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Abstract

In this paper we propose an analysis of Danish pseudocaioimcon-
structions. The analysis is based on a hybrid phrase higravbere phrase
types are assumed to be subtypes of types that cut acrosaditenal divi-
sion of phrasal types, allowing the phrasal type of pseudatipations to be
a subtype of both coordinate phrases and headed phrasesyrs®huently
inherit properties from both types. The analysis is linegtion-based. We
further develop a set of constraints on the phrasal typdsimierarchy.

The hybrid phrase hierarchy and the set of constraints ovetfieus types
in the hierarchy explain why, on the one hand, pseudocoatidims contain
conjunctions and the conjuncts must have the same form aisé,tand on
the other, have a fixed order, allow extraction out of the sdamnjunct, do
not allow overt subjects in the second conjunct and allowsiitave verbs to
appear irthere-constructions.

1 Introduction!

The Danishsidder ogconstruction is an example of a pseudocoordination. The
construction has not received that much attention in the Danish literaturef.bu
Diderichsen (1946, p. 156), Hansen (1967, vol. 3, pp. 30—-3hkele (1985, p.
113), Brandt (1992) and Jgrgensen (2001). Sleler ogconstruction is also
found in the other Nordic languages, cf. e.g. Johnsen (1988), skuse{1991),
Johannessen (1998), Ladrup (2002), Vannebo (2003) and VdiKRGOS).

Pseudocoordinations are constructions that exhibit properties of botiie
nation and subordination, and conseqgently the discussion in the Nordi¢ureera
has, among other things, been concerned with whether the constructeadlysar
coordination or whether it may better be treated as a construction involvirgg-su
dination.

(1) gives examples of the Danisidder ogconstruction.

(1) a. Petesidderog syngerensang.
Petersits andsings a song

b. Peterstar og spiseret able.
Peterstandsandeats anapple

On the surface thsidder ogconstruction consists of two verbal conjuncts and
the conjunctiorog, ‘and’. The verb in the first conjunct is an intransitive motion
or position verb, primarilysidder, ‘sit’, ligger, ‘lie’, gar, ‘walk’, lgber, ‘run’, and
star, ‘stand’.

(2) gives examples of a Swedish and a Norwegigidler ogconstruction.

(2) a. Henrysitterochfiskarabborre.
Henrysits andfishesperches
Josefsson (1991)

1Tavs Bjerre’s research was carried out as part of the projejeict Positions - comparative syntax
in a cross-theoretical perspectiveww.hum.au.dk/engelsk/engsv/objectpositions/index.htm).




b. Hansitterog skriverdikt.
He sits andwrites poems
Ladrup (2002)

Contrary to the above-mentioned proposals, the analysis presented iaghis p
rests on the assumption that the construction is both a coordination andrdisubo
nation at the same time. The main idea is based on a further development of a
constructional approach to phrasal types, as presented in Ginzini&pg (2000).

The sidder ogconstruction is syntactically related to the English examples in
(3) which are labelleccoordinatively marked serialby Zwicky (1990), quasi-
serial constructiondy Pullum (1990) andhon-symmetric coordinatiorsy Max-
well and Manning (1996).

(3) a. They'll up and bite you.
b. Go and get the paper.
c. Bill went and took the test.

The English examples could also be labelled pseudocoordinations. The Dan
ish sidder ogconstruction is, however, a special subtype of pseudocoordinations,
characterized among other things by their aspectual semantics, cf. 2.

In German we find the socalled SGF constructions (‘subject gaps in finite /
frontal clauses’) also related to the Danish pseudocoordinations, c.f. 7

(4) In denWald ging derJager undfing einenHasen.
into the forestwentthe hunterand caughta rabbit
Kathol (1995)

2 Thesemantics of sidder og

The sidder ogconstruction is mainly characterized by the aspectual information
that it introduces, i.e. whether the event expressed by the seconchcbigue-
garded as completed or not, c.f. e.g. Brandt (1992) and Hansen)(Id&¥sidder

og construction is used to remove any ambiguity that may be present in a certain
context wrt. aspect. This is exemplified in (5).

(5) a. Petetavede madia jegkom hjem.
Petercooked whenl camehome

b. Peterstod og lavede madla jegkom hjem.
Peterstoodandcooked whenl camehome

(5a) is ambiguous. Either the cooking event started before and was still in
progress at the time of the arriving event, or the cooking event startbe &tne
of the arriving event. (5b), on the other hand, is not ambiguous. In #se the
cooking event was in progress at the time of the arriving event. Theeread
referred to Bjerre and Bjerre (2007b) for a more detailed accouneaséimantics
of thesidder ogconstruction.



3 Coordination properties of the sidder ogconstruction

There are two facts which suggest that fidder ogconstruction is a coordinate
structure: It contains a coordinating conjunction, and the verbs in thednjarcts
must have the same form.

The conjunction is, however, restricteddg, ‘and’, as shown in (6).

(6) a. Petesidderog sover.
Petersits andsleeps

b. *Petersiddereller/ mensover.
Petersits or  but sleeps

With respect to verb form, as shown in (7), the two conjuncts must have the
same value for finiteness.

(7) a. Peteharsiddetog sovet
Peterhassit  andslept

b. *Peterhar siddetog sover
Peterhassit  andsleeps

The two conjuncts must also have the same value for tense, as shown in (8).

(8) a. Petesidderog spiser.
Petersits andeats

b. *Petersidderog spiste.
Petersits andate

The constraint on tense does not always hold for ordinary coordirgtimough,
as the example in (9) shows.

(9) Peterkom igar og tager afsted morgen.
Petercameyesterdayandleaves tomorrow

4 Subordination properties of sidder og

Other facts favour an analysis of thiglder ogconstruction as a subordinate struc-
ture. We will discuss its behaviour wrt. order of constituents, extractigarto
subjects andhereconstructions.

4.1 Order of constituents

An important characteristics of pseudocoordinations is that, unlike osdotar-
dinations, (10), the order of the conjuncts is fixed, (11).

(10) a. Petesangog dansede.
Petersanganddanced



b. Petedansed®g sang.
Peterdanced andsang

(11) a. Petesadog leeste.
Petersat andread

b. *Peterleestenog sad.
Peterread andsat

4.2 Extraction and sidder og

According to the Coordinate Structure Constraint, Ross (1967), a adrgannot
contain a gap except in ‘Across-the-Board’ cases where eachrairtjas a gap
that refers to one and the same filler. (12a) is an example dfittteer ogcon-
struction clearly violating this constraint, whereas the constraint is obeytgtin
coordination withousidder, (12b).

(12) a. Pigep Petersadog kyssedes;.
Girl-the Petersat andkissed

b. *Pigen Peterdansed®g kyssedes;.
Girl-the Peterdanced andkissed

4.3 Noovert subject in second conjunct in sidder og

In pseudocoordinations, the second conjunct cannot have ansonsgect, cf. (13).

(13) a. Harsidderog leeser.
He sits andreads

b. *Hansidderog hanleeser.
He sits andhe reads

In ordinary coordinations the overt expression of the second subjeptional,
cf. (14).

(14) a. Harsyngerog danser.
He sings anddances

b. Hansyngerog handanser.
He sings andhe dances

In some cases the subject of the second conjunct may be overtly eegbress
in what may look like asidder ogconstruction, but in that case the construction
loses its characteristic aspectual meaning and is salder ogconstruction, but
an ordinary coordination.



4.4 Thereconstructions and the sidder ogconstruction

A restricted set of verbs, typically intransitive verbs, may appetréreconstruc-
tions. This set includes the vesidder. Transitive verbs typically do not appear in
there-constructions.

(15) a. Der sadenmandi bilen.
Theresat a man in car-the

b.*Der lsesteenmandenbog.
Thereread a man a book

However,sidder ogconstructions with a transitive verb in the second conjunct
do occur inthere-constructions, as shown in (16).

(16) Der sidderenmandog laeserenbog.
Theresits a man andreadsa book

It should be noted than mandn (15a) and (16) is in object and not in subject
position. This can be seen by the different positions of the negations &) &hd
(17b).

(17) a. Der sidderikke enmandog leeserenbog.
Theresits not a man andreadsa book

b. Siddemmandenikke og leeserenbog?
Sits man-thenot andreadsa book.

In Danish main clauses, the negation appears after the subject, bug befor
object.

5 Complex predicate analysis

In the previous sections we showed that $iieder ogconstruction has both sub-
ordination and coordination properties. In this section we suggest thatdtier
og construction, in addition to being a coordination construction, is also a complex
predicate construction consisting of a host predicate, the verb in thedimginct,
and a copredicate, the second conjunct.

(18) shows examples of other complex predicates. In each case the @rite v
is the host and the adjective or nonfinite verb is the copredicate.

(18) a. Manuskriptet blevfeserdigt.
Manuscript-thewas finished

b. Manuskriptet var feerdigt.
Manuscript-thewvasfinished

c. Peterskulle laesemanuskriptet.
Petershouldread manuscript-the



d. Petertavdeleest manskriptet.
Peterhad readmanuscript-the

It can be seen that in complex predicate constructions the copredicate is the
most contentful part of the predicate, while the host predicate contribiths
information on tense, aspect, modality etc. This also applies tsitlier ogcon-
struction in (19).

(19) Petersidderog raber.
Petersits andyells

In (19) the most contentful part of the construction is the second canjling
more about yelling than about sitting, in other words. The main purpose &ifshe
conjunct is to add aspectual content even though the verb does haveptaal
content, Peter is actually sitting.

6 Sentence coordination

Ellipsis analyses of coordination along the lines of Beavers and Sag)(@66dunt
for examples like (20).

(20) Arbejdslgsedrak sjeeldenbg kebte aldrigcognac 30’erne.
Unemployedirankseldom andboughtnevercognacin thirties-the

(20) is the result of coordinating the two sentences in (21), deleting ¢hare
peripheral material in either the first or the second conjunct.

(21) a. Arbejdslgsdrak sjeldeneegnad-30erne.

Unemployedirankseldom cognac in thirties-the

b. Og arbejdslasekabte aldrigcognac 30’erne.
Andunemployedoughtnevercognacin thirties-the

The following examples of sentence coordinations should also be well-forme
on an ellipsis analysis.

(22) *Udei skoven sa Peterog plukkedeOle ensjaelderorkide.
Out in wood-thesawPeterandpicked Olea rare  orchid

(23) a. Udd skoven sa Peterensjaelderorkide.
Out in wood-thesawPetera rare orchid

b. Og udeiskeven plukkedeOle ensjeelderorkide.
Andout in wood-thepicked Olea rare  orchid

(24) *Heldigvis vandtPeterog blev Ole diskvalificeret.
Fortunatelywon Peterandwas Ole disqualified

(25) a. Heldigvis vandtPeter.
Fortunatelywon Peter



b. Og heldigvis blev Ole diskvalificeret.
andfortunatelywas Ole disqualified

We suggest that the reason they are not, is that only subjects preceslfigtéh
verb in the second conjunct may be elided, other material preceding the/énite
may not.

On the ellipsis analysis, only peripheral material may be elided. This means
that it does not account for medial verb gapping, (26). We will not go that
here.

(26) Petewneeltede singl og Olesinvin.
Peterknocked ovehis beerand Ole hiswine

It also means that in V2 languages like German and Danish, the subjectcann
be elided when another element occurs in first position, and the subjest-co
guently occurs in the position following the finite verb.

(27) *KI. 5 drak Peterud og lidt senerggik hjem.
5 o’clockdrank Peteroutanda little later wenthome

(28) a. KI.5 drak Peter ud.
5 o’clockdrankPeter out

b. Og lidt seneregik Peter hjem.
anda little later wentPeter home

The subjecPeteris shared material but cannot be elided because it does not
occur peripherally. Instead the subject has to be repeated, e.g. with@uoras in
(29).

(29) KI.5 drak Peterud og lidt senerggik han; hjem.
5 o’clockdrank Peter outanda little later wenthe home

In the next section we will discuss SGF and pseudocoordination which are
examples of non-constituent coordination which cannot be handled in wfrms
peripheral sharing, cf. e.g. Crysmann (2006), and thereforeotdrenhandled by
the ellipsis analyses of non-consituent coordinations.

7 SGFsand thesidder og phrase

In this section we will relate the Danisidder ogconstruction to subject gaps in
finite/frontal sentences, ¢hle (1983) or SGF coordinations, Wunderlich (1988).

SGF coordinations are coordinations where two conjuncts share atstligiec
appears inside the first conjunct. This is illustrated in (30).

(30) In denWald ging derJager undfing einenHasen.
Into the forestwentthe hunterandcaughta  rabbit
Kathol (1995)



Der Jageris the understood subject of both the vgibg and the verbing.

According to Kathol (1995), the SGF coordination does not allow a farthe
object gap in the second conjunct, coindexed with either a topicalized or non
topicalized object in the first conjunct. Further, German does not allowecor
sponding coordinations with only an object gap. This is shown in (31) wéiieh
examples from Kathol (1995)

(31) *Die Briefmarken zeigte Hans demOnkel t; undverkaufte
the stamps-ACCshowedHans-NOMthe uncle-DAT andsold

& t; derTante.
the aunt-DAT

*Gesternzeigte Hansg die Briefmarker) demOnkel und
yesterdayshowedHans-NOMthe stamps-ACCthe uncle-DATand
verkauftee; e; derTante.

sold the aunt-DAT

*Gesternzeigte Hans die Briefmarkery demOnkel und
yesterdayshowedHans-NOMthe stamps-ACCthe uncle-DATand
verkaufteOtto e; derTante.

sold Otto-NOM the aunt-DAT

In Danish there are wellformed sentences apparently similar to the ungrammat-
ical sentence in (27).

(32) KI5 drak Peterud og gik hjem.
5 o’clockdrankPeterout andwenthome

We suggest that the difference between (27) and (32) is that in the fevene
have sentence coordination while in the latter we have VP coordination. fTae la
type is very similar to the German constructions, so we call such Danish example
SGF constructions.

The sidder ogconstruction may also resemble SGF coordinations. This is il-
lustrated in (33).

(33) a. lar sadPeterog kyssedeenpige.
Yesterdayat Peterandkissed a girl

b. SadPeterog kyssede=npige?
Sat Peterandkissed a girl

In these Danish examples we also have a shared subject appearingtieside
first conjunct. However, the Danish pseudocoordinaitons differ fitmenGerman
SGF coordinations in that they allow extraction of the object out of the skcon
conjunct, as in (34).

2Kathol uses for extraction sites.



(34) a. Denpige; sadPetef og kyssedes; e; i gar.
Thatgirl sat Peter andkissed yesterday

b. Var detdenpige; Petef sadog kyssedes; e;?
Wasit thatgirl Peter sat andkissed

In Danish it is not possible to have an object gap in the second conjunct co
indexed with a non-topicalized object. However, in the Norwegian so-caitgaty
object constructions, cf. e.g. Larson (2005), we get a coordinatitim avnon-
topicalized object gap in the second conjunct as shown in (35).

(35) Jensskrevto brev; og e; sendteg; til England.(Norwegian)
Jens wrotetwo lettersand  sent to England

Even though the Daniskidder ogconstruction does not behave exactly like
the German SGF coordination, we nevertheless want to say that it is relates to
German SGF coordination in that they are both non-sentence coordinations

Kathol (1995) provides a linearization-based account of the Germ&ncdc
ordinations. In the next section we will present a linearization-basexliatof the
Danish data.

8 Formalization

In this section we will show a formalization that explains the behavior o$ithéer
0g construction wrt. the range of phenomena outlined in previous sectiors. Th
formalization further develops the hybrid phrase hierarchy in Bjerre Bjpde
(2007a) and provides formal constraints on the types in the hierarcy.

To account for theidder ogconstruction as both a coordination and a complex
predicate construction, we will develop constraints on the types in the tigrar
shown in (36).



(36)

phrase
coord-ph hd-ph
A
hd-val-ph hd-adj-ph
/\
hd-subj-ph hd-comps-ph
A
core-c-ph  vp-c-ph hd-copred-ph hd-obj-ph

s-crd-ph  sgf-ph pseudo-c-ph core-hd-copred-ph

sidder-og-ph N

The hierachy allows thsidder-og-phand other pseudocoordination construc-
tions, to inherit contraints expressed on headed as well as on coorghrases.

Based on a strong tradition in Danish grammar originating with Diderichsen
(1946), and Linearization-based HPSG, Reape (1994), Kathob(18%0), we
describe word order with a list-valuetbm-feature, allowing separation of word
order from immediate constituency. Further, for any headed phrasenistihdhe
elements on this list must, if present, occur in the order given (37).

(37) headed-ph— [pom (C<F<v<s<I¥ <al*<V<O* <P <a2*)

The constraint oiwoord-phin the hierarchy is given in (38).

coordinating conjunction

the subject or information structurally salient constituents
the finite verb or the subordinate conjunction

the subject

light (pronominal, unstressed) objects

adverbials

the finite verb when the slot is blocked by a conjunction
objects

copredicate

adverbials

Elements marked with * may occur more that once.

SD'UO<9|_J\_<<TIO

N



(38) coord-ph—

HEAD
SS| LOC | CAT | MARKING
CRD
[ [HEAD  [@]]
SS | LOC | CAT [ MARKING ,
< CRD - >
DTRS( r = e
HEAD
SS| LOC | CAT | MARKING
i | CRD + |

This constraint ensures that conjuncts and their mother have the saméovalue
FORM (assumed to be defined as a head feature), by structure-sharindubefa
HEAD between the two daughters and the mother. Cf. Sag (2003) for a distussio
of theHEAD feature in connection with coordination. The second daughter but not
the mother or the first daughter is introduced by a coordinating conjunaiisn.
the MARKING values are identical for the daughters and the mother prohibiting the
coordination of a main and a subordinate clause.

(39) shows the constraints aonre-coord-ph

(39) core-coord-ph—
[ [Loc | caT | vaL
NONLOC | SLASH
LOC | CAT | VAL
Ss ,
NONLOC | SLASH

LOC | CAT | VAL
Ss
NONLOC | SLASH

DTRS

It says that valence information is identical for the daughters and the mother
and that the value fasLASH is identical: Either there is no extraction or the same
element is extracted from both conjuncts. Importantly, sltEler-og-phis not a
subtype of thecore-coord-ph and consequently it does not inherit the constraint
formalizing the coordinate structure contraint, explaining why they allow extra
tion from the second conjunct.

We assume that something like the following constraint from Beavers and Sag
(2004) can be made to work for those coordinations that are not SGiseado-
coorodinations (that is, our tyecoord-phin (36)).



(40) cnj-cxt—
iR [DOM @@@@@}
SYN [0]

oM FRM FRM
HD [HL]|"™ HD
FRM
[Bine-list®
HD
SYN

HD

DTRS< :DOM ([SYN an])>@<|:FRM

)°

FRM

i

FRM
HD

~
3

)

. FRM
[Bz]ne-list® @<[

FRM
HD

HD  [Im] ]

The effect of this constraint is that identical peripheral material in the twis ¢
juncts is elided in one of the conjuncts. The relation between the two described
situations may be looser than in non-sentence coordinations, and toptiotiea
second conjunct is appended at the end of it.

Bothsgf-phandpseudo-coord-phre non-sentence coordinations, i.e. they both
have an unrealized subject. The two conjuncts describe two subevehessaEme
overall situation, this is reflected in the topological structure, the secomjdroxt
is inserted into a slot in the first conjunct.

(41) shows the constraint aron-s-coord-ph

SYN [0]
CRD +

(41) non-s-coord-ph—
room [ O 2 ]
SS| LOC | CONT | INDEX | TENSE[4]
[Dom [

cat | vaL | susy([ |) ,
SS| LocC

CONT | INDEX | TENSE[4]
DTRS({ _ Z
DOM [3]

caT | vaL | suy([ |)
i L CONT | INDEX | TENSE[4]] |
A\ compactiolfi3],2 a2))

SS | LOC[

Both daughters have unrealized subjects. The second conjunct is ceahpa
and inserted into tha2 slot of the first conjunct. The conjuncts must also have
the same value for tense. We assume that tense is a semantic feature deéined a
index feature.

All that needs to be said about the typgf-phis that it must have an empty
SLASH list, there can be no extraction out of sgf-ph

(42) sgf-ph—

[ss | NONLOC | SLASH())



sgf-phis a subtype of bothon-s-coord-plandcore-coord-ph From the former
it inherits the constraint that the two daughters must have unrealized &ylijem
the latter the constraint that the mother and the two daughters must have identica
valence values.

pseudo-coord-plis not a subtype o€ore-coord-phbut instead inherits from
hd-copred-phwhich is constrained as shown in (43).

(43) hd-copred-ph—

room [ O 2 ]
COPRED()
SS| LOC | CAT | VAL [suBJ
[COMPS
[DOM [1]
|:COPRED<>
SS| LOC | CAT | VAL [suBJ
DTRS
<_ COMPS
[Dom [8]
Ss } A

A compa[ctio@,P vV a2))

The head selects the copredicate which is compacted and insertefd amto
a2 of the head. Unlike ircore-coord-phthe susJifeature is only structure-shared
between mother and head-daughter.

In a pseudo-coord-plthe head daughter must express eitheradion-relor a
position-rel

(44) pseudo-coord-ph—

[DTRS<[SS| LOC | CONT | RELS(mot-pos-re| Iist>},>]

[ss|Loc | cAT |cRD and]

The second daughter offseudo-coord-plnas the valueand for the feature
CRD excluding the conjunctionsr andbut The constraints in (43) and (44) to-
gether explain why the order of the order of the conjuncts in pseuddic@tions
is fixed. The left conjunct is the head and restricted to hawvetpos-reland the
head precedes its copredicate (the right conjunct).

Before we discusshereconstructions, we need to look at the lexical entry
for sidder, ‘sit’. We analysesidderin a sidder ogconstruction as a control verb
requiring an unsaturated co-predicate, cf. (45). Cf. also Ladia@or a control

analysis of pseudocoordination.
(45) [PHON(sidder)
VAL | CO-PRED<[SS| LOC | CAT | VAL \SUBJ<NP¢>]>
SYNSEM |LOC | CAT
ARG-ST(NP;)

Sidderselects a VP copredicate whose unrealized subject is coindexed with the
argument osidder. This also means that the co-predicate, or right conjucnt, cannot
have an overt subject.



This argument may appear on thesJlist.

(46)  [PHon(sidder)
VAL | suBJ ([) }

SYNSEM| LOC | CAT
ARG-ST  ([INP)

If the argument is indefinite, it may appear on thempslist in which case
der, ‘there’, appears on theusJlist.

(47) [PHON(sidder)
suBJ  (der)
VAL
SYNSEM| LOC | CAT comps ([D)
ARG-ST([INP;pacf )

In 4.4 we pointed out that transitive verbs typically do not appeahére
constructions, but that transitive verbs may appear in the second coimjathere
construction version of sidder ogconstruction, cf. (16). With the lexical entry for
sidderin (47) and the constraints above we get an explanation why we may have a
transitive verb in the second conjunct.

The unrealized subject of the second conjunct is coindexed with the élemen
the ARG-ST list, not on thesusJlist. The unsaturated subject of the co-predicate,
the right conjunct, becomes structure-shared with an element a@othieslistin a
there-construction, and tlier subject of the head daughter is structure shared with
the mother, becausepgseudo-coord-pks a subtype of théd-copred-phin which
the mother and the head daughter structure share the value @fithideature. In
this way the conjunct with the transitive verb appears ‘parasitically’ on tisé fi
verb in the phrase ithereconstructions with pseudocoordination.

Finally, we want to show how our analysis handles a subject appeariidlg ins
the first conjunct of an SFG og pseudo-coordination, or indeed afidirtite verb
in any structure where the subject does not appefr af. the schema in (37).

(48) shows part of the constraint on the typ=ad-subj-ph

(48) hd-subj-ph—
pom EHO(E)
DOM [I]
{ss| LOC | CAT | VAL | SUBJ<>}>
DTRS
DOM
[ss ]

A compactiol@,2(F v s))

It says that thepowm list of the subject daughtef], is compacted to @om
element of typd- or swhich is then inserted into theowm list of the head daugh-
ter through theshufflefunction (). This means that the subject will occur either
immediately before or immediately after the finite verlvirin SFGs and pseudo-
coordinations thiw is the finite verb of the first conjunct, as the copredicate (right



conjunct), is inserted as a whole into the topological structure of the hesyhta
(left conjunct). (49) shows the topological structure of a pseudalioation with
a subject inside the first conjunct.

(49) a. Derfor siddermanden og syngerensang.
Thereforesits mand-theandsings a song
b.
[hd-adj-ph

DOW]’ [?ozg synger en sadi>]

[word ] [hd-subj—ph

(derfor) DOM <&Isidder>]‘ {(Smandelj]’ [?029 synger en Sa’?l>]

N\

[word } [sidder-og-ph

<marﬂi§; synger en Sa”@]

word hd-marker-ph
(sidder C v 0

boMm (0g)|" |(synged|" |(en sang
(50) shows the corresponding sentence with ‘there’.

(50) a. Derfor sidderder nogen o0g syngerensang.
Thereforesits theresomeon@ndsings a song



b.
[hd-adj-ph

[word } [hd-subj-ph

(derfor)] | <[Z5idder>]' [Sderjl [goge rﬂ |:ZI_029 synger en sadi>]

0\

[word] [hd-comps-ph

(der) DOM <R/sidder>}' [8‘099"}} [?ozg synger en sadb]

N\

[word } ridder-og-ph

(noge DOM <@lsidder>}’ [?ozg synger en sadb]

As can be seen, the linearization-based approach allows the treatmeat of th
coordinations as constituent coordinations, only at the topological I®ed the
subject appear inside the first conjunct.

9 Conclusion

Building on Bjerre and Bjerre (2007a), we have proposed a hybridsghanaly-
sis of pseudocoordinations. In this paper we have further developddeaharchy
and formalized a set of constraints on the phrase types in the hierarang e
type pseudo-coord-pis a subtype of botboord-phandhd-copred-phand conse-
guently inherits properties from both types. The analysis is linearizatisaeba

The phrase hierarchy and the constraints on the various types in thechiera
explain why, on the one hand, pseudocoordinations contain conjunetimhthe
conjuncts must have the same form and tense, and on the other, hawt @ figg
allow extraction out of the second conjunct, do not allow overt subjectsen th
second conjunct and allow transitive verbs to appear in there-cotistrsic

We believe that this hybrid analysis sheds some light on the nature of pseu-
docoordinations. It turns out that the properties involved in the contdramthe
coord-phand its subtypes are maninly properties of form, ie. the featue2®o,
FORM andTENSE The properties involved in the constraintskahcopred-ptand
its subtypes are mainly properties of valence, §8BJ CO-PRED and COMPS
Thus we may say that from the point of view of form, pseudocoordinatoaso-



ordinations, but from the point of view of valence, pseudocoordinatég head-
copredicate constructions.
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