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Coordination and Asymmetric Agreement in Welsh
Louisa Sadler, University of Essex, UK

1 Introduction

We explore a setof morphosyntactic featureasymmetriesin coordinatestructuresin Welshin the
light of thetheoriesof agreementandcoordinationin LFG, anddraw outsomeconsequencesfor the
theoryof agreementin LFG.1 In classicLFG, averysimpleview is takenof agreementphenomena
suchasperson,numberandgenderagreementbetweenfinite verbsandtheir subjects,NP-internal
concordialagreementbetweendeterminers,adjectivesandnominalsin number, genderandcase,
and similar phenomena.Agreementis generallymodelledby meansof constraintsstatedover
thegrammatical featuresPER, NUM , GEN, CASE of thecontrollerargument:a unitary, f-structure
basedview is taken of agreementandconcord. It is well known thatagreementwith coordinate
structuresmay requiresomecomputationof controller agreementfeaturesand Dalrymple and
Kaplan(2000) show how the LFG formalismmaybe straightforwardly extendedto expresssuch
featureresolutionprinciples,againtreatingagreementatf-structure.In thispaperthemainfocusis
on a differentpatternof agreementundercoordination, thatof singleconjunctagreement,andwe
considertheconsequencesof thispatternfor thetreatmentof Welshcoordinationandagreementin
LFG. A crucialfactabouttheWelshdatais theavailability undercoordination of bothresolvedand
unresolvedagreementfeaturesascontrollersof grammaticalprocesses.We arguethat thesedata
suggestthe needfor a moresophisticatedview of agreementandproposea separationbetween
AGR featuresandINDEXical agreementfeatures.We concludewith somediscussion of thenature
of theAGR features.

The paperis organisedasfollows. Section2 introducesvariousagreementphenomenain Welsh
and their co-occurrencewith coordinatestructuresasagreementcontrollers,exemplifying head
agreementpatterns(verb-subjectagreement,agreementof prepositional headswith their argu-
mentsandagreementof nominalheadswith possessor arguments),pronominal anaphoraandthe
agreementof predicatenominals.Thepurposeof Section3 is to placetheWelshcoordinatestruc-
tureagreementdatain thewidercrosslinguistic context by showing thatheadagreementwith just
oneconjunctis quitewidely attested,althoughthe factorsdetermining theoccurrenceanddistri-
bution of asymmetric agreementarenot the samein all thesecases.We do not claim that the
proposalsmadefor Welsh in this paperextendto all thesecasesof single conjunctagreement,
thoughit is likely thatsomeof thesecasesareamenableto a similar treatment.Section4 reviews
thetheoriesof coordination andagreementin LFG. In Section5 weconsiderthealternativeof treat-
ing Welshcoordinatestructuresashead- adjunctstructuresat f-structureandpresentevidenceof

1Versions of this paperhave beenpresentedat the 1999LFG conference,the 2001 NWCL conferenceon Coor-
dination, to departmentalseminarsat SOAS andd the University of Edinburgh, at a meetingof the ESRC-funded
FRIM morphology workshop andat the Gregynog WelshSyntaxSeminar. I am very grateful to Bob Borsley, An-
drew Spencerandaudiencesat thoseevents for feedback andhelpful comments,andin particularto two anonymous
reviewers for extremely helpful commentsonthecurrentversion.All remaining errorsaremy own.
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varioussortsthatsupportsthestandardLFG set-basedanalysisoveralternatives.Finally, Section6
exploresseveralapproachesto theagreementpuzzleandarguesin favourof positing anadditional
setof agreementfeaturesfor thefeaturesof thefirst conjunct.Section7 thenconcludes.

2 Welsh Agreement Patterns

Welsh is a rigidly headinitial languagewith a relatively rich agreementsystemin which argu-
mentscontrolpersonandnumberagreementon finite verbalheads,andperson,numberandgen-
deragreementonnon-finiteverbs,nominalandprepositionalheads.2 Only pronominal arguments
areagreementcontrollers,however: headsdonotagreewith their non-pronominalarguments,but
appearin thedefault 3S form.3

Thusfinite verbsagreewith pronominal subjectsin personandnumber, andtake the unmarked
third personsingular form with all non-pronominal subjects,asillustratedin theexamples(1)-(2)
below.

(1) Daeth
Came-3S

y
the

dynion.
men

‘The mencame.’

(2) Daethan
came-3PL

(nhw).
(they)

‘They came.’

As (2) shows, a form inflectedfor theperson,numberand(sometimes)genderof a (pronominal)
argument, such as darllenasant‘read-3PL’ , arnoch ‘on-2PL’ or dy dŷ ‘ 2S house’ is in fact
ambiguousbetweena pure agreementand a pronominal incorporating interpretation. That is,
agreementwith a pronominal argument is obligatory in Welsh and the pronominal argument
itself is optional. This last statementfinessesthe situation very slightly, andin a mannerwhich
is orthogonalto thepresentdiscussion — in fact,finite verbsdo not obligatorily agreewith their
pronominalobjects,althoughthey maytake agreeing/incorporatingformsin thepresenceof a set
of lexically specifiedpresententialparticles.

Undercoordination,finite verbalheadsexhibit an‘asymmetrical’agreementpattern,agreeingwith
thefirst conjunctof acoordinatesubject,solongasit ispronominal.Theexamplesbelow illustrate.
In (3a) and(3b) the verb appearsin the ‘unmarked’ 3rd singularform with a plural coordinate
subjectwherethefirst conjunctis non-pronominal, while in (3c) it agreeswith thepronominal first
conjunct.Preciselythesamepatternis illustratedin (4a)and(4b).4

2We donot exemplify objectagreementonnon-finite verb forms here,but it is parallelto thecaseswe dodiscuss,
andidenticalin form to possessoragreement.

3Thatis, thereis noagreement markerassociatedwith non-finite verbsandnominal andprepositionalheadsin this
case,andthefinite verbappears in thedefault or unmarkedthird singular form with all non-pronominalsubjects.

4Theform minnau(with variantsinnau, finnau) is anextended form of thepronounused(in placeof a ‘simple’
pronoun) to provide contrastive, balancingor emphatic effect. The ‘simple’ first person singularpronounis i (with
variantsfi,mi: of these,i, fi areofteninterchangeable,but fi is alwaysselectedaftera conjunction.Thedistribution of
mi is veryrestricted.
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(3) a. Daeth
came-3S

Siôn
Siôn

ac
and

Efyn.
Efyn

‘SiônandEfyn came.’

b. Daeth
came-3S

Siôn
Siôn

a
and

minnau.
1S

‘SiônandI came.’

c. Daethost
came-2S

ti
2S

a
and

minnau/Sîon.
1S/Siôn

‘ YouandI/Siôncame.’

(4) a. Roedd
was-3S

Mair
Mair

a
and

fi
1S

i
to

briodi.
marry

‘ Mair andI wereto marry.’

b. Roeddwn
was-1S

i
1S

a
and

Mair
Mair

i
to

briodi.
marry

‘ I andMair wereto marry.’

An identical agreementpatternshows up in nominal structurescontainingpossessorphrases.
In Welsh, nominal headstake a proclitic agreeingwith pronominal (but not non-pronominal)
possessors(the canonicalposition for possessorsis post-head).This is illustratedin (5). If the
possessorphraseis a coordinatestructure,thenominalheadagreeswith thefirst conjunct,just in
caseit is pronominal(6).5

(5) a. brawd
brother

Siôn
Siôn

‘Siôn’s brother’

b. dy
2S

frawd
brother

(ti)
2S

‘your brother’

(6) a. brawd
brother

Siôn
Siôn

a
and

Mair
Mair

‘SiônandMair’sbrother’

b. dy
2S

frawd
brother

ti
2S

a
and

Mair
Mair

‘your andMair’s brother’

The majority of prepositions in the languagehave a full inflectional paradigm,and inflect to
agreewith their pronominal (but notnon-pronominal) objects.Again,wherethereis a coordinate
argument,thepreposition inflectsto agreewith thefirst (closest)argument,if it is pronominal, as
illustratedbelow for theinflectingprepositionam ‘about’.

(7) a. Roedd
was.3S

Wyn
Wyn

yn
PROG

siarad
speak

amdanat
about-2S

ti
2S

a
and

Siôn.
Siôn

‘Wyn wastalkingaboutyouandSiôn.’

b. Roedd
was.3S

Wyn
Wyn

yn
PROG

siarad
speak

am
about

Siôn
Siôn

a
and

thithau.
2S

‘Wyn wastalkingaboutSiônandyou.’

c. Roedd
was.3S

Wyn
Wyn

yn
PROG

siarad
speak

amdanom
about-1PL

ni
1PL

a
and

nhw.
3PL

‘Wyn wastalkingaboutusandthem.’

Recallingour earlier remarkabout ‘agreementmorphology’ alternatingbetweenan agreement
readinganda pronominalincorporation,with the ‘doubling pronoun’beingoptional,we should

5Thealternativereadingof (6b) “your brotherandMair” is notof concern here.
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note that thereis onesignificantdifferencebetweenthe agreementpatternfound in coordinate
structuresandthatfoundwith simplearguments.With coordinatestructures,thepronominalargu-
mentmustalwaysbeindependently expressed,despitethepresenceof agreementmorphology on
thehead,thatis, theheadinflectioncannothave thestatusof anincorporatedpronominal.

To summarise, thedataaboveshowsthatin Welsh,anagreeingheadis subjectto asingleconjunct
agreementpatternwhenthe controller is a coordinatestructure. However otheragreementpro-
cessesin Welshaccesstheresolvedfeaturesof acoordinatestructure.For example,if acoordinate
structureis theantecedentfor a pronominal, thepronounagreeswith theresolvedfeaturesof the
antecedent:

(8) a. Fe
him

a
and

fi,
me,

aethon
went-1PL

ni
we

ddim
not

yno.
there

‘Him andme,wedid notgo there.’

b. Pan
when

glywodd
heard-3s

Math
Math

a
and

Gwydion
Gwydion

yr
the

hanes,
story,

roedden
were-3PL

nhw’n
they-PT

drist
sad

iawn.
very

‘WhenMathandGwydionheardthestory, they wereverysad.’

The personalpassive in Welsh is expressedanalyticallyby meansof the verb cael asa passive
auxiliarycombinedwith themainverbin non-finite(verbnoun)form. Thenon-finitemainverbis
obligatorily precededby ananaphoricpronominal form agreeingwith thesubject.Crucially, it is
theresolvedfeaturesof acoordinatesubjectwhicharerelevant:

(9) Ni
NEG

chaffodd
got-3S

e
he

a’i
and-3SM

milwyr
soldiers

eu
3PL

lladd
kill

yma.
there

‘He andhissoldierswerenotkilled there.’

Likewise,predicatenominalsagreewith theresolvedfeaturesof acoordinatestructure.In example
(10)below, thepredicateysgrifenwyr(‘writers’, singularysgrifennwr) is plural, in agreementwith
theresolvedNUM featureof thecoordinatesubject.

(10) Roeddwn
was-1S

i
1S

ac
and

Emyr
Emyr

yn
PT

ysgrifenwyr
writers

rhagorol.
excellent

‘Emyr andI wereexcellentwriters.’

Reflexiveanaphorsalsoagreewith theresolvedfeaturesof acoordinatedantecedent:6

(11) a. Gwelais
saw-1S

i
1S

a’m
and-1S

brawd
brother

ein
1PL

hunain.
self

‘I andmy brothersaw ourselves.’
6I amgrateful to BobBorsley for reminding meof this data.
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b. Gwelaist
saw-2S

ti
2S

a’th
and-2S

frawd
brother

eich
2PL

hunain.
self

‘Youandyourbrothersaw yourselves.’

c. Gwelodd
saw-3S

e
3S

a’i
and-3S

frawd
brother

eu
3PL

hunain.
self

‘He andhisbrothersaw themselves.’

Of course,thecoordinatestructuremaybecontrolleror antecedentfor anumberof differentagree-
mentprocessesatoneandthesametime. In theexampleabove, theagreementfeaturesof thefirst
conjunctcontrol verbalagreementandthe resolved numberof the coordinatestructurecontrols
predicatenominal agreement.Example(12) shows the combination of single conjunctverbal
agreementandresolvedfeaturescontrolling pronominalanaphora:

(12) Dw
am.1S

i
1S

a
and

Gwenllian
Gwenllian

heb
without

gael
get

ein
1PL

talu.
pay

‘GwenllianandI havenotbeenpaid.’

3 Single Conjunct Agreement

In this sectionwe show that thereis robustevidencefor theexistenceof SCA in a rangeof typo-
logically distinct languages.

Startingwith the Celtic languages,a very similar patternof asymmetricalagreementis found in
Irish Gaelic.Thefollowing datais takenfrom McCloskey (1986).Theheadagreementpatternis
similar to that in Welsh: thefinite verbagreeswith a leftmost(i.e. closest)pronominalwithin a
coordinatesubject,(13),aprepositionwith a leftmostpronominal within acoordinateobject(14),
andanominalwith a leftmostpronominalwithin acoordinatepossessor (15).7

(13) Bh́ıos
be(PAST S1)

féin
EMPH

agus
and

Tomás
Thomas

ag
talk(PROG)

caint
with

le chéile.
eachother

‘ThomasandI weretalking to oneanother.’ (Irish Gaelic)

(14) liom
with(S1)

féin
EMPH

agus
and

Eoghan
Owen

‘with meandOwen’
7Thegeneral agreementpatternin Irish differssystematicallyfrom thatin Welshin onerespecthowever. Whereas

in Welsh,aswe haveseenin (1b)and(5b), agreementmorphology andproclitics maybeoptionally doubled by overt
pronominals,in Irish suchovert (doubling) pronominalsarenot possible,although emphatic or constrastive nominal
particlesmayoccurin therelevant argumentposition. In similar fashion,just asin Welshthedoubling pronominals
arerequiredundercoordination,sotoo thedoubling emphatic or contrastiveparticlesarerequiredundercoordination
in Irish (while theleftmost pronominal itself is obligatorily absentif theheadis markedwith full agreement).
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(15) mo
S1

ghabh́altas
holding

féin
EMPH

agus
and

mo
my

mháthar
mother

‘my own andmy mother’sholding’

Noticethat if the leftmostconjunctis not pronominal theheaddoesnot bearagreementfeatures,
andasin Welsh,a full pronominalmayoccurasthenon-initial conjunct.

(16) Labhair
spoke

sé
he

le
with

hEoghan
Owen

agus
and

mé
me

féin.
EMPH

‘He spoke to Owenandme.’

Thoughnotascommoncrosslinguistically asresolvedagreementundercoordination,asymmetri-
cal agreementpatternsarefoundin otherlanguagesoutsidetheCeltic family.

While thedeterminantof subjectverbagreementin Englishis semanticin general,thefollowing
contrastsuggeststhatotherprinciplesarealsoatwork (seeMorgan(1972)andPeterson(1986)for
somediscussion).

(17) Thereweretwo girls anda boy in theroom.
Therewasaboy andtwo girls in theroom.

MorgannotesthatEnglish speakersmayalsouseaclosestconjunctprinciplein disjunctagreement
(Morgan1972citedin Peterson1986):

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

A crucialobservation abouttheEnglishdata,however, andawayin whichit differsfrom theWelsh
data,is thatonceaparticularsetof featurevalueshasbeenassociatedwith thecoordinateNP asa
whole,all agreementprocessesaccessthesesamevalues:

(19) EitherFredor Bill is shaving himself/*themselves.
EitherFredor Bill areshaving themselves/*himself. (Peterson1986:233)

Asymmetriesmayalsobefoundin thedomainof casein coordinatesubjectNPsin English,where
insteadof theexpectednominative formsof pronouns,we frequentlyfind accusativepronominals
asnon-initial conjuncts(see(20a)). Whileaccusativecaseonnon-initial conjunctsappearsentirely
acceptable,many speakersfind (20b), in which thenominativecaserequirementis vioatedacross
theboard,unacceptable.

(20) a. Sheandhim/hewill drive to themovies.
SheandI/me took thetrain.
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b. Me andhim/Him andmewill begoingtheretomorrow.

Swahili hasavarietyof strategiesfor determiningtheformof nounclassagreementmorphologyon
theverbin thepresenceof acoordinatesubject(seeMarten(2000) for discussion). Theseinclude
resolvedagreement,that is, usingthecorrespondingplural nounclassmarker (in thecasewhere
thenounsarein thesame(singular)nounclass),resortingto adefault class(eitherclass8 or class
10) andagreeingwith just oneconjunct.First conjunctagreementmayoccuronly whentheverb
precedesthe subjectandlast conjunctagreementmay occuronly whenthe subjectprecedesthe
verb. Additionally, Martenreportsthat lastconjunctagreementis themorecommonasymmetric
pattern(althoughit cannotbeusedwith human(class1) referents,wherethecorrespondingplural
class2 is used).Two singleconjunctagreementpatternsareillustratedin (21) (for last conjunct
agreement)and(22) (for first conjunctagreement)respectively.8

(21) Mguu
3.leg

wa
of

meza
table

na
and

kiti
7.chair

ki-mevunjika.
7-bebroken

‘The leg of the tableandthe chair arebroken.’ (Swahili) (Marten2000from Bokamba
1985)

(22) A-l-kuja
SC1-PAST-come

Haroub
Haroub

na
and

Naila.
Naila

‘HaroubandNailacame.’ (Marten2000)

Thereis alsoevidenceof first conjunctagreementin (variousdialectsof) Arabic. In StandardAra-
bic verbsagreein person,numberandgenderwith non-coordinatedsubjectsin SV sentences,but
take a third singular(masculineor feminine)form with non-coordinatednon-pronominal subjects
irrespective of their plurality in VS sentences.Verbsagreewith the resolved featuresof coordi-
natedsubjectsin SV sentences,but first conjunctagreementpatternsarefound in VS sentences.
Thusthegendermarkingon theverbindicatesfirst conjunctagreementin thefollowingexamples
(SA = StandardArabic):

(23) ja:
�
-at

came-FEM

hindun
Hind.FEM

wa
and

zaydun.
Zayd.MASC

‘Hind andZaydcame.’ (StandardArabic: FassiFehri1988:134)

(24) ja:
�
-a

came-MASC

zaydun
Zayd.MASC

was
and

hindun.
Hind.FEM

‘Zayd andHind came.’ (SA: FassiFehri1988:134)

(25) tuhibbu
love.3FEM .SG

hiya
she

wa
and

axuuhaa
brother-her

ba’dhahu-maa.
eachother

‘Sheandherbrotherloveeachother.’ (SA: Munn1999:648)

Otherdialectsof ArabicsuchastheMoroccanArabic (MA) andLebaneseArabic (LA) discussed
by Aoun et al. (1994,1999)andMunn (1999)differ minimally from SA in alsopermitting full

8Unlikesecondor lastconjunctagreement, first conjunctagreement is alsopossiblewith class1 humanreferents.
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agreementin VS order(sothat3rdplural subjectsmaycontrol3rdpluralagreementin VS order).
First conjunctagreementis alsoattestedin VS structuresin thesedialectsof Arabic,asevidenced
by thefollowing examples(notethecontrastbetween(26)and(27)):

(26) tlaqitu
met.2PL

ntuma
you.PL

w
and

ana
I

q� ddam
in front of

l-žami� a.
the-university

‘YouandI metin front of theuniversity.’ (MA:Munn 1999:650)

(27) ntuma
you.2PL

w
and

ana
I

tlaqina.
met.1PL

‘YouandI met’ (MA: ibid: 651)

(28) qrat
read.3FS

� alya
alia

w
and

� omar
Omar

n� fs
same

l � -ktab.
the-book

‘Alia andOmarreadthesamebook.’ (MA: Aounet al 1999:675)

As pointedout by Munn (1999),althoughBrazilian Portuguese(BP) shows conjunctresolution
whenthesubjectprecedestheverb,it showsfirst conjunctagreementin VS wordorder:

(29) As
the

meninas
girsl

e
and

eu
I

sáımos/*sáıram.
left.1PL/*left.3PL

‘The girls andI left.’ (BP: Munn1999:655)

(30) Foram
were.3PL

as
the

meninas
girls

e
and

eu
I

que
who

compramos
bought.1PL

as
the

flores
flowers

‘It wasthegirls andI whoboughttheflowers.’ (BP: ibid: 655)

(31) Fui
was.1SG

eu
I

e
and

as
the

meninas
girls

que
who

compramos
bought.1PL

as
the

flores.
flowers

‘ It wasmeandthegirls whoboughttheflowers.’ (BP: ibid: 655)

This Brazilian Portuguesedatashows thesamecombination of SCA andresolutionastheWelsh
data.That is, theverbagreeswith a singleconjunct(in eachcase,thenearest),but thereis clear
evidencefrom anaphoricrelationselsewherein thesentencethat the resolved featuresof theco-
ordinatestructurearepresent(compramosis 1PL, asexpectedif the antecedentis the (resolved)
coordinateNP).

A variety of different subject-verb agreementpatternsoccur with coordinatesubjectsin the
Slavonic languages(Corbett1983, Corbett1988). For example,in additionto patternsinvolving
featureresolution,agreementwith thenearest(normallyfirst) conjunctis alsopossiblein Russian
(32),andCzech(33)alsohasnearestconjunctagreement.

(32) byla
was.FEM .SG

v
in

nej
her

i
and

skromnost’,
modesty.FEM .SG

i
and

izjaščestvo,
elegance.NEUT.SG

i
and

dostoinstvo.
dignity.NEUT.SG

‘Shewasmodest,elegantanddignified.’ (Russian)(Corbett1988:26)
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(33) Půjdu
will-go(1SG)

tam
there

já
I

a
and

ty.
you

‘I andyouwill go there.’ (Czech)(Corbett1983:179)

In a survey of agreementpatterns,Corbett(1983) reviews datafor a rangeof languagesin which
onesingleconjunctcontrolsperson,numberandgenderagreementandobservesthatnearestcon-
junct agreementis morecommonwhenthepredicateprecedesthesubjectthanwhenthesubject
precedesthepredicate.Theessentiallyfree word orderlanguageLatin providesexamplesof the
lattercircumstance:

(34) et
and

ego
I

et
and

Cicero
Cicero

meus
my

flagitabit.
will-demand(3SG)

‘Both my CiceroandI will demandit.’ (Latin) (Corbett1983:179from Gildersleeve and
Lodge1948)

Although lessfrequentcrosslinguistically, agreementmayalsobe controlledby the mostdistant
conjunct(Corbett1983). Thisoccursin Latin, in Serbo-Croatandin thefollowing examplesfrom
Slovene:

(35) Groza
horror(FEM .SG)

in
and

strah
fear(MASC.SG)

je
has

prevzela
seized(FEM .SG)

vso
the-whole

vas.
village

‘Horror andfearhaveseizedthewholevillage.’ (Slovene)(Corbett1983:180)

(36) knjige
book.FEM .PL

in
and

peresa
pen.NEUT.PL

so
are

se
selves

porǎzile.
gotdear.FEM .PL

‘Booksandpenshavebecomemoreexpensive.’ (Corbett1988:26)

The distribution of resolution strategies is sometimesinfluencedby the statusof the nominals
asanimateor human(seeabove for an animacy-basedclassrestrictionon resolutionpatternsin
Swahili). For example,Corbett(citing Edith Moravcsik, pc) reportsthat in Hungariantheverbis
singularfor conjoinedinanimatesingularsubjectconjuncts,but eithersingularor plural (prefered)
for animates:

(37) A
ART

könyv
book

és
and

a
ART

komment́ar
commentary

megékezett/*megérkezt-ek.
arrived.SG/arrived.PL

‘The bookandthecommentaryarrived.’

(38) John
John

és
and

Jill
Jill

megérkezt-ek/megérkezett.
arrived.PL/arrived.SG

‘JohnandJill arrived.’ (Corbett2001:20)

To summarise,thereis robustcrosslinguistic dataillustrating thephenomenonof singleconjunct
agreement.Themorecommonasymmetricalpatternappearsto be that in which theclosestcon-
junct to the headcontrolsagreement(but distantagreementis alsoattested),andthis patternis
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itself morecommonwherethe predicate(agreeinghead)precedesthe coordinateargument. In
many languages,the distribution of differentagreementstrategiesis subjectto varioussyntactic,
semanticor discourseconditions.In Welshthereis just one,simple,grammaticalpatternfor head
- argumentagreement:finite verbsprecedetheirclause-internalsubjectsandagreeasymmetrically
with pronominalfirst conjuncts,nominal andprepositionalheadsprocedeandagreewith their ar-
gumentsin similar fashion. Crucially, however, otheragreementprocessesinvolve the resolved
featuresof coordinatestructures.

4 Agreement and Coordination in LFG

In this sectionwe briefly review the theoryof constituentcoordinationandin particularthe ap-
proachto noun phrasecoordinationin LFG — for extensive motivation and discussion of this
approachKaplanandMaxwell (1988),DalrympleandKaplan(2001)andDalrymple(2001).

At the level of c-structure,constituentcoordinationis analysedby meansof phrasalexpansions
along the lines of the oneshown in (40). A coordinatestructure(which may in principle have
any number of conjuncts)projectsa setat f-structure,the membersof which are the individual
conjuncts,asin (42).

(39) Johnlikespearsandhatesapples.

(40)
VP � VP� Conj VP���	� ���	�

SharedelementssuchasJohn in the example above satisfythe completenessandcoherencere-
quirementsof the verb in eachconjunct,and are distributed into the membersof the set: the
governablegrammaticalfunctions(suchasSUBJ) aredistributivefeaturesfor which thefollowing
extensionof function-application to setsholds:

(41) If 
 is a distributivefeatureands is a setof f-structures,then(s a) = v holdsif andonly if
(f a) = v for all f-structuresf thataremembersof thesets (Dalrymple2001:365)
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(42) ���������������������������������
 ���������������������������������

��������������

SUBJ [1] � PRED ‘ JOHN’ �
PRED ‘ LIKE ��� � SUBJ� � � OBJ��� ’
TENSE PRES

OBJ
�� PRED ‘ PEAR’

NUM PLUR

��
���������������

��������������

SUBJ [1]

PRED ‘ HATE � � � SUBJ� � � OBJ� � ’
TENSE PRES

OBJ
�� PRED ‘ APPLE’

NUM PLUR

��
� �������������

� ����������������������������������������������������������������� 
Although a coordinatestructureis a setat f-structure,it may alsohave somepropertiesdistinct
from thoseof its members.Thesecanonly benon-distributivefeatures(for otherwise,if they held
of theset,they would, by definition,hold of theelementsin theset). Dalrymple(2001)proposes
PRECONJ (theattributeassociatedwith English eitherandbut) andCONJ (associatedwith English
or andand) asnon-distributivefeaturesandthusasattributesof thehybridstructurecorresponding
to acoordinatestructure:

(43) bothLeeandEve
�����������
CONJ AND

PRECONJ BOTH���
 ��� � PRED ‘ LEE’ �� PRED ‘ EVE’ �
� ����� 

� ����������
(44) If 
 is a nondistributive feature,then(f a) = v holds if andonly if the pair ! a, v " �

f
(Dalrymple2001:367)

This distinction betweendistributive andnon-distributive featuresintroducesa further degreeof
rudimentaryfeaturetypinginto LFG. DalrympleandKaplanappearto suggestthatagreementfea-
tures(suchasNUM , CASE, NCLASS, PER) areuniversally typedasdistributiveor non-distributive,
but it seemslikely thatthis is too stronga position. For example,they take CASE to bea distribu-
tive feature,but this cannotbe true for all languages.Casemismatchesin coordinatestructures
in Englishareillustratedin (20a)above, andMcCloskey (1986)arguesthat in Irish, the leftmost
conjunctin a coordinatedsubjectis in thenominativecaseandotherconjunctsarein the(default)
accusative (in the examplesbelow sé is a nominative form and ’e the default form - the lexical
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nounin theseexamplesdoesnotshow anovert casedistinction).9

(45) Chuaigh
went

sé
he

féin
EMPH

agus
and

Eoghan
Owen

’na bhaile.
home.

‘He andOwenwenthome.’

(46) Chuaigh
went

Eoghan
Owen

agus
and

*sé/́e
he/him

féin
EMPH

’na bhaile.
home.

‘Owenandhewenthome.’ (McCloskey 1986:265)

Thephenomenonof agreementfeatureresolution shows thatthePNG agreementfeaturesarenon-
distributive: that is, in a sentencesuchasJohnandMary aren’t happytheverbtakes3PL form in
agreementwith thePN featuresof theset/coordinatestructureasawhole,andnotwith thefeatures
of theelementsof theSUBJ f-structure.

In LFG agreementrelationssuchassubject-verbagreementor caseandgenderconcordwithin noun
phrasesarecapturedatf-structure.Thatis, thefeaturesPERS, GEND, NUM andCASE aref-structure
attributes.On thestandardview, anagreementcontrollerhasvaluesfor therelevantgrammatical
featuresandagreeingelementsareassociatedwith equationsalsoprovidingvaluesfor thesesame
featuresof theagreementcontroller. Thusonestructure(thef-structureof thecontroller)mustbe
compatiblewith constraintsintroducedby two differentelements.For example,the3rd singular
form of thepresenttenseverblikeswouldbeassociatedwith thefollowing informationconcerning
theagreementfeaturesof theSUBJect(seeBresnan2001:57):

(47)
likes: (

�
SUBJ) =

�
(
�

NUM) = SG

(
�

PER) = 3

In thisexample,boththesubjectandthefinite verb,areassociatedwith definingequationsoverthe
samef-structure.In someanalyses,agreementtargetsintroduceinsteadnon-monotonic constrain-
ing equationsover thevaluesof thecontroller’sagreementfeatures- theseareinterpretedasfilters
over theminimal f-structuresolution. Thiscapturestheintuition thattheagreementrelationshipis

9One further detail concerns features which are distributive but vague: in this casea somewhat indeterminate
featureis checkedagainsteachandeveryconjunct, exemplified in (1). Intuitively, thisexample is grammaticalbecause
thewordform kogo is indeterminateenough to beableto satisfyboththerequirementthatit is ACC (imposedby lubi)
andtherequirementthatit is GEN (imposedby nienawidzi).

(1) Kogo
who.ACC,GEN

Janek
Janek

lubi
likes

a
and

Jerzy
Jerzy

nienawidzi.
hates

‘ Who does Janeklike andJerzyhate?(Polish)

To accommodateindeterminacy in feature values,the LFG f-description notationis extendedto includesetdesig-
nation (giving an exhaustive enumerationof the set in question), so that a feature valuefor a given wordform may
bea set(and‘casechecking’ constraintscheckfor setmembership,not equality). Thetreatmentof indeterminacy in
featurevaluesis not relevant to ourconcernshere.
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asymmetric,andbuilds in adistinction betweenrealizingafeatureandrequiringa feature.For ex-
ample,Andrews (1982)providesthefollowingentryfor the2ndpersonplural form of thepresent
tenseof theIcelandicverbelska‘to love’:

(48)
elsku: (

�
SUBJ PERS) = # 2

(
�

SUBJ NUM) = # PL

The differencesbetweentheseapproachesarenot relevant here,thoughthey canbe rathersig-
nificant in practice(for somevery thought-provoking discussion seeJohnson(1997)). What they
havein commonarethatbothmodelagreementin termsof constraintsover (thef-structureof) one
element,thecontroller.10

Returningto agreementresolutionundercoordination,DalrympleandKaplan(2000)representthe
NP subjectin (49) asin (50) below: therepresentationof thecoordinationis a hybridstructurein
which theagreementfeaturesof thestructureasa wholearederivedby simplecomputation from
theagreementfeaturesof theconjuncts.Theverbspecifies(or constrains)theagreementfeatures
of thecoordinatestructureasawhole.

(49) Jośe
Jośe

y
and

yo
I

hablamos.
speak-1PL

‘ JośeandI arespeaking.’ (Spanish)

(50)
����������������������

PER 1
NUM PL���������������
 ���������������

����� PRED ‘PEDRO’

PER 3

NUM SG

� ����
����� PRED ‘ PRO’

PER 1

NUM SG

� ����

� ����������������������������� 

� ���������������������
10Within the morphology, on the otherhand,both target andcontroller arespecifiedfor an inherent set of per-

son,number andgender features.In somelanguages,similarity of form betweentarget andcontroller (agreement)
inflections,asin (1) mayindicatethatthesamerealizational rulesapplyto stemsof morethanonecategory.

(1) a. Kikpau
7.basket

kikubwa
7.large

kimoja
7.one

kilianguka.
7.fell

‘One large basket fell.’

b. Vikpau
8.basket

vikubwa
8.large

vitatu
8.three

vilianguka.
8.fell

‘Threelargebasketsfell.’ (Swahili) (Corbett1991:43)
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They introducea representationfor personandgenderfeatureswhich enablesa simplestatement
of thecomputationinvolved in resolution(sincenumberdetermination is essentiallysemanticin
nature,Dalrymple and Kaplan do not treat numberresolution). Personfeaturesare expressed
by meansof marker setsencodingcomplex values,as illustrated in (51) (Dalrymple and Ka-
plan(2000):27).11 Giventhis representation,resolutioninvolvessimply setunion,and“resolution
rules”aresimply statedasannotations.

(51)

$
S% : 1stpersonsingular, 1stexclusivenonsingular$
S,H% : 1stpersoninclusivenonsingular$
H % : 2ndperson$ % : 3rdperson

(52)
NP � NP� Conj NP���	� ���	�

(
�

PER) & (
�

PER) (
�

PER) & (
�

PER)

Thedataon asymmetricagreementwith coordinatestructurespresentedin Section2 presentsan
apparentdifficulty for theinteractionof theanalysesof agreementandcoordination outlinedin this
section.Coordinatestructuresaresetsat f-structure:propertiesholdingof a setof f-structuresare
eitherdistributedover themembersof thatset(distributiveproperties)or they holdof thesetitself
(non-distributive properties). In languagesshowing asymmetric agreementundercoordination,
however, neitherassumption abouttheagreementfeaturesis correct.It seemsclearthatsomething
mustgive — eitherthe treatmentof agreementneedsamendmentor somedifferenttreatmentof
the (coordinate)structuresthemselvesis required.We begin by consideringtheadequacy of the
approachto coordination for theWelshdatain question.

5 Welsh Coordinate Structures Reconsidered

A numberof analysesin the generative literaturehave usedagreementasymmetriesto motivate
a variety of differentstructuralasymmetriesin coordinatestructures.For example, Johanessen
(1998)arguesfor a headedstructurefor coordination at leastpartly on thebasisof asymmetrical
agreementdata,andsotoodoesMunn(1999)(althoughtheirproposalsareratherdifferent).How-
ever, Borsley (1994)presentsa vigourousdefenceof coordinationschemassuchas(40),pointing
out several severedeficienciesin proposalsfor alternative structures,which try to analysecoor-
dinationsin termsof standardX ' syntaxhead,complement or head,specifierstructures. And
notefurtherthatin any case,theobservations concerningagreementdonotprovideargumentsfor
asymmetricalconstituentstructures in LFG, sinceagreementis not treatedin termsof c-structure
configurations.Sincetheseproposalsfor asymmetricconstituentstructuresarethereforelargely

11Languageslacking the inclusive/exclusive distinctiondo not have the marker set ( S) : ( S,H) is thendefined
simplyasfirst person.
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orthogonalto ourconcerns,wedonotdiscussthemfurther.12

Maintaining thetreatmentof agreementconstant,thequestionwhich thenarisesis whetherthese
(coordinate)constructionsin Welshmight correspondnot to a set f-structuresbut to somesort
of head- dependentstructure,with the first “conjunct” bearingthe grammaticalfunction gov-
ernedby the dominating predicateand the restof the coordinatestructurehaving somesort of
adjunctival status. Thereare two logical possibilities, dependingon what the “remainder” of
the coordinatestructureis a dependentof. The first is somesort of conjunctunion analysis
(Hale1975,Aissen1985) in which therestof thecoordinatestructure(thatis, thenon-initial con-
junct(s))is anadjunctto thegoverning predicate,asshown below for (3c):

(53)
�����������������������

PRED ‘ CAME � � � SUBJ� � ’
SUBJ

����� PRED ‘ PRO’

PER 2

NUM SG

� ����

ADJ

��������
 ��������
��������
CONJ AND

PRED ‘ PRO’

PER 1

NUM SG

� �������
� ��������������� 

� ����������������������
This leadsto quite odd structuralassumptions. For “coordinate”subjects,the trailing conjunct
might beleft-adjoinedundertheVP (theextendedheadof which is theI: seeBresnan(2001)for
the extendedheadanalysisandSadler(1997,1998) for discussionof Welshwithin this model),
as in (54). On the otherhand,the trailing conjunct(s)mustbe right-adjoined to PP in casesof
NP coordinationunderPP, andin casesof coordinatedpossessors,thetrailing conjunct(s)mustbe
right-adjoinedto thedominatingNP.

12But notethat the existenceof both SCA andresolved agreement in Welshcoordinatestructuresdoesof course
undermineany attemptto motivateasingleconstituentstructure on thebasisof agreementfacts.
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(54) I '* * * * * *++++++�
=
�

I

daethost
came-2S

�
=
�

S, , , , ,-----�
SUBJ =

�
DP. .//
ti
2S

�
=
�

VP���	�
ADJ

DP, , , ,----
aminnau

and1S-EMPH

(55) PP0 0 0 0 011111�
=
�

PP2 2 2333�
=
�

P

�
OBJ =

�
DP

���	�
ADJ

DP

NP0 0 0 0 0 0111111�
=
�

NP2 2 2333�
=
�

N ' �
POSS =

�
DP

���	�
ADJ

DP

Crucially, the interpolation of other material (suchas adverbials,negative markers in the case
of attachmentto VP) betweeninitial and non-initial conjunctsis absolutelyexcluded,yet this
restrictionis verydifficult to accountfor with thesestructures.For example, theorderof elements
within NPswith possessorphrasesis N - (Adj) - possessor phrase- otherdependents.Sadler(1998)
proposesa structurein which thepossessorphraseis a specifierof NP andotherdependentsare
adjoinedto NP for thesenounphrases.The“adjunct” analysisof trailing conjunctswould require
us to somehow ensurethat the conjunct(s)adjoin to NP lower that the otherdependentsadjoin,
andit is not even clearhow sucha stipulation could be formulatedunderstandardassumptions.
Similarly, whereNPobjectsarecoordinatedin periphrasticconstructions(within canonicalV 4657498;:<4
NPPPwordorderin theVP) thenwewouldhavetoensureadjunctionof thetrailingconjunctlower
(or closer)thatthePPdependent.

(56) Yr
PT

oedd
was.3S

yn
PT

fy
1S

ngweld
see

i
1S

ac
and

Emrys
Emrys

yn
in

y
the

stryd.
street

‘He saw meandEmrysin thestreet.’

The secondpossibility is an analysisunderwhich the non-initial “conjuncts” areadjunctsto the
grammaticalfunctionassociatedwith the initial “conjunct”. Theexternalcoherenceof the initial
andnon-initial portionfollowsmorestraightforwardlyonthisanalysis(in eachcase,thenon-initial
conjunctphrasemustbe immediatelyright head-adjacent).Note that althoughmorestraightfor-
ward, of coursespecialrulesareneededto generatethe structureswith the conjunctsin just the
right contexts. Againweillustratewith thetreeandf-structurefor (3c),andprovide tree-structures
for NP coordinationunderPPandcoordinatedpossessors.
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(57) I '0 0 0 0 011111�
=
�

I

daethost
came-2S

�
=
�

S�
SUBJ =

�
DP, , , ,----�

=
�

DP. .//
ti
2S

���	�
ADJ

DP, , , ,----
aminnau

and1S-EMPH

(58)
�������������������������

PRED ‘came � � � SUBJ� � ’
SUBJ

��������������������

PRED ‘ PRO’

PER 2

NUM SG

ADJ

���������
 ���������

���������
CONJ AND

PRED ‘ PRO’

PER 1

NUM SG

� ��������
� ����������������� 

� �������������������

� ������������������������
(59) PP, , , ,----�

=
�

P

�
OBJ =

�
NP2 2 2333�

=
�

NP

���=�
ADJ

NP

NP, , , ,----�
=
�

N ' �
POSS =

�
NP2 2 2333�

=
�

NP

���	�
ADJ

NP

What theseproposalshave in commonis that they treatnon-initial conjunctsasadjuncts.But as
wewill see,thenon-initialconjunctinsteadhasthepropertiesof thegrammaticalfunctionit would
instantiate asa memberof a setof f-structuresunderthecoordinatestructureanalysisratherthan
thoseof anadjunct.Consideracaseof coordination within possessiveconstructions,suchas(60).

(60) gwallt
hair

du
black

a
and

llygaid
eyes

gwyrdd
green

Mair
Mair

‘Mair’ sblackhair andgreeneyes’
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If the secondconjuncta llygiad gwyrdd wasan adjunctto the first conjunct,asshown in (61),
thenthef-structure(62) would result(with thegrammaticalfunctionof theentireNP represented
simplyasGF). Theinterpretationunderwhich thepropertyof having greeneyesis associatedwith
hair is simply incoherent,andis certainlynot theinterpretationassociatedwith (60),but this is the
sortof interpretationthatwe wouldexpectfor thesortof f-structureillustratedin (62).

(61) NP* * * * * * *+++++++�
=
�

N ', , , ,----�
=
�

N '> > >???
gwallt du

���	�
ADJ

N ', , , , ,-----
a llygaid gwyrdd

�
POSS =

�
NP

(62)
����������������

GF
���������������

PRED ‘ HAIR’

ADJ

�������
 �������
��� PRED ‘ EYES’

ADJ @ [PRED ‘ GREEN’ ] A
� ��

� PRED ‘ BLACK ’ �
� ������������� 

POSS [ PRED ‘ MAIR’ ]

� ��������������

� ���������������
Similarly, the f-structure(63) in which the secondconjunctis treatedasan adjunctto the dom-
inating (presumablyverbal) predicatealso fails ro provide the correct input for the semantics.
Moreover thecaseof B coordinationin (60)actuallydemonstratestheimpossibility of thefirst of
thetwo conjunctraisinganalyses:weneedto attachthesecondconjunctoutsidetheNP, but since
theNP alsocontainsthepossesorphrasethis this is impossible without alsoraisingthepossessor,
for which thereis nomotivationat all.

(63)
�������������������

GF
����������
PRED ‘ HAIR’

ADJ C � PRED ‘ BLACK ’ �ED
POSS [ PRED ‘ MAIR’ ]

� ���������
ADJ

���
 ���
��� PRED ‘ EYES’

ADJ @ [PRED ‘ GREEN’ ] A
� �� � ����� 

� ������������������
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Crucially, thepossessor Mair is in fact interpretedasa semanticargumentof bothhair andeyes,
preciselyasonewould expectif thef-structurewerea set,with thepossessordistributedover the
membersof theset,thatis, if thef-structurerepresentationof (60)wereindeedthatof acoordinate
structure.

Onemightconsiderweakeningtheadjunctival analysisto holdonly of coordinationswith pronom-
inal initial conjuncts(sothatcasessuchas(60),whichdonotinvolveapronominal conjunct,above
would betreatedasstandardcoordinatestructures).But aswe will now see,thereis no evidence
at all of any interpretationalor syntacticmotivationat all for distinguishingin this way between
pronominalandnon-pronominal cases.

First,notethatirrespectiveof whetherthecoordinationcontainsaninitial pronominal, thecoordi-
natestructureasawhole(thatis, thesetof f-structures)servesascontrollerin theexamples(3 d,e)
repeatedherefor convenience:

(64) a. Roedd
was-3S

Mair
Mair

a
and

fi
1S

i
to

briodi.
marry

‘Mair andI wereto marry.’

b. Roeddwn
was-1S

i
1S

a
and

Mair
Mair

i
to

briodi.
marry

‘I andMair wereto marry.’

Second,thea/acphrase in all coordinatestructuresfails to have thesortof mobility we associate
with adjuncts,but appearsin an absolutely fixed position adjacentto the first conjunct(whether
pronominalor not). Interestingly, thereis asubordinating useof theconjunctiona/ac, introducing
absoluteclauses,andtheadverbialclausesointroducedcanprecede,interruptor follow theclause
which it modifies(examplesfrom Thorne(1993):382-383).

(65) Ac
And

yntau
3SM

heb
without

waith,
work,

ni
NEG

fedrai
was.able.3S

ffordio
afford

iro
grease

llaw
hand

y
the

swyddogion.
officers

‘ And beingunemployed,hecouldnotafford to greasethepalmof theofficers.’

(66) Nid
NEG

hawdd
easy

fu
was

hi
3SF

i
for

JWH,
JWH

ac
and

yntau’n
3SM-PT

heddychwr,
pacifist,

foddhau
please

ei
3SM

eglwys
church

yn
in

St
St

Albans.
Albans
‘ It wasn’t easyfor JWH,beingapacifist,to pleasehischurchin St Albans.’

(67) Yr
PT

oeddwn
was-1S

eisoes
already

yn
PT

hen
old

ŵr,
man,

a
and

minnau’n
1S-PT

blentyn.
child

‘I wasalreadyanold man,whenI wasachild.’

Third, note that pronominal coordinatestructures(that is, thoseshowing asymmetricor initial
conjunctagreement,for whichwe arecurrentlyconsidering(theimplausibility of) a head-adjunct
f-structurerepresentation)do not differ from non-pronominal coordinatestructuresin termsof
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their interactionwith othersyntacticphenomena.Anaphoricpronounsandpronominalcliticsshow
preciselythesamepatternof concordwith anasymmetric(pronominal initial) coordinatestructure
aswith othercoordinatestructures.This canbeseenin theWelshpersonalpassive construction,
which involvesanobligatory agreementmarkerdoubling the(passive) SUBJ). As theexample (9),
repeatedhereas(68),and(69)show, theagreementmarkeragreeswith thecoordinatestructureas
a whole, iirrespectiveof whetheror not thatsubjecthasanpronominal initial conjunct.

(68) Ni
NEG

chaffodd
got-3S

e
he

a’i
and-3SM

milwyr
soldiers

eu
3PL

lladd
kill

yma.
there

‘He andhissoldierswerenotkilled there.’

(69) Ni
NEG

chaffodd
got-3S

Pwyll
Pwyll

a’i
and-3SM

milwyr
soldiers

eu
3PL

lladd
kill

yma.
there

‘He andhissoldierswerenotkilled there.’

Fourth,McCloskey 1986notesanincorrectpredictionof theconjunctunionanalysis,underwhich
thefirst conjunctis theSUBJ or OBJ, andsoon,while theotherconjuncttakesonanADJ function.
He observesthat the initial (subject)conjunctdoesnot behave like a SUBJect. In Irish, a relative
clauseformedon theimmediatelydominatedsubjectpositionobligatorily involvesa gapon sub-
ject position, ratherthana (null) pronominal,the presenceof the latter beingsignalledby verb
agreement.Thisrestrictiondoesnotextendto coordinatesubjects,andin particularto thosewhich
arepronominal initial, thus(71) is grammatical.Thissuggeststhatthepronominal conjunctis not
itself theSUBJect(in our terms,it is amemberof thesetof f-structureswhich togetherprovidethe
SUBJectfunction).

(70) *na
the

tithe
houses

a
COMP

rabhadar
be(PAST P3)

ceannaithe
bought

againn
by-us

‘the housesthathadbeenboughtby us’ (McCloskey 1986:260)

(71) na
the

daoine
people

a
COMP

rabhadar
be(PAST P3)

féin
EMPH

agus
and

a
their

gelann
family

mhac
sons(GEN)

ábalta
able

ar
on

iascach.
fishing

‘the peoplethatthey andtheir sonswerecapableof fishing’(ibid)

An analogousargumentmay be madefor Welsh. A relative clauseon a prepositional objectre-
quiresthe useof agreementmorphology on inflecting prepositionsandin literary Welshthe ab-
senceof thepronominal itself - thelatterconditionis suspendedin thecaseof acoordinateobject:

(72) y
the

dyn
man

y
that

soniais
spoke-1S

amdano
with-3S

*ef
him

‘the manwhoI spoke to him’

(73) y
the

dyn
man

y
that

soniais
spoke-1S

amdano
with-3S

ef
him

ac
and

Ann
Ann

‘the manwhoI spoke to him andAnn’
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Finally, the natureof agreementpatternsthemselvesconstitute counterevidenceto the argument
that the SCA agreementpatternin coordinationstructuresmotivatesan asymmetrical f-structure
representationin which non-initial conjunctsareADJUNCTS. Recall thatpronominalandreflex-
ive anaphora(asin (8) and(11)) andpassive agreement(for example,(69)) involve the resolved
featuresof anantecedentcoordinatestructure,andthesameis trueof predicatenominals,which
reflecttheresolvednumberof acoordinateNP, asshown in (74)and(75). Crucially, of course,the
SCA agreementpatternfor headagreementsometimesco-occurswith theresolvedagreementpat-
tern for otheragreementphenomena(asin (68) and(74)), a circumstancewhich would appearto
befatalfor theproposalto accommodateasymmetricalagreementin termsof eitherasymmetrical
c-structureor asymmetricalf-structurerepresentations.

(74) Roeddwn
was-1S

i
1S

ac
and

Emyr
Emyr

yn
PT

ysgrifenwyr
writers

rhagorol.
excellent

‘Emyr andI wereexcellentwriters.’

(75) Mae
is

Siôn
Siôn

ac
and

Emyr
Emyr

yn
PT

ysgrifenwyr
writers

rhagorol.
excellent

‘SiônandEmyrareexcellentwriters.’

We conclude,therefore,that the existenceof a SCA patternfor headagreementwith Welshco-
ordinatestructuresdoesnot constitute evidencefor anasymmetrical representationof coordinate
structures.All coordinatestructuresin Welsh,whetherthey havepronominal conjunctsor not,are
representedassetsat f-structureandinvolvemultiply-headedc-structures.

Coordinatestructureswith a pronominal initial conjunctdiffer from othercoordinatestructures
only asfar asthehead-argumentagreementbetweena finite verbanda subject,or a prepositional
headandits object,or a nominal headandits possessor, is concerned.The puzzlethatpronom-
inal coordinatestructuresrepresentis as follows. Head-argumentagreementsuggeststhat the
coordinatestructurebearstheagreementfeaturesassociatedwith aninitial, pronominalconjunct,
but evidencefrom anaphoraandpredicateagreementsuggeststhat thecoordinatestructurebears
semanticallyresolvedpersonandnumberagreementfeatures.

6 An Analysis of Asymmetric Agreement in Coordination

If theargumentationin theprevioussectionis correct,thesolution to thedilemmaposedby asym-
metricalagreementundercoordinationmustrequirea changeto thetheoryof agreementin LFG.

Maintaining thepartitioning of featuresinto distributive andnon-distributive, we might adaptthe
DalrympleandKaplan(2001)proposalby takingtheresolvedfeaturesof thecoordinatestructure
to be essentiallythoseof the first conjunct. For PER and GEND this amounts to droppingthe
assumption thatresolutionis by setunion,andfor NUM this amounts to droppingtheassumption
that resolutionis essentiallysemanticallybased. Instead,in Welsh, the coordinatec-structure
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schemawouldexplicitly equatethevalueof thePER, NUM andGEND featuresof themotherwith
thoseof thefirst daughter.13

(76)

NP � NP Conj NP���	� ���=�
(
�

PER) = (
�

PER)
(
�

NUM) = (
�

NUM)
(
�

GEND) = (
�

GEND)

Underthis analysis,theAGR featuresof thecoordinatestructurewouldsimply matchthoseof the
first conjunct,illustratedbelow with thef-structurefor thePPin (7a)repeatedhereas(77).

(77) amdanat
about-2S

ti
2S

a
and

Siôn
Siôn

‘aboutyouandSiôn’

(78)
�����������������������������

PRED ‘ AM � � � OBJ� � ’
OBJ

�������������������������

PER 2

NUM SG�����������������
 �����������������

������
PRED ‘ SIÔN’

PER 3

NUM SG

� �����
������
PRED ‘ PRO’

PER 2

NUM SG

� �����

� ��������������������������������� 

� ������������������������

� ����������������������������
This approachhasseveralproblemshowever. The intuition that the target really doesagreewith
thefirst conjunctis capturedby meansof thefeaturepassingmechanism,but theapproachis per-
verselyat oddswith theintentof theDalrympleandKaplanproposalwhich permitsthegrammar
to expresswhatis essentially semanticresolution in asyntacticagreementenvironment. Crucially,
theagreementfeaturesassociatedwith thecoordinatestructureasa wholearepreciselynot those
requiredfor more“semantic”agreementin otheragreementcontexts. As alreadynoted,theoblig-
atory agreementmarker associatedwith the nonfiniteverb in the personalpassive construction
agreeswith theresolvedfeaturesof a coordinatesubject(see(68) and(69)), andthesameis true

13Gender is not relevantto subject-verbor preposition-objectagreement in Welsh,but it is relevant to the3S agree-
mentmarker coding objectsof non-finite verbs andthe possessorwithin nounphrases:the 3S form ei differs in its
mutationeffect according to gender(theFEM causesaspiratemutation of thefollowing element(thenon-finite verbor
headnoun)), theMASC causessoftmutation.



23

of agreementbetweencoordinatesubjectsandpredicatenominals/adjectives(shown in (74) and
(75))above,andfor pronominalanaphora(see(8)).

Sincethereis very goodevidencethattheresolvedagreementfeaturesof Welshcoordinatestruc-
turesarein factpreciselythosewhich would follow from theproposalof DalrympleandKaplan,
without furtherstipulation,wedonotconsiderfurthertheapproachbriefly sketchedabove.

In therestof this paper, we explorethepossibility thatthecoordinatestructureitself is associated
with two distinctsetsof agreementfeatures,oneresolved,andonenot. Theresolvedsetof agree-
ment featuresis relevant to the choiceof subsequentpronounsand reflexive anaphors,and the
form of predicateadjectivesandnominals,while theunresolvedset(equivalentto thoseof thefirst
conjunct)is relevantto headagreement.14 Webegin by giving ageneralsketchof the“two feature
bundle”approach,andthenconsiderfurtherthenatureof thetwo featurebundlesin question.

To do this,we investthef-structureof thecoordinatestructurewith two setsof (non-distributive)
agreementfeatures. As valueof the featureIND we representthe agreementfeaturesresulting
from featureresolution,andwe groupunderAGR thoseagreementfeaturesresultingfrom feature
passingfrom thedistinguishedconjunct(in theWelshcase,this is alwaystheinitial conjunct).

(79) Daethost
came-2S

ti
2S

a
and

minnau.
1S

‘YouandI came.’

(80)
������������������������

AGR [1] � ....�
IND

�� PER 1 [S,H]

NUM PL

��
�����������
 �����������

��� IND [1]
�� PER 2 [H]

NUM SG

�� � ��
��� IND [2]

�� PER 1 [S]

NUM SG

�� � ��
� ��������������������� 

� �����������������������
Therule for coordinationwouldbothcopy andresolveagreementfeatures.Thiscanbethoughtof
asasortof selectiveliberation(thewholestructureof thefirst conjunctis notmadeavailable,only
theagreementfeatures),reminiscentof theuseof domainfeaturesto liberateelementsin HPSG.

14An alternative might be to reformulate the statementof headagreement so that the agreement target directly
constrainsthe featuresof the first conjunct (that is, by constraining that memberof the set of f-structureswhich
linearly precedesin c-structuretheothermembers of theset).For somediscussionof theapproach,andsomeissues
it raises,seeSadler(1999)).
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(81)

NP � NP Conj NP���	� ���=�
(
�

IND) = (
�

AGR)
(
�

IND PER) & (
�

IND PER) (
�

IND PER) & (
�

IND PER)

Themajority of agreementprocesses,including headagreementwith non-coordinatecontrollers,
involve the IND featuresof the controller. However headagreementwith coordinatestructures
involvestheAGR featuresof a coordinatestructure.A straightforwardway to captureheadagree-
mentis to postulatetheexistenceof both IND andAGR featuresonnominalfeaturestructures,and
to lexically specifythevaluesastokenidentical,asshown in (82). Theverbthenuniformly places
constraintson theAGR featuresof thesubject,andsimilarly for casesof prepositionalagreement,
andsoforth.

(82)
�� AGR [1]
DAGR [1]

�� ConstraintonNominalLexemes:
(
�

IND) = (
�

AGR)

(83)
daethost: (

�
SUBJ AGR PERS = 2)

(
�

SUBJ AGR NUM = SG)

Recallthatin Welsh,pronouns(whicharetheonly nominalelementswhichdeterminefull PN(G)
agreement)maythemselvesbeoptionallydroppedin agreementcontexts,suggesting thatthever-
balinflectioninvolvespronominalincorporationandthusintroducesaPRED valuefor theargument
in question. Coordinatestructuresareexceptional,in thata pronominal conjunctwith which the
agreementtarget agreesis not permittedto be dropped. This is consistentwith the generaliza-
tion madeby Corbett(to appear), which statesthatagreementwith coordinatestructuresrequires
canonicalcontrollers,that is, controllerswhich areovert. Corbettrelatesthis to his Principle1
which statesthat canonicalagreementis redundantrather than informative. It is not immedi-
atelyapparentin whatdomainanexplanation for theobligatorypresenceof pronominalconjuncts
shouldbesought.It is possible that it is requiredfor balancewithin thecoordinatestructure,for
without thepronounthe left conjunctwould containno lexical material.But note,however, how
the(relevantpartof the) f-descriptionassociatedwith pronominalverbalinflection interactswith
thetheoryof coordination:

(84) (
�

SUBJ) =
�

(
�

AGR PERS) = 2
(
�

AGR NUM) = SG

((
�

PRED) = PRO)

Theequation(
�

PRED) = PRO is of courseoptional,asovertpronominalsmay(generally)appearin
headagreementcontexts. In thecaseof coordinatestructures,only thedisjunct without thePRED

equationprovidesa consistentf-structure.As thePRED featureis distributive, like thegovernable
grammaticalfunctions,the PRED = PRO would be distributed to every memberof the set(

�
) of
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f-structures,at leastoneof which would thenendup with two valuesfor the PRED feature.The
non-distributive AGR featureswould of course(correctly) be contributed to the f-structureas a
whole. Thustheobservedungrammaticality of prodropin coordinatestructuresfollows from the
currenttreatmentof constituentcoordinationandpronominal incorporation.15

Thequestionwhichnow arisesconcernsthenatureof thefeatureAGR whichcontrolssubject-verb
agreement,andheadagreementprocessesmoregenerallyin Welsh. In therestof this sectionwe
considerthe not-unrelatedquestionsof whetherthe AGR featureshouldbe taken to be a purely
concordialfeatureandwhetherit shouldbe moreproperlyconsideredto be part of m-structure
ratherthanf-structure.

6.1 The status of AGR

Onepossibility is thatthedistinction betweenthesetwo featuresetscorrespondsto thedistinction
betweenagreementad formam, or purelymorphosyntacticagreement,andthemoresemantically-
basedagreementad sensum. If this werethecase,headagreementin Welshwould bea form of
purely morphosyntacticagreement,while the otheragreementprocessesin Welshthat we have
illustrated(suchaspronominalandreflexivebinding)would involveasetof featuresmoreclosely
relatedto thesemantics.

A series of recent papers in HPSG (Kathol1999, WechslerandZlatić 2000,
Zlatić andWechsler1997) have postulatedthe existenceof a head feature (called CONCORD

by Wechslerand Zlatić, and AGR by Kathol) for morphosyntactic agreement,alongsidethe
semanticindex INDEX featurerelevantto pronominalandanaphoricbinding.16 It shouldbenoted
that therearesignificantdifferencesbetweentheseapproachesanddetaileddiscussionis beyond
thescopeof thepresentpaper.17

Theproposalsof WechslerandZlatić essentiallyextendthetreatmentof morphosyntacticconcord
in HPSG beyondfeaturessuchasCASE to includeNUM andGEN. The languagewhich they refer
to in presentingtheir theoryof agreementis Serbo-Croatian.Concordialfeaturesareheadfeatures
which are structure-sharedbetweenheadsanddependents:for example,(85) shows the HEAD

agreementfeatureof the Serbo-Croatianpossessive moja ‘my’, which will be structure-shared
with thefeaturesof theheadnounwhenis it usedastheSPR of thatnoun.

15It shouldbenoted,however, that it is possibleto omit the pronounandmaintainonly anemphaticpronominal
particlein Irish Gaelic.This would only follow on thecurrent accountif fein itself canoptionally contributea PRED

value. Alternatively, thesefactsmight be interpretedas favouring the “direct” approachalludedto in footnote14,
underwhichtheagreeing headdirectlyconstrains theinitial conjunct itself. Underthisview, theagreementandPRED

= PRO featuresof theagreeing headarenot definedover theset,but over a member of theset.We do not pursuethis
hypothesisfurtherhere,but leave thematterfor furtherresearch.

16Notethatthis is distinctfrom agreement controlledby real-world anchoringconditions.
17SeealsoKing andDalrymple (2002) for a recentLFG proposalto distinguishINDEX andCONCORD.
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(85)
�����������
HEAD

����������
adj

CONC

������
CASE nom

NUM sg

GEN fem

� �����
� ���������
� ����������

WechslerandZlatić 2000:826)

The focusof their work is on casesof mixedagreement,andthey discusscasesof mismatchbe-
tweendeclensionandconcord(for example,nounswhich have masculinegrammaticalproperties
andreferto males,but declinein thedeclensionotherwisereservedfor femininenouns),mismatch
betweenindex and the actualpropertiesof what the noundenotes(for example,a nounwhich
governsmasculineagreementeven whenreferringto a female),andmismatchbetweenconcord
andindex, asfor examplewith theSerbo-Croatiancollective noundeca‘children’ which controls
femininesingularagreementon attributive modifiersandnon-finitepredicates,but neuterplural
oncoreferentialpronouns:

(86) Posmatrali
watched.1.PL

smo
AUX

ovu
this.F.SG

dobru
good.F.SG

decu: .
children.F.SG

Ona:
they.N.PL

su
AUX .3PL

spavala.
slept.NT.PL

‘Wewatchedthosegoodchildren: . They : slept.’ (WechslerandZlatić 2000:816)

WechslerandZlatić positthefollowing lexical information for deca:

(87)
�� CONCORD fem.sg

INDEX nt.pl

��
For Serbo-Croatian,Wechslerand Zlatić argue that determiners,attributive adjectives and sec-
ondarypredicatesshow concordagreement,while verb-subject agreement,primary predication
andboundanaphorashow index agreement,consistentwith Corbett’s cross-linguistic Agreement
Hierarchygeneralization,which they show largely follows their theoryof constraintson therela-
tion betweendeclensionalclass,concord,index andthesemantics.18

(88) TheAgreementHierarchy
attributive ! predicate! relativepronoun! personalpronoun
As we move rightward along the hierarchy, the likelihood of semanticagreementwill
increasemonotonically (Corbett1991:226)

Kathol’sproposalsmayalsobeseenasdeveloping thetheoryof concordin HPSG. Heproposesthat
selectorcategoriessuchasverbsbearingtheir own intrinsic morphosyntacticagreementfeatures
aswell asselectingthoseof theirargument,asshown schematicallyfor English walks:

18As they observe, their theory makesno predication asto whetherCONCORD or INDEX controls predicateagree-
ment,andindeedbotharefound in Serbo-Croatian.
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(89)
�������������������

CAT F HD F MORSYN F AGR
����� finite

PER [1] 3RD

NUM [2] SG

� ����
CONT F WALKER

��������
index

PER [1]

NUM [2]

GEND

� �������

� ������������������
(Kathol1999:236)

Kathol positstwo typesof grammaticalagreement,morphosyntactic and semantic,as follows,
where G means“structure-sharedin therelevantparts”:

(90)
morphosyntactic AGR(selector)G AGR(arg)
semantic AGR(selector)G INDEX(arg)

Kathol’s approachattributeshybrid casespreviously viewedin termsof a mismatchbetweenIN-
DEX andsemantic anchoringconditions, to the operationof a combination of morphosyntactic
and index agreement.Thushe treatsthe much-discussedhybrid casein (91) as involving mor-
phosyntacticNUM agreementbetweenverbandsubject,semanticPERS agreementbetweenverb
andsubjectandsemanticGEN andNUM agreementbetweenthepredicativeadjectiveandthenoun.

(91) Vous
2.PL

êtes
are.2.PL

belle
beautiful.SG.FEM

‘Youarebeautiful.’

Thequestion, then,is whethertheagreementfeatureswhichwehaverepresentedasAGR arein fact
equivalenttomorphosyntacticCONCORD features.Thereareseveralcrucialdifferenceswhichsug-
gestthatthisis notthecase.Firstly, concordis generallyconceivedof asthecircumstancein which
variouselements(co-)specifymorphosyntacticfeaturesof their (shared)f-structure,whereashead
agreementin Welsh involves the headspecifyingfeaturesof the argument. Secondly, it is oth-
erwiseat leastextremelyunusualfor concordto involve PERS features,perhapsbecausesucha
featureis inherentlyindexical (or referential).19 Moregenerally, thesortof headagreementwesee
in coordinatestructuresis formal (ratherthanmeaningful)in adifferentsense— concordfeatures
areformalbecausethey reflectagreementof purelymorphosyntacticfeatures(oftenrelatedto mor-
phologicaldeclensionalclass),but asymmetric agreementwith coordinatestructuresis formal in
thesenseof failing to codethesemanticallyrelevant,resolvedindexical featuresof thecoordinate
structureasawhole.For thesereasons,it doesnotseemappropriateto equatetheAGR introduced
in thissectionwith CONCORD.

19However, WechslerandZlatić do note(805:footnote 8) an isolatedcaseof a Swahili modifier -ote ‘all’, which
showspersonagreement.
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In commonwith a numberof purelymorphosyntacticfeatures,the AGR featureis not relevant to
semanticinterpretation,andonepossibility is that all suchfeaturesmight be factoredout of the
f-structureandrepresentedat a differentlevel of representation,suchasthe level of m-structure,
whichcanbethoughtof asexpressingthosemorphologicalfeatureswhicharesyntactically(butnot
semantically)relevant.20 For example,in thearchitectureproposedin FrankandZaenen(2002),
shown in (92),thef-structure,but notthem-structure,mightberelevantto semanticinterpretation:

(92)
c-structure HI� f-structure HI� m-structureJ K

It is a trivial matter to reformulatethe treatmentproposedin this sectionso that IND is an f-
structurefeaturebut AGR is anm-structurefeature.but given thatthis doesnot have any material
consequence,wedonotpursuethispossibility further.

7 Conclusion

This paperhasfocussedon one small set of dataconcerningagreementundercoordination in
Welsh.In thesecasesof coordination, theresolvedfeaturesof thecoordinatestructurearerelevant
to someagreementprocesses,but the featuresof the first conjunctarerelevant to casesof head
agreement,thatis, to verb-subjectagreement,theagreementof a nounwith a possessorargument
andthe agreementof a preposition with its object. The co-presenceof both typesof agreement
processposesseriousdifficulties for any accountof first conjunctagreementbasedon structural
asymmetry. Despitetheexistenceof asymmetric agreementpatterns,we have presentedevidence
thatcoordinationin Welshis in factcorrectlytreatedasa setat f-structure.We thenconsiderthe
implicationsfor the theoryof agreementin LFG andexplore several possibilities. We proposea
distinction betweenIND (which expressesthe resolved featuresof the coordinatestructure)and
AGR which expressesthe featuresof the distinguished(i.e., first) conjunct. This in turn raises
questionsaboutthestatusof AGR, whichwebriefly consider.
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Wechsler, S., andL. Zlatić. 2000. A theoryof agreementandits applicationto Serbo-Croatian.
Language76(4):799–832.
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