAST.3s with think  andgo.rPAST.3s back.
Shestoppedhinking andreturned(Thorne1993:335)

The analysisof coordinatestructuressuchastheseis very straightforvardin LFG.
Coordinatestructuresaretreatedassetsat f-structure andlicensedby a generalko-
ordinationschemaat c-structurg(the annotatea-structuraule in (15) cantherefore
be seenasaninstanceof this moregeneralschemaput for concreteneskspell out
all specificinstantiaionsin this paper).(16) showvs thetreestructurecorresponding
to the coordinationin (12), togethemwith the functionalannotationg@ssociateavith

thecoordinationschema.
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P — IP Conj IP

(15)
let 1=] let
(16)
IP
_— N
let =1 let

)s
)

mae DP VP mae DP VP
Malir yncysgu John yn paiu;r ardd

The annotatio | € 1 (on the daughterlPs) statesthat the f-structureof the IP is

a memberof the setof f-structurescorrespondingo the coordinatestructureas a
whole. The f-structurefor (16) is shovn in (17) below. Notice thatinformation
associatedavith the conJ nodeis contributeddirectly to the setitself.

[CONJ AND

([ PRED ‘SLEEP ( (SUBJ))’
TENSE PRES
ASP PROG

(17)

N\

SUBJ [PRED ‘MAlR’]

[PRED ‘DIG ( (SUBJ)(OBJ)) ]
TENSE PRES
ASP PROG

PRED ‘GARDEN’
OB

lSPEC DEF ]

\ L - 7/
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As well ascoordinatirg full IPs, it is alsopossibé to coordinateSsundera shared

finite verb (asbefore,the tree shawvs only the functionalannotationson the higher

nodes)!

(19) 'Roedd Mairyn canur delyna Johnyn dawnsio.
beIMPF.3s Mair PROG sing-theharp andJohnPrROG dance.

Mair wasplayingthe harpandJohnwasdancing.

(20) IP
//\
T=1ln T=4n
I S
| _— N
'roedd
b€l T=1 €l
S CONJ S
DP VP a DP VP
Mair yncanu'r delyn John yn aawnsm

Again, thesestructuresarelicensedby an instantation of the generalcoordination
schema:
S - S Conj S

(21)
let 1= let

“4In thesestructuresheverbroun,wherethe same canbegagped,asshavn in theexampe below.

(18) 'Roedd Mair yn caru'r delyn,Gwily gitar, Gweny pianoa Johnyn dawnsio
was Mair PRT sing-the harp Gwil theguitar, Gwenthe pianoandJohnpPRT dane
‘Mair wasplayingthe harp,Gwil the guitar, Gwenthe pianoandJohnwasdandng!

We will notbeconernedwith gagpingin this paper
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Asinthelp example theannotation| € 1 specifieghatthef-structuresof thedaugh-

ter S nodesare membersof the setof f-structurescorrespondingo the mother S
node.F-description@ssociateavith nodesandlexical elementsithin thedaughter
S nodeswill thereforebe contributedto the memberf-structureq f2 and f3 respec-
tively). Onthe otherhand,information (f-descriptions)associatedavith the lexical
materialunderthe I and Comp nodesis contributed directly to the set(f1) itself.
What this meansdependson the natureof the featureitself, for LFG makesa dis-
tinction betweendistributive and non-distibutive features. As we have seen,the
featurescoNJ and PRECONJ are non-distibutive, and are thus definedfor the set
itself, asshawn in (20) above. Most otherfeaturesjncluding for exampk the gov-
ernablegrammattal functions(suBJ, oBJ andsoon) aredistributive. Consequently
theinformationassociateavith roeddthatis, (TENSE andsuBJ) information,is dis-
tributed acrossthe coordinatestructureto the membersof the setof f-structures,

becausehesefeaturesarethemseles distributive.

(22) If aisadistibutivefeatureandsis a setof f-structuresthen(sa) = v holds
if andonly if (f a) = v for all f-structuresf that are membersof the sets

(Dalrymple2001:36%

Thef-structurecorrespondingo (19)is (23).
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(23) CONJ AND
( - ‘ y 1 )
PRED ‘PLAY ( (SuBJ)(0BJ))
TENSE IMPF
ASP PROG

f2 | susy [PRED ‘MAlR’]

PRED ‘HARP’
OBJ
SPEC DEF

S

PRED ‘DANCE ( (SUBJ))’
TENSE
f3 | asp PrROG

SUBJ [PRED ‘JOHN’]
Vs

\

Finally, it is alsopossble to coordinateat levelslower within the clause conjoining

AspPsor VPsunderasharedinite verbandsubject.> ©

(26) 'Roedd Maira Johnyn dawnsicac yn canu.
beiMPF.3s Mair andJohnPrROG dance andsing

‘Mair andJohnweresingirg anddancing.

5In (26), athird persorsingularfinite verboccurswith a plural coodinatesubject.Notethatthe
lack of numker agreemat hereis not anindication of partial agreenent unde coordnation but a
moregeneal factaboutthenatue of theagreemensystenmin Welsh: nonprorominalplurd subjects
(in situ) alwaysoccurwith the 3rd singularform of the finite verb,which therebre hasthe statusof
adefaut. We take it thatthe default 3s form of the verb does not placea syntacticconstraim onthe
subjects nunberandhene no featue clasharises.

6Theseexamgesillustratethe instantiationsof the gereral coordnation schemashavn below in
(24) and(25) for comgetenessNoticethatthe placenentof the PrecofjandConjwords delimitsthe

structuralscopeof coordnationin examge (27).
(24) AspP — AspP Conj AspP
let =] let
(25) AspP — Preconj AspP Conj AspP
=4 et 1=] let
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(27) y byddai hi naillai’'n  marw'nifanc neu’'n colli'r
PT beCOND.3s sheeitherPROG die-PT youngor-PROG lose-the
weledigaeth
vision

‘Shewould eitherdie youngor losehervision!

(28) IP
/‘/\
T=1n T=in
I S
| T
"roedd
(tsuBy =] T=ln
DP AspP
Mair a John
lpet  1=1 Ipet
AspP Conj AspP
% | —~
yndawnsio  ac yncanu
(29) [CONJ AND 1
( [PRED ‘SING ( (SUBJ))’ )
TENSE IMPF
ASP PROG
f3
[PRED JOHN]
SUBJ +—
f1 ¢ [PRED ‘MAIR’ >\
[PRED ‘DANCE ( (SU
2 TENSE
ASP Py
{ | SUBJ | )

To completethe picture, (30) is a caseof VP coordination(in the complemenbf

a modalverb, which we treatasa control predicate).Note that it follows without
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further stipulaton thatthe suBJ informationcontributedby an elementoutsidethe

coordinatestructurds distributedacrosghememberof thesetof f-structuresvhich

form the xcomp (notall detailsareshownn in thef-structurebelow).

(30) Ellwch

chi arosfanhyn neuddod’'da ni.

CanPRES.2S you stay by hereor comewith 1PL
‘Y ou canstayhereor comewith us:

(31)

IP
/\
t=1 t=1
I S
//\
eIIv|vd1
(T xcompP) =
DP
chi VP
//\
let T=1 let
VP Conj VP

A
arosfanhyn neu 0

[PRED ‘CAN ( (SUBJ) (XCOMP))’

SUBJ [PRED ‘You’]

[CONJ OR
( [PRED ‘STAY ( (SUBJ
ADJ ‘here’
XCOMP | SUBJ
[PRED ‘COME ( (SUB
ADJ ‘with me’
[ [ suBJ

anl
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4 Analysing Asymmetric Coordination

We arenow in a position to returnto the databriefly introducedin section1 and
proposean analysisof this asymmetriccoordinateconstructio. Recallthatthe key
featuresof this constructim arefirstly, thatonly thefirst (VSO) clauses markedfor
tense but the tenseis interpretedwith respecto eachclause secondlythatunlike
thetenseinformation,the lexical meaningof theinitial (inflected)verbrelatesonly
to thefirst conjunct(suggestig thatonly someof theinformationassociate@ith the
finite verb‘spreads’into the otherconjuncts) andthirdly, thatthe subjectoccurring
after the tensedmain verb in the first conjunctis interpretedwith respectto each
conjunctor clausewith nosubjectbeingexpressedn thesecondandany subsequent
clause.For examplein (32), bothconjunctssharethe subjecty ffermwrandtheverb
of thefirst conjunctis a pasttenseform while the verb of the secondconjunctis the
non-finite(verbnoun)orm. Notethatalthoughthe constructiorappeardo be much
more frequentin the pasttense,the examplesin (36) and (37) show thatit is not

restrictedio pasttensenarratves.

(32) Aeth y ffermwraty drwsa churo arno.
go-PAST.3s thefarmer to thedoor andknockon-3sm

‘The farmerwentto thedoorandknockedonit.” (Rouweret1994:302)

(33) Gwthiodd MargaretRosey llyfr i'w  baga thynnut siparno.
pushPAST.3s MargaretRosethe bookin-herbagandclose-thezip onit
MargaretTosepushedhebookinto herbagandclosedthezip onit (Thorne

1993:3B)
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(34)

(35)

(36)

(37)

Rhedodd y plant imewvnac eisteddwrthy bwrdd.
run-PAST.3s thechildrenin andsit at thetable
‘The childrenranin andsatdown atthetable(King 1993:198)

Godes i'n gynnara myndamdro.
getup-PAST.1s 1s-PRT early andgo  for walk.
‘I gotup earlyandwentfor awalk. (King 1993:198)

Osawn ni yno a cwyno, efallai y byddan nhwn

if goFUT.1PL 1PL thereandcomplain,perhapsT beFUT.3PL 3PL-PROG
gwrando

listen

If we gothereandcomplain,perhapghey’ll listen: (King 1993:198)

Wethwn ni'r hendy 'ma a chodiun newyddynyn cae
sellFuT.1PL 1PL-theold housethereandbuild onenenv  in thefield
wrth ymyl.

by edge.

We'll sellthisold houseandbuild anotheronein the next field (ibid)

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

obsenationthatthis constructiorshouldbe treatedasa coordinationat f-structure,

ratherthanasinvolving someform of adjunctval modificationof the first clause.

That s, this construction like thosediscused in the previous section,hasthe se-

manticsof a (type of) coordinatim, andthuswe would expectthe f-structureof an

examplesuchas(32)to beasetof f-structuresin which subjectandtensevaluesare

sharedor distributed acrosseachconjunct,asin (38).
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(38) TCONJ AND 1

( [PRED ‘GO((1 SuBJ)(1 OBL))’ ]

TENSE PAST
PRED ‘FARME
SPEC DEF

N

SUBJ

{ [oBL ‘tothedoor

PRED
TENSE
SUBJ
OBL ‘onit’

“KNOCK((1 su

Of course,this distribution of suBJ and TENSE attributeswould follow automati-
cally from the theoryof featuresandcoordinationoutlinedin section3 if the finite

verb and subjectwere outsile the structual scopeof coordination thatis if these
constructionsnvolvedcoordinatiam atthelevel of VP, alongthelinesof theanalysis
of (26) shavnin (28) above. Thereare,however, severalreasongor concludingthat

this analysiswould notbe correct.

Noticefirst thatin the caseof the coordinationof periphrasticlausessuchas(26),
all theinformationassociateith thefinite auxiliary (whichis outsidethe structural
scopeof coordination)doesin fact distributesacrossall the conjunct,while in the
caseof theasymmetriccoordinateconstructiorunderdiscusgn here thisis notso.
Thetensedverbis a mainverb (ratherthananauxiliary) andthushasa PRED value
which is appropriateonly for the f-structureof the first conjunct. If the finite verb

wereoutsidethe scopeof coordinationalongthelinesof (28),thenthe PRED feature
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would alsobe (incorrectlyandincoherently)distributed.” A relatedobsenationis

that positing a structuralasymmetryfor theseexampleswould entail claiming, in
theorieswhich explicitly raiseV to | to hosttensemarking,thattheseconstructons
involve V movementout of thefirst conjunctin a coordinatestructure,in violation

of well establisked constraint$

Togethertheseobsenationssuggesananalysisof this constructionn termsof un-
like constiientcoordinatiom in c-structurejnvolving the coordinationof aninitial
IP conjunctwith VP sisterswith explicit sharingof f-structureattributesacrosshe
conjuncts’ Thatis, the exampk in (32), repeatechereas(39), hasthe c-structure
showvnin (40).

(39) Aeth y ffermwraty drwsa churo arno.

go-PAST.3s thefarmer to thedoor andknockon-3swm
‘The farmerwentto thedoorandknockedonit.” (Rouwveret1994:302)

"This would leadto a clashof PRED valuesfor the non-iritial conjuncts, and no granmatical
f-structue would result.

80f couse,asa nonderivational syntactictheory L FG doesnot posit V-movement, sothis issue
arisesin a slightl different, but equvalentform. No V-movemer is involvedin the structuresasso-
ciatedwith VSO sentencedyut it follows from the principles of enda@entricitythatwhena VP lacks
anovert c-strucure head,an appr@riate(functional) categyory mustsene asits extencedhead.The
definition of exterdedhead(seefootnae 3 above) doesnot permitthefinite verbin | to sene asthe
extended headof thefirst conjurct VP, which therebrelacksahead.

9Although we referto this asunlike constituentoordnation, of courseVP andIP differ only in
the presencef a feature+F (marking functioral categoiies) in the featurematrix of IP: otherthan
thisfeature jt shareghefeaturematrix of VP.
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(40)

P C(|)nj VP

1/\8 ac \|//\PP
aeth DmP churo arno

| |
y ffermwr PP
—

aty drws

The coordinatedaughtersareannotated, € 1, asexpectedon the basisof the gen-
eral coordinatim schemaandfurther annotation®n the first conjunct'spread’'the

TENSE andsuBJ features.

P — IP Conj VP

let T=1 let
(41)
(4 TENSE) = (1 TENSE)

(4 suBJ) = (1 suBY)

Theannotatedreeis shovn in (42) belown. The existenceof thesetwo sharingequa-
tionsconstiutesthelanguagespecificannotatiorwhich permitsthetenseandsubject

sharedcoordinatepatternin Welsh.
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(42)

P

T
(1 TNS) = (1 TNS)

( suBJ) = (1 suBJ) t=4 et
e Conj VP
IP g churoarmno
A
t=l t=4
I S
| — T
aeth

(tsusy=1| =1

DP VP
% ~_ |
y ffermwr
(tosL)=]
PP
—_—
aty drws

19

The f-description(] suBJ) = (1 suBJ) identifiesthe f-structurewhich is the suBJ

of the first conjunctwith the susJ of the coordinationasa whole. BecausesuBJ

is a distributive feature(alongsie othergrammaticalfunctions)it follows thatthe

suBJ valuesof all conjunctsareidentified.In thisway, the SUBJ is sharedacrosghe

conjuncts.The TENSE informationis sharedn preciselysimilar fashion. Thetense

and subjectsharedcoordinationpatternin Welsh is thereforecapturedby means
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of thesetwo simple equations? In the following section,we considerdatafrom

otherlanguagegor which an analysisin termsof explicit featurespreadings also

motivated.

5 Other Languages

5.1 Tense Spreading

The phenomenornf tensespreadings by no meansrestrictedto Welsh, but is at-

testedn arangeof differentlanguages.

In the sov languageKorean,for example, verbal inflections of tenseand mood
spreado non-finalconjunctgustin casethey arenot marked alreadyon thosecon-
juncts. The datain questionis discussedriefly in Choi (1999)who providesthe
following examplest?

(44) a. Mary-ka nolay-lul pwulu-lo Sue-ka chwum-ul chwu-ess-ta.
Mary-NOM SongACC Sing-CONJ SueNOM danceAccC dancePST-DCL

10This apprach develops (andcorrects)a suggestiorin Choi (1999) conerningcoordnatesen-
tencesin Koreanin which tense(and declaratveness)is marked only on the final verb (this data
is illustratedin the following section). Choi’'s actualproposal suffers from a nurber of technical
difficulties,but the essentialdeais clear

LAlthough shealsoprovidesthefollowing exanple with anappaently sharedsubject Choilimits
herdiscussiono case®f tenseandmoodspreadasillustratedin (44)

(43) Mary-ka nolay-lul pwulu-ko chwum-ul chwu-ess-ta.
Mary-NOM songACC sing-CONJ danceAcc dan@-PST-DCL
Mary sanga songanddarceda danceg(Choi199951,63)
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Mary sanga songanddanceda dance.(Choil999:5163c)

b. Mary-ka nolay-lul pwulu-ess-& Sue-ka chwum-ul
Mary-NOM SongACC Sing-PST-CONJ SueNOM danceAccC
chwu-ess-ta.
dancepPsT-DCL
Mary sanda songanddanceda dance.(Choil999:5365c)

IndeedChoi suggestsan analysisof the constructon in (44) termsof TENSE and
MOOD spreadinganda c-structuraepresentatiomwhichinvolvescorrdinatingS con-

stituents:12

(45) S
— T

let et
S S
A constructon which appeargo sharesomesimilarities with boththe Koreanand
theWelshconstructonis foundin Japanessentencesuchas(46). In thisverbfinal
languageram informationmay spreadrom thefinal conjunct:
(46) Ojiisan-ga yama-de hatarai-te, obaasa-ga mise-no
old manNOM mountain-awork-and old womanNOM SotreGEN
ban-o shi-ta to kikimashi-ta

Sitting-ACC do-PAST COMP hearPAST
| heardthatthe old manworked atthe mountan, andthe old womantended

thestore(Yuasa& Sadock2002:3B (8))

12Seefootnae 10 above.
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As in Welsh,it seemghatary numberof conjunctsarepossble:3

(47) Kenji-ga Oregon-e it-te, Yuki-ga Boston-eit-te  Aki-ga
Kenij-Nom Oregon-togo-andYuki-Nom Boston-togo-andAki- NOM
Bahamas-eit-ta.

Bahamas-t@o-PAST
Kenji wentto Oregon, Yuki wentto Boston,and Aki wentto the Bahamas

(Yuasa& Sadock2002:97(19))

5.2 Subject Spreading

In recentwork Frank(2002)providesan LFG analysisof the so-calledsGF (Subject
Gapin Finite/Fronted)oordinateconstructimsin German.In this constructiorthe
subjectof theleftmostconjunctis clearlyrealizedin sentencenternalposition but
is accessibleo the secondconjunct,andindeed,alsosenesassubjectof thatcon-
junct. A crucialaspecbf this constructions thatthe initial (fronted)constituenis

interpreteconly with respecto thefirst conjunct.An exampk is thefollowing:

(48) In denWald ging derJager undfing einenHasen.
into the forestwentthe hunterandcaughta rabbit
The hunterwentinto theforestandcaughtarabbit.

Frank provides extensve discusson of the problemsfacing existing structurally

symmetricabndstructurallyasymmetical analysesandproposesnanalysisbased

130neway thatthe Japaneseonstriction differs from the Welsh constrietion corcernsthe order
of conjuncts.In anexanple suchas(46), Yuasa& Sadock(2002) notethatthe conjurcts canappear
in the opposite order ((with -te markirg the non-firal conjunct(s)). The Welsh constriction, on the
otherhand seemdo requre the order of corjunctsto follow a narrdive progession.
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on explicit suBJ sharing,combinedwith a symnetrical c-structure .The constitient

structuresheproposess showvn in (49): all the conjunctsareanalyzedascps with

finite verbsappearingn C.

(49)
CP
T
et _ let
Conj
CP CP
/\ |

(tsus)=1 NP
NP
The spreadingof the suBJ is specifiedin anextenson to the standarccoordination
schemamakingreferenceto the notion grammadicaliseddiscousse function(GDF),
andprojectingthe valueof GDF from the first conjunct(therebyspreadingt). The
GDF aresSuUBJ, TOPIC, FOCUS, but further constraintsnteractto limit the choicein

this constructiorto the SUBJ.

CP —» CP Conj CP
(50) let t=1 let
({GDF) = (1 GDF)
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This Germanconstructbn thusclearly shareswith the Welsh constructionthe fact

thatit is the subjectwhich is asymmetricallyprojected,andif Frank's analysisis
alongtheright lines, providesan additional casewherethe susJ may be projected

outof asingle conjunct.

5.3 Spreading both Subject and Tense

Nordlinger(1999 arguesthatthe c-structureof Wambayagan AustralianAboriginal
languagejnvolves a non-projectve andnonconfigurationatateyory S underlP. IP
accommodatethe secondposition auxiliary, andthe orderof constitientswithin S
is free. Evidencefor the constiient S includesthe existenceof nomiral clauses,
which never containanauxiliary andareanalysedasbareSsandthe possibiities for

coordination.In Wambaya)Pscanbe coordinatedasshavnin (51) and(52).

(51) Manjungu ngirr-a angbadi, nguya ngirr-a
shadedcc) 1pL.EXC.A-PST build(UNM) dig(UNM) 1PL.EXC.A-PST
jamba, wugbadi ngirr-a mayinanji

ground@cc) cook(UNM) 1PL.EXC.A-PST goannafcc)
We built a shade(and)we dug (a holein) the ground(and)we cookedthe

goanngBresnar2000:13828a)

52 [
IP IP P
shade I/\ dig I S cook | 5

| 6 % | PN | =~
1PL-PST Duli 1pPL-PST ground 1PL-PST goanna
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Alternatively, a patternexistsin whichthereis only onetensedauxialiaryfor theco-

ordinatestructureaswhole (see(53)): NordlingerandBresnan1996)andBresnan
(2000)view thisascoordinationatthelevel of S, underl.
(53) Manjungu ngirr-a angbadi, nguya jamba,
shadefcc) 1pL.EXC.A-PST build(uNm) dig(Unm) ground@cc)
wugbadi mayinaniji
COOk(UNM) goannafcc)

We built a shade(andwe) dug (a holein) the ground(andwe) cooked the

goanngBresnar2000:138,28b)

Note however that the c-structureinvolving S coordinatisn under| (as shavn
schematicallyin (54), would seemto incorrectlydistribute the functionsassociated
with the specifierof IP, which is both Foc andoBJ of thefirst clause but doesnot

in factbearany grammaticafunctionatall in theremainingclauses.

(54)
/'/I’P\
TFOC=] '
XP s

|
|
1PL-PST 5/4\5
shade
build igground cooﬁgoanna

In fact,whatseemgo distribute hereis suBJ andTENSE suggestiganunlike consti-
tutentcoordinationanalysigalongthelinesof our proposafor Welsh)underwhich

non-configurationak is conjoinedwith anlP, shovn schematicallyn (55) below.
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(55) P
P N
1P 5 5
/\

igground cookgoanna

(tFoC) =] y

XP s

shlslde 1PL|-PST bulild

Finally, we turnto a similar patternin anotherCeltic language Althoughit appears
that the tenseand subjectsharedcoordinationpatterndoesnot occur in Scottish
Gaelicandlrish, it doesoccurin Breton. Bretonclasuestructureis generallytaken

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

andthe subjectotherwiseprecedingthe object. In the basicsententiatoordination
pattern,two main clausescanbe juxtapsedusinga co-ordinatingconjunction,ha

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

(56) Per a ouie neuil,mete c’hoarne ouie Kket.
PetervPT knew swim but his sister NEG knew BEG

Peterwasableto swim, but his sisterwasnot’ (MacAulay 1992:396)
Whenthe conjunctionis ha, ‘and’, the secondverb may occurin uninflected(Verb-
noun)form, with a sharedsubject:

(57) Per a savasha montd’ar prenestr

PetervPT rose andgo tothewindow
Peterroseandwentto thewindow (MacAulay 1992: 396)

14vpT standfor verkal particle.



FunctionSpreadingn CoordinateStructures:Decembédil, 2003: 27
6 An Alternative: VP Coordination

The datareviewed in the previous sectionshavs thatthereis goodcrosslinguistic
evidencefor the existenceof thesesharingequationsandalsoprovidesfurther moti-
vationfor the symnmetrical, unlike constituenstructureanalysiswhich we propose.
Nonethelessye did notein section4 above that an alternatve analysiscould be
consideredinderwhichthesubjectandtensedrerbaresimply outsdethestructural
scopeof coordination.In this sectionl returnto this potentialalternatve andpresent

someof thetheoreticandempiricalproblemswhichit faces.

Onealternatve,then,isto take thefactthattenseandsubjectaresharedasindicating

thatcoordinations atthelevel of VP. Onthisview, thestructureof (32) would beas

follows:
(58) IP
///\
t=ln t=ln
I S
/\
ae|th
(tsusy) =1 T=1
DP VP
— [ T
y ffermwr
lpet 1=l  Ipet
\% Conj VP
PP NV pp

N | |
atydrws churo arno
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The featuressuBJ and TENSE, definedon the set(f1) of f-structures,would dis-

tributeto thef-structuresvhicharememberf thisset(f2, f3), withoutary further
stipulaton. However, aswe have noted,the PRED valueis requiredneitherto dis-
tribute nor to be associatedvith the setitself (in the mannerof a non-distrilutive
feature)but to be associateanly with the f-structureof the linearly first conjunct.
Thusa correctf-structure(38) resultsneitherfrom treatingPRED asdistributive, nor

from treatingit asnon-distritutive *®

In orderto associatehe PRED valueof the tensedverb only with the f-structureof
thefirst conjunctwe would requirea highly stipulatve lexical entryfor eachtensed
verb, for the casewhereit occursasthe tensedmemberof a coordinatestructure
of this sort. The entry must specifyfirstly that the PRED value that it definesis
contributedto a memberof a setof f-structuresand secondly that the f-structure
to which it contritutesa PRED valueis theinitial conjunct® Thisis shavn in the

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

(59) aeth
let
(T TENSE) = PAST

(4 PRED) =‘go<( SUBJ) ( OBLjc)>’

15f the PRED weredistributive, thenthe equality(1 PRED) = ‘go< (1 SUBJ)(1 OBL 10¢)>" wouldbe
specifiedfor eachof thesetof f-strudures,resultingin a corstant-constarclash,sincethenortinitial
conjurcts have their own PRED values.

®More obscurdy, it might also be necessaryo ensurethat the PRED equatim doesnot itself
actuallyintroduceanadditioral membeiinto the setof f-strudures.
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Ve, o # ] Az et, 1< sz
In (59) the membershistatemenspecifieghatthe f-structureof aethis amember
of asetof f-structures.Thefollowing functionalequationcontributesa TENSE value
to the f-structuret (which in the caseof (58)is f1) : sincethisis a set,the TENSE
specificationis distributedto all thememberf theset(f2 and f3). 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 statementaptureshefactthataethcontritutesto the
initial conjunctby requiringthatthe f-structureof aeth(thatis, the f-structurel) f-
precedesll theotherf-structuresn thesetcorrespondingo thecoordinatestructure.

Thedefinitionof f-precedencés asfollows:

(60) Given a correspondencenapping¢ ... betweena c-structureand its f-
structure andgiven two subsidiaryf-structurese and 3 , o f-precedes 3 if
therightmastnodein ¢~ *(a) precedesherightmog nodeof ¢—*(3) (Bres-

nan2000195)

Therearesereraltheoryinternalreasondor rejectingthis style of analysis,despite
the factthatit might be techicallyformulatable.Firstly, it is very clumsy andthis

singularlack of eleganceprobablyindicatesthatit is not alongtheright lines. Sec-
ondly, it doesnotseemo coherecorrectlywith currentassumptinsaboutendocen-

tricity in strongy configurationalanguagesuchasWelsh. The basicpropertyof
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endocentricityis thatevery cateyory hasa headthatdeterminests propertiesWhen

a finite verb occursin | ratherthanV, asin Welshsimpleclausesthe VP lacksan
internal head,but aswe notedabove, this is not a violation of endocentricity for
amongsthosenodesn theinverseimageof ¢(VP), thecloseshondomiratingnode
to VP canbe identifiedasthe head(seefootnoe 3 above for the definition of ex-
tendedhead). If thel nodeis not the extendedheadof VP2 in (58) thenit lacksa

head,in violation of a basicassumpion aboutconfigurationaktructure.

In addition,thereis further, empiricalevidencepreferringthefeature-spreadingnal-
ysisover the VP coordinatian analysis.This concernghe predictionsthetwo anal-
ysesmake aboutmaterialfronted beforethe finite verh (61 a) (the VP coordina-
tion analysis)predictsthatfrontedmaterialdistributesinto eachconjunct,while the
features-spreadingnalysisn (61 b) analysis)redictsthatfrontedmaterialis asso-

ciatedonly with thefirst conjunct?’

(61) (a) P (b) P
XP I’ IP  Conj VP

s XP I
oF WP
VB Conj VP

Considemow the sentences (62)-(64):

(62) I'r ty  yr aethant ac eistedda bwyta.
to-thehousePT go-PAST.3PL andsit.vN andeatyN

"In eachcasewe arecone@rnedwith fronted materialappeaing in the Specof IP.
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(63)

(64)

(It was)to the housethey wentandsatandate!®

Aty drwsyr aeth y ffermwra churo arno.
to thedoor PT go-PAST.3s thefarmer andknockon-3s
(It was)to thedoorthatthefarmerwentandknockedonit.

I'r  wardy daeth Dr Konradun bore a'm gweld
to-theward PT comePAST.3s Dr Konradonemornirg and-1s see
i'n gwylio’r gwenoliaid

1s-PROG watch-theseagulls.
(It was)to thewardthatDr Konradcameonemorningandsav mewatching

theseagulls.

In theseexamplesit is clearthatthefrontedconstituenbearsagrammaticafunction

in thefirst conjunct,but notin the following conjuncts.This follows automatically

onthefeature-spreadingnalysissinceit is within thefirst conjunctunderthis anal-

ysis. In the VP coordinatiom analysis,on the otherhand,the | nodeis outsidethe

scopeof coordination,and so necessarilyis a constituentprecedingthe finite verb

in . Theanalysighereforemakesthewrongempiricalpredictionhere facingmuch

the samedifficulty aswe notedarisesfor thelike-constitent coordinationanalysis

of the Wambaya53), shovn in (52) above.

8Tharks for informantjudgementso Dwyryd andBethanandto Tony Platt.
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7 Conclusion

This paperhasproposednanalysisof a particularasymnetricl coordinatiorpattern
in Welsh,in which both tenseand a subjectare expressecdnly in the first clause.
Working in the constraintbasedframenork of LFG, andin particularusingthe ap-

proachto coordinatiorofferedin thattheory we shav how astraightforvardanalysis
of this constructioncanbe given by positing explict “spreading”equationsassoci-
atedwith the first conjunct. The “spreading”analysisof the Welshdatapresented
hereis supportedoy datafrom a rangeof languagesvhich alsospreadclausalfea-

tures(suchasTENSE andmMoOD), the suBJ function,or bothclausalffeaturesandthe

suBJ. Finally, we have shavn thatthe alternatve analysis,nvolving VP coordina-
tion undera sharedinite verb andsubjectDP, suffersfrom a numberof theoretical

andempiricaldifficulties.

/home/welshdoordinationnseless/tense-sharef.te
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