
NP Coordination in Australian languages
LouisaSadlerandRachelNordlinger

Universityof Essex andUniversityof Melbourne

1 Intr oduction - Defining Coordination

Wasow’sGeneralization: An elementin constructionwith acoordinateconstituent
mustbesyntacticallyconstruablewith eachconjunct

Haspelmath’s Definition: the term coordination refersto syntacticconstructions
in which two or moreunits of the sametype arecombined into a larger unit and
still have thesamesemanticrelationswith othersurroundingelements(Haspelmath
2004:34)

Dik: A coordinationis a constructionconsisting of two or morememberswhich
areequivalent asto grammaticalfunction,andboundtogetherat thesamelevel of
structuralhierarchyby meansof a linking device (Dik 1968:25)

Increasingamountof work on coordination in thetypological andtheoreticallitera-
turein recentyearsbut littl eof it hasfocussedonAustralianlanguages(e.g.Stassen
2000,Haspelmath(ed)2004,Haspelmath(to appear),DalrympleandKaplan2000,
Johannessen1998, Sadler2003,King andDalrymple2004, Peterson2004, etc.).
Stassen(2000)includessomeAustralianlanguagedatain his sample,but Haspel-
math(ed)(2004)containsnopaperonAustralianlanguages(exceptfor somelimited
discussionof Nunggubuyu in Heath’scontribution).

Ouraimis to examine(NP)coordinationin Australianlanguageswith thefollowing
generalquestionsin mind:� (i) How is coordination to bedefinedappropriatefor theAAL data?;� (ii) how dowedecidewhichof thedatafrom theselanguagesis to betakenas

coordinate?;� (iii) conversely, what light doesdatafrom Australianlanguagescaston the
natureof / definitionof whatconstitutescoordinationcross-linguistically?

2 What countsasCoordination

Sowe needto decidewhatconstitutescoordinationfor theseAustralianlanguages.
In somelanguagesthereis a specificconstruction typefor coordinationso identifi-
cationis straightforwardin thesecases.
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(1) Kanku
boy

ya
and

mankada-li
girl-ERG

wima
song-ABS

wangka-yi.
sing-PRES

‘The boysandgirls aresingingasong.’ (Diyari, Austin1981:231)

(2) Kuwarri
now

kurrngal
many

ngalyun-pa
woman-CONJ

pirirri-pa
man-CONJ

partany-karrangu-pa.
child-PL-CONJ

‘Now thereis abig mobof women,menandchildren.’ (Nyangumarta,Sharp
2004:156,(4.163))

However, it is well-known thatthelargemajority of Australianlanguagesusesimple
juxtaposition to encodecoordination. Theseconstructionsraisesomeissuesfor the
natureof coordinationsincethey aresyntacticallysimilar to a wide varietyof other
constructiontypescommonin Australian languages,all of which also appearto
involve juxtaposition of NP elementsin thesamegrammaticalfunction.� ‘coordination’

(3) niya
heNOM

kurrka-tha
take-ACT

barruntha-ya
yesterday-LOC

wuran-ki
food-MLOC

nguku-y.
water-MLOC

‘Yesterdayhe took (with him) food and water.’ (Kayardild, Evans
1995:250)� ‘generic-specific’

(4) dathin-a
that-NOM

dangka-a
man-NOM

niya
3SG.NOM

wumburung-kuru
spear-PROP

raa-ja
spear-ACT

wanku-ya
elasmobranch-MLOC

kulkiji-y.
shark-MLOC

‘That manspearedasharkwith aspear.’ (Kayardild,ibid: 244)� ‘part-wh ole’

(5) kawuka
bundle

jardiyali
fighting.stick

‘a bundleof fightingsticks’ (Kayardild,ibid: 249)� ‘inclusory construction’ – seeSinger(2001,2005)

(6) nga-rr-a
1-DU-NOM

kajakaja
daddyNOM

warra-ja
go-ACT

thaa-th.
return-ACT

‘Daddy andI will go’ (lit. ‘we two, includingdaddy, will go’) (Ka-
yardild, ibid: 249)
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� ‘N-N apposition’

(7) Garidi-ni
husband.I-ERG

bungmanyi-ni
old.man.I-ERG

gin-amany
3SG.M .A-P.TWD

yanybi.
get

‘(Her) old manhusbandcameandgot (her).’ (Wambaya,Nordlinger
1998:133)� ‘coordination + appositionwith pronoun

(8) dathin-a
that-NOM

maku-wa
woman-NOM

bithiin-da
man-NOM

bi-l-da
3-PL-NOM

warra-j.
go-ACT

‘Thosemenandwomenaregoing.’ (Kayardild,ibid: 249)

Clearly thesejuxtaposition constructions areall associatedwith distinct semantics
– but syntactically, they areall completelyconsistentwith thegeneraldefinitionsof
coordinationgiven in section1 above (exceptfor Dik’s which seemsto requirean
overt coordinator).

To take a concretetheory, in LFG coordinatestructuresarerepresentedasa setat
f-structureasshown schematicallybelow.

(9)
�������������� OBJ

������������� ������������
��� PRED ‘ FOOD’

NUM SG

PERS 3

�
	���� PRED ‘ WATER’
NUM SG

PERS 3

�
	�
� �����������
������������

�
												�
Would this bea suitablesyntacticrepresentationfor all thesedifferenttypesof jux-
taposition?

Yes,but agreementfeatureswill differ.

(10) Pala-nga
that-LOC

ngatu
stationary

jarri-nya-pinti-ngi,
INCH-NM-ASS-LOC

mima-nikinyi-yi
wait.for-IMPF-3PL .SUB

puluku,
3DU.DAT

kujarra
two

kangkuru-jirri
kangaroo-DU

waraja
one

yalapara.
goanna.

‘And there,on thefinishingline, thetwo kangaroosandonegoannawaited
for thosetwo.’ (Nyangumarta:Sharp2004:315,(9.61))
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(11) coordination�������������������

PERS 3
NUM PL������������� ������������

��� PRED ‘ GOANNA’
NUM SG

PERS 3

� 	���� PRED ‘ KANGAROO’
NUM DUAL

PERS 3

�
	�
� �����������
������������

�
																	�
(12) apposition�������������������

PERS 3
NUM SG������������� ������������

��� PRED ‘ HUSBAND’
NUM SG

PERS 3

�
	���� PRED ‘ OLD.MAN’
NUM SG

PERS 3

�
	�
� �����������
������������

� 																	�
(13) inclusory����������������������

INDEX � PERS 1
NUM DUAL ���������������� ��������������

���� PRED ‘ DADDY ’

INDEX � NUM SG

PERS 3 �
�
		����� PRED ‘ PRO’

INDEX � NUM DUAL

PERS 1 �
�
		�

� �������������
��������������

� 																				�
Note that in the caseof the inclusory (with the pronominalargumentovert), the
featuresof thesetoverallareidenticalto thefeaturesof onememberof theset.

In thecaseof “true” coordination, othersyntacticprocesses/elementstarget theset
of resolved features,whereasin the caseof juxtapositions and inclusories,these
processesdonot targettheresolvedfeatures.
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Summary:
Thedatafrom theselanguagesraisethepossibility thatthestructuralpropertiescom-
monly associatedwith coordinationcould hold for other typesof constructionsas
well - theonly distinguishingsyntacticpropertyof coordinationwould thenbefea-
tureresolution.Furtherresearchmayprovide evidenceof distinguishingproperties
for someor all of theselanguages.

3 Symmetry and Parallelism

Definitionsof coordination generallyreferto someform of syntacticparallelism(as
above) - this is capturedin the useof sets. Requiringparallelismat just the right
level of granularityis a known issue— languagesoftenhave coordinatestructures
which shown parallelismfailuresof variousdegreesanddefinitionsneedto beflex-
ible enoughto accomodatethem(andthesetnotationgenerallyis). This posesthe
questionof whetherconstituency a necessaryconditionfor viewing somethingasa
coordination.Typicalcasesof asymmetryinclude:� Casemismatchesin which only oneconjunctsatisfiesa morphosyntactic re-

quirementplacedby anexternalelement(governor)

(14) Han
he.NOM

og
and

meg
me.ACC

var
were

sammen
together

om
about

det
it

He andI werein it together(Norwegian,BerntsenandLarsen1925:
268citedby Johannessen)� SingleConjunctAgreement

(15) ’Roeddit
were-2SG

ti
you

a’th
and-2SG

gi
dog

yn
PT

cael
get

eich
2PL

gweld.
see

Youandyourdogwereseen.(Welsh,Sadler2003)

Whatsortsof asymmetrydowefind in Australianlanguages?

3.1 FocusParticle on oneconjunct

TheWardamannominalsuffix -warrma marksthefocalmemberof apair, generally
foundwith propernames.

(16) wunggunburr-wo-ndi
3NSG/3NSG-give-PAST

julay-warrma
July-FC

juni
Junie

They gave it to JulyandJunie(Wardaman,Merlan:89 (124))
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3.2 CaseMismatch

(17) Jimmy-nthurr
Jimmy-ERG

Johnny-n
Johnny-DAT

pul
3DU.ERG

ngerngkan
yesterday

thanp-rr-r
kick-RCP-PST

pul.
3DU.ERG

‘Jimmy and Johnny kicked eachother yesterday’(Kuuk Thaayorre,Hall
1972:244, citedin Gaby2005:3)

(18) nga-thu
I-ERG

maltha
many

jaramana
horse

nga-ci-ka
me-DAT- � uthantiji

own
maltha
many

ulhi
die

wanhaka-thu
sun-ERG

kathirr-iti.
grass-PRIV

‘I had a lot of horsesbut they died with the sun and lack of grass.’
(Kalkatungu,Blake1979:154)

3.3 Differ encein Function

Definitions usually assumethat coordinationentails that the conjunctsfulfill the
samefunction. But in Tiwi “It is quite common for nominalswhich function as
subjectandobjectrespectively to becoordinated”(Osborne:72)1

(19) ji-pungipa
3SGMASC.SUBJ.PST-hit

ngarr
3SGMASC?

uwani
brother

ka � i
in

pithara,
eye

purrukuparli
Purrukuparli

thaparra
Thapara
Hehit hisbrotherin theeye,PurrukuparliandThapara(Tiwi: Osborne1974:
72)

3.4 Discontinuouscoordination

Oneof thestrongestsyntacticconstraints in the literatureon coordinationis Ross’s
(1967)CoordinateStructureConstraint,which bansthe movementof any word or
phraseoutof acoordinatestructure.However, wefind plentyof examplesof appar-
entlydiscontinuouscoordinatestructuresin Australianlanguages.

The majority of the exampleswe have found so far involve the occurrenceof one
coordinand(or more?)at theendof theclause– extraposition of a single conjunct
is a possibility that Haspelmath(2004) reportsasbeingrelatively commoncross-
linguistically. Thefollowingarerepresentative.

1Example providedunglossedin thesource.
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(20) ...
...

kun-kerri
IV-cooking.stone

ma-ngi
3/3P.get-PI

kun-yerrng
IV-wood

‘... he got cookingstones,andfirewood.’ (Bininj Gun-Wok, Evans2003:
248,(6.64))

(21) Ma-wurndan �
VEG-black.plum

balaka
first

nyarrma-ga-ma-ngi,
we.got.it

ma-berge � -bula
VEG-green.plum-AND

‘Wegotblackplumsandgreenplums.’ (Ngandi,Heath1978:128)

(22) Kintja-(ng)ku=yana
female-ERG=and

intji-mi-ngi-yu
pelt-FUT-me-they.DU

ntiya-(ng)ku
stone-ERG

tjipa-yi
this-ERG

kurlayingu-thu.
male-ERG

‘The girl andboy will bothpelt mewith stones.’ (Kalkatungu,Blake 2001:
423,(17))

(23) Nungka
he

bene-dangwe-rr-inj
3UAP-argue-RR-PP

dird.
moon

He had an argumentwith the moon (Bininj Gun-wok, Evans2003: 442
(10.207))

In thesecases,thereis reasonto believethesearenotfterthoughts( e.g.dualnumber
on theverbin (22)andcontrolof a reciprocalin (23).

In Kugu NganhcaraNP coordinationis expressed“by simply including both NPs
in thesentence(they neednot be together)alongwith theappropriatepronounfor
theconjoinedNP. Thispronounis optionally repeatedbeforeeachconstituent(non-
pronominal)NP of theconjunction” (SmithandJohnson2000:434).

(24) ngaya
1SG.NOM

nga’a-wu
fish-DAT

pama
man

kunhji
brother

nhingurum
3SG.ABL

ngana
1DUEXC.NOM

uwa
go

His brotherandI aregoingfor fish/I’m goingfishingwith hisbrother(Kugu
Nganhcara,SmithandJohnson:434(169))

(25) nga’a
fish

nhangki
game

nganhca
1PLEXC.NOM

wambambanga-nhum.
stalk.REDUP-HIST

We usedto stalkfish andgame(KuguNganhcara,SmithandJohnson:444
(222))

3.5 Wordhood and Coordination

Therearesomestructureswhich ressembleword-internalcoordination.In Nyangu-
marta2 nominalsmay form a complex filler of the entity (head)slot within a NP:
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NPinternalcaseconcordis foundin this languagebut “complex fillers” exhibit only
casemarkingon the final part of the head. Note that the nominal in (26) controls
dualagreementon theverb.

(26) Pipi-japartu-lu
mother-father-ERG

partany
child

kalku-rnikinyi
keep-IMPF

pulu.
3DU.SUB

The mother andthe father(the parents)looked after the child (Sharp:312
(9.50))

Comparethegeneral-specificexamplein (27)with thecompoundin (26)

(27) Mima-nikinyi-a
wait.for-IMPF-PURP

yi-nganya-ku
give-NM-DAT

kuyi-ku
meat-DAT

kartantarri-ku
duck-DAT

He(thefather)waitedfor (them)to givehim duckmeat.(Sharp:311(9.46))

Onequestionis whetherthis is restrictedto ‘natural’ coordinations, that is, thosein
whichthereis asalientrelationbetweentheentitiesdenotedby theconjuncts,which
form aconceptualunit or arecloselyrelatedin meaning.It is sometimesthecasethat
therearedistinct strategiesfor naturalandaccidentalcoordination ((Wälchli 2003,
DalrympleandNikolaeva 2005). SomeAustralianlanguagesdo reportdifferences
betweennaturalandaccidentalcoordination (Diyari (Austin1981),Bininj Gun-wok
(Evans2003)).2

Theapparentpossibility of word-internalcoordinationraisesinterestingrepresenta-
tional issuesconcerninghow their syntacticrepresentationis to berelatedto thatof
othercoordinatestructures.

Furtherchallengingcasesinvolve theinteractionof coordination with nounincorpo-
ration. It appearspossiblefor incorporatednominalsto beconjoinedwith V-external
nominalarguments,asnotedin Evans(2003).

(28) Oo
oh

gunak
fire

gare
perhaps

yi-yerrng-ma-ng,
2-wood-get-NP

gun-boi.
IV-cooking.stone

Well maybeyoushouldgetsomefirewoodandcookingstones(Bininj Gun-
wok, Evans2003:453(10.253))

The interactionof incorporationwith coordinationprovidesanothertype of chal-
lengeto parallelismin coordination:

2Stassen(2000:8) observesthatwherea languagehasavailableboth juxtapositionandovert co-
ordinators asstrategies,the juxtapositionstrategy is oftenusedin morerestrictedfunctions, suchas
naturalcoordination- Evans (2003) reports theoppositefor Bininj Gun-wok.
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(29) Bene-dalk-mey
3UAP-grass-getPP

man-dalk-buk
VE-grass-dry

dja
and

kun-dulk,
IV-stick

bene-worrhme-ng
3UAP-makie.fire-PP

bene-kinje-ng
3UAP-cook-PP

na-wu
MA-DEM

wirlarrk.
goose.egg

Gatheringdry grassesandsticks, they madea fire to roastthe eggs(ibid.
(10.257)

4 Conclusion

Australianlanguagesraisesomepotentially interestingissuesfor thesyntacticanal-
ysisof NP coordination.Theseinclude:� thepossibility thatsyntacticallycoordinatestructuresmaymapto a rangeof

distinct semanticconstructions. A relatedquestionhereis whetherthereare
othersyntacticprocessesor propertiesservingto distinguish betweenvarious
juxtaposedconstructions,andwhatthey mightbe.� challengesto parallelism/symmetry, andin particularthepossibility of discon-
tinuouscoordinationandthe interactionof coordinationwith Noun Incorpo-
ration

Furtherresearchis neededto provide sufficient datato investigate theseissuesin
greaterdetail, andto explore the propertiesof othertypesof coordinationin Aus-
tralianlanguages(e.g.clausalcoordination anddisjunction).
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