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1 Introduction

We explore a setof morphosyiactic featureasymmetriesn coordinatestructuresn Welshin the
light of thetheoriesof agreemeréindcoordinationin LFG, anddrav outsomeconsequencedsr the
theoryof agreemenin LFG.! In classicLFG, avery simpleview is takenof agreemenphenomena
suchaspersonnumberandgenderagreemenbetweerfinite verbsandtheir subjectsNP-internal
concordialagreemenbetweendeterminersadjectvesandnominalsin number genderandcase,
and similar phenomena.Agreementis generallymodelledby meansof constraintsstatedover
thegrammattal featuresPER, NUM, GEN, CASE of the controllerargument:a unitary, f-structure
basedview is taken of agreemenaindconcord. It is well known thatagreementvith coordinate
structuresmay require somecomputationof controller agreementeaturesand Dalrymple and
Kaplan (2000 shov how the LFG formalismmay be straightforvardly extendedto expresssuch
featureresolutionprinciples,againtreatingagreemenatf-structure.In this paperthemainfocusis
on adifferentpatternof agreementindercoordinatim, thatof singleconjunctagreementandwe
considetheconsequenceas thispatternfor thetreatmenbf Welshcoordinatiorandagreemenin
LFG. A crucialfactaboutthe Welshdatais theavailability undercoordinatiam of bothresohedand
unresoled agreementeaturesascontrollersof grammaticabrocessesWe arguethatthesedata
suggesthe needfor a more sophistcatedview of agreementind proposea separatiorbetween
AGR featuresandINDEXical agreementeatures We concludewith somediscussio of the nature
of the AGR features.

The paperis organisedasfollows. Section2 introducesvariousagreemenphenomenan Welsh
andtheir co-occurrencavith coordinatestructuresas agreementontrollers,exempifying head
agreemenpatterns(verb-subjectagreementagreemenbdf prepositimal headswith their argu-
mentsandagreemenbf nominalheadswith possessoarguments) pronomiral anaphoraandthe
agreemenof predicatenominals.The purposeof Section3 is to placethe Welshcoordinatestruc-
tureagreementlatain thewider crosslinguiic context by shaving thatheadagreementvith just
oneconjunctis quite widely attestedalthoughthe factorsdetermining the occurrenceanddistri-
bution of asymmetit agreementre not the samein all thesecases. We do not claim that the
proposalsmadefor Welshin this paperextendto all thesecasesof single conjunctagreement,
thoughit is likely thatsomeof thesecasesareamenabldo a similar treatment.Section4 reviews
thetheoriesof coordinatim andagreemenin LFG. In Section5 we considethealternatve of treat-
ing Welshcoordinatestructuresashead- adjunctstructuresat f-structureandpresengevidenceof

LVersiors of this paperhave beenpresentedit the 1999LFG conferencethe 2001 NWCL conferenceon Coor
dination to departmentalseminarsat SOAS andd the University of Edinkurgh, at a meetingof the EsrRc-funded
FRIM mormholagy worksh@ andat the Gregynog Welsh SyntaxSeminar | am very gratefu to Bob Borsley, An-
drew Spenceandaudiertesat thoseeverts for feedbak andhelpful comments,andin particularto two anorymous
reviewers for extrenmely helpful conmentsonthe currentversion.All remairning errorsaremy own.
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varioussortsthatsupportdhe standard FG set-base@dnalysisover alternatves. Finally, Section
exploresseveralapproacheto theagreemenpuzzleandarguesin favour of positing anadditional
setof agreementeaturedor thefeaturesof thefirst conjunct.Section7 thenconcludes.

2 Welsh Agreement Patterns

Welshis a rigidly headinitial languagewith a relatively rich agreemensystemin which argu-

mentscontrol personandnumberagreemenbon finite verbalheadsandpersonhumberandgen-
deragreemenbn non-finiteverbs,nominalandprepositonalheads> Only prononinal alguments
areagreementontrollers however: headsdo notagreewith their non-pronominabrgumentsput

appeaiin thedefault 3s form 2

Thusfinite verbsagreewith pronomiral subjectsin personand number andtake the unmarled
third personsingulr form with all non-prononnal subjectsasillustratedin the examples(1)-(2)
below.

(1) Daeth 'y dynion. (2) Daethan (nhw).
Came-3themen came-3L (they)
‘The mencameé. ‘They came.

As (2) shaws, a form inflectedfor the personnumberand(sometimesgenderof a (pronominal)
argument, such as darllenasantread-3rPL’, arnoch‘on-2pL’ or dy dy ‘2s house’is in fact
ambiguousbetweena pure agreementand a pronomnal incorporating interpretation. That is,

agreementwith a pronomnal algumentis obligabry in Welsh and the pronomiral agument
itself is optional. This last statemenfinesseghe situaton very slightly, andin a mannerwhich

is orthogonalto the presentdiscussio — in fact, finite verbsdo not obligatorily agreewith their

pronominalobjects,althoughthey maytake agreeing/incorporatinfprmsin the presencef a set
of lexically specifiedpresententigbarticles.

Undercoordinationfinite verbalheadsexhibit an‘asymmetrical’agreemenpattern agreeingvith

thefirst conjunctof acoordinatesubjectsolongasit is pronominal. Theexampleshelow illustrate.
In (3a) and (3b) the verb appeardn the ‘unmarked’ 3rd singularform with a plural coordinate
subjectwherethefirst conjunctis non-pronominalwhile in (3c) it agreesvith the pronomiral first

conjunct.Preciselythe samepatternis illustratedin (4a)and(4b)*

2We do not exemplify objectagre@enenton noninite verb forms here but it is parallelto the casesve do discuss,
andidenticalin form to possessoagreemat.

3Thatis, thereis no agreemenmarker associatesvith non4inite verbs andnominal andprepaitionalheadsn this
case andthefinite verbappeas in the defaut or unmakedthird singula form with all nonpronaninal subjects.

4The form minnau(with variantsinnay finnau) is an extenced form of the proroun used(in placeof a ‘simple’
proroun)to provide contrastve, balancingor emplatic effect. The ‘simple’ first persm singularpronounis i (with
variantsfi,mi: of these|, fi areofteninterchageableput fi is alwaysselectedaftera conjunction. Thedistribution of
mi is very restricted.



(3) a. Daeth Sidbnac Efyn.
came-3 SidonandEfyn
‘Sion andEfyn came.

b. Daeth Sibna minnau.
came-3 Sibnand1s
‘Sidonandl came.

c. Daethosti a minnau/Son.
came-3 2s and1s/Sion
* You andl/Sidbncame.

(4) a. RoeddMaira fi i briodi.
was-3s Mair and1s to marry
* Mair andl wereto marry’

b. Roeddwn a Mairi briodi.
was1s 1sandMair to marry
‘| andMair wereto marry’

An identical agreemenpatternshovs up in nominal structurescontainingpossessophrases.
In Welsh, nominal headstake a proclitic agreeingwith pronomnal (but not non-prononmal)

possessor&he canonicalposition for possessors post-head).This is illustratedin (5). If the

possessophrases a coordinatestructure the nominalheadagreeswith thefirst conjunct,justin

caseit is pronominal(6).>

(5) a. bravd Sion (6) a. bravd Sidbna Mair
brotherSion brotherSiéon andMair
‘Sion’s brother’ ‘Sion andMair’s brother’
b. dy frawd (ti) b. dyfrawd ti a Mair
2s brother2s 2s brother2s andMair
‘your brother’ ‘your andMair’s brother’

The majority of prepositios in the languagehave a full inflectional paradigm,and inflect to

agreewith their pronomiral (but notnon-pronomial) objects.Again, wherethereis a coordinate
argumentthe prepositon inflectsto agreewith thefirst (closestlargument,if it is pronomiral, as
illustratedbelow for theinflectingprepositionam ‘about’.

(7) a. RoeddWynyn siaradamdanatti a Sion.
was3s Wyn PROG speakabout2s 2s andSion
‘Wyn wastalking aboutyou andSion!

b. RoeddWynyn siaradam Siona thithau.
was3s Wyn PROG speakaboutSidbn and2s
‘Wyn wastalking aboutSion andyou!

c. RoeddWynyn siaradamdanomni a nhw
was3s Wyn PROG speakaboutiPL 1PL and3pPL
‘Wyn wastalking aboutusandthem:.

Recallingour earlier remark about‘agreementmorphobgy’ alternatingbetweenan agreement
readinganda pronominalincorporation,with the ‘doubling pronoun’beingoptional,we should

SThealternatie readingof (6b) “your brotrer andMair” is notof concen here.
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note that thereis one significantdifferencebetweenthe agreemenpatternfound in coordinate
structuresaandthatfoundwith simplearguments With coordinatestructuresthe pronomnal argu-
mentmustalwaysbe independenyl expresseddespitethe presencef agreemenimorphobgy on
thehead thatis, the headinflectioncannothave the statusof anincorporategronomiral.

To summaris, thedataabove shavs thatin Welsh,anagreeingheadis subjectto a single conjunct
agreemenpatternwhenthe controlleris a coordinatestructure. However otheragreemenpro-

cessein Welshaccessheresohedfeaturef acoordinatestructure For example,if acoordinate
structureis the antecedentor a pronomnal, the pronounagreeswith the resolhed featuresof the

antecedent:

(8) a. Fe a fi, aethon ni ddimyno.
him andme,went-1PL we not there
‘Him andme,we did notgo there.

b. Pan glywoddMatha Gwydionyr hanesroedden nhw'n dristiawn.
whenheard-3dviathandGwydionthe story, were-3pPL they-PT sad very
‘When Math andGwydionheardthe story, they werevery sad.

The personalpassve in Welshis expressedanalytically by meansof the verb cael asa passve
auxiliary combinedwith themainverbin non-finite(verbnoun)orm. The non-finitemainverbis
obligabrily precededy ananaphorigpronomnal form agreeingwith the subject.Crucially; it is
theresolhedfeaturesof a coordinatesubjectwhich arerelevant

(9) Ni chafodde a’i milwyr eu lladdyma.
NEG got-3s heand-3swm soldiers3pL kill there
‘He andhis soldierswerenotkilled there.

Likewise,predicatenominalsagreewith theresohedfeatureof acoordinatestructure In example
(10) below, the predicateysgrifenwyr(‘writers’, singularysgrifennwj is plural, in agreemenivith
theresohedNuM featureof the coordinatesubject.

(10) Roeddwn ac Emyryn ysgrifenwyrrhagorol.
wasds 1sandEmyrPT writers excellent
‘Emyr andl wereexcellentwriters:

Reflexive anaphorslsoagreewith theresohedfeaturesof a coordinatedantecedent:

(11) a. Gwelaisi a'm  bravd ein hunain.
saw-1s 1sand-s brotherlpL self
‘I andmy brothersav ourseles.

6] amgratefu to Bob Borsley for remindng meof this data.



b. Gwelaistti a’'th frawd eichhunain.
sav-2s 2s and2s brother2pL self

‘You andyour brothersav yoursehes.

c. Gwelodde a’i frawd eu hunain.
sav-3s 3s and-3s brother3pL self
‘He andhis brothersav themseles'

Of coursethecoordinatestructuremaybecontrolleror antecederfor anumberof differentagree-
mentprocesseat oneandthe sametime. In theexampleabove, theagreementeaturesof thefirst
conjunctcontrol verbalagreementind the resohed numberof the coordinatestructurecontrols
predicatenominal agreement. Example(12) showvs the combinaion of single conjunctverbal
agreemenandresolhedfeaturescontrolling pronominalanaphora:

(12) Dw i a Gwenllianheb gaelein talu.
amls 1s andGwenllianwithoutget 1PL pay
‘Gwenllianandl have notbeenpaid:

3 Single Conjunct Agreement

In this sectionwe shaw thatthereis robustevidencefor the existenceof scA in a rangeof typo-
logically distinctlanguages.

Startingwith the Celtic languagesa very similar patternof asymmetricabgreements foundin
Irish Gaelic. The following datais takenfrom McCloskey (1986). The headagreemenpatternis
similar to thatin Welsh: thefinite verb agreeswith a leftmost(i.e. closest)pronominalwithin a
coordinatesubject,(13), a prepositionwith aleftmostprononinal within a coordinateobject(14),
andanominalwith aleftmostpronominalwithin a coordinatgpossessr (15).’

(13) Bhios fein agusTomas ag caintle chéile.
bePAsT s1) EMPH and Thomagalk(PROG) with eachother
‘Thomasand| weretalkingto oneanother (Irish Gaelic)

(14) liom féin aguskEoghan
with(sl) EMPH and Owen
‘with meandOwen’

"Thegeneal agrementpatternin Irish differssystematicallyfrom thatin Welshin onerespechowever. Whereas
in Welsh,aswe have seenin (1b) and(5h), agreenentmorghology andproclitics maybeoptiorally doubed by overt
prorominals,in Irish suchovett (dowling) pronominalsarenot possible although emplatic or constrastie nomnal
particlesmay occurin therelevart argumentposition In similar fashion,just asin Welshthe douling pronominds
arerequireduncer coordnation,sotoo thedouling emptatic or contrastve particlesarerequiredunder coordnation
in Irish (while theleftmost pronaninalitself is obligaorily absenif the headis markedwith full agreemat).



(15) moghabtaltasfein  agusmo mhathar
sl holding EMPH and my mother
‘my own andmy mothers holding’

Noticethatif the leftmostconjunctis not pronomiral the headdoesnot bearagreementeatures,
andasin Welsh,afull pronominalmayoccurasthe non-intial conjunct.

(16) Labhairseéle hEoghamgusméféin.
spole hewith Owen and meEMPH
‘He spole to Owenandme:

Thoughnotascommoncrosslingustically asresohedagreementindercoordinationasymmetri-
cal agreemenpatternsaarefoundin otherlanguage®utsdethe Celtic family.

While the determinanbf subjectverbagreemenin Englishis semantidn general the following
contrastsuggestshatotherprinciplesarealsoatwork (seeMorgan(192) andPetersor{1986)for
somediscussion).

(17) Thereweretwo girls andaboy in theroom.
Therewasaboy andtwo girls in theroom.

MorgannotesthatEnglish spealersmayalsousea closestonjunctprinciplein disjunctagreement
(Morgan1972citedin Petersori986):

(18) (Either)Harry or his parentsris/are coming.
(Either)Harry’s parentsor his wife ?is/*arecoming.
Therewas(either)abeeor two flies in theroom.
Therewere(either)two flies or abeein theroom.

A crucialobsenation aboutthe Englishdata,however, andawayin whichit differsfrom theWelsh
data,is thatoncea particularsetof featurevalueshasbeenassociatedavith the coordinateNP asa
whole,all agreemenprocesseaccesshesesamevalues:

(19) EitherFredor Bill is sharing himself/*themseles.
EitherFredor Bill aresharzing themseleg*himself. (Petersor1986:23)

Asymmetresmayalsobefoundin thedomainof casen coordinatesubjectNPsin English,where
insteadof the expectednominatve forms of pronounswe frequentlyfind accusatie pronomnals
asnon-initial conjunctqseg(20a)). While accusatie caseonnon-inital conjunctsappeargntirely
acceptablemary spealersfind (20 b), in which the nominative caserequirements vioatedacross
theboard,unacceptable.

(20) a. Sheandhim/hewill drivetothemovies.
Sheandl/me tookthetrain.



b. Me andhim/Him andmewill begoingtheretomorrow.

Swahili hasavarietyof stratgiesfor determiningheform of nounclassagreementorphologyon

theverbin the presencef a coordinatesubject(seeMarten(2000 for discusgn). Theseinclude
resohed agreementthatis, usingthe correspondingplural nounclassmarker (in the casewhere
thenounsarein the same(singular)nounclass) resortingto a default class(eitherclass8 or class
10) andagreeingwith just oneconjunct. First conjunctagreemeninay occuronly whenthe verb

precedeghe subjectandlast conjunctagreementmay occuronly whenthe subjectprecedeshe

verh Additionally, Martenreportsthatlast conjunctagreements the morecommonasymmetric
pattern(althoughit cannotbe usedwith human(classl) referentswherethe correspondinglural

class2 is used). Two singleconjunctagreemenpatternsareillustratedin (21) (for last conjunct
agreementand(22) (for first conjunctagreementjespectiely.®

(21) Mguuwamezana Kiti ki-mevunijika.
3.leg of table and7.chair7-bebroken

‘The leg of the tableandthe chair are broken’ (Swahili) (Marten2000from Bokamba
1985)

(22) A-l-kuja Haroubna Naila.
scl-pAasT-comeHaroubandNaila
‘HaroubandNailacame. (Marten2000)

Thereis alsoevidenceof first conjunctagreemenin (variousdialectsof) Arabic. In StandardAra-
bic verbsagreein personnumberandgendemwith non-coordinatd subjectsn SV sentencedyut
take a third singular(masculineor feminine)form with non-coordinateshon-prononmal subjects
irrespectve of their plurality in VS sentencesVerbsagreewith the resoled featuresof coordi-
natedsubjectdan SV sentencedyut first conjunctagreemenpatternsarefoundin VS sentences.
Thusthe gendemarkingon theverbindicatedfirst conjunctagreemenin thefollowing examples
(SA = StandardArabic):

(23) ja:r-at hindin  wa zaydun.
camefFEM Hind.FEM andZaydMASC
‘Hind andZaydcameé. (StandardArabic: FassiFehri1988:134)
(24) jarr-a zaydun  washindun.
cameMASsC ZaydMAsc and Hind.FEM
‘Zayd andHind camé. (SA: FassiFehri1988:132
(25) tuhibbu hiyawa axuuhaa ba'dhahu-maa.
love 3FEM.SG she andbrotherhereachother
‘Sheandherbrotherlove eachother (SA: Munn 1999:68)

Otherdialectsof Arabic suchasthe MoroccanArabic (MA) andLebanesé\rabic (LA) discussed
by Aoun etal. (1994,1999)andMunn (1999)differ minimally from SA in alsopermiting full

8Unlike secondbr lastconjunct agreemen first conjunct agreemenis alsopossiblewith classl humanreferetts.
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agreemenin VS order(sothat3rd plural subjectamay control 3rd pluralagreemenin VS order).
First conjunctagreemenis alsoattestedn VS structuresn thesedialectsof Arabic, asevidenced
by thefollowing examplegnotethe contrastoetween26) and(27)):

(26)

(27)

(28)

tlagitu ntumaw anageddam I-zamhka.

met2pL youprL andl in front of the-unversty

‘Youandl metin front of theuniversity. (MA:Munn 1999:650)
ntuma w anatlaqgina.

you2rPL andl metlpPL

‘Youandl met’ (MA: ibid: 651)

grat falyaw fomarnofs lo-ktah
read3Fs alia andOmar samethe-book

‘Alia andOmarreadthe samebook: (MA: Aounetal 1999:65)

As pointedout by Munn (1999), althoughBrazilian PortugueséBP) shavs conjunctresolution
whenthe subjectprecedesheverb, it shawvsfirst conjunctagreemenin VS word order:

(29)

(30)

(31)

As meninae eusdamostsairam.
thegirsl andl left.1pL/*left. 3PL
‘The girls andl left. (BP: Munn 1999:655)

Foram as meninae euque compramoss flores
were3pPL thegirls  andl whoboughtlpL theflowers
‘It wasthegirls andl who boughttheflowers. (BP: ibid: 655)

Fui eue as meninagjue compramoss flores.
waslsG | andthegirls  whoboughtlpL theflowers

‘ It wasmeandthegirls who boughttheflowers. (BP: ibid: 655)

This Brazilian Portugueselatashowns the samecombinaton of SCA andresolutionasthe Welsh
data. Thatis, the verbagreeswith a singleconjunct(in eachcase the nearest)put thereis clear
evidencefrom anaphoriaelationselsavherein the sentencehatthe resohed featuresof the co-

ordinatestructureare presentcompmamosis 1pL, asexpectedif the antecedenis the (resohed)
coordinateNP).

A variety of different subject-erb agreementpatternsoccur with coordinatesubjectsin the
Slavonic languagegCorbett1983 Corbett1988. For example,in additionto patternsnvolving
featureresolution agreementvith the neares{normallyfirst) conjunctis alsopossiblein Russian
(32),andCzech(33) alsohasnearestonjunctagreement.

(32)

byla vV neji  skromnos, i izjaSCestw, i dostoirstvo.
WaSFEM.SG in herandmodestyFEM.SG andeleganceNEUT.SG anddignity.NEUT.SG
‘Shewasmodestgelegantanddignified. (Russian)Corbett1988:26)



(33) PUjdu tam jaa ty.
will-go(1sG) therel andyou
‘I andyouwill gothere. (Czech)(Corbett1983:179)

In a surwey of agreemenpatternsCorbett(1983 reviews datafor a rangeof languagesn which
onesingleconjunctcontrolspersonhumberandgenderagreemenandobseresthatneareston-
junct agreemenis morecommonwhenthe predicateprecedeshe subjectthanwhenthe subject
precedeghe predicate.The essentiallyfree word orderlanguage_atin providesexamplesof the
lattercircumstance:

(34) et egoet Ciceromeusflagitabit.
andl andCiceromy will-demand@sG)
‘Both my Ciceroand| will demandt.” (Latin) (Corbett1983:179%rom Gildersle&e and
Lodgel1948)

Althoughlessfrequentcrosslingustically, agreementnay alsobe controlledby the mostdistant
conjunct(Corbett1983. Thisoccursin Latin, in Serbo-Croaaindin thefollowing examplesfrom
Slovene:

(35) Groza in strah je prevzela VSO vas.
horror(FEM.SG) andfear(MASC.SG) hasseizedfEm.SG) the-wholevillage
‘Horror andfearhave seizedthewholevillage! (Slovene)(Corbett1983:180)

(36) knjige in peresa so se por&ile.
bookFEM.PL andpenNEUT.PL areselvesgotdearFEM.PL
‘Books andpenshave becomemoreexpensve.” (Corbett1988:26)

The distribution of resoluton stratgiesis sometimesnfluencedby the statusof the nominals
asanimateor human(seeabove for an animag-basedclassrestrictionon resolutionpatternsin
Swabhili). For example,Corbett(citing Edith Moravcsik, pc) reportsthatin Hungarianthe verbis
singularfor conjoiredinanimatesingulr subjectconjunctshut eithersinguhbr or plural (prefered)
for animates:

(37) A konyvés a kommenér megékezett/*maerkezt-ek.
ART book andART commentanarrived SG/arrived PL
‘The bookandthecommentanarrived.

(38) Johnés Jill megérkezt-ek/meérkezett.
JohnandJill arrivedPL/arrived sG

‘JohnandJill arrived’ (Corbett2001:20)

To summarisethereis robustcrosslinguiic dataillustrating the phenomenomf singleconjunct
agreementThe morecommonasymmetricapatternappeargo be thatin which the closestcon-
junct to the headcontrolsagreementbut distantagreements also attested) and this patternis
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itself more commonwherethe predicate(agreeinghead)precedeghe coordinateargument. In

mary languagesthe distribution of differentagreemenstratayiesis subjectto varioussyntactic,
semanticr discourseconditions. In Welshthereis just one,simple, grammaticapatternfor head
- agumentagreementfinite verbsprecedeheir clause-internatubjectsandagreeasymnetrically
with pronominalfirst conjunctsnomiral andprepositionaheadgprocedeandagreewith their ar-

gumentsin similar fashion. Crucially, however, otheragreemenprocessesvolve the resolhed
featuresof coordinatestructures.

4 Agreement and Coordination in LFG

In this sectionwe briefly review the theory of constituentcoordinationandin particularthe ap-
proachto noun phrasecoordinationin LFG — for extensie motivation and discussio of this
approactKaplanandMaxwell (1988),DalrympleandKaplan(2001)andDalrymple(2001).

At the level of c-structure constituentcoordinationis analysedoy meansof phrasalexpansons
alongthe lines of the oneshavn in (40). A coordinatestructure(which may in principle have
arny numtler of conjuncts)projectsa setat f-structure,the membersof which arethe individual
conjunctsasin (42).

(39) Johnlikespearsandhatesapples.
VP — VPt Conj VP

40
49 et let
Sharedelementssuchas Johnin the exampk above satisfythe completenesandcoherencee-
guirementsof the verb in eachconjunct,and are distributed into the membersof the set: the
governablegrammaticafunctions(suchassuBJ) aredistributive featuiesfor which thefollowing
extensionof function-applicatio to setsholds:

(41) If «isadistributivefeatureandsis a setof f-structuresthen(s a) = v holdsif andonly if
(f a) = vfor all f-structured thatarememberof the sets (Dalrymple2001:365)
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42) Isugs [1][PRED ‘JoHN'| ]
PRED  ‘LIKE((tsuBJ)t0BJ))
TENSE PRES
OBJ PRED ‘PEAR’
[NUM PLUR]

[suBJ [1]

PRED 'HATE((1sUBJ)10BJ))

TENSE PRES
OBJ PRED ‘APPLE’
NUM  PLUR

\ - =/

Although a coordinatestructureis a setat f-structure,it may alsohave somepropertiesdistinct
from thoseof its membersThesecanonly be non-distrbutivefeatureqfor otherwisejf they held
of the set,they would, by definition, hold of the elementsn the set). Dalrymple(2001)proposes
PRECONJ (theattribute associateavith English eitherandbut) andcoNJ (associateavith English
or andand) asnon-digributive featuresandthusasattributesof the hybrid structurecorresponding
to acoordinatestructure:

(43) bothLeeandEve [cong AND
PRECONJ BOTH

[PRED ‘LEE’]

[PRED ‘EVE’]

(44) If « is a nondistibutive feature,then (f a) = v holdsif andonly if the pair <a, v> € f
(Dalrymple2001:3&)

This distinction betweendistributive and non-distrilutive featuresintroducesa further degreeof
rudimentaryfeaturetypinginto LFG. DalrympleandKaplanappearto suggesthatagreementea-
tures(suchasNUM, CASE, NCLASS, PER) areuniversally typedasdistributive or non-distrilutive,
but it seemdikely thatthis is too stronga position. For example,they take CASE to be a distribu-
tive feature,but this cannotbe true for all languages.Casemismatchesn coordinatestructures
in Englishareillustratedin (20a)above, andMcCloskey (1986)arguesthatin Irish, the leftmost
conjunctin a coordinatedsubjectis in the nominative caseandotherconjunctsarein the (default)
accusatre (in the examplesbelow sé is a nomimative form and’e the default form - the lexical
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nounin theseexamplesdoesnot shav anovert casedistinction).®

(45) Chuaighsé féin agusEoghanna bhaile.
went heeEMPH and Owen home.
‘He andOwenwenthome.

(46) ChuaighEoghanagus*séfe féin ’'nabhalile.
went  Owen and he/himeEMPH home.
‘Owen andhewenthome’. (McCloskey 1986:265)

Thephenomenownf agreementeatureresolution shovs thatthe PNG agreementeaturesarenon-
distributive: thatis, in a sentencesuchasJohnandMary aren't happythe verbtakes3pL formin
agreementvith the PN featuresof theset/coordiatestructureasawhole,andnotwith thefeatures
of theelementf thesusJ f-structure.

In LFG agreementelationssuchassubject-erbagreemendr caseandgendeiconcordwithin noun
phrasesrecapturedatf-structure.Thatis, thefeaturePERS, GEND, NUM andCASE aref-structure
attributes. On the standardsiew, anagreementontrollerhasvaluesfor the relevantgrammatical
featuresandagreeingelementsareassociateavith equationsalsoproviding valuesfor thesesame
featuresof theagreementontroller Thusonestructure(the f-structureof the controllerymustbe

compatiblewith constraintantroducedby two differentelements.For example,the 3rd singular

form of thepresentenseverblikeswould beassociateavith thefollowing informationconcerning
theagreementeaturesof the suBJect(seeBresnar?2001:57:

likes: (TsuBJ) =]
47) (INUM) = sG
({PER) =3

In thisexample boththesubjectandthefinite verb,areassociateavith definingequation®verthe
samef-structure.In someanalysesagreementargetsintroduceinsteadnon-monotaic constiain-
ing equationoverthevaluesof thecontrollers agreementeatures theseareinterpretedasfilters
overtheminimal f-structuresoluion. This capturegheintuition thattheagreementelationships

%Onefurther detail concens featules which are distributive but vagie: in this casea somavhat indeterninate
features checledaganstead andeveryconjunct, exemgified in (1). Intuitively, thisexamge is grammaticalbecause
thewordform kogois indeteminateenoudn to be ableto satisfyboththerequirenentthatit is Acc (imposedby lubi)
andtherequiementthatit is GEN (imposedby nienawidz).

(1) Kogo Janelubi a Jerzynienavidzi.
whoAcc,GEN JaneKikesandJerzyhates

* Who does Janelik e andJerzyhate?(Polish)

To acconmodateindeteminagy in featue values,the LFG f-desciption notationis exterdedto includesetdesig-
nation (giving an exhatstive enunerationof the setin question) so that a featue valuefor a given wordform may
beaset(and‘casecheckig’ constraintcheckfor setmembeship, notequality) Thetreatmenbf indeteminagy in
featurevaluesis notrelevart to ourconcenshere.
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asymmetricandbuildsin adistinction betweerrealizingafeatureandrequiringafeature.For ex-
ample, Andrews (1982)providesthefollowing entryfor the 2nd personplural form of the present
tenseof thelcelandicverbelska‘to love’

elsku: (TSUBJPERS) =, 2
(48) (TSUBJ NUM) =, PL

The differencesbetweentheseapproachesire not relevant here,thoughthey can be rathersig-
nificantin practice(for somevery thought-preoking discusson seeJohnson(1997)). Whatthey
have in commonarethatbothmodelagreemenin termsof constraintover (thef-structureof) one
elementthe controller®®

Returningto agreementesolutionundercoordinaton, Dalrymple andKaplan(2000)representhe
NP subjectin (49) asin (50) below: therepresentationf the coordinationis a hybrid structurein
which the agreementeaturesof the structureasa whole arederived by simplecomputatio from
the agreementeaturesof the conjuncts.The verb specifieqor constrains}he agreementeatures
of the coordinatestructureasawhole.

(49) Jofy yohablamos.
Jogandl speakipPL
* Jog andl arespeaking.(Spanish)

(50) [PER 1
NUM  PL
([PrRED  ‘PEDRO']]
PER 3
NUM  SG
<—PRED ‘PRO’
PER 1
NUM  SG
\ V,

0within the mormpholagy, on the otherhand, both target and contrdler are specifiedfor aninheren setof per
son,numker andgender features.In somelanguages,similarity of form betweerntarget and contoller (agreement)
inflections,asin (1) mayindicatethatthe samerealizatioral rulesapplyto stemsof morethanonecategory.

(1) a. Kikpau kikubwakimojakiliangula.
7.baskt7.lage 7.ore 7.fell
‘Onelarge basletfell.’
b. Vikpau vikubwavitatu vilianguka.
8.baskt8.lage 8.three 8.fell
‘Threelargebasletsfell.” (Swahili) (Corbett1991:43)
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They introducea representatiofor personandgenderfeatureswhich enablesa simple statement
of the computationinvolvedin resolution(sincenumberdeterminatin is essentiallysemantian
nature,Dalrymple and Kaplan do not treat numberresolution). Personfeaturesare expressed
by meansof marker setsencodingcomplec values,asillustratedin (51) (Dalrymple and Ka-
plan(2000:27) 1! Giventhis representatiorresolutioninvolvessimply setunion,and“resolution
rules” aresimply statedasannotations

{S}: 1stpersonsingular 1stexclusive nonsingilar
{S,H}: 1stpersoninclusive nonsingilar

(51) {H}:  2ndperson
{}: 3rdperson
NP — NP* Conj NP
(52) et et
({PER) C (1PER) ({PER) C (1PER)

The dataon asymmetricagreementvith coordinatestructurepresentedn Section2 presentan
apparentifficulty for theinteractionof theanalyse®f agreemenandcoordinatia outlinedin this

section.Coordinatestructuresaresetsat f-structure:propertiesholding of a setof f-structuresare
eitherdistributed over the membersf thatset(distributive propertiespr they hold of the setitself

(non-distrilutive properties). In languageshaving asymmetic agreementinder coordination,
however, neitherassumpion abouttheagreementeaturess correct.It seemslearthatsometing

mustgive — eitherthe treatmentof agreemenheedsamendmenbr somedifferenttreatmentof

the (coordinate)structuregshemselesis required. We begin by consideringhe adequag of the
approacto coordinatian for the Welshdatain questia.

5 Wesh Coordinate Structures Reconsidered

A numberof analysesn the generatie literaturehave usedagreemenaisymmetmesto motivate
a variety of differentstructuralasymnetriesin coordinatestructures. For exampk, Johanessen
(1998)amuesfor a headedstructurefor coordinatia at leastpartly on the basisof asymmetrical
agreementlata,andsotoo doesMunn (1999)(althoughtheir proposalsreratherdifferent). How-
ever, Borsley (1994)presentsa vigourousdefenceof coordinationschemasuchas(40), pointing
out several severe deficienciedn proposaldor alternatve structureswhich try to analysecoor
dinationsin termsof standardX’ syntaxhead,complenent or head, specifierstructures. And
notefurtherthatin any casethe obsenatiors concerningagreementlo not provide agumentgor
asymmetricatonstituenstructuesin LFG, sinceagreemenits not treatedin termsof c-structure
configurations.Sincetheseproposaldor asymmetricconstitientstructuresare thereforelargely

11 anguageslacking the inclusive/exclusive distinction do not have the marker set{S}: {S,H} is thendefined
simply asfirst person
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orthogonato our concernswe do not discusghemfurther*2

Maintainirg the treatmenbf agreementonstantthe questionwhich thenarisesis whetherthese
(coordinate)constructionsn Welsh might correspondhot to a setf-structuresbut to somesort
of head- dependenstructure,with the first “conjunct” bearingthe grammaticalfunction gov-

ernedby the dominatng predicateand the rest of the coordinatestructurehaving somesort of

adjunctval status. There are two logical possibiities, dependingon what the “remainder” of

the coordinatestructureis a dependenbf. The first is somesort of conjunctunion analysis
(Hale 1975,Aissen1985 in which therestof the coordinatestructure(thatis, the non-intial con-
junct(s))is anadjunctto the governirg predicateasshonvn below for (3c):

(53) [PRED ‘cAME ((tsuBa)y
SUBJ |PRED ‘PRO’
PER 2
NUM  SG
( 3
CONJ AND
PRED ‘PRO’
ADJ ¢
PER 1
NUM  SG
\ 71

This leadsto quite odd structuralassumpions. For “coordinate” subjects the trailing conjunct
might be left-adjoinedunderthe VP (the extendedheadof which s thel: seeBresnan(2001)for
the extendedheadanalysisand Sadler(1997,1998 for discussiorof Welshwithin this model),
asin (54). On the otherhand,the trailing conjunct(s)mustbe right-adjonedto PPin casesof
NP coordinationunderPR andin case®f coordinategpossessorshetrailing conjunct(s)mustbe
right-adjoinedto thedomnatingNP.

2Byt notethat the existenceof both sca andresolhed agreenentin Welsh coodinatestructues doesof course
undemineary attemptto motivatea singleconstituenstructue onthe basisof agrementfacts.
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(54) I’
/\
=1 =1
[ S
|
daethost  fsuBJ=] =1
cameZ2s DP VP
AN |
ti 1€ TADJ
2s DP
aminnau
and1s-EMPH
(55) PP NP
/\ /\
=1 1€ TADJ =4 L€ tADJ
PP DP NP DP
/\ /\
t=]  toBi=] =]  ftPoss=]
P DP N/ DP

Crucially, the interpolaton of other material (suchas adwerbials, negatve markersin the case
of attachmento VP) betweeninitial and non-initial conjunctsis absolutelyexcluded, yet this
restrictionis very difficult to accounfor with thesestructuresFor exampk, the orderof elements
within NPswith possessgohrasess N - (Adj) - possessgphrase otherdependentsSadler(1998)
proposesa structurein which the possessophraseis a specifierof NP andotherdependentare
adjoinedto NP for thesenounphrasesThe “adjunct” analysisof trailing conjunctswvould require
us to somehav ensurethat the conjunct(s)adjointo NP lower thatthe other dependentadjoin,
andit is not even clearhow sucha stipulaton could be formulatedunderstandardassumptias.
Similarly, whereNP objectsarecoordinatedn periphrasticonstructios (within canonicaV 4, fir,
NP PPwordorderin theVP) thenwewould have to ensureadjunctionof thetrailing conjunctiower
(or closer)thatthe PPdependent.

(56) Yroedd ynfy ngweldi ac Emrysyny stryd.
PT was3sPT 1ssee  1sandEmrysin thestreet
‘He sav meandEmrysin the street.

The secondpossibilty is ananalysisunderwhich the non-intial “conjuncts” areadjunctsto the
grammaticafunctionassociatedvith theinitial “conjunct”. The externalcoherencef theinitial
andnon-intial portionfollows morestraightforvardly onthisanalysigin eachcasethenon-intial
conjunctphrasemustbe immediatelyright head-adjacent)Note that althoughmore straighfor-
ward, of coursespecialrulesare neededo generatehe structureswith the conjunctsin just the
right contets. Againweillustratewith thetreeandf-structurefor (3c), andprovide tree-structures
for NP coordinationunderPPandcoordinategpossessors.



(57) |’
/\
=1 =1
[ S
|
daethost TsuBJ=1]
camez2s DP
/\
=1 le tADJ
DP DP
ti aminnau
2s and1s-EMPH
(58) [preD ‘came((tsuBJ))’ ]
suBJ |PRED ‘PRO’
PER 2
NUM  SG
(Tcong anp ]
PRED ‘PRO’
ADJ < ’
PER 1
NUM  SG
L \ - v,
(59) PP
/\
=1 toBI= =1
P NP N’
/\
t=4 letADJ
NP NP

17

NP

1POSS = |
NP
/\
=1 l€1ADJ
NP NP

Whattheseproposalhave in commonis thatthey treatnon-initial conjunctsasadjuncts.But as
wewill seethenon-initialconjunctinsteadchasthepropertieof thegrammaticafunctionit would
instantiaé asa memberof a setof f-structuresunderthe coordinatestructureanalysisratherthan
thoseof anadjunct.Considera caseof coordinatian within possesske constructionssuchas(60).

(60) gwalltdu a llygaid gwyrddMair
hair blackandeyes green Mair
‘Mair’ sblackhairandgreeneyes’
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If the secondconjuncta llygiad gwyrdd was an adjunctto the first conjunct,as shavn in (61),
thenthe f-structure(62) would result(with the grammaticafunction of the entireNP represented
simplyasGF). Theinterpretatiorunderwhichthe propertyof having greeneyesis associateavith
hair is simgy incoherentandis certainlynottheinterpretatiorassociateavith (60), but thisis the
sortof interpretatiorthatwe would expectfor the sortof f-structureillustratedin (62).

(61) NP
/\
=1 tPOSs =
N’ NP
/\
=1 1€ TADJ
N’ N
=

gwallt du allygaid gwyrdd

(62) |ge [PRED ‘HAIR’
PRED ‘EYES

ADJ ADJ {[PRED ‘GREEN’]}

[PRED ‘BLACK’]

|[POSS [PRED ‘MAIR’ ]

Similarly, the f-structure(63) in which the secondconjunctis treatedas an adjunctto the dom-
inating (presumablyverbal) predicatealso fails ro provide the correctinput for the semantics.
Moreoverthecaseof N coordinationin (60) actuallydemonstratetheimpossbility of thefirst of
thetwo conjunctraisinganalyseswe needto attachthe secondconjunctoutsidethe NP, but since
the NP alsocontainghe possesophrasehis this is impossble without alsoraisingthe possessor
for which thereis no motivationatall.

63) [ge [PRED ‘HAIR’

ADJ {[PRED ‘BLACK’]}

POSS |[PRED ‘MAIR’]

ADJ A«

.
[PRED ‘EYES’ ]

aDJ  {[PRED ‘GREEN']}

\ d
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Crucially, the possessoMair is in factinterpretedasa semanticargumentof both hair andeyes
preciselyasonewould expectif thef-structurewerea set,with the possessadistributedover the
memberf theset,thatis, if thef-structurerepresentationf (60) wereindeedthatof acoordinate
structure.

Onemightconsidemealeningtheadjunctval analysigo hold only of coordinationsvith pronom-
inalinitial conjunctgsothatcasesuchas(60),whichdonotinvolve apronomiral conjunctabore
would be treatedas standardcoordinatestructures) But aswe will now see thereis no evidence
at all of ary interpretationabr syntacticmotivation at all for distinguishingin this way between
pronominalandnon-pronommal cases.

First, notethatirrespectve of whetherthe coordinationcontainsaninitial pronomnal, the coordi-
natestructureasawhole(thatis, the setof f-structuresenesascontrollerin theexampleg3 d,e)
repeatecherefor corvenience:

(64) a. RoeddMaira fi i briodi.
was-3s Mair and1s to marry
‘Mair andl wereto marry’

b. Roeddwn a Mairi briodi.
was1s 1sandMair to marry
‘I andMair wereto marry’

Secondthea/acphrase in all coordinatestructuredails to have the sortof mobility we associate
with adjuncts,but appearsn an absoluely fixed position adjacento the first conjunct(whether

pronominalor not). Interestinglythereis a subordinatig useof the conjunctiona/ac introducing

absoluteclausesandtheadwerbialclausesointroducedcanprecedeinterruptor follow theclause
which it modifies(examplesfrom Thorne(1993:382-383).

(65) Ac yntauheb  waith, ni fedrai ffordioiro llaw y swyddogion
And 3sm withoutwork, NEG was.able3s afford greaseéhandthe officers
* And beingunemplged, he couldnot afford to greasehepalmof the officers.

(66) Nid havddfu hi i JWH,ac yntau n heddychwr, foddhauei eglwysyn St
NEG easy was3sF for JWH and3sm-PT pacifist, please 3sMm churchin St
Albans.

Albans

‘ It wasnt easyfor JWH, beinga pacifist,to pleasehis churchin St Albans.
(67) Yr oeddwneisoes yn henwr, a minnau’n blentyn.

PT was-s alreadyPT old man,and1s-PT child

‘| wasalreadyanold man,whenl wasachild!

Third, note that pronomiral coordinatestructures(that is, thoseshaving asymmetricor initial
conjunctagreementfor which we arecurrentlyconsideringtheimplausbility of) ahead-adjunct
f-structurerepresentationjio not differ from non-prononmal coordinatestructuresin terms of
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theirinteractionwith othersyntactigghenomenafAnaphoricpronounsandpronomnal clitics shov

preciselythesamepatternof concordwith anasymmetriqpronomnalinitial) coordinatestructure
aswith othercoordinatestructures.This canbe seenin the Welshpersonabpassve construction,
whichinvolvesanobligabry agreemeninarker doubling the (passve) suBJ). As theexampk (9),

repeatechereas(68),and(69) shav, theagreemeninarker agreeswith the coordinatestructureas
awhole iirrespectve of whetheror notthatsubjecthasan pronomiral initial conjunct.

(68) Ni chafodde a'i milwyr eu lladdyma.
NEG got-3s heand-3swm soldiers3pL kill there
‘He andhis soldierswerenotkilled there.

(69) Ni chafoddPwyll &’i milwyr eu lladdyma.
NEG got-3s  Pwyll and-3sm soldiers3pL kill  there
‘He andhis soldierswerenotkilled there.

Fourth,McCloskey 1986notesanincorrectpredictionof theconjunctunionanalysisunderwhich
thefirst conjunctis the suBJ or oBJ, andsoon, while the otherconjuncttakesonanAbJ function.
He obsenesthattheinitial (subject)conjunctdoesnot behae like a suBJect. In Irish, arelative
clauseformedon theimmediatelydominatedsubjectpositionobligataily involvesa gapon sub-
ject position ratherthana (null) pronominal,the presenceof the latter being signalledby verb
agreementThisrestrictiondoesnot extendto coordinatesubjectsandin particularto thosewhich
arepronomnalinitial, thus(71) is grammatical.This suggestshatthe pronomnal conjunctis not
itself the suBJect(in ourterms,it is amembetrof thesetof f-structuresvhich togethemprovidethe
suBJectfunction).

(70) *natithe a rabhadar ceannaith@gainn
the housescoMP be(PAsT P3) bought  by-us
‘the houseghathadbeenboughtby us’ (McCloskey 1986:260)

(71) na daoinea rabhadar féin agusa gelannmhac abaltaar iascach.
thepeoplecomp bePAST P3) EMPH and theirfamily sonsGEN) able onfishing
‘the peoplethatthey andtheir sonswerecapableof fishing’(ibid)

An analogousagumentmay be madefor Welsh. A relative clauseon a prepositioml objectre-
guiresthe useof agreementnorphobgy on inflecting prepositonsandin literary Welshthe ab-
senceof thepronomnalitself - thelatterconditionis suspendeah the caseof a coordinateobject:

(72) y dyny soniais amdancef
themanthatspole-1s with-3s him
‘the manwho| spole to him’

(73) y dyny soniais amdancef ac Ann
themanthatspole-1s with-3s him andAnn
‘the manwho| spole to him andAnn’
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Finally, the natureof agreemenpatternsthemseles constitue countergidenceto the algument
thatthe sCA agreemenpatternin coordinationstructuresmotivatesan asymnetrical f-structure
representatiom which non-initial conjunctsare ADJUNCTS. Recallthatpronominalandreflex-
ive anaphorgasin (8) and(11)) andpassve agreementfor example,(69)) involve the resohed
featuresof anantecedentoordinatestructure andthe sameis true of predicatenomirals, which
reflecttheresohednumberof acoordinateNP, asshavn in (74) and(75). Crucially, of coursethe
SCA agreemenpatternfor headagreemensometinesco-occurswith theresohedagreemenpat-
ternfor otheragreemenphenomendasin (68) and(74)), a circumstancevhich would appeaito
befatalfor the proposato accommodatasymnetricalagreemenin termsof eitherasymmetrical
c-structureor asymmetricaf-structurerepresentations.

(74) Roeddwn ac Emyryn ysgrifenwyrrhagorol.
wasds 1sandEmyrPT writers excellent
‘Emyr andl wereexcellentwriters:

(75) MaeSionac Emyryn ysgrifenwyrrhagorol.
is  SibnandEmyr PT writers excellent
‘SionandEmyr areexcellentwriters’

We conclude therefore,that the existenceof a sca patternfor headagreementvith Welsh co-
ordinatestructuresioesnot constitue evidencefor anasymmetical representatioof coordinate
structuresAll coordinatestructuresn Welsh,whetherthey have pronomnal conjunctsor not, are
representedssetsat f-structureandinvolve multiply-headedc-structures.

Coordinatestructureswith a pronomiral initial conjunctdiffer from other coordinatestructures
only asfar asthe head-agumentagreemenbetweera finite verb anda subject,or a prepositonal
headandits object,or a nomiral headandits possessgiis concerned.The puzzlethat pronom-
inal coordinatestructuresrepresents asfollows. Head-agumentagreemensuggestghat the
coordinatestructurebearsthe agreementeaturesassociatedvith aninitial, pronominalconjunct,
but evidencefrom anaphoraand predicateagreemensuggestshatthe coordinatestructurebears
semanticallyresohedpersorandnumberagreementeatures.

6 An Analysisof Asymmetric Agreement in Coordination

If theargumentationn the previoussectionis correct,thesolution to thedilemmaposedoy asym-
metricalagreementindercoordinationmustrequirea changeo thetheoryof agreemenin LFG.

Maintainirg the partitioning of featuresnto distributive andnon-distrilutive, we might adaptthe
DalrympleandKaplan(2001)proposaby takingthe resolhedfeaturesof the coordinatestructure
to be essentiallythoseof the first conjunct. For PER and GEND this amouns to droppingthe
assumptn thatresolutionis by setunion,andfor NUM this amouns to droppingthe assumpbn
that resolutionis essentiallysemanticallybased. Instead,in Welsh, the coordinatec-structure
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schemawould explicitly equatethe valueof the PER, NUM andGEND featuresof the motherwith
thoseof thefirst daughter®

NP — NP Conj NP
et et
(76) ({PER) = (TPER)

(INUM) = (TNUM)
(JGEND) = (1GEND)

Underthis analysisthe AGR featuresof the coordinatestructurewould simply matchthoseof the
first conjunct,illustratedbelown with thef-structurefor the PPin (7a) repeatedereas(77).

(77) amdanatti a Sion
about2s 2s andSion

‘aboutyouandSion’
(78) | PRED *AM ((t0BJ))
OBJ PER 2 |
NUM  SG
(- " )
PRED ‘SION’
PER 3
NUM  SG
Q- ;
PRED ‘PRO’
PER 2
NUM  SG
L - \ B ) =d

This approacthassereral problemshowever. Theintuition thatthe targetreally doesagreewith
thefirst conjunctis capturedoy meansof the featurepassingnechanismbut the approachs per
verselyat oddswith the intentof the DalrympleandKaplanproposalhich permitsthegrammar
to expresswvhatis essentiall semantiaesolution in asyntacticagreemenérnvironment Crucially,
the agreementeaturesassociatedvith the coordinatestructureasa whole arepreciselynot those
requiredfor more“semantic’agreemenin otheragreementontets. As alreadynoted,theoblig-
atory agreementmarker associatedvith the nonfinite verb in the personalpassve construction
agreeswith theresohedfeaturesof a coordinatesubject(see(68) and(69)), andthe sameis true

13Gendkris notrelevantto subject-erbor presition-olject agreemenin Welsh,but it is relevart to the 3s agree-
mentmarker coding objectsof noninite verts andthe possessowithin nounphrases:the 3s form ei differs in its
mutationeffed accordng to genderthe FEM causesspiratemutatian of thefollowing elementthenoninite verbor
headnown)), theMAsc causesoft mutation
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of agreemenbetweencoordinatesubjectsand predicatenominalsadjectves (shavn in (74) and
(75)) above, andfor pronomnal anaphorgsee(8)).

Sincethereis very goodevidencethatthe resolvedagreementeaturesof Welshcoordinatestruc-
turesarein factpreciselythosewhich would follow from the proposalof DalrympleandKaplan,
without further stipulation,we do not considerfurtherthe approactbriefly sketchedaborve.

In therestof this paperwe explorethe possibiity thatthe coordinatestructureitself is associated
with two distinctsetsof agreementeaturespneresolhed,andonenot. Theresohedsetof agree-
mentfeaturesis relevantto the choiceof subsequenpronounsand reflexive anaphorsandthe
form of predicateadjectvesandnomirals,while theunresoledset(equialentto thoseof thefirst
conjunct)is relevantto headagreement? We begin by giving a generakketchof the“tw o feature
bundle” approachandthenconsiderfurtherthe natureof thetwo featurebundlesin question.

To dothis, we investthe f-structureof the coordinatestructurewith two setsof (non-distritutive)
agreemenfeatures. As value of the featureIND we representhe agreementeaturesresulting
from featureresolution,andwe groupunderAGR thoseagreementeaturesesultingfrom feature
passingrom thedistinguishedconjunct(in the Welshcasethis is alwaystheinitial conjunct).

(79) Daethosti a minnau.
came2s 2s and1s
‘Youandl came.

(80) -AGR [1][]

IND |PER  1[S,H]

NUM PL

iIND [1] [PER  2[H]]
NUM SG

Q- 4 ¢
IND [Z]IF’ER 1[5]]

NUM  SG

\ ~ -/

Therule for coordinationwvould bothcopy andresole agreementeatures.This canbethoughtof
asasortof selectveliberation(thewholestructureof thefirst conjunctis notmadeavailable,only
theagreementeatures)reminiscenpf theuseof domainfeaturedo liberateelementsn HPSG.

4An alternatve might be to reforrulate the statemenof headagreenent so that the agreementarget directly
constrainsthe featuresof the first conjurct (thatis, by constrainilg that memberof the set of f-strudureswhich
linearly precelesin c-structurethe othermembes of the set). For somediscussiorof theapprach,andsomeissues
it raisesseeSadler(199)).
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NP — NP Conj NP
let let
(81) (1IND) = (1AGR)
(JIND PER) C (1IND PER) (JIND PER) C (1IND PER)

The majority of agreemenprocessedncluding headagreementwith non-coordinateontrollers,
involve the IND featuresof the controller However headagreementvith coordinatestructures
involvesthe AGR featuresof a coordinatestructure.A straightforvardway to captureheadagree-
mentis to postulatehe existenceof bothIND andAGR featureson nominalfeaturestructuresand

to lexically specifythevaluesastokenidentical,asshovn in (82). Theverbthenuniformly places
constrainton the AGR featuresof the subject,andsimilarly for casesof prepositionabgreement,
andsoforth.

(tIND) = (TAGR)

(82) [AGR [1]
DAGR [1]

] Constrainbn NominalLexenes:

daethost (1SUBJAGR PERS = 2)
(83) (TSUBJ AGR NUM = SG)

Recallthatin Welsh,pronoungwhich arethe only nominalelementavhich determinefull PN(G)
agreementnaythemselesbe optionallydroppedn agreementontets, suggestig thatthever-
balinflectioninvolvespronominaincorporatiorandthusintroducesa PRED valuefor theargument
in questim. Coordinatestructuresare exceptional,in thata pronomiral conjunctwith which the
agreementarget agreeds not permittedto be dropped. This is consistentwith the generaliza-
tion madeby Corbett(to appea), which stateghatagreementith coordinatestructuregequires
canonicalcontrollers,thatis, controllerswhich are overt. Corbettrelatesthis to his Principle 1
which statesthat canonicalagreements redundantratherthan informative. It is not immedi-
atelyapparentn whatdomainanexplanation for the obligatorypresencef pronominalconjuncts
shouldbe sought. It is possble thatit is requiredfor balancewithin the coordinatestructure for
without the pronounthe left conjunctwould containno lexical material. But note,however, how
the (relevant part of the) f-descriptionassociatedvith pronominalverbalinflectioninteractswith
thetheoryof coordination:

(84) (TsuBy) =]
(JAGR PERS) =2
({AGR NUM) = sG
(({PRED) = PRO)

Theequation({ PRED) = PRO is of courseoptional,asovertpronomiralsmay(generally)appeain
headagreementontets. In the caseof coordinatestructurespnly the disjurct without the PRED
equationprovidesa consiséntf-structure.As the PRED featureis distributive, like the governable
grammaticalfunctions,the PRED = PRO would be distributed to every memberof the set(]) of
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f-structures at leastone of which would thenendup with two valuesfor the PRED feature. The
non-distritutive AGR featureswould of course(correctly) be contrituted to the f-structureas a
whole. Thusthe obserned ungrammaticalit of prodropin coordinatestructuredollows from the
currenttreatmenbf constituentoordinationandpronomialincorporation'®

Thequestionwhich now arisesconcernghenatureof thefeatureAGR which controlssubject-erb
agreementandheadagreemenprocessemoregenerallyin Welsh. In the restof this sectionwe
considerthe not-unrelatedjuestionsof whetherthe AGR featureshouldbe taken to be a purely
concordialfeatureand whetherit shouldbe more properly consideredo be part of m-structue
ratherthanf-structure.

6.1 Thestatusof AGR

Onepossilility is thatthedistinction betweerthesetwo featuresetscorrespondso thedistincion
betweeragreemenad formam or purely morphosytacticagreementandthe moresemantically-
basedagreemenad sensum If this werethe case headagreemenin Welshwould be a form of
purely morphsyntacticagreementwhile the otheragreemenprocessesn Welshthat we have
illustrated(suchaspronomnal andreflexive binding) would involve a setof featureamoreclosely
relatedto the semantics.

A series of recent papers in HpsG (Kathol1999 WechslerandZlatic 200Q
Zlatic andWechslerl997) have postulatedthe existenceof a headfeature (called CONCORD
by Wechslerand Zlati¢, and AGR by Kathol) for morphosytactic agreement,alongsidethe
semantidndex INDEX featurerelevantto pronominalandanaphoridinding'® It shouldbe noted
thattherearesignificantdifferencesdbetweerntheseapproacheanddetaileddiscussioris beyond
the scopeof the presenpapert’

Theproposal®of WechslerandZlatic essentiallyextendthetreatmenof morphosyrdcticconcord
in HPSG beyondfeaturessuchasCASE to includeNuM andGEN. Thelanguagewnhich they refer
to in presentingheirtheoryof agreemenis Serbo-CroatianConcordialfeaturesareheadfeatures
which are structure-sharetbetweenheadsand dependentsfor example, (85) shavs the HEAD
agreemenfeatureof the Serbo-Coatian possessie moja ‘my’, which will be structure-shared
with thefeaturesof the headnounwhenis it usedasthe spr of thatnoun.

151t shouldbe noted,however, thatit is possibleto omit the proroun and maintainonly an emphaticprorominal
particlein Irish Gaelic. This would only follow on the currert accountf feinitself canoptionally cortribute a PRED
value. Alternatively, thesefactsmight be interpretedas favouring the “direct” appr@achalludedto in footnote 14,
underwhichtheagreeig headdirectly constrans theinitial conjunctitself. Underthis view, theagreenentandPRED
= PRO featuref the agreéng headarenot definedover the set,but over amemler of the set. We do not pursuethis
hypothesisfurtherhere but leave the matterfor furtherresearch.

18Notethatthis is distinctfrom agreemat contiolled by real-world ancloring conditiors.

SeealsoKing andDalrymde (20@) for arecentLFG propasalto distinguishiNDEX andCONCORD.
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85 [heap [adj
cone  |CASE  nom
NUM  Sg

GEN fem

WechslerandZlati¢ 2000: 826)

The focusof their work is on caseof mixed agreementandthey discusscasesof mismatchbe-
tweendeclensiorandconcord(for example,nounswhich have masculineggrammaticaproperties
andreferto males but declinein thedeclensiorotherwisereseredfor femininenouns) mismatch
betweenindex andthe actualpropertiesof what the noun denotegfor example,a nounwhich
governsmasculineagreemengven whenreferringto a female),and mismatch betweenconcord
andindex, asfor examplewith the Serbo-Croatiamollective noundeca‘children’ which controls
feminine singularagreemenbn attributive modifiersand non-finite predicatesput neuterplural
on coreferentiapronouns:

(86) Posmatrali smo ovu dobru  decy. Ong su spaala.
watchedl.pL AUX thisF.SG goodF.SG childrenF.sG they.N.PL AUX.3PL SleptNT.PL
‘We watchedthosegoodchildren. They; slept. (WechslerandZlatic 2000:8.6)

WechslerandZlati¢ positthefollowing lexical information for deca

(87) |coNcorD fem.s
INDEX nt.pl

For Serbo-Coatian, Wechslerand Zlati¢ amgue that determinersattributive adjectves and sec-
ondary predicatesshav concordagreementwhile verb-subgct agreementprimary predication
andboundanaphorashav index agreementgonsistentvith Corbetts cross-linguist Agreement
Hierarchygeneralizationwhich they shaw largely follows their theoryof constrainton the rela-
tion betweerdeclensionatlass,concord,ndex andthe semantics?®

(88) TheAgreemenHierarchy
attributive < predicate< relative pronoun< personapronoun
As we move rightward along the hierarchy the likelihood of semanticagreemenill
increasanonotaically (Corbett1991:226)

Kathol'sproposalsnayalsobeseerasdevelopng thetheoryof concordn HPSG. He proposeshat
selectorcategoriessuchasverbsbearingtheir own intringc morphogntacticagreementeatures
aswell asselectinghoseof theiragumentasshovn schematicallffor English walks

18As they obsere, their theoly makesno predicaion asto whetherCONCORD or INDEX contrds predcateagree-
ment,andindeedbotharefound in SerbeCroatian.
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(89) -CAT|HD\MORSYN AGR |finite ]
PER [1] 3RD
INUM 2] SG
CONT | WALKER [index
PER [1]
NUM  [2]
| GEND

(Kathol 1999:2%)

Kathol positstwo typesof grammaticalagreementmorphogntactic and semantic,as follows,
wherea means'structure-shareth therelevantparts”

morphosyrdctic AGR(selectorx AGR(amg)
(90) .
semantic AGR(selectorr INDEX(am)
Kathol’s approachattributeshybrid casegreviously viewedin termsof a mismatchbetween N-
DEX and semantt anchoringconditiors, to the operationof a combiration of morphogntactic
andindex agreement.Thus he treatsthe much-digussedhybrid casein (91) asinvolving mor-
phosyntactiZNUM agreemenbetweernverb and subject,semanticcERS agreemenbetweenverb
andsubjectandsemanticcEN andNuM agreemenbetweerthepredicatve adjectve andthenoun.

(91) Vousetes  belle
2.PL are2.pL beautifulsG.FEM
‘Y ou arebeautiful’

Thequestim, then,is whethertheagreemenfeaturesvhichwe have representedsAGRr arein fact
equialentto morphogntacticCONCORD features.Thereareseveralcrucialdifferencesvhichsug-
gestthatthisis notthecase Firstly, concords generallyconcevedof asthecircumstancén which
variouselementgco-)specifymorphosytacticfeaturesof their (shared¥-structure whereashead
agreementn Welshinvolves the headspecifyingfeaturesof the agument. Secondly it is oth-
erwiseat leastextremely unusualfor concordto involve PERS features perhapsbecausesucha
featureis inherentlyindexical (or referential)!® More generallythesortof headagreemenive see
in coordinatestructuress formal (ratherthanmeaningful)in a differentsense— concordfeatures
areformalbecausé¢hey reflectagreemendf purelymorphoswytacticfeatureqoftenrelatedto mor-
phologicaldeclensionatlass),but asymmetit agreementith coordinatestructureds formalin
the senseof failing to codethe semanticallyrelevant,resohedindexical featuresof the coordinate
structureasawhole. For thesereasonsit doesnot seemappropriatdo equatehe AGR introduced
in this sectionwith CONCORD.

®However, Wechslerand Zlati¢ do note (805:footrote 8) an isolatedcaseof a Swahili modifier -ote ‘all’, which
shows persoragreemen
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In commonwith a numberof purely morphogntacticfeaturesthe AGR featureis not relevantto
semantidnterpretation andone possibilty is thatall suchfeaturesmight be factoredout of the
f-structureandrepresenteat a differentlevel of representatiorsuchasthe level of m-structue,
whichcanbethoughtof asexpressinghosemorpholmicalfeaturesvhicharesyntactically(but not
semanticallyyelevant?® For example,in the architectureproposedn Frankand Zaenen(2002),
shavnin (92),thef-structure pbut notthem-structuremightberelevantto semantignterpretation:

c-structure —» f-structure — me-structure

¢ 7

It is a trivial matterto reformulatethe treatmentproposedin this sectionso that IND is an f-
structurefeaturebut AGR is anm-structurefeature.but given thatthis doesnot have any material
consequenceye do not pursuethis possibilty further.

(92)

7 Conclusion

This paperhasfocussedon one small set of dataconcerningagreementindercoordinatio in
Welsh.In thesecaseof coordinatia, theresohedfeaturesf the coordinatestructurearerelevant
to someagreemenprocesseshut the featuresof the first conjunctarerelevantto casesof head
agreementthatis, to verb-subjecagreementhe agreementdf a nounwith a possessoargument
andthe agreemenbf a prepositon with its object. The co-presencef both typesof agreement
procesgosesseriousdifficulties for any accountof first conjunctagreemenbasedon structural
asymmetry Despitethe existenceof asymmetic agreemenpatternswe have presenteavidence
thatcoordinationin Welshis in factcorrectlytreatedasa setat f-structure.We thenconsiderthe
implicationsfor the theoryof agreemenin LFG andexplore several possililities. We proposea
distinction betweeniND (which expresseghe resoled featuresof the coordinatestructure)and
AGR which expressedhe featuresof the distinguished(i.e., first) conjunct. This in turn raises
guestionsboutthe statusof AGR, which we briefly consider
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