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Abstract

It is well known that Australian languages make heavy useanfiinal apposition.
However there is little discussion in the theoretical atere of how such appositional
structures should be analysed syntactically. We preseangerof data from Australian
languages illustrating how multiple nominals share a simghmamtical function within
the clause. We argue that such constructions should bedreat set-valued grammat-
ical functions inLFG. Sets as values for functions are well-establishedria and are
used in the representation of adjuncts, and also in thegeptation of coordination. In
many Australian languages, coordination is expresseddasigally, that is, by nominal
juxtaposition with no overt coordinator at all. We arguetttiee syntactic similarity of
all of these juxtaposed constructions (coordinations gmbsitions alike) motivates an
analysis in which they are treated similarly in the syntax,duitably distinguished in the
semantics. We show how this can be achieved witlfia, providing a unified treatment
of juxtaposition in Australian languages, and demonstgathe strength of the modular
Lexical-Functional Grammar approach.

1 Introduction

Australian languages are characterised by a prevalenggpotéional (juxtaposed) NP struc-
tures expressing a wide range of construction types, imdugionoun-noun appositions, part-
whole constructions, generic-specific constructions awetlsory constructions (e.g. Blake
(1987))! Such appositional nominal structures in Australian laggsehave received very lit-
tle attention in the theoretical literature. In fact, thereelatively little discussion of apposition
in the theoretical literature at all (notable exceptionabele Vries (2006); Van Eynde (2005)),
despite the fact that apposition in European language<kas/ed a reasonable amount of de-
scriptive attention (see for example, Quirk et al. (1985¢yr (1992); Acuia-Farifia (1999)).
In this paper we seek to redress this imbalance by providingnalysis of NP appositions in
Australian languages in Lexical-Functional Grammarq), which exploits the flexible archi-
tecture ofLFG to capture the syntactic similarities of the various juxtsgd NP constructions
while allowing them to be suitably distinguished in the miagpto the semantics.

Australian languages also commonly use juxtaposition ppess NP coordination, mean-

ing that there is often little difference in the surface syibetween apposed and coordinated
NPs. Thus, we argue that these construction types — bothsaigmoand coordination alike

1This paper results from joint research into coordinatioategies in Australian Aboriginal languages funded
by a British Academy grant (SG-39545). Earlier versionshig tvork have been presented at the ALS05 Con-
ference in Melbourne 2005, and the LFGO06 conference in kmzst2006. We thank both audiences for helpful
feedback that has led to substantial improvements in theeptation and argumentation. Of course, we remain
responsible for remaining errors and inadequacies.



— should be treated similarly in the syntax but differemtiatn the mapping to the seman-
tics; an approach that is possible using the modular framewabLFG. Our analysis builds
on the standardrG approach to coordination (Kaplan and Maxwell, 1988; Dalpjenand
Kaplan, 2000; Dalrymple, 2001) in which coordinated NPs tagated as set-valued gram-
matical functions at f-structure. We argue that NP appmsstj in which multiple nominals
in juxtaposition share a single grammatical function in ¢keise, should likewise be treated
as sets at f-structure, providing a unified analysis of agasfg\P juxtapositions common to
many Australian languages. The differences between theugappositional and coordina-
tive constructions are then captured in the mapping to theécs, which we discuss in some
detail in§6. Our approach not only provides a natural and unified adaafudP juxtaposition
in Australian languages, but suggests an approach to djmposiore generally in which ap-
posed constituents are treated as syntactically analdgaa®rdinated constituents, capturing
the syntactic similarities between the construction tythas have been noted in the literature
on apposition in other languages such as English (Quirk. e1885; Meyer, 1992; de Vries,
2006).

2 Appositional constructions

The following exemplify a range of different interpretat®associated with juxtaposed nom-
inal structures in Australian languages, all of which aexjfrently analysed as appositional
constructions in Australian language descriptions (elgkd&(1979, 1983, 1987, 2001); Evans
(1995); Heath (1978, 1984)). These constructions all hmeeimmon the fact that they involve
the juxtaposition of nominal elements having both the saferent and the same grammatical
function, as evidenced by the fact that the nominals invbse all inflected for the same case
feature. Furthermore, in all of these cases there is littidemce that one or other nominal
can be identified as the syntactic head of the constructidavidDsly languages will differ in
terms of the range of constructions that they encode withuxXiposition, but those exempli-
fied here are fairly typical. In (1) we see a generic-specditstruction, with the generic noun
‘elasmobranch’ juxtaposed to the specific noun ‘shark’g@mplifies a part-whole construc-
tion with the whole nominal (‘bundle’) juxtaposed to the fp@ominal (‘fighting stick’)? and
(3) and (4) illustrate two variants of straightforward apipional constructions — a hominal-
nominal appositional construction in (3) in which ‘old masapposed to ‘husband’ in subject
function? and a nominal-pronominal appositional construction inirf4yhich the coordinated
NP ‘those men and women'’ is apposed to the coreferential igirson plural pronoupi-l-da.*

2These appositional nominal structures are distinguisteed part-whole possessive constructions, which are
also often expressed with juxtaposition of nominals, buitWitlearly constitute a head-modifier construction.

3Note that the two apposed nominals come before the auxitjayamanyhere, showing them to jointly
belong to an NP constituent since the Wambaya auxiliary muays be the second constituent in the clause
(Nordlinger 1998a).

4The abbreviations used in examples afe'transitive subject’;ABS ‘absolutive’; ACC ‘accusative’;ACT
‘actual’; APASS ‘antipassive’;ASS ‘associative’;CON ‘continous’; DAT ‘dative’; DU ‘dual’; ERG ‘ergative’; EXC
‘exclusive’; EX ‘exclusive’; FUT ‘future’; IMPF ‘imperfective aspect’)NC ‘inclusive’; INCH ‘inchoative’; LOC
‘locative’; MLOC ‘modal locative’;M ‘masculine’;NEUT ‘neuter’; NM ‘nominaliser’; NOM ‘nominative’; NON-



(1) Dathin-a dangka-aniya wumburung-kuruaa-ja  wanku-ya
thatNOM manNOM 3SG.NOM spearPROP spearACT elasmobranchuLoc
kulkiji-y.
sharkmLoC
‘That man speared a shark with a spear.’ (Evans, 1995, 24yardad)

(2) kawukajardiyali
bundle fighting.stick
‘a bundle of fighting sticks’ (ibid, 249: Kayardild)

(3) Garidi-ni bungmanyi-ni gin-amany yanybi.
husband-ERG old.manL-ERG 3SG.M.A-P.TWD get
‘(Her) old man husband came and got (her).” (Nordlinger,86809.33: Wambaya)

(4) Dathin-a maku-wa  bithiin-da bi-l-da  warra-j.
thatNOM womanNOM manNOM 3-PL-NOM gO-ACT
‘Those men and women are going.’ (Evans, 1995, 249: Kaydrdil

Appositional nominal structures are extremely common istAalian languages, as noted by
Blake (1987: 77) who states that juxtaposed nominals iafgto the same entity “may be in
parallel, each contracting its own relationship with theovelndeed, some researchers have
gone so far as to claim for particular Australian languages they have no noun phrases at
all, with all nominals existing in apposition. This is theadysis given by Blake (1983) for
Kalkatungu, for example; and by Heath (1978) for Ngandi inchitinoun phrases which have
more than one constituent are typically formed by appasit{p. 52). Even languages with
clear NP structures for head-modifier relations have a rahgppositional nominal construc-
tions. For example, Evans (1995: 247) in discussing the Khiglaconstructions exemplified
in (1) and (2) above, states that “there are no syntactioreaf®r considering one nominal to
be the head, and it is better to treat them as apposed nofninals

A further type of juxtaposed construction common to Australanguages is the inclu-
sory construction (Singer, 2001, 2005) (also known in therdture as the ‘plural pronoun
construction’ (Schwartz, 1988a)), in which a plural proneaferring to the superset is com-
bined with a subset nominal. In many languages the inclusongtruction involves simple
juxtaposition of the two elements, as in the following frorayardild:

(5) Nga-rr-a kajakaja warra-jathaa-th.
1-DU-NOM daddyNOM gO-ACT returnAcCT

‘Daddy and | will go’ (lit. ‘We two, including daddy, will gog’ (Evans, 1995, 249:
Kayardild)

SING ‘non-singular’;NP ‘non-past’;p ‘past’; PL ‘plural’; PRES'present’;PROP‘proprietive’; RECIP ‘reciprocal’;
SG ‘singular’; suB ‘subject’; TwD ‘directions towards’vE ‘vegetable’.
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Although inclusory constructions have much in common wité appositional constructions
exemplified in (1) to (4) above, they differ in that the feaiof the whole construction are
those of only one of the constituent parts — namely the sep@®noun. We return to a
discussion of inclusory constructions and their relatmpdo appositional juxtapositions in
87.

Returning to the appositional structures which are thedaduhis section, we can charac-
terise them as nominal constructions in which one or moreimalnelements having the same
(or similar) referent serve together as a single argumeiti, no clear evidence of syntactic
dependency or subordination. Appositions are therefameastically similar to coordinations,
differing only in the semantic requirement that apposgicgiements have similar reference,
as reflected in the following definitions (Crystal 1997):

apposition: A traditional term retained in some models ®RAMMATICAL de-
scription for a sequence of units which areNSTITUENTSat the same grammat-
ical LEVEL, and which have an identity or similarity @EFERENCE(p. 24)

coordination: A term in GRAMMATICAL analysis to refer to the process or result
of linking LINGUISTIC UNITS which are usually of equivalestyNTACTIC status.

(p- 93)

In fact, in many of these Australian languages NP coordamais encoded using exactly the
same juxtaposed structure, as we shall now see.

3 Coordination by Juxtaposition

In very many Australian languages nominal coordinatiorige axpressed by juxtaposition of
nominals, as in (6) - (9) below. Coordination in these lamggsas therefore asyndetic, that is,
does not involve a coordinating affix, particle or word.

(6) niya kurrka-thabarruntha-ya wuran-ki nguku-y.
heNoM takeACT yesterday-oc food-mLOC waterMLOC

‘Yesterday he took (with him) food and water.” (Evans, 19850: Kayardild)

(7) Gaj-ba ngurru manganyma Yyangaji.
eatFuT 1PL.INC(NP) tuckerll (ACC) meati(ACC)
‘Let’s eat the bread and meat.” (Nordlinger, 1998a, 257: \baya)

(8) Ngayirni babi-rni ngiji-nginyi-nu  kujkarranayaminju-nu, nyu-rruku
1SG.ERG older.brotheERG see-bL.Exc-did two(M)  shooting.star-di@sGc-went
nyinawarra.
this.way
My brother and | saw two shooting stars when you'd gone. (&é&ns 2003, 178:
Jingulu)



(9) Pala-ngangatu jarri-nya-pinti-ngi, mima-nikinyi-yi puluku, kujarra
thatiocC stationaryyNCH-NM-ASS-LOC wait.for-IMPF-3PL.SUB 3DU.DAT two
kangkuru-jirriwarajayalapara.
kangaroopu one goanna.

‘And there, on the finishing line, the two kangaroos and onanga waited for those
two.” (Sharp, 2004, 315: Nyangumarta)

The juxtaposed constructions in these examples are dissingd from appositional nominals
as exemplified ig2 only by virtue of the fact that the two nominals do not haveeghme refer-
ent. In some examples, this is reflected in the verbal agreemerphology which agrees with
the resolved features of plural (9) or dual (8). Comparedheith the Wambaya appositional
construction, repeated in (10) below, in which the auxlistnows singular number agreement
(gin-amany. If the auxiliary had dual number agreement heperf-amany, the NP would be
interpreted as a coordination (‘(her) husband and the ol)ma

(10) Garidi-ni bungmanyi-ni gin-amany yanybi.
husband-ERG old.manL-ERG 3SG.M.A-P.TWD get

‘(Her) old man husband came and got (her).” (Nordlinger,86809.33: Wambaya)

Apart from this semantic difference, such asyndetic comatibns appear to be structurally
identical to the appositional constructions discusse§Rinsuggesting that all of these juxta-
posed constructions — both appositions and coordinatiostsodld be treated as having the
same syntactic structure. In fact, the observation thabsiipn and coordination are syntac-
tically similar is found elsewhere in the literature, foraaxple by Quirk et. al. (1985), de
Vries (2006) and Meyer (1992), who observes that “whileetere clear semantic differences
between the two relations [i.e. apposition and coordima#d_S & RN], syntactically the
relations are quite similar” (p. 45). This suggests that twwhappropriate for appositional
structures is an analysis as a multiply-headed structutieeirsyntax, in which each element
is independently fulfilling the same grammatical functionparallel, similar to that usually
assumed for coordination. I§b6 we show how this can be captured in Lexical Functional
Grammar (FG) by extending the standard analysis of coordination to aetfor the apposi-
tional NP structures in Australian languages as well, ghog both a natural account of these
constructions and a unified account of juxtaposition in Aal&tn languages. First, however,
we review the standard treatment of coordinationfie and show how it can be extended to
account for the asyndetic coordination structure exeneplifibove.

4 LFG Analysis of Coordination

LFG is a lexicalist constraint-based syntactic framework Wwhosits two co-present levels
of syntactic representation: c-structure, which encodeage structural relations (of prece-
dence and dominance) between elements, and f-structureh vapresents a level of internal



syntactic structure based on grammatical functions, niodgbredicate argument relations.
C-structures are represented by phrase structure tree$aafikar sort and f-structures are
represented by attribute value matrices. C-structure$-atrdctures (corresponding to a given
string) are interrelated by means of a mapping functiowhich places elements of c-structure
(in the domain) in correspondence with f-structures. Thepiray is expressed by means of
equations associated with lexical items and phrase steiciodes. The relation between c-
structure and f-structure is many-to-one and onto (f-stmes can arise which are not related
to specific c-structure nodes, and more than one c-struntgte can correspond to a single
f-structure). Of particular interest is the f-structureigéhis the minimal structure satisfying
a collection of constraints associated with the (c-stmgtof a given utterance (the minimal
model): this is the f-structure associated with that utteea F-structures are subject to well-
formedness constraints, notably thosecompletenesand coherencewhich ensure that all
and only the arguments of a predicate are present (as vdigedcategorisable grammatical
functions) in the f-structure projected by a predicate. é@nprehensive introductions to the
formalism see Bresnan (2001); Dalrymple (2001); Falk (3001

The framework provides a highly modular and flexible framefor syntactic descrip-
tion: in particular it has proved to be sufficiently flexible provide an appropriate tool for
modelling the syntax of widely divergent languages rangdiom the highly configurational to
the radically non-configurational. A significant body of wdras developedrG analyses of
phenomena in Australian Aboriginal languages (SimpsonBrednan, 1983; Simpson, 1991;
Austin and Bresnan, 1996; Nordlinger, 1998b).

A simple sentence such as (11) would have the f-structure @-3tructures are simple
attribute-value matrixes, where values can be atomic ompbexn A particular feature afFG
is the use of set-valued attributes (that is, the value ofttréoute is asetof f-structures), as
in the case of the grammatical functianJunct in (12), alongside atomic and complex valued
features (TENSE andsuBJrespectively in (12)).

(11) Kim wept yesterday.

(12) [sugs [PRED ‘KIM’ ]

ADJ { [PRED ‘YESTERDAY' |}

TENSE PAST
PRED ‘WEEP< SUBJ>’

When a property is asserted to hold of a set, how it behavési@plend on the nature of the
property: the majority of properties adestributiveand such a feature is an attribute of every
member of the set. The grammatical functions are distibuthusKim is the susJ of both
the f-structure oghoutand of the f-structure adry in the (set of) f-structures fd€im shouted
and cried As we will see below, agreement features andabe&Jfeature are non-distributive:
when a feature is non-distributive it and its value are a ertypof the set as a whole.



A standard analysis of NP coordinationirG (Dalrymple and Kaplan, 2000; Dalrymple,
2001) assumes a c-structure coordination schema alongt®edf (13) in which each coor-
dinand is defined as belonging to a set-valued f-structundrhye of the annotatiogec 1 .°

NP— NP CONJ NP

(13) let let

The representation of a coordinate structure involves aithylbject, that is, a set which addi-
tionally may itself have properties alongside the elementaembers of the set. Consider the
representation of (14), given in (15):

(14) John and I met.

(15) [PRED ‘MET<SUBI>’ i
( [PRED ‘JOHN 1
i NUM SG
INDEX
PERS 3
[ PRED ‘PRO i
SUBJ I i NUM SG
INDEX
PERS 1
L 4
CONJ AND
PERS 1
INDEX
NUM PL

In (15), each conjunct contributes an f-structure to theskstructures which is the value
of thesusJattribute (labelled andi in (15)). Additionally, thesusJ(labelledji) has some fea-
tures which express properties of the set as a whole - inxaisple, the featureonJwith the
valueAND and theiINDEX feature which expresses th&G agreement features of the coordi-
nate structure as a whole (as noted above, agreement featertaken to be non-distributive).
A common pattern of agreement with coordinate NPs involyasastic resolution, whereby
the agreement features of all the conjuncts are taken irouat in ‘calculating’ the agree-
ment features of the coordinate structure as a whole. Daligymnd Kaplan (2000) develop
an approach to syntactic feature resolution using set dageeement features and the simple
operation of set union. Thus for examplepERsfeatures are represented as shown in (16), set
union gives the standard resolution pattern for this featkeatures such @®NJandINDEX

5This is an instance of a more general coordination schemehadombines like constituents, phrasal or
lexical.



are non-distributive (i.e. resolving) while most featyiesluding grammatical functions such
assuBJandoBy, as already noted, are distributie.

(16) {S,H} (1s1) U {H} (2nND) = {S,H} (1sT)
{S,H} (1sT) U {} (3RD) ={S,H} (1sT)
{H} (2nD) U {} (3RD) ={H} (2ND)
{} (3r0) U {} (3rD) ={} (3rD)

Similarly, a two gendern, F) system with resolution to the masculine works as followshw
MASC corresponding to the sé# } andFeM to the empty set):

(17) {™} (mAsc) U {M} (MASC) = {M} (MASC)
{m} (Masc) U {} (FEM)  ={M} (MASC)

{} FEM) U {} (FEM)  ={} (FEM)

As shown in (18), the coordination schema for NP coordimainoa language with syntactic
feature resolution involves simple f-descriptions whiok@re that theErRsandGEND features
of each NP conjunct be a subset of #ERSand GEND features of the set (in the following,
IND abbreviatesNDEX).’

(18) NP — NP CONJ NP
lel lel

(] IND PERY C (T IND PERY (] IND PERY C (T IND PERY

(] IND GEND) C (] IND GEND) (] IND GEND) C (] IND GEND)

Resolution of thenum feature, on the other hand, is not purely syntactic, as sHowiine
mimimally contrasting examples in (19), to which we returiefy in §8.

(19) The president and chief executive are attending theingei@ Beirut.
The president and chief executive is attending the meetif&girut.

In LFG it is possible to associate a collection of f-descriptiamsgguations) with a name in a
template definition. The rule schema can then call the tei@plehis simple and convenient
abbreviatory device has a number of useful properties. kamele, because templates can
call other templates, they can be organised to expressiditiggeneralisations succinctly
(see Dalrymple et al. (2004) for further discussion). PE®RSand GEND equations for NP
coordination can be expressed in a template:

SDistributive features are defined as follows:
For anydistributivepropertyP and sets, P(s) iff Vf € s.P(f).
For anynondistributiveproperty P and sets, P(s) iff P holds ofs itself. (Dalrymple and Kaplan, 2000)

"The original formulation of syntactic resolution in Dalrpie and Kaplan (2000) does not referitmex
but simply to the individuaPERSand GEND agreement features. Since then, a distinction between dtgoo$
agreement featuresyDEX and CONCORD has been postulated, see King and Dalrymple (2004), and we ha
updated the treatment of syntactic resolution here to bsistamt with this later work.
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(20) NP-CNJT: (] IND PERS C (] IND PERS)
(] IND GEND) C (T IND GEND)

We can therefore represent (18) more simply as in (21), irckvieiach NP has been
associated with the coordination template in (20):

(21) NP — NP CONJ NP
el el
@NP-CNJT @NP-CNJT

4.1 Asyndetic Coordination

As we saw in§3, NP coordination in Australian languages is frequentlgogied by juxtapo-
sition, without any explicit marker of coordination. It $seg reasonable to assume that such
coordinate structures receive precisely the same syataetitment as (14) above, so that they
differ only in the presence (or absence) of a coordinatois $hggests the c-structure schema
in (22) for nominal coordination. In (22) X is a categorial tamariable ranging over N and
NP otherwise it differs from the standard schema in (13) abag im lacking aconJ fea-
ture. We defer full discussion of the agreement constrdiotsthe non-distributiveNDEX
features) tg;6, but assume for the moment that the agreement temmptateNJT is associated
with each daughter node, as in (21).

(22) X —_ X , X
L€l L€7
@NP-CNJT @NP-CNJT

The f-structure corresponding to the coordinated subje(®) (repeated here) is then that in
(24), with resolvedNDEX features but n@oNJfeature in the outer f-structure.

(23) Pala-ngangatu jarri-nya-pinti-ngi, mima-nikinyi-yi puluku, kujarra
thatiocC stationaryyNCH-NM-ASS-LOC wait.for-IMPF-3PL.SUB 3DU.DAT two
kangkuru-jirriwarajayalapara.
kangaroopu one goanna.

‘And there, on the finishing line, the two kangaroos and onanga waited for those
two.” (Sharp, 2004, 315: Nyangumarta)

8]t is often impossible to tell whether coordination has tagtace at the phrasal or lexical level in some of the
data we have, and both are certainly possible. In some dasgmesence of a demonstrative will sometimes make
clear the level at which elements are juxtaposed, but inrgéribare’ Ns can have in any case have referential
NP meanings and constitute a full NP on their own.



(24) T

[PERS 3 }
INDEX

NUM PL

(

[ PRED ‘GOANNA’
NUM SG}

INDEX
[PERS 3

[ PRED ‘KANGAROO’
NUM DUAL
PERS 3

INDEX {

\ L 7

Another interesting feature of NP coordination in Austalilanguages, consistent with the
freedom of word order often characteristic of these langsatg that coordination structures
can be discontinuous, as in the following examples. Thaglaee truly coordinations (and not
afterthoughts, for example) is readily established by ghaigs as discourse context (Blake,
2001) and the fact that the verb shows resolved agreemeint (25)).

(25) Kintja-(ng)ku=yanaintji-mi-ngi-yu ntiya-(ng)kutjipa-yi kurlayingu-thu.
femaleERG=and peltFuT-me-theyDU stoneeRG this-ERG maleERG
‘The girl and boy will both pelt me with stones.” (Blake, 2Q023: Kalkatungu)

(26) Ngulngay kirk kempthekal-m thul=yuk
then 1SG(ERG) spearAccC) apart  carry-P.IPFV woomeraACcC)
‘| used to carry spears and woomeras separately’ (Gaby,, X086 Kuuk Thaayorre)

Our analysis will combine straightforwardly with the stand approach to discontinuity and
non-configurationality inFG to account for these cases.URG c-structure nodes are generally
optional — by the Principle of Economy, only those nodes Wiaie motivated by overt lexical
material (or by some semantic requirement) are presens(are 2001).

In an example like (26) the two parts of the coordinate stmgcappear separated by the

verb and its modifier: each is represented at c-structurecasrainate structure with just one
daughter present (27).

(27) s
e T
NP NP NP V NP
(tsuB)=] (ToB)=], le(TAD)) T=] (ToB)=]s
| I I |
N NP N carry NP
T=1 le€? T=1 la€l
| l
| spear apart woomera

10



In non-configurational structures, the grammatical flordito be assigned to an element
of c-structure are not identified in configurational terms lijpmorphological means. In the
example at hand, it is the case marking on the nominals winidicates thesusJ (marked
ERG) and the (discontinuous)BJ (markedacc). Since in principle, a wide range of different
annotations might be compatible with a string of categasiesassume NP under S are freely
annotated| GF) = |whereGFis a meta-variable over the relevant set of grammaticalfans.

It is the case markers which identify which grammatical tista nominal element maps to
(Simpson, 1991; Austin and Bresnan, 1996; Nordlinger, t998

The twoAcc-marked NPs under S will both independently co-specifydhef-structure
(as shown by the labelsandb in (27), and contribute elements to the (coordinate) set.

(28) [PRED ‘CARRY<SUBJ, OBJ>’ i
ADJ {[PRED APART|}
( [PRED ‘SPEAR )
¢ | noex NUM SG
PERS 3
o) ab: PRED ‘WOOMERA
d: NDEX NUM SG
PERS 3
L 4 )
PERS 3
INDEX
NUM PL
PRED ‘PRO
SUBJ NUM SG
INDEX
PERS 1

If we choose to associate some other annotation withattie marked NPs (treating one or
both of them as contributing the whaodesJ function, for example), no complete and coherent
f-structure would be produced. Our analysis of asyndetixaioation thus extends to account
straightforwardly for the possibility of discontinuousardinations in these languages.

5 Analysis of Apposition

Our proposal is that appositional nominal structures ghbaltreated as syntactically identical
to coordinations — namely, as hybrid structures at f-stmgct with the differences between
them captured in the mapping to the semantics. Represamii members of a set directly
captures the intuition about appositional structurest tii@y are co-heads, and do not stand

11



in a syntactic dependency relation with one another. Furibee, the fact that both coordi-
nations and appositions are treated similarly in the syo#gptures the structural similarities
between them that have been observed in the literatureQelgk et al (1985), Meyer(1992),
de Vries(2006)). The various constructions may differ stréicture, as we shall see, in terms
of the agreement features of the set (i.e. whether theyvueviglature resolution or not), and
then are further differentiated in the mapping to the seraattucture.

On this view, the f-structure corresponding to the appositn (3), repeated in (3), is
as in (30). Apart from the value of the non-distributive§ex) features of the set (which
we discuss below), the f-structure in (30) is structuratigntical to that associated with the
coordination in (9) ((24) repeated as (31)).

(29) Garidi-ni bungmanyi-ni gin-amany yanybi.
husband-ERG old.manL-ERG 3SG.M.A-P.TWD get
‘(Her) old man husband came and got (her).” (Nordlinger,8689.33: Wambaya)

(30) Apposition: T i}
NUM se}

PERS 3
INDEX

( [ PRED ‘HUSBAND'

NUM SG
PERS 3

INDEX [

[ PRED ‘OLD.MAN’

NUM SG
INDEX
PERS 3

\ L 4

(31) Coordination: i T
NUM PL }

PERS 3
INDEX

(

[ PRED ‘GOANNA’
NUM SG}

INDEX
{PERS 3

[ PRED ‘KANGAROO’

NUM DUAL
INDEX
PERS 3

\ L Vs

This analysis directly reflects the fact that there is noblessyntactic distinction within the
nominal strings themselves between nominal coordinati@hreominal appositiof. In fact,

%Note that we are concerned here only with the lackyaftacticdifferences. There may well be intonational
or other differences between the two construction types.
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as discussed if2 above, the nominal phrase in (29) is itself ambiguous betwae coordi-
native and an appositional interpretation, disambiguatéy by the verbal morphology. The
auxiliary formgin-amany3sG.M.A-P.TWD’ determines that theuBJis 3saG. If this example
meant ‘the old man and her husband (they)...." then the faitgliary would be encoded with
3pu. Crucially, the formal differences lie only in the agreermfatures of the set; there is
no visible syntactic distinction within the nominal struc itself. Thus, as far as the syn-
tax is concerned, our analysis needs to be able to accouttiddact that the same nominal
f-structure may sometimes involve feature resolution (irea coordination structure), and
sometimes not (i.e. in an appositional structure).

Thus, we propose that both appositional and coordinatimstcactions are licensed by the
basic phrase structure schema in (32), with different aatioots depending on issues of feature
resolution and semantics, as discussed in detail in thewaolly section. Appositional and
coordinate structures differ syntactically, on this vipwrely in terms of the overall agreement
features of the structure as a whole. Structurally, theydmetical.

32) X — X , X
L€l el

Finally, note that all of the apposition types (genericesjpe standard appositional, part-whole
construction) can be also discontinuous, as exemplifiekl thié generic-specific construction
in (33).

(33) Ngayikaati-ntji  ari-li thuwarr-ku.
I meatbAT eatAPASS snakepAT

‘I'm eating snake.’ (Blake, 2001, 419: Kalkatungu)

This will follow directly from the analysis of discontinuswoordinate constructions discussed
in §4 above. Namely we assume that each element in the c-steucteris optional, under the
Principle of Economy of Expression (Bresnan, 2001, 91)die allowing each nominal to
constitute an NP on its own in the c-structure, while stithitdouting to a set at f-structure.

6 Computing Meanings: Semantic Composition

6.1 Coordinate Meanings

As we have seen, nominal juxtapositions can have coordmasmnings, involving syntactic
feature resolution and the construction of a coordinateaseics. Coordinate agreement can
be captured in the template (20), repeated below as (34pwiolg Dalrymple and Kaplan
(2000), which will suffice for present purposes as our fosusat on the details of agreement
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itself.1° This template is associated with each constituent in thagehstructure rule, as in
(35), where we have coordinate readings.

(34) NP-CNJT. (| IND PERS C (] IND PERS)
(] IND GEND) C (] IND GEND)

@5 X — X , X
S L€l
@NP-CNJT @NP-CNJT

We now turn to the semantics, and in particular to semantepasition, that is, how mean-
ings are associated with (and derived from) the syntacticgires we are discussing. It is
generally assumed ioFG that semantic composition involves reference to f-stmastuthat
is, to representations of syntactic predicate-argumeuncttsire, rather than c-structures. Thus
despite the widely varying c-structures that languageg heir semantics is largely invari-
ant, in that the same sorts of meanings are encoded by a @liksrge of external syntactic
structures!?

The predominant approach to semantic compositiorris, which we adopt here, uses
linear logic for meaning assembly. The meanings themseWiéde represented as simple
predicate logic expressions. These can be viewed as abtogyshorthand for more elaborate
meaning expressions. Our focus here is primarily on thegg®of meaning assembly, that
is, how meanings are associated with syntactic structamed,in particular on the syntax-
semantics interface.

In the glue (linear logic) theory of semantic compositiostinctions for combining mean-
ings are stated as premises in a logical deduction. The ofd@&mposition is therefore deter-
mined only as the logic itself determines it (and thus detaiilsyntactic structure, such as the
phrasal composition, are not important). A crucial aspét¢he use of glue, or linear logic,
for meaning assembly is its resource sensitivity: once @@ is used, it is used up and no
longer available for subsequent steps in the deductionappeoach is therefore motivated by
the observed resource sensitivity of natural languagegregation. A highly accessible intro-
duction to meaning composition irFG is provided by Dalrymple (2001, chapter 9), on which
this brief outline is based. In this approach meaning congtrs are associated primarily with
lexical items (though they can also be associated with ptstascture nodes in rules).

Meaning constructors have two parts: they are made up of aingean the left hand
side and a logical formula over semantic structures coomdipg to that meaning on the right

1OMany Australian languages distinguish four or more geniegs MA , FEM, NEUT, VEG) and exhibit defaults
and underspecification in gender agreement, and thus kely lthat several interesting issues will arise in the
formulation of the details of gender resolution and gendgeement in such languages. For an approach to
gender using complexeEND features rather than set-valued features, see Dalrymple(@007).

10f course this is not to deny that other sources of linguisfiarmation, or other types of linguistic structure,
are relevant to the process of semantic composition ancpiretiation. The modular correspondence-based archi-
tecture ofLFG allows non-syntactic levels of representation such asggtiostructure and information structure
(which models discourse relations) to provide importafdrimation guiding semantic interpretation. Constraints
arising through multiple projections may combine to deiemthe meaning of a given utterance.
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hand side (semantic structures are related to f-structurebe projections). Consider as
an example the meaning constructor associated with thedkegntry foryawnedgiven in
Dalrymple (2001, 233) and shown in (36).

(36) yawnedV: (7 PRED) ='‘YAWN < SUBJ>"'
AX.yawn(X) : (T SUBY), — T,

The meaning side of the constructor in (36) gives the meanfiygwnas one-place predicate
(of course, other more complex meanings can be substitatedPL expressions if required).
Meaning expressions are typed (so that the cond€ant for example, is of type): type
information will determine how meaning expressions corabiuith others. The glue side uses
linear implication: o) is an implication which can be read as saying that if the nmgan
resource for thesusJ is available then it can be consumed to produce the meanitigeof
sentencé? Finally it is standard practice to introduce labels as naofi@seaning constructors
to ease reference to them, a practice we will adopt. Thus #@ning constructor for the
individual Kim might be labelled akKim :

(37) Kim  Kim: 1,

As for the semantics of NP coordination, Dalrymple (200Boagates the semantic contribu-
tion g-and (group-formingand) in (38) with the coordinatoandin its lexical entry (40). In
the meaning constructor, recall that the left hand side ianimg expression and the right
hand side is a glue constructor for resource sensitive sirr@mstruction using linear impli-
cation. On the meaning side, the lambda expression der@egdaup forming function - here
a function from two individuals to the group containing teasdividuals. On the glue side,
g-and consumes the semantics of one conjurict), and produces a function from the se-
mantics of the other conjunct to the semantics of the coatdistructure as a whole. For more
than binary coordination, a further semantic contribugeand2, involving the ! (of course)
operator, can be used any number of times (including zeex}y #me adding an individual
into the group (39). Since our primary focus here is on birtagrdination, we will have no
more to say about coordination involving multiple conjusct

(38) g-and AX\Y. { X,V }:
(T e)<7<e> -° [(T E)cr<e> - Tcr<e> ]

(39) g-and2 AX.\Y. {X }uUuY:

'(T E)cr<e> - [ T o<e> —° Tcr<e> ]

(40) and (T CONJ = AND
[g-and]
[g-and?2]

2As well as linear implication, linear logic uses so-calledltiplicative conjunction ), a form of conjunc-
tion, and the of course operator (!), which permits a prenddee used without being consumed.

15



Following Dalrymple (2001) and the arguments presentetthgwe take it that NP coordina-
tion is correctly characterised in this way as group fororatHowever in the case of asyndetic
coordination, there is no coordinator in the structure withich to associate the semantics of
g-and.

Notice also that in languages (such as these) with three eudngtinctions (singular, dual
and plural), it is not possible simply to associate the ush®fgroup-forming semantics with
NUM resolution toPL, because the syntactiwm of a group containing just a pair U. For
present purposes, we restrict ourselves to binary codidmaand define thelum resolution
as in the template in (41). This captures the generalisdltiateither the overall number is
DU (i.e. when two singular nominals are coordinated)at least) one of the constituents is
non-singular, in which case the overall numbepis Note that since this makes reference to
elements of the (coordinate) f-structure, rather that strgeture daughtersium resolution
will operate correctly in cases of discontinuous coordorags well as cases of contiguous
coordination by simple juxtaposition.

(41) BINARY: {(T € INDEX NUM) # SG A (] INDEX NUM) = PL}
| (T INDEX NUM) = DUAL

To complete the interpretation of nominal juxtapositioa€aordinative, we need to associate
the templateBINARY and the meaning constructgrand with the phrase structure rule in
(35) (restricting attention to cases of binary coordimatioSince there is no coordinator, in
asyndetic coordination we arbitrarily associate them wwitle of the daughter constituents.
The phrase structure rule for juxtaposed NPs in coordinaisotherefore that in (42

42) X — X , X
IS Lel
@NP-CNJT @NP-CNJT
@BINARY
g-and

Our analysis of the juxtapositions with coordinate sentans thus analogous to the analysis
of (non-juxtaposed) coordinate constructions in othegleyes (Dalrymple and Kaplan 2001,
Dalrymple 2001). In the next section we see how this samergkapproach can also provide

an analysis of appositional juxtapositions.

6.2 Appositional Meanings

In appositional juxtapositions the juxtaposed constitsi@me co-referential and there is no
feature resolution at the level of the set: the features efsit are the same as the features

BIn cases of discontinous coordination, if neither part ef discontinuous structure is associated with these
annotations, meaning construction will fail, whereas ifthparts are associated with these annotations, meaning
construction will also fail because there will be unconsdmpeemises. Therefore nothing more needs to be added
to ensure that only the right combination of annotationgiscted.
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of each of the members. Thus, in our terms, appositionaltnotgns generally involve
INDEX sharing between the set and the members of the set, as whk asiistruction of an
appositional semantics.

In order to capture the sharing ofDEX features between the set members and the set
itself, we define the appositional template in (43), whickssociated with each of the daughter
constituents in the appositional phrase structure rule @81). This template ensures that the
INDEX features of each daughter constituent are shared witinthex features of the set (i.e.

a set containing twos3c daughters will likewise haves®s INDEX features).

(43) NP-APPOS (] IND) = (T IND)

44) X — X X
lel lel

@NP-APPOS @NP-APPOS

In the interests of clarity, we assume here thatnabeX features in appositional constructions
will be shared between the members and the set. This is jptgain oversimplification, since

it may well be the case that there will be instances of apjpositin which the f-structures may
differ in one or moreNDEX features despite being descriptions of the same real wotityeA
circumstance where this might arise could be where apppesbn mismatches are allowed
in appositonal structures (e.g. in the English ‘us lingljsyou children’). A further tricky
area concerns gender, where a complicating factor in tleegretation of appositional data is
the fact that it is proposed in the literature that nouns teptBINDEX GEND features (usually
relevant to phenomena such as predicate argument agrgeandONCORD GENDfeatures
(potentially relevant to agreement within a NP, that isgsasf head modifier agreement), and
these may not match (Wechsler and Zlati¢, 2003; King andybgile, 2004). Well-known
cases of ‘mismatch’ nouns include the Serbo-Croatian cilie nouns of the second declen-
sion, such asleca‘children’, which are analysed &&M.SG CONCORDbUt NEUT.PL INDEX

by Wechsler and Zlati¢ (2003). The potential for non-matgtbetweencONCORD andIN-
DEX in GEND complicates the interpretation of putative mismatchegppoaitional structures
in the languages we are concerned with, because of coursagyibmthe case that such ex-
amples involve nouns differing iIcONCORD GENDbut not inINDEX GEND. Other cases of
gender mismatch in appositional constructions could patéy arise from generic-specific
constructions in which hyponyms and hypernyms clearly gl different gender classes
(e.g. VEgetable andieuter), but we leave investigation of whether this occursutthier re-
search. In sum, very little is known about gender agreenmethiel languages we are concerned
with, and neither is the relevance of the distinction betwe®EX andcoNCORDfeatures yet
established for these languages. Should plausible exaraptgender mismatch emerge, these
constructions could be captured by modifying the aboveyaimaln a number of ways. One
possibility would be to have only one daughter in the appmsitl phrase structure rule con-
tribute INDEX features to the set (i.e. be associated withhthenPPOSstemplate above), with
theINDEX features of the other daughter only partially shared, oshated at all.
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Turning now to the semantics of appositional constructi@ssa first approximation
we take the semantics of appositional juxtapositions todseclly intersective (applying to
property-denoting nominal (rather than NP) meanings). fsibility is something compa-
rable to booleaand(as in the joint reading dive linguists and philosophérdaking two sets
of properties and intersecting them (see Dalrymple (2004))

(45) b-and AX\Y.XNY

An alternative, which is the one we will follow here, is to nebdhe semantics of apposition
on the semantics of nominal modification, as follows:

(46) appos  AQAPAX.Q(X) A P(X):
[((T €)s VAR) — (T €) ; RESTR) | —o
[[((T€)s VAR) — ((T€) - RESTR ]

— [( 14 VAR) —o (1, RESTR | |

On the meaning side, this is a function which applies to twmimal (< ¢, ¢ >) meanings and
produces an abstraction over a logical conjunction of gaadins holding of this individual
(so it takes two nominal meanings and produces a nominal imgawhere nominal mean-
ings are of type< e, ¢t >). On the glue side the meaning constructor consumes onenabmi
contribution and then the other nominal contribution toduce the meaning of the NP as a
whole.

We can therefore complete our analysis of appositionagositions by arbitrarily asso-
ciating theappossemantics with some daughter in the appositional phrasetste rule:

47 X — X X
L€l Lel
@NP-APPOS @NP-APPOS
appos

In order to see how this works, consider the nominal appmsiti the now familiar Wambaya
example (3). The semantics associated with each of the mbgrimthis construction is given
in (48) and (49).

(48) garidi-ni (husband-ERG):
AX.husband(X): (T, VAR) — (T , RESTR

(49) bungmanyi-n{old.mani-ERG):

AX.old.man(X): (T , VAR) — (T , RESTR

The meaning constructor (46), associated with the “apposit’ use of the juxtaposition
schema, consumes (48) and (49) to produce another nomialingg as follows:
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(50) garidi-ni bungmanyi-n{(husband-ERG old.manL-ERG):

AX.old.man(X) A husband(X):
(T + VAR) — (T » RESTR)

Note that in these languages, a bare nominal such as (48))ofodindeed (50)) may be inter-
pereted predicatively, but may also be given a range of NFhinga in context (e.g. ‘the old
man’, ‘an old man’, ‘old men’). Pronouns and demonstratives/ occur in “determinizing”
function but are by no means obligatory in the productiorudif(feferential) NP meanings. In
these cases, where there are no demonstratives or prongeiteke it that additional meaning
constructors (not associated with lexical material) m@satailable to lift nominals into the
appropriate range of NP meanings.

Other appositional constructions discusseginsuch as generic-specific and part-whole
constructions are also straghtforwardly accounted fohis/analysis. These constructions are
likewise licensed by the appositional phrase structure (ir), which is fully consistent with
the consensus view on the Australianist tradition that$reach constructions as consisting of
apposed nominals (e.g. Blake 1987, Evans 1995, Heath 1&78, e

The f-structure corresponding to the juxtaposed (gersgesific) construction in (52)
is given in (53). Standard nominal lexical entries along lines of (48) for wanku-ya
(elasmobranctsLoc) and kulkiji-y (sharkmLoc) combine with the appositional meaning
constructor to give (54):

(52) Dathin-a dangka-aniya wumburung-kuruaa-ja  wanku-ya
thatNoOM manNOM 3SG.NOM spearPROP spearACT elasmobranchuLoc
kulkiji-y.
sharkmLoC

‘That man speared a shark with a spear.’ (Evans, 1995, 24yardad)

140ur account of the semantics of appositjer semust also be extended to deal with examples in which it is
clear that full NPs (e.g. of typ€) occur in apposition, as in the following:

(51) ngadabala-thuniwan-ju  naljirndirri-wu, marrwa-wu niya  rabi-ju
[.NOM hit-POT him-mPROPscrub turkeympROPNearMPROPhe-NOM get upPoT
I'll shoot him, the scrub turkey, he’ll fly up nearby (Evan89b, 239: Kayardild)

We take this to be unproblematic, but leave full explicafionfurther research.

19



(53) PERS 3

INDEX {NUM SG

( )

[ PRED ‘ELASMOBRANCH’
NUM SG}

INDEX
[PERS 3

[ PRED ‘SHARK’

NUM SG}

INDEX
[PERS 3
\ L J

(54) wanku-ya kulkiji-y(elasmobranchLoc sharkMLOC)
AX.elasmobranch — fish(X) A shark(X): (T » VAR) — (] , RESTR

To summarise, we can account for the use of syntactic jusitipo to encode both coor-
dinate and appositional constructions by making two adtiéve sets of annotations available
for the general “coordinate” nominal rule (29) as follows:

e Annotate each dtr @ -CNJT and some dtr @ NARY andg-and; OR

e Annotate each dtr @P-APPOSsand some dtappos

7 Inclusory Constructions

In §2 above, we introduced the inclusory construction — andfper of appositional construc-
tion common to many Australian languages. In this sectionsh@v how our account of

appositional constructions given above provides a naagebunt of inclusory constructions
also. Inclusory constructions are constructions typycaolving two juxtaposed elements,
one a pronominal referring to the group as a whole and the atfigro)nominal picking out a

subset of the group. Examples include the following:

15There are actually two types of inclusory construction. Tirst, exemplified here, involves two juxtaposed
NP elements. The second involves a verb-coded supersetyr@nd just one NP element, as in the example
below. Singer (2001) refers to these as Type 1 and Type 2ctaply.

(i) nyari-bu-ydhi-ni rni-yul-pula
1DU.EX-hit-RECIP-P.CON M.SG-Aboriginal-DUAL
‘| and a [aboriginal] man were fighting.” (Heath, 1978, 29¢axdi)

Our focus here is on Type 1 inclusory constructions, sineg thvolve the apposition of two nominal ele-
ments. However, our analysis of Type 1 inclusory constamstican be extended to this second type through the
association of the properties of the superset pronomintal thie verbal agreement morphology, including the
specification that the features of the verb-inflected pranahibe equal to the features of the set (see below). For
issues of space, however, we leave exemplification of thiansion of the analysis for future work.
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(55) Tjirlpi-lu nyupali  kati-ku-nti
old.mareRG.NAME 2DU.(ERG) takeFUT-MAYBE

‘You and the Old Bloke might take (us).” (lit. ‘you two, inding the old bloke, might
take (us)’) (Goddard, 1985, 101: Yankunytjatjara)

(56) nga-rr-a  kajakaja warra-ja thaa-th.
1-DU-NOM daddyNOM gO-ACT returnAcCT

‘Daddy and | will go’ (lit. ‘we two, including daddy, will gg (Evans, 1995, 249:
Kayardild)

Inclusory constructions (also called ‘plural pronoun damnstions’ in the literature) are found
in languages from many different families (Schwartz, 1988&IcNally, 1993; Lichtenberk,
2000; Bril, 2004), and are described for Australian langsag Singer (2001, 2005). The cor-
rect analysis of the inclusory construction has been theceanf some debate in the literature.
Schwartz (1988b,a) analyses the inclusory constructiareasing from a coordination con-
struction, as do Hale (1966, 1973) and Nash (1986) in thailyars of inclusory constructions
in the Australian language Warlpiri. Singer (2001), on thieeo hand, argues that the inclu-
sory construction in Australian languages is a distincstauttion type, albeit similar in some
respects to coordination constructions, based on theHactthe inclusory construction is an
endocentric construction with the features of one of thmel&s (i.e. the superset pronominal)
being identical to the features of the whole argument. Thshbwn most clearly in a language
with verbal agreement, as in the following from Nunggubuyu:

(57) nurru=wa-ng ma:gurnnurru
we(EX.PL)killed.it [name] we(EX.PL)

M and us killed it (buffalo) (Heath, 1984, 542: Nunggubuyu)

In terms of their surface syntax, (Type 1) inclusory conginns generally consist of two
juxtaposed nominal elements, and are therefore syntHgtgmilar to the other appositional
constructions we have discussed above. Indeed, many lgeglescriptions treat them as a
type of appositional construction similar to part-wholal&m generic-specific constructions
(e.g. Dench 1995, Evans 1995, among others). We therefopoge that they should like-
wise be analysed as sets at f-structure, capturing thefastyo similarity with apposition and
coordination constructions.

Inclusory constructions are a particularly interestingezahowever, as the features of
the set overall are identical to the features of one membéehefet (the pronominal), in
which the features of the other member must be included. ,Tihakisory constructions are
a composite of the coordination and appositional schemesepted in (42) and (47) above.
The constituent corresponding to the superset pronomarales the appositional template
(specifying that itaNDEX features are identical to the index features of the wholé)tae
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constituent corresponding to the subset member carriesothrelination template (specifying
that itsSINDEX features must be a subset of tR®@EX features of the whol€ef

(58) X — X , X
len lel

@NP-APPOS @NP-CNJT

(59) T {PERS 1 } |
INDEX
NUM DUAL

( [PRED ‘DADDY’

NUM SG
INDEX
PERS 3
PRED ‘PRO
NUM DUAL]

INDEX
PERS 1

J

Thus, our analysis of apposition in Australian languagdsreds directly to inclusory con-
structions, correctly capturing the fact that these varipuxtaposed construction types are
syntactically similar in many Australian languagésMoreover, this analysis captures the
various characteristics of the inclusory constructiortaésed in the literature. The fact that
inclusory constructions are similar to coordination camdions is captured by the fact that,
like coordination constructions, inclusory constructi@re represented as sets at f-structure.
The endocentricity of the inclusory construction (Singe®2), namely that the features of the
whole argument are identical to those of the superset proranis captured by the fact that
the pronominal carries the apposition template, which iipsdhat the features of the indi-
vidual member are carried up to the set as a whole. The inglusdure of the construction
is captured by the fact that the other element must havergsatuhich form a subset of the
features of the séf

Treating inclusory constructions as sets at f-structuferiber supported by the fact that
in some Australian languages they can be marked with suftbxasexplicitly indicate set

18This phrase structure rule is written to allow either ordgrf the two elements (as indicated by the comma
between the two NPs). However in some languages it may bessageto fix the ordering of the two elements
in the case of inclusory constructions.

"The semantics of the inclusory is that one member denotesupgnd the other member of the set con-
tributes a further restriction over the group by providingpeecification about one of its members. We leave a
detailed discussion of the semantics of the inclusory farriuresearch.

8Note that, even in languages in which the two elements caeapip either order, the nature of the templates
will ensure that the apposition template is associated thightsuperset pronominal and the coordination template
with the subset (pro)nominal. This is because, were thecagfmns to be reversed and the coordination template
to be associated with the superset pronominal, its featuoetd not be a subset of the features of the set (in this
case, the features of the subset (pro)nominal).
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membership. In Yidiny the ‘one of a group’ suffikais used in both coordination construc-
tions (60) and inclusory constructions (61):

(60) darnggidarnggi:ba yaburruba galing
old.womanba(ABS) young.girlba(ABS) go-PRES

‘An old woman (being one of a group of people) and a girl (beangther member of a
group) are going.’ (Dixon, 1977, 177: Yidiny)

(61) nganytyi  bunya:ba galing
INON-SING womanba go-PRES

‘A woman and | (and some others) are going.’ (Dixon, 1977,: Vi@iny)

Thus, our analysis of apposition and asyndetic coordinaticAustralian languages extends
naturally to inclusory constructions also, capturing tinalgrities amongst these constructions
types and providing a unified analysis of the NP juxtapositiwat is so prevalent in these
languages.

8 Boolean Coordination

Before closing we turn briefly to the topic of boolean cooation in non-Australian lan-
guages. The conjunction of singular nominals generalij&a plural noun phrase in English,
under (some form of) group forming coordination, but thisat always the case. As tlss
verb agreement in the following example indicates, ‘vicespdent’ and ‘president-elect’ refer
here to the same individual. This boolean or joint readirig ontrast to (63) which involves
a split or group-forming reading.

(62) The vice-president and president-elect is eatinggpiking and Dalrymple, 2004, 75)
(63) The vice-president and president-elect are eatirgapiz

As King and Dalrymple (2004) show (see also Heycock and Zaehp§1999, 2000)) lan-
guages differ in terms of the distribution of these readilagiguages such as English permit
both joint and split readings (with singular nouns) undemgls determiner such abke or
thiswhile others permit only joint readings in these circums&s(such as Italian, Portuguese
and German). The German (64), for example, has just a jcaalimg.

(64) mein besterFreund undMann
my-M.SG best friend-m.sG andhusbandv.sG

my best friend and husband (King and Dalrymple, 2004, 93nGe)
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The distinction between split and joint readings is mostient with singular conjuncts, but
is also relevant in terms of the interpretation of coordergttuctures with plural conjuncts, as
in five philosophers and linguistsvhich has a number of interpretations including the joint
reading under which each individual (of 5) is both a lingaistl a philosopher.

King and Dalrymple (2004) propose that the distinction lestw split and joint readings
involves two different semantics fand, boolean-andandgroup-and. For King and Dal-
rymple (2004), the former is associated with the syntasiixex requirement stated in (69,
while group-formingand simply requires a pluraNDEX. TheINDEX NUM feature basically
encodes the number of individuals the phrase refers to.

(65) boolean and (7 INDEX NUM) = (] € INDEX NUM)

It is sometimes suggested that accounts of nominal codrdmahould involve just one se-
mantics, in terms either of group forming or boolean coaation (for example, Heycock and
Zamparelli (2000) propose one underlying semanticafatand associate different (seman-
tic) procedures with various (abstract) syntactic feaumeEnglish and Italian NPs). Similarly
the use of the conjunctive coordinatandto conjoin alternative descriptions of a single in-
dividual might seem idiosyncratic. However our proposavmtes further support for the
existence of both group forming and booleardin nominal coordination by placing the exis-
tence of boolean coordination (that is, the joint readinggffriend and colleagyen a rather
different crosslinguistic context. We have argued thatoggons, inclusories and (standard)
conjunctions may all be associated with precisely the samestic device (of asyndetic co-
ordination or juxtaposition). On our view, then, booleawmbnation can be considered to be
essentially similar to the appositional juxtapositionsdiscuss, the only difference being the
presence of an overt coordinator in the former (and noteithBnglish, overt conjunctions,
particularlyor may occur in appositions). It is thus syntactically cooadéd (having a hybrid
f-structure), but semantically appositional (having natfee resolution and appositional (i.e.
boolean) semantics).

9 Conclusion

We have shown how the range of juxtaposed NP constructiofgsiralian languages can be
accounted for relatively straightforwardly within the abraint-based lexicalist formalism of
LFG. We have developed an account in which nominal-nominalesecgs all have essentially
the same f-structure, but correspond to 3 different feagseciation patterns, as in (66)-(68),
and map onto a range of different semantics correlated Weke three different patterns. In
the case of coordinate constructions, tkeex features of the elements in the set-valued f-
structure stand in a subset relation to tkeex of the set itself. In the case of appositional
constructions, thenDEX features of the elements are equivalent, and are also dejpiivta
those of the set itself. Inclusory constructions involve efement of the set having the same

9additionally there is a semantic requirement (unformudtehich requires all conjuncts to have the same
number.
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INDEX features as the set itself, while the other element in thetaads in a subset relation to
the overalINDEX.

(66) coordination—X DY, Z

[ INDEX  [X]
[INDEX [Y] ]
[INDEX [Z]}

(67) apposition—X=Y =Z

[ INDEX  [X] ]
[INDEX [Y] ]
[INDEX [Z]}

(68) inclusory—X=Y D Z

[ INDEX  [X]
[INDEX [Y] ]
[INDEX [Z]}

The flexible architecture afFG thus provides a unified syntactic account of a range of jux-
taposed nominal constructions common to Australian laggsiawhile still capturing their
semantic differences. In this paper we have shown how thefusgbrid f-structures can be
extended beyond true (semantically) coordinated consbngto generic-specific, part-whole
and other types of appositional constructions also, ma&kidigtinction between syntactic co-
ordination (hybrid structures) and semantic coordinafmnresponding to feature resolution
and coordinate semantics) in a simple and intuitive Wa9ne of the implications of our anal-
ysis of Australian nominal-nominal constructions is thapasitions are structurally the same
as coordinations in the syntax. Similar suggestions haee beade in the literature, outside
of the Australianist andFG contexts, notably in a descriptive context by Quirk et a@83);
Meyer (1992) and others. Indeed in recent theoretical waekyries (2006) argues that ap-
positive relative clauses (and other appositions) in Daetl English should be treated as
what he calles ‘specifying coordination’, and analyseddtrrally as involving CoP phrases.

20cf. Culicover and Jackendoff (1997, 2005) and Yuasa and &a(RD02) who also discuss mismatches
between ‘syntactic’ and ‘semantic’ coordination, althbu@ LFG terms their data is relevant to mismatches
between c-structure and f-structure, rather than betwséniéture and semantic structure, which is our concern
here.
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While we are in agreement with the general thrust of the asqpirthat apposition has much
in common with coordination, the attempt to capture thelsirties (and differences) in terms
of c-structure (and with a syntax-semantics interface twiniaps from c-structure to seman-
tic structure) has a number of potentially unfortunate egugnces, requiring the postulation
of null Co nodes (to head appositional (coordinate) stmestuvhich are not marked by overt
coordinators), which our proposal avoids. Nonetheless,iitteresting that work in very dif-
ferent frameworks is converging on the view that apposisoat least syntactically, a type of
coordination.
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