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Preface

Probably the four most important books | ever read duringotieparation of this dis-
sertation werégainst MethodFeyerabend 1993],he Structure of Scientific Revolu-
tions (Kuhn 1970),The Statue WithifFrancois 1988) andiet Ongrijpbare Neutrino
(Solomey 1997).

The first, | spied on the shelf of Thijs Ambachts during a nightabble-rousing
and persuaded him to let me read it. He was reluctant, clgiitiwas his favourite
book. | can see why. The second | bought myself during a mowofergistemological
desperation. The third, was leant to me by my friend, Ralfnsaider, one weekend
when | complained about being bored. It has been an inspirati me both as an
insight into how science and research groups operate amdsabmn ideal to be attained.
The fourth, | got as a freebee when | filled in an online questie and became
a favourite, staple, holiday read for the next four yearsal the twin qualities of
being relatively lightweight and being able to put me to plegen faster than the
Canterbury Talesl have taken that book everywhere from Terschelling to Kemto
Cinque Terre.

When a sample of material is bombarded, it may break up intdlensaubatomic
particles. These particles may be indirectly observed wittubble chamber. This in-
genious piece of apparatus consists of little more than adbaarified gas with an
electrical field across it. When a subatomic particle zipsugh the gas, it leaves a
trail of vapour behind it. The particle is also attracted epelled by the electrical
field depending on its own relative charge, mass and speedd.ni¢ans that posi-
tively charged particles will spiral towards the negatjvetharged plate and negatively
charged particles cycle in towards the positively chargee. dNeutral particles zip
right through the chamber and are not deflected. The resalt@scade of sparkling
lines and curves of gently gyrating geometry. Although sqradicles do not leave
vapour trails, even these kinds of particles do sometimeaydmto smaller particles
which are visible in the bubble chamber. From what is visible, in a colied envi-
ronment, it is possible to infer the existence of anothetsihle particle.

This is symbolic of the spirit of research carried out in tlissertation. When
studying sentences, one is limited to seeing the visiblealiization of an abstract
system. And not all aspects of that system are equally @sidbwever, under the
right conditions, it is possible to infer the existence af tmseen from the palpable.
Although | support the use of a broad range of linguistic radtiogies which can
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and should complement each other, for reasons of rigouprtb@ominant method-
ology used in this dissertation is a fundamental scientifthad requiring minimal
pairs. Wherever possible, contrasts are made between twextediffering only with
respect to a single free variable, other variables beingrelbed. Where there is no
contrast, there can be no true judgement of grammaticality.

The discovery of a multitude of subatomic particles in hegtergy physics also
bears certain similarities to the subject of verbal psecoordination. When a puta-
tively atomic, grammatical construct such as pseudo-dpatidn is placed into spe-
cific, controlled environments, one is able to distinguishttit may not necessarily
be atomic at all, but a complex array of similar constructhwhportant differences.
Thus pseudo-coordination can be broken up into a numberfigfeiit types. At a
syntactic level, the same method can break apart a specifgtroation, identifying
its components and showing how they work together to createnimgs. Finally, be-
low head level, it is possible to observe the interactiorfeatures — subatomic syntax.
The fact that these complex interactions are derivativa@&dibly simple basic com-
ponents of grammar is both coincidental and humbling.

| would not have been able to come as far as | have without thpastiof my
family, friends, mentors, colleagues and acquaintancediom there are too many to
mention and some of whom would prefer to remain beyond thegpafa book.

My language consultants, many of whom have become friereterde special
thanks for their insight into language and putting up with ogaseless question-
ing: Alec Badenoch, Theresa Biberauer, Hans du Plessise Kkatrgreaves, Carola
Mostert, Johan Oosthuizen, Ryan and Ylan Sutherland angrC#Yilsenach. I've
also bothered my Dutch friends and colleagues for theiitions and other advice at
various times. Among these, I'd like to thank Crit Cremehg kate Jan Kooij, Hilke
Reckman, Bianca Slobbe, Jeroen van Craenenbroeck and Warjdoppen.

In addition, the various administrators at the instituteehaften gone out of their
way to help me and their cheerfulness and good humour hapedhetake my stay at
the ULCL a pleasure: Jeroen van de Weijer, Gea Hakker, Jokériind Pink Meltzer.

To my various friends and colleagues at the institute aneldisre, for creating
a stimulating research environment, for nurturing me imil &r reading and com-
menting on various versions of this dissertation, | wouké lio thank Boban Arsenije-
vit, Sjef Barbiers, Sylvia Blaho, Marika Butskhrikidze, Li&aeng, Onno Crasborn,
Federico Damonte, Liesbeth de Clerck, Esterella de RoosHdam Besten, Jenny
Doetjes, Noureddine Elouazizi, Thea Gagnidze, Rob Goedgnizafna Graf, Stella
Grillia, Riny Huybrechts, Aniek 1Jbema, Els Kooij, Nancy lkuStephen Laker, Frank
Landsbergen, Clara Levelt, Boya Li, Aniko Liptak, Juditheveenthal, Lutz Maarten,
Mika Poss, Hilke Reckman, Chris Reintges, San-Jik Rheestike Riedel, Johan
Rooryck, Martin Salzmann, Erik Schoorlemmer, Joanna Sian@& Slobbe, Ineke
van der Meulen, Amir Tauber, Rada Trnavac, Assimakis TSerdmarina Tzakosta,
Jeroen van Craenenbroeck, Jenneke van der Wal, Vincent ganed, Anna-Lena
Wiklund, Ton van der Wouden, Marjo van Koppen, Erik-Jan varidrre, Véronique
van Gelderen, Luis Vicente, Leo Wong, all the AMP studerts,gnonymous person
who popped the dissertation of Karin Robbers into my mailinake first week | was
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at institute and, of course, Mops.

| am deeply indebted to my lovely housemate, Anikd, for hebéarance, in-
dulging my tendency not to wash the dishes — even when shédshotihave — and
for dragging me out to meet people when | was overcome by tipelse of hermit-
hood.

| must extend my heartfelt appreciation to my friends andfidantes who have
not already been mentioned: the Plantage boys, Ralf and, R&#, Chris, Bauke,
Richard, Troy, Ryan, Alex, Bianca, Friederike, Grazynarya Lisa, Marigje, Neli,
Patrycja, Rajesh, Rowena, Silke, Svetoslav, Thijs, TgfdllIrike, Valerie andBryd
one brere

| would like to specially thank, for their love, inspiratiand lively discussions
of posture verbs, Serina, Sheppy, Shinga, Gonda and Bullei &ll have infinitely
recursive grammars).

Finally, a word of thanks to Renilde Vanden Broeck at the CERBs Office for
granting permission to use their material for the front caethis dissertation and to
Marjan van de Meer for her graphical expertise.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Coordination in natural language occurs in a wide range abtactions, not all of
which share prototypical properties of logical, Booleanrctination. The diversity of
sentence types in which coordination occurs has led to iitghene of the most hotly
debated, and yet relatively little understood, issuesiguistic science.

This dissertation explores verbal pseudo-coordinativecsires in English and
Afrikaans. It argues that the properties of these constmstare derived from (i) the
status of the linking element as a true coordinator subgetit¢ Coordinate Structure
Constraint (CSC) and Law of Coordination of Likes (LCL) aiigl the specific kind
of syntactic context into which the coordinator is merged.

1.1 Coordination of verbal entities

The discussion of pseudo-coordination is made quite etieibdy virtue of the fact
that there are a number of different constructions that app® coordinate verbal
categories, although arguably not all of them do. | will bsid briefly describe them
here for reference purposes, since | will refer to them liamtéhnis dissertation.

(1) Caesar weracross the Rubicon arte conquere@Gaul [OCO]
(2) Caesar wenb Gaul anddevastatedt [SceCo

(3) Caesar saluted his legions before. ..
he wentandaddressethem [ConC

(4) Caesar’s legions marchaddmarchedor days [ReC

Example (1) is a case ofr@inary cardination (OCo), arguably coordinating IPs.
The events referred to in each conjunct are distinct fronh edher. The temporal
ordering of the conjuncts is irrelevant and is not necelysaflected in the word-order
of the conjuncts. The other three examples are various tyfgeseudo-coordination.



2 Coordination of verbal entities

The pseudo-coordination illustrated in (2) exemplifiesrigesetting cordination
(SceCo), where the predicate in the first conjunct seemg thesscene for the action
denoted by the verb in the second conjunct to take place. @hjiracts are intrinsi-
cally, temporally ordered and always occur in a tempord#épendent sequenéén
this context, the coordinator seems to act like ‘glue’ drepan ordered set of events,
effectively subordinating one event to the other. In additiSceCo can be descrip-
tively characterised as allowing a PP or particle within Wleebal string in the first
conjunct. This is an important distinguishing factor beaw&ceCo and examples like
those in (3) and will be shown to have syntactic effects.

Example (3) is a pseudo-coordinative construction, whielillirefer to as_Con
tiguous_Ceordination (ConCo): the verb string is contiguous as opda® SceCo
where it may be interrupted by a PP or particle. It has prégeduite different to
(2). According to Na and Huck (1992) it has a more ‘idiomatiterpretation and
since the pseudo-coordinative veagb plays an aspectual role, the activity denoted
by the pseudo-coordinative verb in the first conjunct cameotonsidered an activity
distinct from that denoted by the lexical verb in the secoondjeunct. The second
conjunct is thus aspectually dependent on the first. Thefsetrbs that allow ConCo
constructions are much more restricted than those that 8lteCo. Cardinal instances
of ConCo listed in the literature typically include exanmgpheith verbs likego and
come

Example (4) is an example of augmentative coordination ilmsath 2005), which
I will refer to as Reluplicative Caordination. This type of construction may also co-
ordinate verbal categories and, like ConCo, appears to tefa single (marching)
event. However, this cannot be the entire explanation simsetype of construction
may also yield serial and repetitive readings. In additiba,construction is associated
with pragmatic readings whereby the activity expressedtenisified in some sense.

Finally, there exist pseudo-coordinative constructionafrikaans, typically with
posture verbs. Since Afrikaans is an OV language, the vargaiments typically oc-
cur to the left of the verbal string, consisting of a postuegbv(a so-called Indirect
Linking Verb (ILV)), a coordinative marker and a lexical el he fact that these are
pseudo-coordinative and restructuring constructionsriplwa illustrated by the fact
that the object occurs to the left of the posture verb.

(5) Jan sal die boeke sit en lees
Jan will the books sit and read

‘Jan will sit reading the books’

It will be argued that these Afrikaans constructions areeqdifferent to pseudo-
coordinative constructions in English. Afrikaans has bwerb movement in verb-
second contexts whereas English does not. This revealspasing phenomenon:
the pseudo-coordinative verb may either move individudtlyming a Simplex Initial
(S1)) or pied-pipe a coordinated lexical verb (to form a Céempnitial (Cl)). This

LExample (2) is very likely a member of a much broader class of coctions (Postal (1998), Na and
Huck (1992), Lakoff (1986), Schmerling (1975) and GoldsmitB§5)). However a unified treatment will
not be attempted here since my primary concern is with ConCo.
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raises important questions for the nature of head movenmehthee analysis of verb
second in those languages which have it.

(6) a. Jan sit die boeke en lees
Jan sit the books and read

‘Jan sits reading the books’

b. Jan sit en lees die boeke
Jan sit and read the books

‘Jan sits reading the books’

All these constructions in English and Afrikaans could bid $a coordinate non-
nominal categories, whether clauses or VPs or events oapsrferbal heads. The
diversity of construction types necessitates compilingadttox of tests with which to
differentiate them. This requirement is all the more coripglbecause coordinative
constructions may often be surface identical, renderiegntieffectively ambiguous
between a number of different constructions. Without sufferéntiation, the postu-
lation of generalizations becomes extremely difficult, #melnegative effects of this
are reflected in the literature on the topic. For this reasosiibstantial part of this
dissertation is devoted to exploring a number of tests tiingjgish coordinative types
and in creating a typology of variation within verbal coaraion. The resulting ty-
pology of verbal coordination types is illustrated in figuré.

Figure 1.1: A typology of pseudo-coordination in Englistdafrikaans

Coordination

Ordinary Pseudo-coordination

Coordination S

XP-based Head-based
Scene setting Contiguous Non-contiguous

ReCo Non-reduplicative A/frikaans
Posture type

This typology is illustrated for English and Afrikaans. Hish has been widely
and intensively studied but nevertheless has a number bfeaardination structures
which are poorly understood. English is quite interestingpag the West-Germanic
tongues insofar as it has a number of types of verbal pseadatination which are
not generally shared by languages such as standard Germiateaulard Dutch. An-
other language which also has interesting verb-coordinadiructures is Afrikaans. It
is unique among the West-Germanic languages in having engolordinated pred-
icates with posture verbs which can undergo head-moverbate is no substantial
analysis of these structures to date.



4 Coordination

In addition to developing this typology, the dissertatidsoaprovides a syntac-
tic analysis of English and Afrikaans pseudo-coordinasitrectures, demonstrating
how many syntactic and semantic effects can be derived flenfdllowing strong
assumption and general syntactic principles.

(7) Pseudo-coordination is always true coordination.

Of course, this means that the pseudo-coordinative clarstit that one verb is
dependent on the other must be explained in some other fadiao stipulating that
the coordinator is a subordinator. It is argued that thissgraptom of the syntactic
contexts in which coordination occurs and not a functiorheflexical specification of
the coordinator itself. In other words, the dependency betwthe verbs follows from
whatis coordinated rather than whether the linking element isbsdinator or not.
It will also be shown that the cross-linguistic variatiorileeen English and Afrikaans
pseudo-coordinative types can be accounted for by the hgpistin (7).

1.2 Coordination

There are three aspects of coordination in natural langtizafeare important for
discussion here: (i) the constraints on coordination artcaetion from coordinate
structures, (ii) the phrase structure associated withdination and (iii) the lexical
specification of coordination.

1.2.1 Constraints on coordination

There are two main constraints on coordination that willrhpartant in the following
discussion. These are the Coordinative Structure Constf@SC) and the Law of
Coordination of Likes (LCL).

The Coordinate Structure Constraint

It has been known since Ross (1967) that coordinative strestare subject to the
Coordinate Structure Constraint (CSC) and the AcrosSBiterd (ATB) exception to
it.

(8) a. CSC: In a coordinate structure, no conjunct may be moved, nor mgy a
element contained in a conjunct be moved out of that conj(Rass
1967:89).

b. ATB: In a coordinate structure, the same constituent may bectatra
from within all the conjuncts simultaneously (Ross 1967llidfns
1978)?

2The extracted constituent must perform the same general serhamttion in both conjuncts e.g. it
must be a deep subject in both or an object in both etc.
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The CSC is actually a disjunctive definition and can be didiofto two separate
constraints (Grosu 1973): the CSC proper forbidding ektvadrom within a con-
junct, and the Conjunct Constraint, preventing the movihg conjunct itself.

Consider the following illustrations of the CSC. Exampl@b,€) contain coordi-
nated clauses, from which an NP has been extracted from #tefid second con-
juncts respectively. The result is ungrammatical and isamgle of a CSC violation.
Example (9c) shows that when the same constituent is egttdicim both conjuncts,
the result is grammatical. This is an example of the ATB efoepo the CSC.

9 a. Ralf admired Kgomotso and Peter had the hots for Hitsk
b. *Who did Ralf admire t and Peter have the hots for Tjitske?
c. *Who did Ralf admire Kgomotso and Peter have the hots for t?
d. Who did Ralf admire t and Peter have the hots for t?

The status of these constraints and the ATB exception isfthe tongest-standing
puzzles in linguistics and has still not been satisfagt@¥plained (Progovac 1998a).
This issue is not addressed in this dissertation and sirc€8C has never been sat-
isfactorily unified with syntactic islands more generathg CSC is taken to be deriv-
ative of a deep property of coordination itsglf.

In fact, exceptions to the CSC have been pointed out by CaadenPesetsky
(1977), Culicover and Jackendoff (1997), Goldsmith (1983koff (1986), Ross
(1967), Zoerner (1995) etc. Among these apparent exceptioa verbal pseudo-
coordinative constructions. While some, such as Lakoff §)@8gue that in the face
of these exceptions, the CSC must be abandoned, it seers $aly that many of the
exceptions are fairly systematic and form classes of eimeptPostal (1998) shows
that some of these exceptions are not true coordinatiom aitsdle others admit some
types of extraction but remain selective islands for exioac This suggests that the
CSC should remain as a meaningful generalization, whilblproatizing the apparent
exceptions for further study.

The range of apparent exceptions to the CSC addressed hyrastith as Lakoff
(1986) and Postal (1998) is too broad to be productivelyléatchky this dissertation.
However, in approaching a subset of these problematic tai#i,argue against both
these authors and claim that the CSC does not need to be veshteallow certain
types of extractions. On the contrary, the CSC can be maguddh a strong form and
explain apparent violations of it in other terrhs.

The Law of Coordination of Likes

Another constraint on coordination concerns what may bedioated in the first
place. Coordination markers, in English as in other langsagre notoriously promis-

3See Munn (1993) for an attempt to reduce the islandhood ofiawate structures to the islandhood
of adjuncts.

4The examples that allow putative counter examples to the CB&eain to share a characteristic
of asymmetric coordination. In this dissertation, | will aegthat pseudo-coordination is not necessarily
asymmetric coordination, that consequently the CSC can heraeskto hold and that apparent violations
of it must be explained in another fashion.
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cuous with regard to the contexts in which they appear. Ity jast about any substan-
tive category (N, V, P, A) can be coordinated, including eshguch as quantifiers,
IPs, CPs, VPs ett However, it has long been known that a curious, yet impoyrtant
lexical fact about this entity, is that in natural languagalways coordinates ‘like’
constituents. This property is usually referred to as the bhCoordination of Likes
(LCL) in the literature (Williams 1978). The level of similty may not be restricted to
only syntactic features but also extends to semantic fonaf functional equivalence
(Dik 1968, Haspelmath 2005, Munn 1993, Peterson 2004, Salg E285). There are
also a number of well known exceptions to this generalinafitayer 1996, Dik 1968,
Progovac 1998a;b, Sag et al. 1985, Zoerner 1995). Howeéwexe toes not seem to
be consensus on either its status as a generalizationyitsytar analysis or whether
it follows from more general principles (Progovac 19984)jug, in the absence of any
better alternative, | will retain the LCL as a useful genigedlon.

1.2.2 Structure of coordination

Coordination always has at least two conjuncts. Dik (1968)és this particular prop-
erty back at least as far as Dionysius Thrax. Their relalign® each other and to the
coordinator itself has been hotly debated.

Although coordination has often been treated as a ‘flatcstme (Chomsky 1981,
Gazdar et al. 1985, Ingria 1990, Jackendoff 1977, PolladdSag 1994, Pullum and
Zwicky 1986, Sag et al. 1985), the case for asymmetry in doatiye structures has
been explored by Munn (1993), Ross (1967), Zoerner (199%)ahannessen (1998)
amongst others.

The case for an asymmetric structure is made by the followigtrasts from
Progovac (1998a) citing Ross (1967).

(20) a. John left, and he didn't even say good-bye
b. John left. And he didn’t even say good-bye
c. *John left and. He didn't even say good-bye

Similarly, it is possible to extrapose from the last conjulmat not from the first
(Progovac 1998a:citing Munn (1993)).

(12) a. John read a book yesterday, and the newspapers
b. *John read the newspapers yesterday, the book and
Following Johannessen (1998), Kayne (1994), Progovac8d;89, Van Koppen

(2005), Zoerner (1995), coordination has a specifier-cempht structure, where the
first conjunct is in the specifier of a Coordination Phrasededaby a coordinator

5By assuming that almost anything may be coordinated, | disagitteKayne (1994) who claims
that heads cannot be coordinated. Another approach thatreors the categories that may be coordinated
is that of BoSkowt and Franks (2000) who argue that VPs cannot be coordinitEting in the present
analysis hinges on this, however.



Introduction 7

AND. The second conjunct is the complemenasb. This is illustrated in (16§.This
structure is supported by the fact that a pronoun can ocdheisecond conjunct and
is not ruled out by Principle C. A flat structure would not peedhe asymmetry.

(12) a. John; andhis; mother took a stroll along the embankment
b. *His; mother and/ohn; took a stroll along the embankment

Essentially the same point can be demonstrated with Ptenéip Although the
first example is not totally well-formed, it still contrastgth the second which is
ungrammatical.

(13) a. ??Both/ohn’s; essay and pictures a@fimsel f; were distributed on the
internet

b. *Both pictures ofvimsel f; andJohn's; essay were distributed on the
internet

Note however that this contrast is rendered dubious by tttaliat examples with
anaphors are not readily generalizable. Consider thewoilp ungrammatical exam-
ple from Progovac (1998a).

(24) a. *EitherJohn; or a picture ofhimsel f;will suffice
b. EitherJohn; or a picture ofhim,; will suffice.

Stronger evidence for a specifier-complement structuredordinate structures
comes from Van Koppen (2005) who uses complementizer agneiefacts to drive
home this point. In the following example from Bavarian, twmplementizer agrees
with either the first conjunct or with the mother coordinategse. Agreement with
the second conjunct is not possible.

(15) a....dal-sd du und d’Maria an Hauptpreis gwunna
...that-G6 [you.sG and the Maria]2L the first.prize won
hab-ds
have-2L

b. ...daR-ds du und d’Maria an Hauptpreis gwunna
...that-L [you.sG and the Maria]2L the first.prize won
hab-ds
have-2L
‘...that Maria and you have won the first prize’ [Bavarian]

6Munn (1993) uses the term Boolean Phrase to refer to the &PsBlenzes that both conjuncts are
adjuncts to the Boolean Phrase. | will not make this speciamption although nothing in my analysis
hinges on this fact. Also, given the deep similarity betwegectiers and adjuncts (Kayne 1994), the two
approaches may ultimately be able to be combined.
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(16) &P
/\
XP &P

T~ T

CONJUNCT1 AND XP

—

CONJUNCTZ2

Of course, the label &P is actually a useful shorthand for afare complex label:
coordination phrases essentially behave as though theematide, &P, has the same
label as the conjuncts. Cremers (1993) argues that the ioatod itself is ‘combina-
torialy inert’ and does not have a category of its own. Zoefi€95) suggests that
the features on all the conjuncts percolate up to the mothdz hJohannessen (1998)
argues that the features of &P are inherited from the speéifee from the first con-
junct) via spec-head agreement. This approach has a nuhpegtdems in terms of
resolving gender (Corbett 1983) and agreement (Van Kopp8B)2n the respective
conjuncts. Moreover, since spec-head agreement is noroageired in a syntactic
system withAGREE, this approach can no longer be sustained.

From a more semantic point of view, conjunction has beenedeas group form-
ing (Lasersohn 1995), as intersection (Gazdar et al. 198§,€$ al. 1985, Winter
1996) or as being ambiguous between intersection and ukioaeksema 1983, Link
1984, Zoerner 1995). Other approaches make use of latiiasdls 2002, Levy and
Pollard 2002). There is as yet, no consensus over this issue.

All these options face problems when considering coorainabf unlike cate-
gories, so it is probably necessary to assume some versitredfCL, if only out
of necessity. Moreover, a number of these approaches hatéeprs in dealing with
coordinated predicates.

(17) Ralf painted the house yellow and blue

Intersection and union fail because this does not entdilttiegehouse was painted
either yellow, or blue or green (Cremers 1993). What it doesmiethat the house has
a set of properties, a subset of which are yellow and a subbsétioh are blue. Thus,
the coordinator is an operator of some kind that creates apgrselected from the
set of yellow things, and also from the set of blue thiRgaiven these issues, which
have not been entirely resolved, | will assume that the miatbde is a group of the
labels of the conjuncts possibly mediated by rules of regwiun order to account for
the well known interactions of agreement, gender and Caseadrdinative contexts
(Corbett 1983, Van Koppen 2005).

7See Cormack and Breheney (1994) for an analysis of (ordir@gjdination in operator-variable
terms. They capture the 'non-projection’ of the coordindigrclaiming that all syntactic operators co-
project in combination with the projection of the complememder their analysis the label of the mother
of & would be V/&. In other words, operators like coordinatiare transparent for projection purposes. |
do not address this option here.

8This intuitive notion is compatible with coordination alvealgeing group-forming (Lasersohn 1995),
but where the operation is crucially constrained by the LThwus, given two coordinated conjuncts, A and
B, the mother node contains the group {A,{B}} where A and B aubject to the LCL.
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The lexical specification of coordination

The ‘meaning’ of coordination has been a subject of somedidebate over the years
with intense discussion over whether it is Boolean or natc&ithis dissertation fo-
cusses on coordination below the level of the head, it is mectly relevant to this
debate, although it does bear on the discussion indir€etgsequently, it is not my
intention to become too deeply engrossed in this issue aatt@mpt is made to keep
the assumptions about the nature of coordination as unuimis as possible.

So, momentarily setting aside the ‘meaning’ of coordinatibere are other mat-
ters concerning the lexical specification of coordinatidmali are important for the
discussion in this dissertation. The lexical specificatibrtoordination has already
been alluded to insofar as it is suggested that the CSC ddriven a deep property of
coordination itself. Similarly, the LCL has not been rediite any deeper principle.
In the absence of better alternatives, | will retain the LCId &£SC useful general-
izations, and assume that they are universal properti¢satbaa function of a deep
property of coordination itself.

1.2.3 Conclusion

In conclusion, the following basic properties of coordioatwith and are assumed.
i. AND is a head with conjuncts as its specifier and complement,
il. AND is an operator taking (at least) two conjuncts
iii. which coordinates ‘Like’ entities (Law of Coordinatiof Likes (Williams 1978))
and,
iv. is subject to the Coordinate Structure Constraint, \thi#h exception of Across
The Board movement (Ross 1967).
In the present context, it is taken as a fundamental hypisthiest coordination in
pseudo-coordinative contexts is always real coording@smpposed to a subordina-
tive marker) and has these properties.

1.3 Theoretical background

The theoretical background informing this dissertatiothi of the Minimalist Pro-

gramme (e.g. Chomsky (1993; 1995b) and subsequent wotksugh many of the

arguments will be interpretable to those working in othanfeworks. | make several
sets of assumptions relating to the operations assumedstoieNarrow Syntax and
to phrase structure.

1.3.1 Operations of Narrow Syntax

There are only three primitive operations in Narrow SyntemelyMERGE, MOVE
andAGREE. MERGE is the primitive structure-building operation, creatirigdry sets
of the form {A, B}. MERGEIs incremental and bottom uplOVE is directly related to
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MERGE and can be seen as ‘InternatRGE, where a syntactic element which is al-
ready present in the structure is remerged at a higher potheistructureAGREEISs a
mechanism of feature valuation, where uninterpretabliifea ‘probe’ for a ‘goal’ in
their complement which can provide them with a specific valie domain oAGREE

is assumed to be local, presumably restricted by phasesr§kyo1999; 2001), Mul-
tiple Spell out (Uriagereka 1999) or similar.

The effect of taking this severely restricted set of operaiseriously is that the
system of Narrow Syntax cannot be unnecessarily enrichiédadditional operations.
Consequently, in this dissertation, an analysis is prapdbkat is ‘Minimal’ in the
sense that it does not propose additional mechanisms.igdjers for operations are
assumed to be lexical: whether individual features or priggxeof lexical heads which
drive operations. This will be essential in the analysispps®ed in this dissertation
since | will argue that it is the unique properties of coodadive heads which are at the
heart of pseudo-coordination.

1.3.2 Phrase structure

The structures in this dissertation use the traditionat¢lglof CP, TP, vP, VP etc.
In addition, the structures have deliberately been kepplgthere is no need for
recourse to a highly articulated set of functional projausi either in the functional
or the verbal layer. This is not to say that such functionajgutions do not exist,
merely that they are not necessary to explain the pseudalicadive properties under
discussion here.

Nevertheless, these simple representations belie théhiaict assume a labelling
system such as the ‘bare phrase structure’ system propgs&hdmsky (1995a).
In this system, the label of a particular node is indistispable from the content
of the head which projects it. Thus, the nodes between he@ldsatd X-bar) are
not necessarily distinct from the heads themselves andiplhetion is to heads. To
illustrate this, consider the following example where X isead.

(18) X
Adjunction of a Y to the head X, yields the phrase marker (18¢xe Y projects.
a9 v

Y X

However, adjunction of a head Y to the head X, could also \tieédohrase marker
(20) where X projects. In both (19) and (20), the extensiamd@on has been met.

(20) X

Y X

9Carnie (1995) points out that this structure is, in fact, ajabiis between head and phrasal status. The
distinction must be stipulated.
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Now consider the following scenario, where the head X isrigkebe the head of
a phrase projecting itself. A complement, WP, is added for context but will play no
further role.

1) X

X WP

/N

w

Adjunction of a head Y to the head X yields the following stiure where X still
projects its phrase.

(22) X

X WP
VA NVAN
Y X W

This is the basic mechanism utilized by head movement, adhohere is no stip-
ulation thatonly head movement can produce these structtirdmthing in principle
prevents an additional head Z from being merged to the contigad X yielding the
phrase marker in (23) where X projects by the same mechahisnyielded (20}2

(23) X

X WP
20 NVAN
Z X w

/N

Y X

The implication of this type of phrase structure is that astesome types of com-
plex heads are built using the tools of Narrow Syntax. Thisaisreally novel view,
given that head-movement standardly uses this mechanism.

10n the parlance of Bare Phrase Structure, XP may be represast§™X . For convenience, | will
retain use of XP to denote a projection of X.

11t is well known that head movement results in a problem for Gawent of the trace of the head.
However, if this structure is base-generated then this kvelivn problem dissipates. Admittedly, the issue
of whether head movement complies with the Extension Conditamains, but see Harley (2003; 2004),
Matushansky (2002; 2005a;b), Richards (1997) for alt@reaisions of the extension condition and poten-
tial solutions to this problem. Within a Bare Phrase Struegystem, the following solution presents itself.
If it is indeed the case that the label of X and X itself are wiistinct, then adjunction to X is effectively
adjunction to all segments of X and thus the extension canmtisi satisfied in this context too.

12Note that this structure is incompatible with the LCA (Kayr@94) since two morphological heads
may mutually c-command each other. This structure is also not atiofg with the spirit of the ‘tucking
in” approach (Richards 1997) which was extended to headsatin€ (2002) because head-adjunction is
always to the highest head node, and not to the original gtiogghead itself.
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1.3.3 Aspect andAktionsart

Another possible point of confusion relates to aspectAkiibnsart Although these
are often referred to collectively as aspect, it is impdrtardistinguish them. By the
term ‘Aktionsart, | refer to situation aspect (Smith 1997), an inherent prbyp of
verbs whereby they are specified as being bounded or unbduhbis reduces to the
Vendlerian distinction between states, activities, agmeents and accomplishments.

(24) Karynresembled Liv Tyler [State]
(25) Friederike won a race [Achievement]
(26) Neil drove Marjan back home safely [Accomplishment]
(27) Svetoslav trudged through the snow for hours? [Agfjvit

Every event may have a starting poiimitium, a processcursusor an ending
point, finis (Dowty 1979, Tenny 1987, Vendler 1957, Verkuyl 1972; 199@)is is
what Johanson (1996) calls the ‘Internal Phase Structuhic¢iwreduces to the dis-
tinction between telic and atelic predicates. Thiesuscan be represented as a phase
©, anon-punctual stretch of time corresponding to Vend[eirRoCES$, and thefinis
can be represented assdos, a point of punctual change corresponding to Vendler’s
[+DEFINITE]. The resultant classification is basically that of VendqE357). can be
subdivided into subparts whereasheing punctual, cannot be subdivided any further.
States, having no apparent internal structure, cannothidded either.

Table 1.1: Vendler Classes

| Asp. Class | Vendler Class | Notation |
States -PROCESS-DEFINITE | [—]
Achievements -PROCESS+DEFINITE | [7]
Accomplishments +PROCESS+DEFINITE | [p, 7]
Activities +PROCESS-DEFINITE | [¢]

Itis important to note that th&ktionsartof the verb is generally lexically specified
and is not a property of clauses. It is simply a lexical faett thome verbs such as
‘wander’ are activities whereas other verbs such as ‘sheret’punctual. This is not
to deny that there are interactions between the leXAkéibnsartof a verb and other
entities within the clause, such as the direct object. TAngjnbounded activity verb
can be provided with an endpoint by an appropriate DP. Indisisertation, it will also
be shown that thé&ktionsartof one verb can interact with that of another.

This should be contrasted with viewpoint aspect, whiclinalgh it has common-
alities with Aktionsart is an external view of an event as to whether it is starting,
progressing, completed etc. regardless of its Vendled@ss{Comrie 1976). Hence-
forth, when the term ‘aspect’ is used, it refers to viewpaispect.
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1.3.4 Antisymmetry, Dutch and Afrikaans

Following the insights of Kayne (1994), the traditional tedaal analysis of Dutch
was reformulated in head-initial terms by Zwart (1994; 19%@utch and Afrikaans
share many of the same characteristics with respect to ieade and consequently,
the broad generalization of Zwart (1994; 1997) can be agplieAfrikaans: it is
head-initial (Vriends 1998). Many of the arguments put fardvby Zwart actually
do not rest on the LCA itself but follow from more general oot of headedness.
Thus, Afrikaans has clause-initial complementizers, aanetielming tendency to
use prepositions and canonical 1-2-3 word order where Vellsters are concerned.
All these facts point to Afrikaans being head-initial. Thelyofactors arguing for a
head-final analysis are some postpositions commonly agedcwith R-words (e.g.
waarmee daarometc.), as well as 2-1 word order between the past-tenseianyxil
and lexical verb (e.qgelees hetrsTreadaux).®® The overwhelming evidence points
to Afrikaans being a head-initial language independentiwlmether the LCA is as-
sumed or not. Given this, a head-initial analysis of Afrikaavill be assumed although
the structure of the low VP area follows the OV system progdseBarbiers (2000).
This model easily captures the fact that Afrikaans has pbatebjectswithin verbal
clusters, a fact that will be discussed in more detail in #eoad part of this disserta-
tion.

Nevertheless, some broad antisymmetric notions are takgmdnted and are fully
compatible with head-initial structures. These includelibin on rightward movement
and on right-adjunction. However, contrary to what is sistee by Kayne (1994), it
is assumed that coordination can occur below head level.8Malne’s argument is
no doubt correct for syntactic structures, the fact remsias morphological struc-
tures must be represented somehow; traditional morphzabgtructures are incom-
patible with the LCA. Whatever solution is found to this pretnl can also be applied
to coordination below head level. Thus, if one assumes adnark such as that of
Ackema (1995) or Carnie (1995; 2000), then structure beleadHevel follows syn-
tactic structure. All this suggests that coordination ehead level is indeed possible
and is governed by whatever principles of linearizationapplied to morphological
structures independently.

1.4 Structure of the dissertation

The dissertation is divided into two parts, one dealing Vtiglish verbal pseudo-
coordination and the other dealing with pseudo-coordieatructures in Afrikaans.
The first part is largely concerned with developing a set sfst¢o identify pseudo-
coordinative construction types and in outlining a typglagj pseudo-coordinative
structures based on those found in English. The second ppliea these tests to
Afrikaans hendiadys-type constructions with posture seshowing how they fit into
the proposed typology and also accounting for some prolilewerb-second effects
in Afrikaans.

135ee Biberauer (2003; 2004) for an interesting analysisrimg®f remnant movement.
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1.4.1 Partl:

Chapter (2) compares a number of coordinative types withe@sto a number of
tests. Ordinary, garden-variety coordination is used tatdish a base-line for coordi-
native behaviour. The tests show that there are actuallyrdoeuof different pseudo-
coordinative constructions, each with slightly differenbperties.

In chapter (3), the tests developed in chapter (2) are appiia different type of
construction: reduplicative coordination (ReCo). It viié shown that ReCo construc-
tions pattern very similarly to a subtype of pseudo-coaton. This comparison will
yield important clues to the analysis of pseudo-coordamatnore generally.

In chapter (4), an analysis of a subtype of pseudo-cooiidimas developed. It
is argued that contrary to the conclusions of others, pseodadination is not an
instance of subordination, but is instead a particular typsyntactic compounding
at or below the level of the head and using coordination. Thisrroborated by a
demonstration thahktionsartfeatures must also be coordinated in a similar way.

1.4.2 Partll:

The second part of the dissertation extends the conclusioived at in the first part,
through a discussion of Afrikaans pseudo-coordinativestroctions. Afrikaans is im-
portant in this regard because (i) it has not been as widaljied as other languages
with pseudo-coordination and (i) it exhibits ‘quirky’ veisecond effects, namely
complex initials, which raise important questions for thedry.

Chapter (5) contains a general introduction to the verbstiesy of Afrikaans, in-
cluding various kinds of functional verbs in Afrikaans.dishown that Afrikaans verbs
are not inflected for person, number or tense. Pseudo-cwiiek complex initials are
introduced and explored.

Chapter (6) explores how pseudo-coordinative compleiaisifand their simplex
initial counterparts) behave with respect to general festgseudo-coordination. It is
demonstrated that there are no semantic or syntactic eifées in the ways that com-
plex initials and simplex initials behave with respect tedb tests. This suggests that
they are derived from a common base. It is also determindg#deido-coordinative
constructions of this type behave identically to pseudordimativetry constructions
in English. This corroborates the typology developed inEmglish sections of the
dissertation.

Chapter (7) develops an analysis of pseudo-coordinativeptex initials. It is
shown that complex initials are complex heads derived irstrgax. The properties
of this derivation are crucially dependent on the fact thabardinative marker is
merged: it is the properties of individual lexical itemsttidaive the derivation. It is
also argued that the Afrikaans quirky verb-second effemltew from a strict inter-
pretation of the Coordinate Structure Constraint and La@adrdination of Likes as
applied to featurebelowthe level of the head. Finally, the appendix to chapter (7)
briefly outlines an analysis of complex initials with cerntaispectual verbs (Direct
linking verbs) which do not appear to be pseudo-coordirativnature. This class
of verbs is argued to be non-heterogeneous and, once thptiexa# cases are con-
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trolled for, the remainder of verbs in the class behave idally to ILVs when tests
for pseudo-coordination are applied. This suggests tirattdlinking verbs have a
‘hidden’ pseudo-coordinative character.
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Part |

English pseudo-coordination






Chapter 2

Distinguishing
pseudo-coordinative structures

In chapter (1), several types of verbal coordination westedl (examples (1) to (4) on
page 1). Some of these are repeated here as (1) to (3).

(1) Caesar weracross the Rubicon arfte conquere@Gaul [OCOo]
(2) Caesar wenb Gaul anddevastatedt [SceCo

(3) Caesar saluted his legions before. ..
he wentandaddressethem [ConC

Example (1) is an instance of ordinary coordination (OCxaraples (2) and (3)
are instances of asymmetric coordination, also known gdigers pseudo-coordination
or subordinating coordination (Quirk et al. 1985). They éndeen labelled as ‘V1
and V2’ (Shopen 1971), ‘go & V'’ (Carden and Pesetsky 1977), ‘gn & get’ (Pul-
lum 1990). More descriptively, they have also been callesh:logical coordination’
(Lakoff 1986, Schmerling 1975) and ‘asymmetrical coortiord (Na and Huck 1992,
Schmerling 1975) in the sense that one conjunct is seméptioare central than the
other. Schmerling (1975) claims that this type of coordorats VP coordination and
that it describes two closely related evehts.

Although asymmetric coordination has been recognised as-ainitary phenom-
enon (Schmerling 1975), almost all studies have treatedC0@s being the same as
SceCo. An exception to this is Na and Huck (1992) who briefprahterise this con-
struction, which they call ‘idiomatic, non-logical coongdition’ as being ‘less context

1Schmerling (1975) explicitly denies that all asymmetric cirmation has a temporal relation holding
between the conjuncts. The distinction she makes is caphyréte system of Lakoff (1986). According to
Lakoff (1986), Type A asymmetrical coordination expressesatanal course of events; Type B expresses
a course of events counter to natural expectation; and Tyge€esses a cause-effect relation. While it is
certainly true that asymmetric coordination in general maytexthese different types, it seems to me that
SceCo almost always is of Lakoff’'s Type A.
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dependent’ (Na and Huck 1992:271) in the sense that the deeoted by the pseudo-
coordinative verb is not distinct from that denoted by thedal verb (as it was for (1
and (2)). They do not offer any further distinguishing teastbolster their intuition.
One of the aims of this chapter is to make an explicit distimcbetween examples
(2) and (3). Thus, the goals of this chapter are to:
i. compare the properties of OCo, SceCo and ConCo,
ii. demonstrate that pseudo-coordinative constructi@seCo and ConCo)) are
distinct from OCo,
iii. demonstrate that SceCo and ConCo constructions aierelift from each other
and
iv. provide a number of tests that can be applied to distsigthese constructions.
The result of these tests will be a typology of coordinative pseudo-coordinative
structures illustrated by the tree 2.1.

Figure 2.1: First approximation of pseudo-coordinatio&irglish
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2.1 Tests for OCo, SceCo and ConCo

This section compares garden-variety OCo with two typessaefudo-coordination.
The first of these is ConCo proper (3) and the second is a cmtistn that superficially
looks like ConCo with a PP in the verbal string, namely Sce®)oThat both these
types have been taken to be pseudo-coordination is evidentthe literature. What
this chapter will show, however, is that not only does psecmiardination generally
differ from OCo, but also that SceCo differs from ConCo. Byking these differences
explicit and by providing a variety of tests to systematicdistinguish them, | hope
to more precisely circumscribe these phenomena, reducimg f the confusion in
the literature and hopefully paving the way to a comprehenanalysis.

2.1.1 Violation of the Coordinate Structure Constraint

The first difference between these coordinative types, hacohe most frequently
alluded to in the literature is the fact that they differ wifspect to their extraction
properties. As is well known, OCo are strong islands (Ro$71L9Nothing can be
extracted from them unless extraction proceeds in an atheskoard (ATB) fashion
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(Ross 1967). Informally, ATB extraction is the phenomendrere the same element
is extracted from both conjuncts simultaneously.

(4) . John both planned an article and he wrote a book

. *Who t both planned an article and he wrote a book?

. *Who did John both plan an article and t wrote a book?
. *What did John plan t and he wrote a book?

. *What did John plan an article and he wrote t?

What did John both plan t and write t?

- ®© Q2 O T w

(4a) is the basic sentence. (4b-e) show that subjects aadtslgannot be extracted
from either conjunct. (4f) shows that extraction can onlguzdrom OCo provided that
it is across-the-board (Ross 1967).

This paradigm can be repeated with an intransitive verbaerfitlt conjunct. This
is potentially important because (i) pseudo-coordinagiractures typically have an
unaccusative verb in the first conjunct (egg, come sit etc.) and (i) Cormack and
Breheney (1994) suggest that unaccusativity/ergatiiggnises extraction from OCo.

(5) a. Citizen Kane died and he left a mysterious legacy
b. Who died and left an amazing legacy?
c. *What legacy did Citizen Kane die and leave?

Example (5a) is the basic sentence. (5b) shows that thecsuhgy be extracted in
ATB fashion from both conjuncts. (5¢) shows that the unaatvisy of the first verb
does not license non-ATB extraction of the object. The pgrads quite similar to
that of extraction from transitive structures (4). For tlaées of completeness, it can
also be shown that an unergative verb in the first conjuncs do¢ license non-ATB
extraction.

(6) a. Sir Aguecheek talked and he bored everybody to tears
b. Who talked and bored everybody to tears?
¢. *Who did Sir Aguecheek talk and bore to tears?

This may be compared to the paradigm for unaccusative v&hdglere is no
distinction to be found between them. Thus, contrary to whsiiggested by Cormack
and Breheney (1994), ergativity does not license extradtimm OCo. Thus, OCo are
strong islands for extraction (Ross 1967). This is a veryusbltest for coordinate
structures and consequently | use it fairly systematidallyis chapter to distinguish
OCo from other, non-canonical coordinative structures.
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ConCo

One of the most salient properties of ConCo constructiotisaisthey allow for sys-
tematic violations of the CSC constraint.

(7 a. John went and read a book on the bus
b. What did John go and read on the bus?
c. Who went and read a book on the bus?

(8) a. John sat and read a book on the bus
b. What did John sit and read on the bus?
c. Who sat and read a book on the bus?

Although these types of examples are deemed violations ®iQ8C by Ross
(1967) himself, it might be suggested that argument extnadh these cases is ac-
tually ATB extraction; in other words, that the extracted Wlément is coindexed
with two different gaps. This would essentially mean thatr¢éhis no real difference
between OCo and ConCo. However, this is demonstrably falest.of all, one would
expect a difference between unergative and unaccusatis. i has already been
shown that such a distinction does not exist ((5) and (6)ptAar argument comes
from examples of extraction from the complement of the bectefe prepositiorfor.

9) a. John pumped water for the soldier and Mary bought aeptdsr the
soldier.

b. *Who did John pump water and Mary buy a present for?
¢. Who did John pump water for and Mary buy a present for?

Example (9b) strands a preposition in the second conjunahd®Co construc-
tion. The ungrammaticality of (9b) can be derived from thet fhat extraction has
occurred from both conjuncts, but the preposition has oebnbstranded in one. (9c)
shows that if ATB occurs, then the preposition must be swdrid both conjuncts.
Thus preposition stranding can be a diagnostic of ATB movemet us now look at
ConCo constructions in this regard.

(10) a. Who did John go and pump water for?

b. *Who did John go for and pump water?
c. *Who did John go for and pump water for?

(12) a. Who did John sit and pump water for?
b. *Who did John sit for and pump water?
c. *Who did John sit for and pump water for?
‘John sat (for a portrait) for X and also pumped water for X’
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If preposition stranding marks the extraction site, ther{lifia) and (11a), ex-
traction occurred only from within the second conjunct. Thet that this is gram-
matical implies that extraction did not proceed in ATB fashiExamples (10b) and
(11b) demonstrate that extraction from the complement efpgbeudo-coordinative
verb, within the verbal string, is impossible. Finally, €JGand (11c) strand prepo-
sitions in both conjuncts; this would be what ATB would lodkel if it had indeed
occurred. They are both ungrammatical on a pseudo-codivbnaading. In other
words, the coordinated verbs cannot be interpreted asesprgticates. Where some
type of interpretation is possible at all (e.g. (11c)), itais ATB reading but not a
pseudo-coordinative one, as the transliteration implie® fact that these examples
are ungrammatical is evidence that ATB did not take placedn@ contexts. Thus,
extraction from ConCo constructions does indeed violageGBC. ConCo construc-
tions are thus not islands at all

This is supported by the fact that a variety of adjuncts caretteacted from
ConCo. Adjuncts of different types are usually deemed to beged in the structure
at different points, whether arranged according to sernamnstraints (Ernst 2002)
or a functional hierarchy (Cinque 1999). Those adjuncichgd relatively ‘high’ in
the functional structure, such as reason adjuncts, canlleetively called ‘high’ ad-
juncts. Those that attach lower, such as manner adverbsnawen as ‘low’ adjuncts.

(12) I wonder why John went and pumped water? [High reason]
(23) 1'wonder how John went and pumped water? [Bare ‘how’]
(14) 1 wonder how often John went and pumped water? [Freatiea}
(15) I'wonder how carefully John went and pumped water? [Laamner]

Extraction of adjuncts is always grammatical with ConCoagte adjuncts (12)
are merged ‘high’ and may even be base generated in Spec Geo{@u 1991, Rein-
hart 1981), allowing them to escape from some weak islamd#is$ regard, consider
the negation island below.

(16) a. *How carefully didn’t John fix the car?
b. Why didn’t John fix the car?

For these reasons, these types of adjunct extractionstshetrleated with caution.
While grammaticality of extracted reason adjuncts wouldneatessarily indicate that
a constituent is not an island, ungrammatical results coeld significant indicator of
islandhood.

Frequentative adjuncts adjoin to events and are thus hidjizer PredP (Ernst
2002:446). In the functional hierarchy of Cinque (1999%direntatives are merged
in the high mid-range of the hierarchy. Manner adjuncts areray the lowest-merged
adjuncts, being merged eithend® or VP level (cf. Ernst (2002), who uses the terms
PredP and VP respectively to refer to adjunction sites withsyntax). For this reason
they are particularly useful in ascertaining the potemgiahdhood of VP conjunction.
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Thus the fact that examples (13) and (15) are grammaticarigcplarly telling. This
more fine-grained approach to extraction of adjuncts wadlvprimportant in later sec-
tions of this chapter.

In conclusion then, ConCo constructions are not islandsxXtmaction at all. This
characteristic will be used repeatedly in many of the exasto follow in this thesis,
in order to distinguish ConCo from OCo.

SceCo

SceCo constructions allow arguments to be extracted. sirdspect, they pattern
with ConCo. The following examples show that extraction rgfumnents from SceCo
is unproblematic.

(17) What did John go off and read?

(18) What did John go to town and buy?

(19) What did John finally sit down and read?
(20) What did John sit at home and read?

Similarly, DPs can be extracted from the complement of kemtfefor, stranding
the preposition.

(21) a. John went to town and pumped water for the soldier
b. Who did John go to town and pump water for?
¢. *Who did John go to town for and pump water?
d. *Who did John go to town for and pump water for?
‘John both went to town for X and also pumped water for X'

As demonstrated in section (2.1.1), the stranding of thpgeiéion marks the ex-
traction site. Thus example (21b) shows that extractionaaur from the second
conjunct: SceCo like ConCo allows systematic violationthefCSC. Example (21c)
shows that this kind of extraction cannot occur from the ficstjunct within the verb
string? Example (21d) shows that although ATB extraction is possin an OCo
reading, ATB is impossible with a pseudo-coordinative negd

2Examples like (21c) seem to imply that the first conjunct is 4anis for extraction. This would be
supported by the findings of a number of studies claiming thietion is possible from one conjunct but
not another depending on semantic primacy {8t alia Culicover and Jackendoff 1997, Goldsmith 1985,
Hohle 1991, Na and Huck 1992). They argued that extractinatipossible from a semantically subordinate
conjunct. Na and Huck (1992) quote the following exampleseisgoungrammatical and therefore support
for their generalization. My own judgements are that thesergtes are well-formed.

Q) ?By which route did he go and buy liquor at the store
(2) In which chair can | sit and listen to him?
?3) Where has Carla gone and told the story this time?

In fact, all these examples can be construed as ConCo coatistrsiand are predicted to be grammatical by
the tests developed in this chapter.
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The ability to extract arguments without incurring a CSClaiion shows that
SceCo has something in common with ConCo. However, it dbesem possible to
extract all types of adjuncts from SceCo: they are seledcsiands. Manner adverbs
seem not to be extractable from the second conjunct alththeghextract freely from
the first. Thus, care must be taken to ensure that they scdgeower the second
conjunct.

(22) a. How did you go and pay the proprietor? [ConCo]
i. By credit card
b. How did you go to town and pay the proprietor? [SceCo]
i. By bus
ii. *By credit card

In the ConCo construction (22a), the answer indicates tigatrtanner WH scopes
over the manner gfaying It is not really possible to find a good interpretation fog th
case in which the adverbial would scope over the manngoiofgbecause this would
then, by definition, be a SceCo construction. What is impottawever, is that the
reading available for the (a) example is ill-formed for (22b

(23) a. Whatdid John go to town and read?
b. *How carefully did John go to town and read the book?
c. *How thoroughly did John go to town and read the book

The same logic applies to all the following examples.

(24) a. I wonder how fast John went and read the notes | gave him
i. It only took him an hour to finish them all
b. I wonder how fast John went to town and read the notes | gave h

i. *It only took him an hour to finish them all

ii. He managed to go to town and start reading within an hautrhi
still hasn't finished

(25)  a. Iwonder how often John went and sang the nationakamntit the
football match yesterday?

i. He got drunk and sang it three times in a row!

b. I wonder how often John went to the stadium and sang therredti
anthem yesterday?
i. *He got drunk and sang it three times in a row!

ii. He arrived a the stadium three times because there wege th
different matches being played
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In the following examples ((26), (27)and (28)), | have chosgtractees that are
inherently difficult to associate with the pseudo-coortiraverb. In other words,
they must necessarily scope over the lexical verb and ndfirdte As expected, the
relative ungrammaticality of the SceCo examples followsfthe fact that SceCo are
selective islands.

(26) a. John goes and looks busy every time his boss arrives ongg]
i. Just how busy does John go and look every time his bossafriv
b. John goes to work and looks busy every time his boss arrivgsceCo]
i. *Just how busy does John go to work and look every time h&sho
arrives?
27) a. John goes and behaves badly every time his mothexmiséts [ConCo]
i. Just how badly does John go and behave every time his miother

law visits
b. John goes to the bar and behaves badly every time his mnotlasy
visits [SceCo]

i. *Just how badly does John go to the bar and behave evenhiine
mother in law visits?

Consider the following scenario where boxers actively tngd aveigh as little as
possible and may even engage in various nefarious acsivgiensure that they do.

(28) a. A referee complaining that boxers tend to weigh #e ks possible on
weigh-in: “You'll find that your typical boxer mysteriousyoes and
weighs half as much on weighing in”.

i. On weighing day, can you guess just how much does your geera

boxer can go and weigh? [ConCo]
ii. 2?0n weighing day, how much does your average boxer galiret
ring and weigh? [SceCo]

In summary, all these data show that SceCo constructionsedgetive islands in
the sense that arguments can be extracted but that low asljicaronot

2.1.2 XPsin the verbal string

On the basis of the extraction facts, it is possible to idgritio types of pseudo-

coordinative structure, ConCo and SceCo. A salient diffeeebetween them is that
the former has a contiguous verb string whereas the lattgrhage a PP or particle
before the coordinator. This section explores whether XdPsoccur inside the verbal
string more generally.

3wiklund (2005) shows that Swedish pseudo-coordinativecsires with PPs within the verbal string
do not show selective island effects. However, she alsoegumtamples that demonstrate that Swedish may
allow extraction from within adjuncts independently. ltalso suggested that the selective islandhood of
English SceCo is not sufficient to warrant its classificatisna different construction from ConCo. Note
however, that there are additional tests which can diststg@onCo and SceCo independently of extraction.
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OCo

First consider the distribution of XPs in OCo constructions

(29) a. John sang and danced
Ta B Tc
b. John sangiregularly>- and<regularly- danced before the president

c¢. John sangin 2004~ and,<in 2004-, danced before the president

Example (29a) is the OCo base example. The verbal stringdesunderlined and
two potential positions for XPs are shown by the arrows. (@9&how that adverbials
and PPs can occur immediately to the left or right of the cioaitdr in positions B
or C. Note that due to a general prohibition on PPs before ¢nle im English, the PP
takes on a parenthetical function in Position C.

ConCo

ConCo constructions, do not allow XPs in Position C. In thikoWeing examples,
WH-extraction is used to force a ConCo reading.

(30) a. Johnwentand, in 2004, carefully read a biography
b. What did John go and (*in 2004) read?
c. How carefully did John go and (*in 2004) read the biography
d. What did John go and (*regularly/*never) read

The first example (30a) is the base example with a PP and advierPosition C.
The PP takes on a parenthetical intonation. It is grammdimezause it is actually an
OCo construction as subsequent non-ATB extractions detraae$30c,d). Extraction
forces a ConCo reading. However, when extraction is petédrin the presence of
an XP in postion B, the result is ungrammatical. Even allgnfior the parenthetical
nature of PPs in this position, there is a clear distinctdiven that extraction from
ConCo is well-formed in the absence of an XP in Position Gs itlear that ConCo
cannot have an XP in this position. (30d) shows that a pravexdverb may also not
occur in this position. The inability of an adverb to occuHasition C is especially
important because PPs do not usually occur preverbally glignand their ungram-
maticality in Position C might be excluded on these grouhtisvever the same rea-
soning does not apply to adverbs. The same results hold f@€&constructions with
sit.

(32) a. The hermit sat and, in 2004, read a biography
b. What did the hermit sit and (*in 2004) read?

c. How carefully did the hermit sit and (*in 2004) read thedpiaphy?
d. What did the hermit sit and (*regularly/*never) read?
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Concerning Postion B, at first glance it seems that a PPcpadi adverbial can
occur in Postion B of ConCo constructions. However, a glaidbe selective-island
data in section (2.1.1) will show that ConCo cannot have XRkis position, whereas
SceCo can; the presence of any XP in Postion B is indicatieesglective island and
thus is symptomatic of SceCo constructions and not of CdhTlee generalization
is thus that ConCo cannot have any XPs anywhere within tHeaVstring, hence the
name: contiguous coordination.

SceCo

Even though SceCo constructions can have some XPs in P&stitimere are limita-
tions on what kinds of material can occur there.

(32) a. What did the hermit go offnd buy? [Directional/affective]
b. What did the hermit go to towand buy? [Directional/goal]
¢. What did the hermit go (*last wegkand buy? [Temporal]
d. What did the hermit go (*with dignifyand buy? [Manner]
e. What did the hermit sit at honaad read? [Location]

The generalization seems to be that only verbal particlescéasted with the first
verb can occur in Position B. PPs that establish a locatioal gr final position of
the subject can occur in Postion B . Temporal or manner PParg@ammatical in
Postion B.

One of the defining features of SceCo constructions is tigpibssible to have an
XP in Postion B . However, even in SceCo constructions, no¢ésoccur within the
verbal string in Position C.

(33) a. John went to town and, in 2004, bought a book
b. What did John go to town and (*in 2004) buy?
c. What did John go to town and (?regularly/*never) buy?

Example (33a) is the base example and is actually an inst@n©€o. WH ex-
traction is used to filter out OCo readings; (33b,c) show #xétaction is impossible
in the presence of an XP in the second conjunct. The same caenbenstrated with
preverbal adverbs (33c). This indicates that SceCo doeallogt an XP in Position
C. The same results hold for SceCo with particle verbs.

(34) a. John went off and, in 2004, bought a book
b. What did John go off and (*in 2004) buy?
¢. What did John go off and (?regularly/*never) buy?

“More precisely, the presence of an XP in Postion B could aldizate that one is dealing with an OCo
or a SceCo construction. In the examples at hand, howeveprésence of non-ATB extraction excludes
the possibility of OCo constructions.
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The choice oheveras a negative adverbial in (34c) is deliberate. In the litesg
it has been reported that pseudo-coordinative constngtian be modified withot
(Pullum 1990). The following examples show that (i) thiseeffis still not perfectly
grammatical and (ii) only occurs in WH contexts and is comglletingrammatical
in the absence of WH movement. This means that the base verfsiba sentence is
ungrammatical anyway and so there is no minimal contrasthi®reason, these data
are treated as being suspicious.

(35) a. ??What did John go and not eat

b. John went and (*not) ate

c. John did<not- go and<*not> eat
In addition, these data cannot disprove the generalizatiahXPs cannot occur in
Position C in ConCo/SceCo contexts since in Engtishis not an XP but a head, as
is evident from the fact that it triggedo-support (Chomsky 1995b). The tests in the
literature are thus inconclusive about this matter. In @sitneverdoes not trigger
do-supportand is thus a true XP.

In conclusion, in both ConCo and SceCo, it is not possibleagehany XP in

Position C, within the verbal string between the coordinatiod the lexical verb.
Concerning Postion B , it is possible for some PPs, verbalghes and adverbs to

occur in Postion B in SceCo constructions. For ConCo, Podicannot host any
XP-like material.

2.1.3 Restrictions on matrix subjects

Examples (36a-d) demonstrate that certain predicatesmsrco-occur with certain
types of subjects: intransitivgatherrequires a plural subjegbreachdoes not.

(36) a. *The man gathered
b. The congregation gathered
c. The missionary preached
d. #The congregation preached

Using these facts, it is possible to construct examples af ®kere it is clear that
each conjunct places restrictions on its own subject.

(37) a. The missionary preached and the congregation gather
b. *The missionary gathered and the congregation preached
In OCo constructions such as (37), the matrix subject iselgtiletermined by the

predicate in the first conjunct; the subject of the secongurm is determined by the
predicate of the second conjunct.

5The explanations for ungrammaticality might be different fonCo and SceCo. This does not affect
the generalization made here and remains for future reseatehge apart.
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ConCo

The situation is very different for ConCo constructionsréjét is the lexical verb that
determines the subject of the entire clause. Example (38aysthat weather verbs
can have expletive subjects whereas a motion verlgldeannot have a weather-type
expletive (38b). The grammaticality of the ConCo consinrc(38c) indicates thatit is
the lexical verb which determines the subject of the claumsether words, the pseudo-
coordinative verb is seemingly invisible with respect te #electional restriction of
the verb and its subjeét.

(38) a. Itrained
b. *It went
c. It went and rained

The same phenomenon occurs with inanimate subjects. Whgm@asan occur
with an inanimate subject (39a), a verb ligeis incompatible with an inanimate sub-
ject (39b). The grammaticality of the corresponding Con@estruction (39¢) shows
that it is the lexical verb that selects the appropriateestbj

(39) a. The tree grew tall and strong
b. *The tree went
c. The tree went and grew tall and strong
More evidence that the ConCo predicate does not affect teetgmal relationship
between the subject and the lexical verb comes from Stalil8@0) (also cited by
Pullum (1990)). ConCo can undergo transitivity alternasio
(40) a. John went and broke the bottle [ConCo]
b. The bottle went and broke

SceCo

When the same tests are applied to SceCo constructionspspiras that in this re-
spect SceCo is quite different to ConCo.

(42) a. Itrained
b. *It went out over the English Channel
c. Itwent and rained out over the English Channel [ConCo]
d. *It went out over the English Channel and rained [SceCo]

6Shopen (1971) also notes tlemmeandgo do not require agentive subjects in these types of construc-
tions.
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The pair (41a,b) show that there is a restriction on verbligo-occur with
weather expletives and inanimate subjects. (41c) denaiastthat the lexical verb
determines the subject of the clause in ConCo construct{disl) is a SceCo con-
struction and is ungrammatical. The same paradigm canustréited by SceCo with
particle verbs.

(42)  a. Thetree grew tall and strong

b. *The tree went off/on the ridge

c. The tree went and grew tall and strong on the ridge [ConCo]
d. *The tree went off and grew tall and strong [SceCo]
e. *The tree went on the ridge and grew tall and stfong [SceCo]

These show that the pseudo-coordinative verb of a SceCdraotisn determines
the nature of the subject. Thus, ConCo and SceCo behaveediffig to each other
with respect to the selectional relationship between thie &ad its subject.

It is also the case that SceCo constructions cannot engagansitivity alterna-
tions. This makes them different to ConCo predicates whahalreadily (cf. (40)¥.

(43) a. John went to town and broke the bottle [SceCo]
b. *The bottle went to town and broke

Perhaps related to this, is the fact that SceCo construcsieam to require animate
subjects. All examples until this point have demonstratésl However, consider the
following sentence which superficially resembles a Sce@wsizaction.

(44) a. The book went on sale and made its author proud
b. *Who did the book go on sale and make proud?

Example (44a), at first glance, appears to be a standard SeStruction, albeit
with an inanimate subject. However, this example is denmahbt not SceCo. (44b)
shows that non-ATB argument extraction leads to ungranuaiéty. Thus the example
is actually an instance of OCo and shows that true SceCoromtishs must have
animate subjects.

These data indicate that in ConCo the pseudo-coordinatédigate does not im-
pose any restrictions on the subject of the clause. Thisrigatible with the notion

"This example has a marginal OCo reading, whgmeneanss located This is not the reading | am
interested in.
8Curiously, however, neither ConCo nor SceCo can be pasgivis

1) a. You've gone and broken the bottle again! [Participles
b. *The bottle was gone and broken by the kids again [Passive]
2 a. You've gone to town and broken the bottle again! [eantees]
b. *The bottle was gone to town and broken by the kids again sdive]

This is discussed more fully in sections (4.1.3) and (4.2.9).
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that ConCo verbs either do not asssign a theta role, or ass@that is always consis-
tent with that of the lexical verb. SceCo constructions anigecfifferent in this regard:
they require animate subjects and affect the kinds of atemns in which the lexical
predicate can engage in.

2.1.4 Semantic bleaching

The absence of restrictions placed on the subject by thedpseeorordinative verb
of a ConCo construction, discussed in section (2.1.3), earelated to the apparent
‘semantic bleaching’ of the pseudo-coordinative Veittintend the term ‘semantic
bleaching’ as a theory-neutral, descriptive term to deagteocess whereby parts of
the lexical semantics of a verb are deaccented. In OCo, thkefical meanings of
both verbs are always accessible. However, in ConCo thecbrgunct go, sit etc.)
may be semantically bleached.

(45) a. John walked and read the constitution
‘John physically walked and read the constitution at theesime’

b. John went and read the constitution!
‘John actually read the constitution’

In example (45b) the first conjunatén is bleached insofar as it does not require
a literal, motion interpretation as in example (45ajplked. Furthermore, (45b) is
felicitous even in contexts where no physical movementdsired; for instance, in a
context where the reader of the constitution is bed-riddehraads the constitution
while lying in bed. In this context it appears thgiis aspectual; it relates to prospec-
tive aspect: the period of the event that relates to the pagpg phase of the event,
the ‘run-up’ to the event (cf. Moens and Steedman 1988). Fonynspeakers, pseudo-
coordinativego has a counter-expectational interpretation. The cowekpectational
focus is due to the fact that somebody bothered to initiatnatitution-reading event
at all — not whether the reading event was completed, or vehéthook a long time
or not1% Thus,go places focus on the initiation stage of the event. This ispaotic-
ularly surprising given thago has aPrRosPECTIVEfeature independently of ConCo
contexts. Consider the denotationgafin the following sentence.

(46) a. Johnis going to die
‘John is about to die’

9] use the term ‘semantic bleaching’ here rather than ‘grammiliation’ simply because the second
implies a historical process whereas the first is hopefullyentbeory neutral. Nevertheless, this is not to
deny that grammaticalization gb may play a role; | leave this for future research. Furthermgr@amnmat-
icalization may not be the only process at work in ‘bleachihg verb. ‘Bleaching’ could also correspond
to other processes such as movement to the functional domaitjifeena 2002). This question, too, | leave
open.

10stefanowitsch (1999) analyses as contributing a motion schema which is incorporated into the
main event by blending. According to him, failure to adhere e established path yields counter-
expectationality. It is not clear to me, however, what kindcohtent a motion schema has in a ConCo
construction whergo has no deictic content e..went and rained
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b. John will die

In example (46a) it seems thgo refers to a prospective event. In other words,
go refers to the stage preparatory to death and places focus Boriinstance, it is
entirely compatible with a reading where John has alreadstest to die. (46b) is
entirely neutral in this respeét.

Naturally, sincegorelates to the initiation of the event, the presence of amatd
subject easily triggers a reading whereby the animate suigj¢he agent for the ini-
tiation of the event. However, this does not necessarilyehawe the case. Even the
expletive subject of weather verbs can occur in an ConCanmmi®n (47) despite the
fact that an expletive subject is incapable of movementgedi, motion interpretation
is impossiblegois semantically bleached.

(47) Itcould go and rain today

The verbsit seems to retain more of its lexical meaning thym although there
are still examples of bleachirlg Generally, it seems thatt implies extended duration
(Koops 2004). This is, of course, consistent with the duedititerpretations associated
with ConCo more generally. However, it also seems to medihanplies a particular
lack of dynamism, or static manner, in the way the activitydsried out.

(48) These helicopters are piloted with “a computer comeaiel”" which enables
them to “fly and sit and hovérFischel tells MassNews. “I didn't believe it
until I saw it myself," he says
(http://www.massnews.com/2002_editions/12_Dec/12280R uss_constell.shtml (14.07.2004))

The speaker is describing helicopters. The ConCo prediatalerlined; it is part
of an OCo construction witfly. In this contextsit specifies a ‘static’ nature of the
activity in the sense thdtoverimplies that the helicopter is in a fairly fixed position,
even though its rotors etc. are moving. It is also the caddrthhis contextsit cannot
be interpreted to show a physical location of the helicopf@n/insomething else.
Thussit does not have the semantics of posture. Instead it impleestttic nature of
the activity!3

1Theresa Biberauer (p.c.) drew my attention to a similar cantitm in South African English. In
SAE, there is apparent overgeneralization of thesyV+ing’ construction. This is actually very similar
to pseudo-coordination in its semantics since (i) it focasse the part of the event before ttelosand
placing focus on the activity part of the predicate and ¢ifdlatively bleached. To British ears it may imply
intentionality on the part of the subject, but in SAE this @& always the case.

1) John is busy dying
‘John is dying’

12Kuteva (1999) notes that in many languages which use postubs as aspectual markers of durativ-
ity, the subject does not necessarily have to be in a paatipdsture. The problem for an approach such
as that of Kuteva (1999) is that the ability of the English R@astruction to occur with an inanimate sub-
ject suggests a high degree of grammaticalization when, infasture verbs ango have not even been
grammaticalized into auxiliaries in English.

131t might be said that aspectual usagesifand other verbs is a case of metaphoric extension of a
lexical verb with non-bleached semantics. | think it veryysible that metaphoric extension is at work, but
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(49) Big companies (Fortune 500) hire contractors to comanghdo something or
set the foundation. The employees sit and age
(http://discuss.fogcreek.com/joelonsoftware/defasfizcmd=show&ixPost=60168 (14.07.2004))

Example (49) concerns employees who are not physicalipgithsofar as they
are administering a company. Also note that a contractddqmtentially take months
to complete a project; this time period is consistent witlhggbut not with sitting.
Clearly, sit does not have all of its lexical semantics activated in tlustext and
instead denotes durative aspect consistent with the stattice of the activity.

(50) %Martha didn't go out; she sat and washed the dishesadst
‘Martha stayed (at home) and washed the dishes rather thantfo

(51) John left his computer to sit and scalhits disks before he turned it off
‘John’s computer engaged in an activity of a static naturgcahning disks’

For the relevant speakers, example (50) does not necgssapll that Martha was
physically sitting when she was washing the dishes. Howesberwas involved in an
activity with a static nature in the sense that although shewashing the dishes, her
location in the kitchen was static. Similarly, a computenruat literally ‘sit’ although
it can nevertheless be an active agent as example (51) shows.

(52) In Konitsa we finally had some sun during the day and weshaelw moon (no
moon at all) at night, which let all the stars sit and shiméhe expansive
heavens, surrounded by the mountains as the clouds cameesuhd w
(http://www.bikeabout.org/journal/notes_104.htm QI42004))

Since itis physically impossible for a star to maintain aypdsture, this example
also illustrates the fact that ConCo wisit do not always activate the entire lexical
semantics of the verb. In this context, the verbimplies that the star remains static
at a certain physical location.

I would like to suggest two things here. Firstly, the ‘blesch evident here is not
a property of specific constructions but of lexical itemsdéms to me that verbs like
goandsit display a range of semantic interpretations regardlessether they occur
in ConCo constructions or not.

(53) a. John went from Canada to India
b. John went over to the bar
c. John went ballistic

I do not think that metaphoric extension necessarily impleg the verb is actually activating its entire
lexical semantics. Quite the contrary: | suspect that metapkatension implies that the lexical semantics
of the verb is ‘adjusted’ with some components of the lexicalaetics being overridden. This corresponds
to bleaching/deaccenting in my view. | would rather turn ggie on its head and query why it is that these
particular verbs and not others undergo metaphoric extenpiecisely because these verbs already are
semantically bleached.
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In (53a),go has a meaning involving John’s physical movement from ooatlon
to India, presumably of his own volition. In this contextjgtvery unlikely that John
actually walked. In contrast, the context of (53b) makestitihhmore likely that John
walked over to the bar, but not necessarily e.g. if he werewhaelchair. Finally,
(53c) has a meaning which implies no physical movement ofkamy, but merely a
change from one state into another. What is clear in all theamples is thago can
have a bleached semantics independently of whether it ac@onCo construction
or not.

The second thing | would like to point out is that there is aelaction between
the subject and the lexical semantics of the verb. Considet Wwappens when the
previous example (53) is reproduced with an inanimate stibje

(54) a. The letter went to India
b. ?The letter went over to the bar
c. The letter went mouldy

In these examples, the volitional-motion reading corresiiryg towalkingis ab-
sent. (54a) retains the notion of a physical change of lonatlthough the sentient,
volitional interpretation associated with (53a) is lo&4lf), although grammatical,
has a rather strange reading. It might be felicitous in aeediwhere a letter is being
passed hand-to-hand around a pub; eventually it is placetieobar. The example
can only be interpreted as a change of location, withoutigali Finally, (54c) has a
change of state reading, just as its counterpart (53c) dggmrently, it is the animacy
of the subject that may activate (i) the volitional readimgl &ii) the physicalvalking
reading'* Essentially the same point can be demonstrated with thesievihere it
has a purely locative interpretation.

(55) The plant sat on the windowsill

(56) The drink sat on the bar for hours before somebody driank i

(57)  a. John sits at the mouth of the Mississippi (fishing)
b. New Orleans sits at the mouth of the Mississippi

The minimal pair in (57) demonstrate that the veitocan be interpreted as either
a verb of physical posture or as a static verb indicatingtlonaln (57a), it is most
likely that John is physically sitting, whereas in (57b) galient reading is that New
Orleans is located at the mouth of the Mississippi.

In summary, the restrictions on the subject and the degreehich the verb is
bleached are in an interdependent relationship. This caiséeto distinguish ConCo

14This may be taken as evidence that the ‘semantic bleachingdedl to earlier is not, in fact, an
artifact of a diachronic process or even a synchronic exgtian such as movement of the affected verb to
the functional domain. Instead, what seems to be taking péattet a verb likgo has a core interpretation
along the lines oCHANGE. The addition of a suitable goal/location activates the nmepoOHANGE OF
LOCATION and similarly, the addition of an animate subject activatesnieaningvOLITIONAL CHANGE
OF LOCATION BY WALKING. | leave this issue open to future research.
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and OCo constructions, provided the caveats | have memtiarestaken into consid-
eration. This may be contrasted with OCo constructions @bkas constructions like
(53), (54) and (57)) where the (in)animacy of the subjecessarily determines the
interpretation of the verb. In addition, the degree of bihdag is not a function of the
construction itself (ConCo) but of lexical items. The degoé bleaching of a ConCo
construction is determined by the degree of bleaching ofkiadéitem such asit or
goindependently of its occurence in a pseudo-coordinativeeco.

SceCo

SceCo constructions react differently with respect to seiméleaching.

(58) a. John went to town and read the constitution
b. What did John go to town and read?

(59) a. John went off and read the constitution?
b. What did John go off and read?

In contrast to the equivalent ConCo construction (45b)rgdas (58) and (59) can
only be interpreted with a literal, motion reading. In otlerds, unlike (45b), these
examples are not felicitous when said about a bed-boundmatho has started read-
ing the constitution to pass the time. Furthermore, theilitglof inanimate subjects
to occur in SceCo constructions (see (41) and (42)) coraibstthis point.

More evidence that ConCo and SceCo are not the same cofmtraotmes from
the fact that ConCo admits aspectual readings far morelyahdin SceCo does.

(60) a. It's not worth using an iron post to prop up that tré#jiust go and rust
in the rain. [ConCo]

b. *It's not worth using an iron post to prop up that treej ftist go off and
rust in the rain. [SceCo]

(60a) is a ConCo construction and is compatible with an dagpease ofgo and
the motion reading afjois not available. However, in (60b), the motion readingjof
is obligatorily present and this leads to ungrammaticality

In summary, in ConCo constructions, the degree of 'bleaghsdependent on
whether an animate or inanimate subject is used. In otheday@n animate subject
triggers a literal posture/motion interpretation; an in@ate subject triggers an aspec-
tual interpretation. What is clear from these examples isith&ceCo constructions,
the animacy of the subject does not have this effect: a li{emation, posture) read-
ing is always present. Exactly the same point is illustrétgdxamples (41) and (42).
Thus, there is a clear selectional relationship betweere€&predicate and its sub-
ject and SceCo contexts only permit the full lexical measinfjthe relevant verbs.
These data indicate that ConCo and SceCo are different bfgessudo-coordinative
structures.
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2.1.5 VP-deletion

OCo allows various ellipsis phenomena such as the deletiaiv®, gapping, sluicing
etc. In particular, it is possible to partially delete sonfiehe verbs in a clause. For
instance, in (61b) only the lexical vekisshas been elided, leaving the remainder of
the verbs behind. | refer to this as partial VP-delefidn.

(61) John has wanted to kiss Mary ...

a. ...and Peter has too
b. ...and Peter has wanted to too

ConCo

It is not possible to partially elide ConCo constructionghiis way.

(62) a. The tree went and grew well on the ridge and the flonetab
— ‘The flower also grew well on the ridge’
b. The tree went and grew well on the ridge and the flower wemt to
-» ‘The flower also grew well on the ridge’
— ‘The (magic) flower physically changed location to the ridge

As demonstrated in section (2.1.3), the use of an inanimégiest ensures that we
are dealing with a ConCo construction. Example (62a) shbaithe entire VP can be
elided in the second conjunct. However, in (62b), what apgptmbe partial deletion
of the VP (nhamely, elision of the lexical verb but not the jisgelds ungrammaticality
on the required readin§. The only possible reading for (62b) is that the flower is
magic and is thereby attributed an animate status whiclvaltbe flower to change
its physical location to the ridge.

Itis also possible to test partial VP-deletion by attemgptmkeep the aspectual use
of the pseudo-coordinative verb constant (as opposed todwvement interpretation).

(63) a. Mary will go and get pregnant and Sarah will too
— ‘Sarah will also get pregnant’
b. Mary will go and get pregnant and Sarah will go too
— ‘Sarah will also get pregnant’
— ‘Sarah will leave but not necessarily get pregnant’

15The choice ofwantis deliberate. It has been claimed that pseudo-coordinatight be similar to
infinitival subordination. The tests in this section shoattEnglish pseudo-coordination does not pattern
like infinitives with respect to elision.

16actually (62b) is not VP-ellipsis at all. This serves to emgiza my main point: VP-ellipsis is not
possible in ConCo contexts.
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Example (63a) is an ordinary VP-deletion clause. It doesneaessarily imply
that either Mary or Sarah will be involved in any physical motof going Rathergo
lends a counter-expectational flavour. (63b) is very dififerand has a rather strange
interpretation. The motion reading gb is highlighted and thus it is necessary that
Mary go to some location in order to become pregnant whilatsedill also leave, but
not necessarily in order to get pregnant. What is clear hatetartial VP-deletion
is not possible with ConCo constructions.

Finally, it is difficult to test partial VP-deletion using &&ction to force ConCo
readings because extraction from coordinate structumestisossible on independent
grounds. However, it is possible to usswch thatconstruction for this purpose.

(64) a. What will John go and read such that Peter will too?
* John will read something such that Peter will also read it’
b. What will John go and read such that Peter will go too?
‘John will leave to read something such that Peter will leave
Example (64a) has an aspectual interpretation where meltta nor Peter have
to physicallygo anywhere. However, whego is left unelided as in (64b) thego

gets a physical motion interpretation. This demonstratas partial VP-deletion is
not possible with ConCao.

SceCo

SceCo predicates are not always elided when a VP is deletesy; differ, in this
respect, from ConCo predicates which must always be.
(65) a. John goes to town and watches movies, and Mary does too
— ‘Mary also goes to town and watches movies’
b. What did John go to town and watch such that Mary did too?
— ‘Mary also goes to town and watches movies’
Example (65a,b) are SceCo constructions coordinated witithar in such a way
that the VP is elided. In order to ensure that we are indeetingeaith a pseudo-
coordinative structure, an argument is extracted, althadogdo so one must resort
to such thatconstructions. Both examples imply that Mary also went amdicthed
movies.
(66) a. John goes to town and watches movies, and Mary goes too
— ‘Mary also goes to town and watches movies’
b. What did John go to town and watch such that Mary went too?
— ‘Mary also goes to town and watches movies’
Examples (66a,b) illustrate what appears to be partial ¥letiwn using extrac-
tion to force SceCo interpretations. The meaning remai@séme. Thus partial VP-
deletion is indeed possible in SceCo contexts.

To summarize, OCo licenses VP-ellipsis and this can alsede at work in SceCo
constructions. However, no such deletion can occur in Carufxexs.
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2.1.6 Coordinator substitution

Since coordination is a class of constructions, it is pdedib substitute one coor-
dinator for another in OCo contexts and retain grammaticédit the expense of a
semantic change).
(67) a. John ate some cake and drank some tea

b. John ate some cake or drank some tea

Coordinator substitution is not possible with ConCo as thiofing examples

using extraction of arguments and adjuncts indi¢ate.
(68) a. Who did John go and talk to?

b. *Who did John go or talk to?

(69) a. How often did John go and talk to Peter?
b. *How often did John go or talk to Peter?
SceCo constructions pattern after their ConCo counterparthis regard. The
coordinating particle cannot be substituted for another.

(70) a. What did John go off and read?
b. *What did John go off or read?

(71) a. What did John go to town and read?
b. *What did John go to town or read?

2.1.7 Semantic subordination

In OCo, the two conjuncts are independent propositions.nbt the case that the first
conjunct is necessarily semantically dependent on thenskezovice versa

(72) John walked and John danced

Thus in (72) the truth conditions needed to interpret th@seéconjunct, namely
that John danced, are independent of the first conjunct, Iyameether John walked
or not. Similarly, there is no temporal dependency betwé&entivo conjuncts: the
dancing could precede the walking wice versaThis is directly evident in the fact
that OCo allows one to reorder the conjuncts (#4).

1This test was also used by Schmerling (1975) to distinguistmsgtrical from asymmetrical coordi-
nation.

180f course this is not always the case. It is quite possibl®©f@o conjuncts to be causally and tempo-
rally related as shown by the following example.
(73)  John fell down the stairs and he broke his leg

My point is merely that such a temporal relation is not necdégsailigatory in OCo as it is in SceCo.
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(74) a. John both walked and danced
b. John both danced and walked

The situation is very different in SceCo constructiéh$here is always a semantic
dependency between the first and second conjuncts. Sindestheonjunct sets the
scene for the activity in the second to take place, the catgurannot be interchanged.

(75)  a. What did John go to town and buy?
b. *What did John buy and go to town?

Similarly, in ConCo contexts, the lexical verb is intrirgily related to the pseudo-
coordinative verb. In ConCo, the first verb seems to play aeasal role.

(76) a. John could sit and run programmes on his computeagll d
b. *John could sit and run to school

In example (76akit denotes an activity of a static nature which is fully com-
patible with the notion of working on a computer. Howeveg #ame static-natured
activity is not compatible with dynamic predicates. Thinxg thoice of lexical verb is
restricted by the properties of the pseudo-coordinativb.5-Consequently, it is also
not possible to invert the order of the conjuncts withoubalkanging the meaning.
The non-posture reading eit is absent in (77b).

77 a. How carefully did John sit and read the lecture notgs/e him?
b. *How carefully did John read the lecture notes | gave hilth sit?

The point can also be made using an inanimate subject whisbampatible with
a posture reading dit.

(78) a. The tree just sat and grew on the ridge for as long as teraember
b. *The tree just grew on the ridge and sat for as long as | careneber

Similarly, the non-motion reading @fo is absent in (79b): it is only interpretable
as OCo.

(79) a. John went and read the book that | gave him
‘John read the book that | gave him’
b. John read the book that | gave him and went
*John read the book that | gave him’
‘John read the book that | gave him and he also went away’

191n Schmerling (1975), ellipsis is used to distinguish symroatfrom asymmetrical coordination. She
allowed each conjunct to stand on its own to see if it coulchberpreted elliptically. See also Na and Huck
(1992) for a similar approach to determine the ‘semantic prifmafoyach conjunct.

201 will deal with the nature of these restrictions more fullysiections (4.3) and (4.4).
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The same point is illustrated more forcibly using a weatrebvHere, since a
weather verb expletive is incompatible with a movement irgpdf go, inversion of
the conjuncts yields ungrammaticality (80b).

(80) a. It went and rained out over the channel
b. *It rained out over the channel and went
Thus, ConCo and SceCo constructions do not allow their catguto be inverted

because the pseudo-coordinative verb in the first conjsrsinantically subordinate
to the lexical verb in the second. The same is not always tr@Co.

2.1.8 Distributivity

OCo can suppotbothmodification of the coordinated verbs. Sirtmathis a distribu-
tive operator over two separate events, it is not at odds @@lo where two indepen-
dent propositions are coordinated.

(81) John both ate some cake and drank some tea
ConCo constructions, however, do not permit modificatiodbtn?®

(82) a. John both went and read the book
b. *What did John both go and read?
c. *How carefully did John both go and read the book?

Example (82a) is an OCo construction that superficially folike ConCo. How-
ever, examples (82b,c) show, that when extraction is uséat¢e a ConCo reading,
then modification byothis not possible.

Like their ConCo counterparts, SceCo cannot be modified byofieratomboth
either.

(83) a. What did John (*both) go off and read?
b. What did John (*both) go to town and read?

(84) a. What did John (*both) sit down and read?
b. What did John (*both) sit at home and read?

In summary, ConCo and SceCo differ from OCo with regard ttridistivity.

21schmerling (1975) used this test to distinguish symmetricahfasymmetrical coordination.
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2.1.9 Quantifier raising

Given that OCo are strong islands, it is not surprising thaingifier raising, giving rise
to wide-scope interpretations, also cannot occur — unlesewrse quantifier raising
occurs in an ATB fashion (Ruys 1993).

(85) a. A policeman serenaded every widow

‘Some policeman serenaded all the widows’ [NS]
‘For each of the widows, there was some policeman or other who
serenaded her’ [WS]

b. A policeman both went to town and (he) serenaded everywvido
‘Some policeman went to town and also serenaded all the vadoNS]

“*Some policeman or other went to town and for each of the wislo
there was some policeman or other who serenaded her’ [WS]

Example (85a) has two interpretations corresponding tcomaand wide scope
of the quantifier respectively. The more interesting exanp(85b) which is an OCo
construction, having only a single interpretation whichresponds to the ‘narrow
scope’ reading. In other words, the quantifier scope isiotsttto the second conjunct
and cannot scope over the subject of the first conjunct. Shist too surprising given
that LF movement of the quantifier out of the second conjurmiild have been a
violation of the CSC. Now consider the following ConCo exaesp

(86) a. A policeman went and serenaded every widow

‘Some policeman serenaded all the widows’ [NS]
‘For each of the widows, there was some policeman or other who
serenaded her’ [WS]

b. A policeman sat and serenaded every widow
‘Some policeman serenaded all the widows’ [NS]
‘For each of the widows, there was some policeman or other who
serenaded her’ [WS]

Examples (86a,b) are interpretable as ConCo construclimpertantly, both nar-
row and wide-scope readings are available, indicatingtti@tjuantifier has raised at
LF without incurring a CSC violation. This supports the fimgl of section (2.1.1)
which demonstrated that extraction out of pseudo-cootsmatructures is possible
whereas it is not from OCo.

Interestingly, it appears that like OCo, SceCo are islandgfiantifier raising. In
other words, it is not possible to get a wide-scope reading.

(87) a. A policeman went to town and kissed every widow
‘Some policeman went to town and that same policeman kissell e
widow’ [NS]
*For each widow, there was some policeman or other who kiides’
[WS]
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b. A policeman went off and kissed every widow
‘Some policeman went away and that same policeman kisséd eac

widow’ [NS]
“*For each widow, there was some policeman or other who kises’
[WS]

This property makes SceCo similar to OCo when it comes to tifierraising.
However, it is also possible that this property follows frome fact that SceCo are
selective island&? However, ConCo contexts freely allow quantifier raising.

2.1.10 Restrictions on verbs

OCo can productively occur with almost any verb; it is notnieted to a particular
subclass of verbs. ConCo is very restricted with regard tichvberbs it can combine
with. ConCo verbs in English are typicalfjo, sit andcome?®

(88) a. John went and he also behaved badly
b. John departed and he also behaved badly

(89) a. Did you notice how badly John went and behaved?
b. *Did you notice how badly John departed and behaved?

In (88), | ensure an OCo reading by including a subject in dwad conjunct and
a ConCo reading in (89) by extracting an adjunct from the séa@wmnjunct. What is
clear is that the OCo examples in (88) admit a wider range itifsvihan do the ConCo
examples (89) insofar atepartedis allowed in OCo but not ConC4Y.

SceCo constructions can combine with a much wider rangestiviarbs than can
ConCo constructions. For instance, a verb liksndercan occur in a SceCo construc-
tion but not a ConCo on@&.

(90) a. The children wandered and carefully ate mushroortigiforest
b. *What did the children wander and eat in the forest? [ConCo]

22The wide-scope reading is also much degraded in negativedisla
1) A man doesn't love every woman
‘There is a man who does not love every woman’
“*For every woman, there is a man who does not love her’

23pyllum (1990) also includesun. Some authors (e.g. Carden and Pesetsky (1977), Stefaclwits
(1999)) regardry as ConCo. However, Pullum (1990) rightly points out thastheonstructions exhibit
properties different to ConCo.

241n Scandinavian, the class of verbs which can be first comjuscsimilar but larger, but nevertheless
a closed class (sester alia Josefsson 1991, Wiklund 1996).

25¢f. Newman and Rice (2001) for discussion of manner of motiohsvir the context of posture verbs.
However, they do not distinguish OCo, SceCo and ConCo.
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Example (90a) is an instance of OCo. When extraction is uséar¢e a ConCo
reading, the result is ungrammatical. This indicates ¥etdercannot be used as a
ConCo verb. It is ungrammatical because ConCo is restriotgdrbs likesit, go, and
come The verbwanderis simply not a verb that enters into the ConCo construction.
Given this, the grammaticality of the following examplesras as a surprise.

(92) a. The children wandered off and ate mushrooms veryubréen the forest
b. What did the children wander off and eat in the forest? [®teC

c. *How carefully did the children wander off and eat mushmsan the
forest?

Example (91a) is the base example of SceCo usiagderas the SceCo verb.
Evidence that this is indeed a SceCo construction comes tlhergrammaticality of
(91b) which allows extraction of an argument and the ungratigality of (91c) which
demonstrates that adjuncts may not be extracted from witigrsecond conjunéf.
The class of SceCo verbs thus appears to be broader thah @ai©Go, systematically
excluding transitive verbs selecting DP objects, but idiclg many manner of motion
verbs in addition t@o and posture verb%.

| conclude then, that OCo can productively coordinate amgs:eConCo can only
occur in a very few cases and SceCo can occur with many mdos tlegin can ConCo,
but is still restricted to fewer than OCo.

2.1.11 The ‘'sameness’ condition

Garden-variety coordination typically conjoins elemesftthe same sort. This has tra-
ditionally been known as the Law of Coordination of Likes (GWilliams 1978).
However, this does not normally apply to verbal inflectianthie following OCo ex-
amples, the verbs in each conjunct can have different tgressfications etc.

(92) a. John went to a party yesterday and the dancers wéllissan tomorrow
b. John will go to a party tomorrow and the dancers kissedrbyssterday

28t is still possible for the adjunct to scope over the matrixové.e. wande) but this would yield
incongruous readings in this case becawsaderimplies a lack of care and thus, to ask a question like
(91c) is rather strange.

27The following list of additional examples is not exhaustideproper characterization of the class of
SceCo verbs remains for future research.

(1) Who did the superheroes fly off and beat up after that?
(2) What did grandpa totter off and do after that?

3) What did the idiot bugger off and do after that?

(4) What did the bunny hop away and do after that?

5) Who did the police march off to town and arrest?

(6) Who did the sniper stand lazily and observe?

©) Who did the sniper lie lazily and observe?
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Example (92a) illustrates an OCo construction with a pass¢ verb in the first
conjunct and a future-tense modal in the second followedhbgfnitival lexical verb.
(92b) demonstrates, by inverting the conjunct order, tleguence-of-tense effects
are not necessarily operative. Clearly, there is no remerd that the verbs in each
conjunct should match each other with respect to their malggfical marking.

However, in this respect, pseudo-coordinative constustiare different from
OCo. Both verbs in a pseudo-coordinative verbal string rhast exactly the same
morphological specification. Pullum (1990) notes that fbe¢rbs must represent the
same form of the paradigm’ and quotes Stahlke (1970) as itigithat the two verbs
must share tense, aspect and modality. This generalizatids true, although Pullum
(1990) shows that there is some systematic variability fepmaker to speaker about
the exact instantiation of this generalization in diffdarepeaker grammar$. That
both verbs of a pseudo-coordinative construction must laesame morphological
specification is illustrated in (93) farasTand (94) for participle morphology.

(93) a. | wonder how John went and behaved?

b. *I wonder how John went and behaves?
c. *I wonder how John goes and behaved?

(94) a. | wonder how John has gone and behaved?
b. *John has gone and behaves
c. *Iwonder how John will go and behaved

The same holds for SceCo: the morphological marking on eadhmust be iden-
tical. This is shown in (95) forAsT and (96) for participle morphology.
(95) a. I wonder who John went to the party and kissed?
b. *I wonder who John went to the party and kisses?
c. *Iwonder who John goes to the party and kissed?

(96) a. | wonder who John has gone to the party and kissed?
b. *I wonder who John has gone to the party and kisses?
c. *Iwonder who John will go to the party and kissed

The same effect is demonstrated with SceCo verbs with jpestic

(97) a. | wonder who John went off and kissed?
b. *I wonder who John went off and kisses?

28pullum (1990) also argues that pseudo-coordinative camti is not subject to this restriction, and
appears to differ to ConCo witit andgoin a number of respects (see also Pullum 1990). | shall dehl wit
try more fully in chapter (3).

29In the case oPRES3SG it is obvious that both verbs should be inflected bechatieverbs share the
same subject.
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c. *I wonder who John goes off and kissed?

(98) a. | wonder who John has gone off and kissed?
b. *I wonder who John has gone off and kisses?
c¢. *Iwonder who John will go off and kissed

Since | shall be referring to this property repeatedly, Imkeft informally here®°

(99) Morphological ‘Sameness’ Condition (MSC):Both verbs of a
pseudo-coordinative construction must have the same tym@ghological
marking i.e. both verbs must be either bare or morphololyicaarked with
present, past, participle or similar.

This essentially reduces to the following condition.

(100) In a pseudo-coordinative construction, on each thdse formal features
with a morphological expression must be matched.

What this means is that for a feature suctrags 3sG which has a morpholog-
ical expression in English, the same feature must occur ¢im \®rbs of a pseudo-
coordinative construction. This can be seen simply as aresgjpn of the LCL ap-
plied to the feature bundles of the verbs themselves.

The fact that the ‘sameness’ condition applies to the mdggyoin ConCo con-
structions marks them as being different to garden-vadetydination. Importantly,
however, | do not want this phenomenon to mask the deeperngiensamilarities
which OCoandand pseudo-coordinatiamdshare. There is a similarity between OCo
and pseudo-coordination: both require parallelism betwheir conjuncts. Whereas
for OCo, the ‘sameness’ condition applies to semantic arategorial type (Munn
1993), for pseudo-coordination, it applies to morpholabfeatures. | take this to be
a deep similarity between the coordinators of OCo and pseodadination. | will
discuss this more fully in chapters (4) and (7).

2.1.12 Counter-expectational readings

OCo constructions do not affect the declarative ‘force’tait conjuncts. Thus coor-
dinated declaratives remain declaratives and do not galitiadal focus, surprise or
counter-expectational readings as a consequence of catiati.

ConCo constructions, however, are different. Considerftiilewing example,
originally from Ross (1967) and cited by Schmerling (1975).

(101) She’s gone and ruined her dress now

3ONote that this is very different to the ‘Bare Stem Conditiafi'Carden and Pesetsky (1977). They
claim that ConCo verbs can only occur in their bare form. Haveas pointed out by Pullum (1990), while
this may be true ofry (see section (3.1.1)), it certainly is not true of ConCo gesbich asit, andgo as any
of the (a) examples in this section show.
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Schmerling (1975) claims that this kind of sentence coneeys

‘mild sense of condemnation on the part of the speaker.. e s&mses
that the speaker is trying to convey the notion, “It was heltf{Schmerling
1975:218).

ConCo constructions witlgo very often have an ‘unexpected event’ (counter-
expectational) interpretatiott.Carden and Pesetsky (1977) claim that pseudo-coordirsation
(they do not distinguish ConCo and SceCo) are actually dividto two subtypegjo
ConCo with a counter-expectational reading and other Cah&ado nott? However,

Pullum (1990) claims that Carden and Pesetsky (1977) aregnrotreating counter-
expectational ConCo differently from ConCo. Pullum (199@)vides the following
sentences to show that ConCo do not all necessarily implyrsexpected event’ read-

ing.
(102) | expect you to go and not do anything wrong for a week
(103) What sort of bad stuff do you expect me to go and not do feeek?

(104) ??How carefully do you expect me to go and not do angthirong for a
week?

The problem with these examples is that they all incladebetween the coordi-
nator and the lexical verb, which could indicate that thesenat examples of ConCo
at all but of SceCo. The degraded status of (104) confirmgpthssibility. Thus, these
examples are not conclusive. For our present purposes leoweig sufficient to note
that the mere possibility of a surprise reading for ConConmtitfor OCo implies that
they are not the same construction.

31This is especially productive with ConCo witfo. However, Postal (1998) refers to a wider range of
reputedly CSC-violating phenomena that also admit a courferatational meaning.

32They cite the fact that counter-expectational readingsar@eecessarily unique to ConCo as evidence
for this. For example, the following two sentences are cl@seaphrases of each other (Carden and Pesetsky
1977:89).

1) He went and hit me
2) He up and hit me

There does, however, seem to be evidence that ConCo andehesfiional variants above, are not
necessarily the same constructitlp and Vconstructions have very different morphological requiretaen
to ConCo.

3 a. He up and went
b. He upped and went
c. *He upped and go
d. *He up and go

Example (32a) shows that it is not obligatory for both conjaite have the same morphological marking.
It is possible to have a bare preposition followed by a finégow(32a), or for both prePostion B nd verb to
be marked for tense. The same is not true for ConCo (cf. (99)sTh and Vand ConCo constructions
are less related than they initially seem.
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SceCo are compatible with surprise readings, but do notssecdy seem to re-
quire such readings. Importantly, whereas ConCo @ilvery naturally lends itself
to a counter-expectational interpretation, SceCo coastms typically require an ad-
ditional item to force counter-expectational readings.

(105) a. The Pope went to the rally and addressed the crowd
b. To our amazement, the Pope went to the rally and addrelssexddwd
¢. Who did the Pope go to the rally and address?

Example (105a) is totally unmarked: there is no counteretqtional reading to
be had from it. (105b) has a counter-expectational readingthis is obviously con-
tributed not by the SceCo construction itself, but by thedalzed element. Similarly,
(105c) does not have a counter-expectational reading.

Putting aside counter-expectational focus, it is impdrtamote that verbs of body
posture cross-linguistically often have the ability to ignpejorative affect: passivity,
prolonged inactivity, idleness, apathy etc. These folloonf the general properties of
core posture verbs such as ligi standandlie (Koops 2004, Kuteva 1999, Newman
2002, Newman and Rice 2001) and not from the specific syotactiironment into
which these verbs are merged.

| conclude, then that ConCo, SceCo and OCo, do not have aeexpectational
semantics as an inherent property of the constructionssdbkes, but that their under-
lying semantics does allow such readings to occur. | thus takinter-expectational
semantics to be parasitic on the deeper semantics of thas&ructions as well as on
factors such as the animacy of the subject etc.

2.1.13 Phonological cues

Pseudo-coordinative contexts also have phonological adsh distinguish them
from OCo. These include reduction of the coordinator, phepeffects and focus.

Reduction of the coordinator

In OCo, the coordinator may be reduced slightly4o].3® However further reduction
to syllabic[n] is not possible (Carden and Pesetsky 1977).
(106) a. John will go and he will catch Harry
b. John will go[on] he will catch Harry
c. *John will go[n] he will catch Harry
Carden and Pesetsky (1977) argue that in pseudo-cooxgirethtexts, the coor-
dinator may be reduced to syllabjit]. This does not occur in OCo. In my variety,

the contrast remains clear between O@Go] and the syllabidn] found in pseudo-
coordination. The following examples are based on CarddrPassetsky (1977

33In my variety, namely South African English.
34Carden and Pesetsky (1977), unfortunately, base their dgarap conativery which is too idiosyn-
cratic a verb to be able to generalize the results.
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(107) a. Who will John go and catch?
b. Who will John gdon] catch?
c. Who will John gdn] catch?

There are two main problems with these results. Firstlys it clear whether
this test can distinguish ConCo from SceCo. Secondly, insahat reduction of the
coordinator can also occur in some non-pseudo-coordmatmtexts. Each of these
will be dealt with in turn.

Unlike ConCo whose pseudo-coordinating particle may beaed to a syllabic
[n], SceCo do not seem to license reduction of this kind as ptiveilyc

(108) a. What did John go to Paris and buy?
b. What did John go to Parjsn] buy?
c. *What did John go to Paria] buy?

However, these data should be taken with a pinch of salt. Restucould be
phonetically motivated. In these examples, the coordmiataot placed in the same
phonetic environment as in a pseudo-coordination corntstrucTo do so, one must
place the coordinator after a stressed syllable, with timeeseharacteristics as the
pseudo-coordinative verb. In the following examples | uBs ®hich place the coor-
dinator in the same phonetic environment as in ConCo; etirats used to ensure a
pseudo-coordinative reading. It seems to me that the abiliteduce the coordinator
to syllabic[n] is enhanced®

(109) a. John werlin] met a carpet dealer
b. John will go to Tashkerjin] meet a carpet dealer
c. ??Who will John go to Tashkept] meet?

(110)  a. John will try{n] meet a carpet dealer
b. John will go to Dubajn] meet a carpet dealer
¢. Who will John go to Dubdin] meet?

If these data are correct, then reduction of the coordinzdortake place in all
pseudo-coordinative contexts and is perhaps rather aidunat phonological context
than syntactic environment.

There is still other evidence that suggests that similanegdn occurs in other
coordinative situations too.

(111) a. Caesar both planned gmndifrosecuted the campaign [RNR]
b. Caesar both planned AND prosecuted the campaign

35The lack of a test with pseudo-coordinatiyeis because of the difficulty in finding words that could
function as suitable goals, ending in stressed ‘0’
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In example (111a) a distributor is used to ensure an OConmgaatid the object
occurs in the right field: a classic instance of Right NodesRagi (RNR). Reduction of
the coordinator seems quite acceptable in this context. \(thdb) shows, however is
that the coordinator can be focussed, which can never happeseudo-coordinative
contexts. The same data can be reproduced in OCo ATB contexts

(112) a. What did Caesar both plan arid]Prosecute? [ATB]
b. What did Caesar both plan AND prosecute?

What these data seem to show is that reduction can occur in cboedination
contexts too. Thus, reduction may not be structurally &rgg at all and consequently,
this test should be regarded as being unreliable.

Phrasing effects

Carden and Pesetsky (1977) point out that in addition to plogiical reduction, there
also appear to be phrasing effects. In OCo, there may be a pftesthe first conjunct.
This is not evident in ConCo contexts. In other words ConGaljmates appear to be
a single phonological domain (with respect to reduction pinchsing) in a way that
OCo are not.

(113) a. Johnwillgo...and (he will) catch Harry

b. John will go and catch Harry
c. *Who will John go ...and catch?

Focus

Finally, ConCo and OCo differ with respect to focus. In thikcil@ing ConCo example,
focus can only be placed on the lexical verb. It is not possiblfelicitously focus
either the pseudo-coordinative verb or the coordinateifits

(114) a. Itwentand RAINED

b. *It WENT and rained
c. *lIt went AND rained

In contrast, OCo has a different distribution of focus.

(115) a. John went to town and he actually BOUGHT something
b. John actually WENT to town and he bought something
c. John both went to town AND he bought something

Finally, it is difficult to test SceCo constructions becaguserder to rule out OCo
readings, it is necessary to extract an object which usuedjyires focus on the moved
constituent. This prevents focus from being applied to @hgioconstituent. However,
with the use of focussing adverbials, it is possible to se¢ 8teCo has a similar
distribution of focus to ConCo.
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(116) a. What did John actually go to town and buystead of stealing it?
b. ??What did John actually go town and buy — not stay at home?
c. *What did John actually go town armly?

Given the caveats mentioned above, one must conatumlly as scoping over
the underlined verb. It can be seen that to the extent thaetuelgements are shared
by the relevant speakers, SceCo has a similar pattern of fistribution as ConCo.
In particular, the coordinator itself can be focussed in Q@atexts, but never in
pseudo-coordinative ones.

These tests show that the phonological reduction of thedbaator is not neces-
sarily a reliable test of pseudo-coordination. Howeveg, fticus differences between
ConCo and SceCo on the one hand and OCo on the other are @aite cl

2.2 Findings

The findings of this chapter are presented below. Table ¢kea)ly indicates that both
ConCo and SceCo differ from OCo significantly. They alsoattiffom each other.

The table demonstrates very clearly that pseudo-cooirdinatructures (SceCo
and ConCo) share many characteristics that distinguistm fhem OCo. These in-
clude the ability to extract arguments in non-ATB contettis,non-occurrence of XPs
and subjects in the second conjunct, the semantic subdiatiraf one conjunct to an-
other, inability to change conjunct order or to substitutecoordinator with another,
the incompatibility with distributive elements and thetftiwat pseudo-coordination is
restricted to a subset of verbs. This leads me to concludegatith many others that
English pseudo-coordinative structures are not instantc@o.

The data in the table also illustrate the fact that there aaayndifferences be-
tween ConCo and SceCo; they are not exemplars of the sam#umimn. Among
these differences are crucial ones such as (selectivepistend and the related quan-
tifier raising facts, semantic bleaching, the selectioel@tionship between the subject
and the verb, the differing ability to undergo transitvityeanations and partial VP-
ellipsis. All these distinguishing factors demonstrate thonCo and SceCo should be
classified as different constructions.

| take these tests as ample evidence for the typology of auetide structures in
figure 2.2 on page 53.

This study has focussed on distinguishing ConCo from Sce®@uaapily because
the two constructions can look superficially similar, lewgio confusion. For this rea-
son, most of the SceCo examples | have used have been with Nezlgo and sit
which also occur in ConCo contexts. However, | would like tophasize that SceCo
can occur with a much wider range of predicates than can Cam@dhat the SceCo
construction might ultimately be unifiable with a much breadinge of ‘asymmetric’
coordinative constructions (for example see Carden andt§lgs(1977), Goldsmith
(1985), Lakoff (1986), Na and Huck (1992), Pullum (1990)h®erling (1975) and
Postal (1998) for an overview of some of these structuragh& project, however,



Property Sectio] OCo| SceCo [ ConCo
Syntactic tests
Non-ATB argument extraction (2.1.1) No v v
Non-ATB adjunct extraction (2.1.1) No No v
XPs in Postion B (2.1.2) v v’ (Some) No
XPs in Position C (21.2) v No No
Partial VP-ellipsis (2.15) v v No
Coordinator substitution (2.1.8) v No No
Semantic tests
Subject restricted by Verb A (2.1.3) v v No
Semantic bleaching of Verb A (2.1.4) No No v
Semantic subordination (2.12.7) No v v
Distributivity (2.1.8)| v No No
Wide-scope reading ofquantifier (2.119No No v
Restrictions on possible Verb A (2.1.10) No v v
Inherent counter-expectational reading (2.1.12No No No (go)
Morphological and phonological tests
Morphological Sameness (2.1.11) No v v
Focus on Verb A (2.1.13) v No (?) No
Focus on coordinator (2.1.13) v No (?) No
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Figure 2.2: Three basic pseudo-coordinative types in Ehgli
Coordination
Ordinary Coordination Pseudo-coordination
SceCo ConCo

sit, go, ...

lies beyond the purview of this thesis. However, in the feileg chapter | will at-
tempt to address this issue to a limited extent. In an attéonginsolidate and expand
the typology developed in this chapter, | will apply the $efst pseudo-coordinative
constructions with conativiey and reduplicative coordination.
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Findings




Chapter 3

Pseudo-coordinativetry and
reduplicative coordination

| have demonstrated that pseudo-coordination is a divens@a@nenon. However,
there are two questions that spring to mind when confrontitla the typology de-
veloped this far. The first question is whether or not theeeadher types of pseudo-
coordination in addition to ConCo and SceCo. The secondigmes whether there is
any additional motivation for the existence of any particydseudo-coordinative type
like, say, ConCo.

With respect to the first question, | will attempt to expand fiioposed typology
to include pseudo-coordinations with conative. These exhibit interesting charac-
teristics that distinguish them from the ConCo and SceCateoctions discussed in
chapter (2). In the following chapter | will discuss thesarmdtteristics in order to
place pseudo-coordinatitey more accurately in the typology being developed.

Concerning the second question, | will discuss data whisle inétherto not been
discussed under the rubric of pseudo-coordination. Thisdata is of a reduplicative
nature. The properties of these will also be discussed Becthey are particularly
interesting with respect to ConCo. In exploring these neta,dae existing typology
will be consolidated.

3.1 The putative uniqueness ofry

We are now in a position to explore a less canonical exampbsedfido-coordination,
namely pseudo-coordination with conative.
Q) a. John will try and kisary at the party tonight
b. Who will John try and kisat the party tonight?
There are two main reasons why | would like to deal with camstly separately.

Firstly, it seems different to other pseudo-coordinatitrectures in a number of re-
spects. For instance, one immediate difference betweaotstes with conativery
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and other ConCo constructions is that conatiiyesonstructions can be paraphrased as
infinitives ! In contrast, ConCo constructions can only be paraphrastdagiurpose-
adjunct reading.

(2) a. John will try and eat an apple [Conativg]
b. John will try to eat an apple
“*John will try, in order to eat an apple’

3) a. John will go and eat an apple [ConCo]
b. John will go to eat an apple
‘John will go, in order to eat an apple’

(4) a. John will sit and eat an apple [ConCo]
b. John will sit to eat an apple
‘John will sit, in order to eat an apple’

Secondly, despite their atypicality, examples withhave informed a number of
studies (e.g. Carden and Pesetsky (1977)) adding to thesionfboetween ConCo and
SceCo and leading to incorrect generalizations. For thessons | consider it vitally
important to establish the place of conattve in the typology | have developed. To
this end, | will apply the tests developed in the first partto$ tchapter. | will show
that conativery constructions differ from ConCo constructions wsihandgoin most
respects.

3.1.1 Morphological conditions

Another salient and curious difference between conativeand ConCo and SceCo
is that it cannot tolerate any inflection (Carden and Peget8K7, Schmerling 1975).
Only the bare forms of the verbs can occur in this constracfithe same is not true of
other ConCo verbs likeit andgo.? The following examples illustrate this with respect
to bare verbs, present tense, past tense and participléniogy.

(5) a. John will try and eat an apple [Conativg]
b. John will go and eat an apple [ConCo]
c¢. John will sit and eat an apple

(6) a. *John tries and eats an apple [Conativg
b. John goes and eats an apple [ConCo]
c¢. John sits and eats an apple

1This idea is expressed as far back as Gleitman (1965).
2pyllum (1990) notes thaty and V constructions act like bare aspecteameandgo (Jaeggli and
Hyams 1993) in being subject to a morphological condition fiitihg inflection on these forms.
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@) a. *John tried and ate an apple [Conating
b. John went and ate an apple [ConCo]
c. John sat and ate an apple

(8) a. *John has tried and eaten an apple [Condtive
b. John has gone and eaten an apple [ConCo]
c. John has sat and eaten an apple

9) a. John and Mary try and eat apples [Conatiiyg
b. John and Mary go and eat apples [ConCo]
c. John and Mary sit and eat apples

Thus conativdry differs from SceCo and ConCo with respect to the morphology
condition. Note that becausey cannot be inflected, | will use either a plural subject
or a modal verb in most of the examples in this chapter.

3.1.2 Extraction

It is possible to extract both arguments and adjuncts fronatieetry constructions.
Thus conativetry has properties identical to ConCo with respect to extrac{see
section (2.1.1)).

(10) Who do you think will try and kill the Pope?
(11) Who will they try and kill?
(12) How much will they try and pay the assassin?

(13) How badly did they try and behave?

3.1.3 XPsin the verbal string

XPs cannot occur in Position B within the verbal string ancheahat marginally in
Position C. This contrasts with the contiguous nature of@o(section (2.1.2)).
(14) a. Bafana-Bafana tried and, in 2001, won the African cup

b. *What do they try and, in 2001, win?

(15) a. What do they carefully/regularly/never try and eat?
b. *What do they try carefully/regularly/never and eat?
c. What do they try and ?carefully/regularly/never eat?
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3.1.4 Restrictions on subjects

Conativetry constructions seem to require an obligatorily sentienjesuibConse-
quently, it is incompatible with the expletive subject ofatleer verbs and with non-
sentient objects such as trees (unless one imputes cossegsito them). This makes
try seem rather more like a SceCo verb (section 2.1.3).

(16) John will try and become a pilot
(17) *I'wonder if it will try and rain today

(18) *The acorn will try and become an oak

3.1.5 Semantic bleaching

There does not seem to be much semantic bleachitny per se For instance, there
does not seem to be any significant semantic difference leetpgeudo-coordination
with conativetry and the corresponding infinitival construction. The follogzexam-
ple is (2) repeated for convenience.

(29) a. John will try and eat an apple [Conativg
b. John will try to eat an apple

Moreover, conativéry does not seem to exhibit bleaching independently of pseudo-
coordinative constructions; in fact, it is not at all cleante what a ‘bleached’ seman-
tics of try would correspond to. Given the lack of semantic bleachingativetry
seems quite similar to SceCo.

Paradoxically, however, conatitry contexts are intrinsically different from SceCo;
SceCo implies a sequence of events, where the pseudo-cativdiverb denotes an
event that sets the scene for the main activity to take platere conativery is used,
however, tharying event must necessarily be cotemporaneous with the mairitgcti
In this respect constructions with conative are like ConCo constructions.

3.1.6 VP deletion

In VP deletion contexts with conativey, it is not necessary thaty obligatorily be
deleted with the rest of the VP. This setg apart from ConCo constructions and
makes it similar to a SceCo predicate (section (2.1.5)).

(20) a. They will try to kill mosquitos and Mary will too
— ‘Mary will also try to kill mosquitos’
b. They will try and kill mosquitos and Mary will try too
— ‘Mary will also try to kill mosquitos’
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3.1.7 Coordinator substitution

The coordinator cannot be substituted by another in comtithconstructions. This is
a characteristic shared by all pseudo-coordinative sirast(section 2.1.6) and indi-
cates that conativiey constructions are not a special case of OCo.

(22) a. John will try and kill mosquitos
b. *John will try or kill mosquitos

3.1.8 Semantic subordination

In conativetry constructions, as for ConCo and SceCo, the activity dertmteke first
predicate fty) is semantically subordinate to the main activity denotedhe lexical
verb, in the sense of Na and Huck (1992). This is reflecteddrfitbt that the conjuncts
of a conativetry construction cannot be reordered. This is a common projoéyl
pseudo-coordinative constructions (section (2.1.7)).

(22) a. John will try and kill mosquitos
b. *John will kill and try mosquitos
c. *John will kill mosquitos and try

3.1.9 Distributivity

Conativetry constructions do not allowoth modification. This shows that there is a
semantic dependency between the verbs since the distritagfoires to verbs denot-
ing independent events (section (2.1.8)). This too shoatcitnativetry constructions
are not instances of OCo.

(23) a. *John will both try and kill mosquitos
b. *What will John both try and kill?

3.1.10 Quantifier raising

Conativetry constructions allow quantifier raising, thereby yieldingtfbwide and
narrow scope readings. This is not surprising since coaivs not a selective island.
This property is also common to ConCo constructions (se¢fal.9)).

(24) A policeman will try and kiss every widow
‘Some policeman will attempt to kiss every widow’ [NS]
‘For every widow, some policeman or other will attempt toskeer’ [WS]
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3.1.11 Counter-expectational readings

Instances of conativiey do not seem to yield any particular counter-expectational
readings. Thus (25) appears to be completely neutral inrdgiard. In this respect,
conativetry constructions pattern with SceCo (section (2.1.12)).

(25) John will try and eat an apple

3.1.12 Phonological cues

The coordinator may reduce to syllajig in ConCo constructions wittry (Carden
and Pesetsky 1977). WH extraction is used to force a pseudialicative reading.
(26) a. John will try and he will catch Harry

John will try[on] he will catch Harry

c. *John will try [n] he will catch Harry

=

(27)  a. Who will John try and catch?
b. Who will John try[on] catch?
¢. Who will John try[n] catch?

Once again, as | mentioned in section (2.1.13), these faatshave a phonetic
explanation. Thus, until more is known, these facts shoalttéated cautiously.

With respect to focus, constructions with pseudo-cootdiedry behave slightly
differently to other pseudo-coordinative constructidihss indeed possible to focus
the first verb, namelyry. It remains impossible to focus the coordinator.

(28) a. Whydon'tyou at least try and EAT something?
b. Why don’t you at least TRY and eat something?
c. *Why don't you at least try AND eat something?

3.1.13 Findings

The findings of this section are summarized in table 3.1 officttiag page.

Firstly, it is very clear that conativiey constructions do not pattern with OCo but
are a pseudo-coordinative structure of some sort. Thisdieated by, among other
things, extraction in non-ATB contexts, quantifier raisitige ban on XPs and subjects
in the verbal string, coordinator substitution, the inigpilo change the order of the
conjuncts and the incompatibility with distributors.

Secondly, although conatitey does have certain characteristics in common with
ConCo (namely extraction of adjuncts and quantifiers andhplogiical reduction),
other tests preclude the possibility that conatmeconstructions are ConCo struc-
tures. ConCo exhibits properties of constituenthood {@avtP-deletion test, XP-in-
cluster test etc.), a fact exploited in my analysis in chap¢. Since conativery



Property Sectio] OCo| SceCo [ try [ ConCo
Syntactic tests
Non-ATB argument extraction (3.1.2) No v v v
Non-ATB adjunct extraction (3.1.2) No No v v
XPs in Position B 3.1.3) v No No No
XPs in Position C (3.1.3) v v'(Some)| Some (?)| No
Partial VP-ellipsis 3.1.6) v v v No
Coordinator substitution B.179) v No No No
Semantic tests
Subject restricted by Verb A (3.1.4) v v v No
Semantic bleaching of Verb A (3.1.5) No No No v
Semantic subordination (3.1.8) No v v v
Distributivity 3.1.9| v No No No
Wide-scope reading of quantifier (3.1.10)No No v v
Restrictions on possible Verb A No v v v
Inherent counter-expectational reading (3.1.11No No No v'(go)
Morphological and Phonological tests

Morphological Sameness (3.1.1) No v N.A. v
Focus on Verb A (3.1.12) v No (?) v No
Focus on coordinator (3.1.12) v No (?) No No
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structures readily allow partial VP-deletion, they canfasin a constituent with the
lexical predicate. Finally, whereas ConCo predicatesk#kheémantic bleaching and
do not affect the selectional relationship between the egdb the subject, conative
try does not appear to be bleached at all and strongly selecémfanimate, sentient
subject. Thus, it cannot be analysed as a typical ConCo reantisin.

Thirdly, there are important characteristics that makeatiga try quite similar
to SceCo. | have already alluded to some of these. They iadhellack of semantic
bleaching, the selectional relationship between the vedtita subject and partial VP-
ellipsis. On the other hand, the ability to extract adjurastd quantifiers freely, not to
mention the peculiar morphological constraints on the tea#ry construction make
me reluctant to classify it as SceCo. These data lead me tummthat conative
try is yet another type of pseudo-coordination which is distirmm both SceCo and
ConCo.

At this point, we have identified at least four different tgmd verbal coordination:
0OCo, SceCo, ConCo and pseudo-coordingtiyeThese are schematized in figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1: Pseudo-coordination, includimmg

Coordination

/\

Ordinary Coordination Pseudo-coordination

VT

SceCo ConCo try

T~

sit, go, come ...

3.2 Reduplicative coordination constructions

At this point, having developed tests to distinguish Con@onf superficially similar
constructions like SceCo, we are now in a position to exptoretherV and Vcon-
struction which may shed some light on ConCo. With this indnilet us step back
from ConCo of thego, sit type and consider Rieplicative cordination (ReCof.

(29) He begins reading about dinosaurs and tigers, and de ezl readantil the
library closes
(http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2003/0822620-17.html (12.10.2004))

(30) My friend Jim Stoltz walks and walks and walksthe wilderness
(http://www.walkinjim.com/wwbookart_book.html (14.10(24))

(31) Starsky pulls his revolver from his shoulder holstet ahoots and shoott
Huggy Bearhttp://www.g21.net/cc14.html (01.07.2005))

31t has also been called Augmentative conjunction Haspeln24s).
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ReCo constructions typically reduplicate activity verbgample (31) notwith-
standing* However, example (31) does raise a pertinent question: dioegivity li-
cense iterativity owvice versaThis question requires the sketching of the relationship
between ReCo and pluractionality.

There are many similarities between ReCo and pluractitynalso-called plural
marking on verbs. Many languages have verbal affixes whieh ar

frequently reduplicative, most often derivational rattrean inflectional,
and expressing a broad range of notions typically includingon by
more than one individual, temporally iterated action anatisily scat-
tered action (Lasersohn 1995:238).

Among the meanings associated with pluractionality aretitygeness, repeated
occasions or events, conation, persistent consequenagisid agency, distributed
quality, inchoativity, cumulative result, intensity, pality of sites of action, dura-
tion, continuity, distribution, celerativity/retardeitly, augmentation, diminution as
well as perfectivity, causativity and plurality of subjestobject noun phrases (Cusic
1981:74-75).

This enumeration of properties bears many similarities,omy with ReCo, but
also with ConCo more generally. However, a central questiovhich of these read-
ings is primary because the answer relates directly to thestpf analyses that can be
proposed. Whereas Cusic (1981) and others have regardecttpdmality as having
a fundamental meaning of combining different events (texativity), | want to ap-
proach ReCo in English from the opposite direction. | witjaed it as coordinating,
not discrete events, but substages of the same evenaim this basic meaning, the
iterative readings more typical of pluractionality can lasity derived by the analysis
| will propose. There are empirical reasons for this appnoabich are reviewed in
the following section.

3.2.1 Empirical reasons to favour durativity over iterativity

To answer the question of whether ReCo constructions ameapity durative or itera-
tive, consider the following minimal pair.

(32) a. John looked up and looked up at the sky but never samatco

4ReCo can also occur with non-verbal material as the followexamples show. Crucially, it is durative
aspect that licenses reduplication in these contexts. &reegiscussed more fully in section (4.5).

1) The balloon went up and up

(2) The plane flew around and around the airfield
3) Merlin slept for years and years

4 John slept (*about/*in/for) hours and hours
(5) Eternity lasts for ever and ever

SNeedless to say, | am not making a general claim about ploradity in all languages. My claim
holds for the ReCo constructions under discussion. Howeuether the claim can be extended to other
pluractional-marking languages is an interesting one, lwoot more exploration.
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b. *John looked up and looked up from his work

Examples (32a,b) are a minimal pair. Since the reduplicatedicates are syntac-
tically identical, the grammaticality distinction betwethem must be derived from
semantics and not from a purely syntactic explanation. Jihissthe semantics of the
constructions that license reduplicatiio look up from workis an activity that is
easily repeated as demonstrated by example (33a), thelpatedicate itself cannot
be reduplicated (33b).

(33) a. John looked up from his work repeatedly
b. *John looked up and looked up from his work

If ReCo were inherently iterative in its semantics, thenegkes like (33b) would
be predicted to be grammatical. The fact that (33b) is ungratical shows that mere
iterative potential is not sufficient to license reduplioat

However, ReCo does have durative, atelicity as an inherantqh its semantics.
For this reason it is only possible to reduplicate duratresirates. Thulwok up at the
sky(32a) can be construed duratively wheréask up from work(32b) cannot; only
the former can be reduplicated. Thus, it is the ability tortierpreted duratively, rather
than iteratively that is a good predictor of the grammatigaif ReCo constructions.

This is not to say that iterative readings never occur in Re@uexts; they do.
However, an iterative reading is parasitic on durativitd aan only be licensed in cir-
cumstances where a durative reading is pragmatically eigliks occurs with punctual
events. In effect then, an iterative or serial reading isaegy by which a punctual
event can be construed as durative. For instance, in (3@ )ltivality of the subject
licenses a serial reading, while the singular subject i) {B&nses an iterative reading.

(34) The police shot and shot at the protesters
(35) John shot and shot at the rabbit

And yet there is still another reading associated with Re@tstuctions: inten-
siveness. Whenever ReCo occurs it typically means not oalyalparticular activity
is durative, but that it is done to a large, excessive or Bitendegree. Thus thehoot
and shooexamples above differ from ordinary progressives insafgha former but
not the latter imply that the shooting was somehow excessive

(36) The police shot and shot at the protesters

(37) The police were shooting at the protesters

6This is supported by the fact that durative aspect licenseslihg of DPs more generally, whereas
bounded events do not.

(1) a. Johnread (the book) for days and days
b. *John read the book in days and days
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In summary, then, ReCo constructions have as primary mgsniurativity and
intensiveness. The serial reading, when it exists, is garas these two meanings.

This gives us an explanation for why certain particle veréas be reduplicated
while others simply cannot. The following events, althopgientially durative, sim-
ply cannot be carried out in an ‘intensive’ manner.

(38) a. ??John climbed up and climbed up the mountain
b. ??John climbed up the mountain intensively

(39) a. *John went off and went off into the sunset
b. *John went off intensively

(40) a. *John put down and put down the book
b. *John put down the book intensively

(42) a. *John looked up and looked up from his work
b. *John looked up from his work intensively

(42) a. *John walked away and walked away

=3

*John walked away intensively

In contrast, the activities denoted by the following paeticerbscan be done in
an ‘intensive’ manner and they can also be reduplicated.

(43) a. | can'’t believe it! Just because Mary was a profegedm just sucked up
and sucked up and sucked up

b. John sucked up intensively

(44)  a. Johnread up and read up for weeks on the lawsuit

=

John read up intensively

(45) a. ??John danced around and danced around until he heassted
. John danced around intensively

(o

(46)

<8}

. John looked up and looked up at the stars but never samet

=

John looked up at the stars intensively but never saw atcome

There are also some particle verbs whose grammaticalityel@dRcontexts in-
creases markedly when an ‘intensive’ reading is given byctmgext.

47 a. ??John called up and called up Mary
b. The stalker called up and called up Mary until she was aquesrwreck

There is one apparent exception to this observation.
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(48) a. ?l can't believe it! The government just puts off antspff making any
decisions on the pension crisis

b. *The government put off making the decision intensively

A predicate likeput off is punctual and thus not compatible with a durative read-
ing. For this reason an iterative reading is licensed. Hewean adverb like ‘inten-
sively’ also cannot typically modify a non-durative preatie. Consider the following
example withshoot

(49) *John shot the rabbit intensively

This accounts for the ungrammaticality of (48b). Thus tlemeple is not a counter
example at all.

To conclude, ReCo constructions denote durativity anchsiteness and conse-
quently only predicates (including particle verbs) whica eompatible with both du-
rativity and intensiveness may be reduplicated. In somes;aghere a punctual activ-
ity like shootis involved, then a serial reading is parasitic on the dueattadings.

Having discussed some general properties of ReCo, it is ramsilple to place it
in its pseudo-coordinative context by systematically gimg the tests developed in
chapter (2). In this chapter | will demonstrate that

i. ReCo is a pseudo-coordinative structure, i.e. that Re@oi OCo and

ii. ReCo shares many properties of ConCo.

Because ReCo has not been analysed as pseudo-coordinatioa, b will first
focus on demonstrating that ReCo is not OCo. To this end| hatlnecessarily retain
the tests in the order in which they were introduced in chraf@e Tests that indicate
that ReCo is not an instance of OCo include the inability tossitute one coordinator
with another, the incompatibility of ReCo and distributiviarkers likeboth the fact
that ReCo conforms to the Morphological Sameness Cond{88ih the possibility
of non-ATB extraction and quantifier raising, and also thabitity of a subject (or
indeed any XP) to occur in the second conjunct.

Other tests show that ReCo patterns with ConCo. These tedtsle the absolute
ban on XPs within the verbal string, the incompatibility cé®o with partial VP-
deletion, semantic bleaching, and the fact that ReCo asetiins allow quantifier
raising.

3.2.2 Coordinator substitution

A classic test for pseudo-coordination is whether or notaberdinator can be re-
placed by another (section (2.1.6)). Whereas OCo allows subktitution, pseudo-
coordination does not. The following examples can be coagpaith examples (29),
(30) and (31). They demonstrate unequivocally that ReGmttres do not allow co-
ordinator substitution and are thus indeed pseudo-coatidenstructures.
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(50) a. *He read or read or read in the library
b. *My friend walked or walked or walked in the wilderness
c. *He shot or shot at Huggy Bear

3.2.3 Distributivity

In OCo structures, distributive markers suchbagh can occur. This is not possible
in pseudo-coordinative contexts (2.1.8pth modification is also blocked in ReCo
constructions, exactly like their SceCo and ConCo couat¢sp Thus ReCo is not
OCo.

(51) a. John both reads and writes books
b. *John both reads and reads all day long

3.2.4 The ‘Sameness’ Condition

Another important characteristic of pseudo-coordinatiotihat each of the predicates
is subject to the Morphological Sameness Condition (99)aept6. This condition
also applies to ReCo. This is illustrated in (52) faxsT and (53) for participle mor-

phology.
(52) a. John sang and sang

b. *John sang and sings
c. *John sings and sang

(53) a. John has sung and sung
b. *John has sung and sings
c. *John will sing and have sufig

3.2.5 Extraction

ReCo constructions can have arguments extracted from fhleus, just like ConCo
and SceCo, they constitute exceptions to the CSC.

(54) a. Who was the guy who sang and sang all night?
b. What was the song that John sang and sang all night?

"This example is ungrammatical on a ReCo reading, but is stithgratical on a OCo reading.
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It should be noted that ReCo examples can sometimes beeacliiinsy. For in-
stance, while an objectless ReCo construction is perfgecdgnmatical its counterpart
with a direct object is sometimes less well-formed, but ndtight ungrammatica.

(55) a. John read and read

‘John read (a book) but didn't finish it’ [Durative, unbourne

*John read a book twice’ [Bounded]
b. John read and read a book

%'John read a book but didn't finish it’ [Durative, unboungled

‘John read a book twice’ [Bounded]

Often, but not always, a ReCo construction with a definiteecbhas a natural
interpretation as a bounded predicate. For some speakirss most naturally inter-
preted iteratively (see also Rothstein 2004). The effeatrigliorated somewhat with
indefinite objects. The reason for this is that verbs andcctivbjects are together con-
strued as telic. Thus, the use of an object (and by corolkeektraction of an object)
is relatively marked. Nevertheless, extractions of olsjacé grammatical as shown by
examples like (54).

It might be suggested that (54) is merely ATB extraction:theo words the subject
is coindexed with two extraction sites, one in each conjufigis would reduce ReCo
to OCo. As has been demonstrated in section (2.1.1), ATBetitns cannot occur
from pseudo-coordinative constructions. Consider theviehg examples illustrating
extraction of benefactives.

(56) a. The peasant kept trying to pump and pump and pump s glagter for
the soldier

b. What did the peasant keep trying to pump and pump and puntpeor
soldier?

c. Who did the peasant keep trying to pump and pump and pumps gfa
water for?

d. *Who did the peasant keep trying to pump for and pump for andp
for a glass of water for?

Imagine a context in which a troop of soldiers walk throughueak village. A
soldier might ask a peasant to pump some water from the weltder to drink it.
Example (56a) is the basic example. (56b,c) show that betlitlect and beneficiary
objects can be extracted, the latter optionally strandiegpreposition. The stranding
of the preposition in final position marks the extractiomr sihd thus (56d) illustrates
that ATB extraction is not possible.

In conclusion, extraction of arguments from ReCo is possiithout recourse to
ATB movement. Such extractions constitute exceptionsedd8C and are indicative
that ReCo is a pseudo-coordinative structure.

8Some speakers are able to distinguish a slightly clumsy sheregiading, even with a definite, direct
object. For other speakers, a direct object always impliestedness of the predicate and thus immediately
triggers a serial reading.
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Adjunct extraction

With respect to adjunct extraction, there are somewhatdnigsults as a result of the
semantics of ReCo. Although low, manner adjuncts can beebe, occasionally the
result is somewhat degraded, although still grammatical.

(57) | know how well John can argue and argue
(58) 2l wonder how quickly John worked and worked at his pigje

(59) 7?71 wonder how carefully John worked and worked at hogeot

The explanation for this lies in the semantics of ReCo cositns: they encode
a manner component indicating intensity of the activityt #as reason it is simply
pleonastic and incongruous to ask, in the previous examb@squickly, or howcare-
fully the action was carried out. The very nature of the ReCo aact&in denotes that
the arguing or working actions were done ‘intensively’ which could subsume speed
and carefulness. In contrast, note that it is possible toaektow manner adjuncts
which have nothing to do with ‘intensiveness’ (57). What timeans, of course, is
that extraction of low adjuncts is indeed possible, butismmblocked for independent
reasons.

In summary, extraction of higher adjuncts and argumentossiple. Thus, al-
though ReCo constructions may appear to be selective sigikd SceCo), the cause
of the islandhood does not seem to be necessarily relatetidgtever causes island-
hood in SceCo. In ReCo, it seems to be an ‘intensiveness’neraromponent which
causes islandhood. The case is not as clear for SceCo, wieefest verb sets the
scene for the activity depicted in the second to take platether words, the first
verb does not necessarily suggest a manner component iroSoetexts. If this is
true then the similarity with SceCo could be illusory. In ghéhe extraction facts
argue that ReCo patterns with ConCo.

3.2.6 Quantifier raising

In the cases of ConCo and SceCo constructions, quantif@ngatiests corroborated
their status as non-islands and selective islands regpBc{section (2.1.9)). Thus,
wide-scope readings are freely available for ConCo but aoSteCo. Interestingly,
quantifier raising tests suggest that ReCo contexts areslastds since wide scope
readings are possible.

(60) a. A policeman serenaded and serenadedy; widow until they; were all
sick of his voice

‘The same policeman serenaded each of the widows’ [NS]

b. A policeman serenaded and serenadeday; widow until she; was sick
of his voice

‘For each widow, there was some policeman or other
who serenaded her’ [WS]
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In (60a,b) the adjuncuftil. . .) has been added to assistin the interpretation. There
is a tendency for definite direct objects to cause noise irgtaenmaticality judge-
ments since the object interacts with aspect to create @iteérpretation which is
not a possible interpretation of ReCo. Nevertheless, tadability of both wide and
narrow-scope readings seems clear. The implication ofishikat ReCo construc-
tions allow LF raising of the quantifier without incurring &C violation. This shows
(i) that ReCo constructions are not OCo and (ii) affirms theim-island status. In this
respect ReCo constructions pattern with ConCo.

3.2.7 XPs in the verbal string

It has been demonstrated that ConCo constructions do ntitpgen XP to intervene
inside the verbal string. This is also true of ReCo contexts.

(61) a. John walked and walked across the ddsethree days
b. *John walked across the desand walked for three days
c. *John walked and across the deseatked for three days

Adverbs cannot intervene in ReCo verbal strings.

(62) a. John often/regularly/carefully/never ate and Hteasy
b. *John ate often/regularly/carefully/never and ate aif d
c. *John ate and often/regularly/carefully/never ate aif d

Example (62a) is an unmarked example where the adverb mededh verbs in
the ReCo verbal string. The strong ungrammaticality of (6Pbn a ReCo reading
clearly shows that adverbs cannot occur inside the verbabst

In summary, XPs cannot intervene within a ReCo verbal stidegause it seems
that ReCo constructions are constituents of some kind.isiréispect they are pattern
with ConCo construction®

3.2.8 Semantic bleaching

In previous sections, | linked the selectional propertigthe second verb to semantic
‘bleaching’. In other words, in ConCo constructions whéere second verb selected
the subject, then the first verb became more ‘bleached’ asiddn a more aspectual
role. The same kind of bleaching does not occur in ReCo aact&ins. Verbs retain
their lexical semantics. However, this is not to say thatwhds do not play an as-
pectual role; they clearly do. ReCo constructions are digra@nd imply intensity of
activity. Thus, like ConCo they have an aspectual integtieh.

9(62b,c) are grammatical under an OCo reading, although theldve distinctly odd from a semantic
point of view.
10As shown in section (3.2), verbal particles can occur intRosB in a restricted fashion. This does not
refute the generalization that XPs cannot intervene intPosB because it is not clear that English verbal
particles are always independent XPs rather than beingpncated into the verb (Farrell 2005). This will
be discussed more generally in section (4.2.2).
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3.2.9 VP ellipsis

The inability to elide part of the VP is a property of ConCo stractions (2.1.5). In
the case of ReCo constructions, the VP must be elided as ;atusitot possible to
elide only part of the VP. However, since both verbs are idahtan ellipsis structure
actually looks identical to a simplex form. This means that VP-ellipsis test needs
to be approached in a subtle way. The test | have developied g the unbounded
Aktionsartof ReCo constructions.

(63) a. Mary worked and worked at the project
— ‘Mary worked at the project intensively’

b. John worked and worked at the project. ..
...and Mary worked—ane-workedt it too

- ‘Mary worked intensively’

Example (63a) is the basic ReCo example. Note that the degistic intensive,
durative reading is available. Example (63b) exhibitsiphiP-deletion in a ReCo
context. The supposed ellipsis site is marked)biNote that the second conjunct is
identical to a simplex (non-ReCo) clause and is thus ndoitred. Importantly, how-
ever (63b) does not have the intensive action reading agsdaiith (63a). What this
means is that the purportedly elided constituent in (63bnoabe a ReCo comple-
ment. In fact, the reading of the second conjunct is only catibfe with a non-elision
structure. Consequently, the ‘elision’ example is ungratical on a ReCo interpre-
tation. Thus, partial VP-deletion cannot occur in ReCo erist'!

3.2.10 Restrictions on subjects

A major difference between ConCo and SceCo constructiaimatghe former do not
place any restrictions on the selectional relationshigrben the subject and the lexi-
cal verb. In effect, the pseudo-coordinative verb is imlisio selectional requirements
in ConCo but not in SceCo (section (2.1.3)).

Similarly, ReCo constructions do not have any restrictiasith respect to their
subjects. For instance, they admit weather-verb expketard inanimate subjects.
Thus it seems, like for ConCo, that the subject-selectipnaperties of the predicate
are not affected (2.1.3).

(64) a. Itrained all night
b. It rained and rained all night

(65) a. The tree stood on the ridge for more than 80 years
b. The tree stood and stood on the ridge for more than 80 years

U1This ellipsis test also confirms the results of section (3; 2@ presence of the second verb contributes
towards an aspectual meaning.
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Of course, this is not particularly surprising since all ghredicates in a ReCo
construction are identical. Thus, unlike ConCo and SceCerg/there is a non-local
relationship between the lexical verb and the subject, iBd&¢he subject is always
in a local relationship to the first verb, which appears todéchl. For this reason,
one needs to differentiate whether it is the first verb of tleCR construction that
selects the subject (in which case ReCo would pattern wigCstor whether it is the
second verb that selects the subject (in which case ReCalvatiiern with ConCo).
Unfortunately, given that both verbs are identical it ispagsible to tell directly which
of these options is the correct otte.

3.2.11 Restrictions on which verbs can occur in ReCo constod
tions

ReCo constructions are very productive. However, thereres@rictions on which
verbs can enter into this construction.

(66) *John did and did something [Light verb]
(67) *John will and will do something [Modal]
(68) *John has and has done something [Auxiliary]
(69) *John resembled and resembled his father [States]
(70) *John won and won the race [Achievements]
(71) *John ate and ate 46 hamburgers in only 2 hours [Accahpients]
(72) John walked and walked for hours [Activities]

(73) John shot and shot at the rabbit
‘John repeatedly shot at the rabbit’ [Serial Achievement]

Two generalizations can be made from these data. Light \i&edslo as well as
modals and auxiliaries cannot occur in ReCo constructionsther words, ReCo con-
structions are limited to lexical verbs. The second gerstbn is that only activity
verbs can occur in these constructions, although some endpwmlying verbs can
occur in ReCo constructions with serial or repetitive regdi i.e. they are construed
as activities. The main point | am trying to make is that thier@) a definable class
of verbs entering into ReCo constructions (activity vedos) (ii) there is a definable
class of verbs which do not participate in this construcfiondals, light verbs, states,
achievements and accomplishments). This is also a propépgeudo-coordinative
constructions generally (section 2.1.10).

12However, given that with respect to the semantic bleachimb\&®-ellipsis tests ReCo patterns with
ConCao, it is perhaps reasonable to assume that it is the seeondhat selects the subject in ReCo con-
structions and that they thus pattern with ConCo.



Pseudo-coordinative try and reduplicative coordination 73

3.2.12 Counter-expectational readings

Pejorative and/or surprise readings do not seem to be dbasdic of these construc-
tions, although they are not incompatible with them.

(74) a. To our amazement, John studied and studied for tlange d
b. As we had arranged, John studied and studied for three days

In these examples the counter-expectational force contgslgrirom the topical-
ized elements. To my ear, an out-of-the-blue ReCo construét very neutral with
respect to this kind of reading. Thus, ReCo constructionsaddiave inherent counter-
expectational readings associated with them. In this ststhesy pattern with ConCo
more generally, but not ConCo witjo (section (2.1.12)).

3.2.13 Phonological cues

ReCo constructions permit the coordinating particle todakiced to syllabi¢n]. This
is a general characteristic of pseudo-coordinative coostms (section (2.1.13)).

(75) a. What did he read and read all day?
b. What did he rea¢bn] he read all day
c. What did he reah] read all day?

As was the case for ConCo, the first verb cannot be focussesbiation. How-
ever, unlike ConCao, it is possible for both verbs to bear efpgas. This is probably
because, unlike ConCo constructions, ReCo contexts deegatre that the first verb
be grammaticalized and functional; it is clearly a lexicatlywith a lexical stress pat-
tern. Importantly, however, the coordinator itself canmefocussed. This is a general
property of pseudo-coordination.

(76) a. What did John read and READ all day?
b. *What did he READ and read all day?
c. *What did John read AND read all day?
d. What did John READ and READ all day?
These data demonstrate that ReCo are indeed pseudo-cdivelim nature and

also support the intuition in section (2.1.13) that the iligtof ConCo predicates to
be stressed is a function of the fact that they are functjgmammaticalized elements.



Property Sectiof OCo| SceCo [ ConCo| ReCo| try
Syntactic tests
Non-ATB argument extraction (3.2.5) No v v v v
Non-ATB adjunct extraction (3.2.5) No No v v v
XPs in Position B 327 v v'(Some)| No No No
XPs in Position C 3.2.7) v No No No | Some (?)
Partial VP-Ellipsis (3.29) v v No No v
Coordinator Substitution 3.22) v No No No No
Semantic tests
Subject restricted by Verb A (3.2.10) v v No N.A. v
Semantic bleaching of Verb A (3.2.8) No No v N.A. No
Semantic subordination No v v v N.A. v
Distributivity 3.23)| Vv No No No No
Wide-scope reading of quantifier (3.216 No No v v v
Restrictions on possible Verb A (3.2.11) No v v v N.A.
Inherent counter-expectational reading (3.2.12No No v'(go) No No
Morphological and Phonological tests

Morphological Sameness (3.2.4) No v v v N.A.
Focus on Verb A (3.2.13) v No (?) No No v
Focus on coordinator (3.2.13) v No No No No

‘Semantic subordination in ReCo contexts cannot be testece 8oth verbs are the
same, the commutativity of conjuncts is not at issue.
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3.2.14 Findings

In this section | have systematically subjected ReCo coostms to the battery of
tests developed in previous sections. The results of thresalaulated in figure 3.2 on
the preceding page.

Firstly, it is clear that ReCo is not OCo. This is indicatedtbg ability to extract
arguments, quantifiers and some adjuncts, the restriciarsubjects, the inability
of other XPs to occur in the second conjunct, the incomgayibivith distributive
elements, the Morphological Sameness Condition, phomdbgeduction and the fact
that only a subclass of verbs can be coordinated in this way.

Secondly, | would like to make the case that ReCo is a type ofG2o The only
way in which ReCo patterns with SceCo is the inability to agtrmanner adjuncts.
However, the results of this test are undermined by the Fettquantifiers can freely
raise yielding wide-scope readings. Furthermore, thethdspossibility that the is-
landhood of ReCo and SceCo are not, in fact, triggered by dheedfactors, mak-
ing the similarity superficial only. The remaining tests\shbat ReCo patterns after
ConCo. These include the ban on subjects and XPs within thHEbstring, the se-
mantic bleaching effects, the inability to partially elittee VP and the wide-scope
readings associated with quantifiers.

3.3 Conclusion

In summary, ReCo is an instance of ConCo. This lends someitcedo the typology
which as been developed insofar as ReCo constructionsderandependent proof
of the existence of a structure with the properties of Cori€Cis. also important be-
cause some of the properties of ReCo may illuminate the nméchaf ConCo. This
possibility is explored in the following chapters.
With respect to pseudo-coordinatitrg, | have argued that it constitutes a separate

type of pseudo-coordination from ReCo, ConCo and SceCarBia 3.2 illustrates
the resulting tableau of coordinative types explored ivijogs chapters.

Figure 3.2: Pseudo-coordination in English

Coordination

Ordinary Coordination Pseudo-coordination
SceCo ConCo try
SceCo go

ReCo sit
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Chapter 4

Solutions and derivations

In previous chapters, | have disambiguated various pseodddinative structures.
Importantly, | have argued that ConCo with predicatesdj@gandsit subsumes ReCo.
Now, an analysis of ConCo (subsuming ReCo) can be approatiélis chapter,
I will first discount analyses of ConCo along the lines of sulimation. Thereafter,
I will suggest my own analysis in terms of complex predicaiad garden-variety
coordination at (sub)-head level.

4.1 Approaches to pseudo-coordination

Over the years three broad approaches to pseudo-cooveipiinomena can be dis-
tinguished.

i. Pseudo-coordination is true coordination;

ii. Pseudo-coordination ¥/VP subordination typical of modal and auxiliary con-

figurations;
iii. Pseudo-coordination is clausal subordination, onrangth infinitival or raising
constructions.

Analyses belonging to the first group consider the coordieaorpheme to mark
coordination of XPs. Cormack and Breheney (1994), Josef§891) and Lakoff
(1986) all fall into this category. For them the primary geob is how to explain the
asymmetry between the conjuncts and the systematic erospit the CSC.

Approaches which are part of the second group regard thélic@dor as a subordi-
nating element very different to logical coordination. WHetexplicitly or tacitly, co-
ordinator is treated as a functional, subordinative heduilevthe pseudo-coordinative
verb is equivalent to either a modal or auxiliary, or even hrldycategory between
lexical and functional verbs. Hargreaves (2004), for ins&a suggests thaty and
is a single head merged into a functional head while a pseodddinative verb like
gois a light verb heading its owmP-shell. Another subordination analysis is sug-
gested by Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001) who claim that owotierbs (in Marsalese)
are ‘semi-lexical’ because they are lexical verbs whichraeeged in functional pro-
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jections. Carden and Pesetsky (1977), Gleitman (1965)d<Bdth (1985), Pullum
(1990), Quirk et al. (1985), Schmerling (1975) and probatdyand Huck (1992) also
fall into this category.

The third group analyse pseudo-coordinations as beingtakfinitival construc-
tions. This body of research essentially also treats thedomator as a subordina-
tor fundamentally different to logical coordination. Thiengarity between pseudo-
coordination and infinitives is pointed out by Gleitman (89But is more fully devel-
oped by Wiklund (1996; 2005). Johannessen (1998) sidednatanalysis of Wiklund
(1996). Ladrup (2002), working in the framework of LFG susgigethat Norwegian
pseudo-coordinations are a non-uniform phenomenon amdsgond to what | take
to be control and raising constructions.

| argue that ConCo cannot be analysed as any of these. Camgde first ap-
proach, the tests in chapter (2) all show that OCo is not eplplé. The problems as-
sociated with the second, modal-auxiliary approach areirgrapin nature and stem
from the fact that ConCo verbs do not seem to behave like otleelals or auxiliaries,
but form a class of their own. The objections to the biclaagegdroach are of a the-
oretical character and revolve around the fact that theadicey of the subject of the
embedded clause is not trivial. In fact, | will argue in théx8on that it is simply not
possible to license a subject in the embedded clause of acCom@tructiort.

4.1.1 Coordinative approaches

Approaches to pseudo-coordination in termsf@toordination face several problems.
Although coordinative accounts of ConCo all attempt to akpbway the CSC vio-
lations Cormack and Breheney (1994), Josefsson (1991pft f1086) these effects
remain problematic.

Lakoff (1986), for instance, argues that the CSC should Iepdetely discarded
as a generalization because of examples where it does reht Hlols seems to be
throwing the baby out with the bath water since Lakoff (1986gs not provide an
explanation for those cases where the CSC does seem tomafitition, these classes
of exceptions to the CSC seem fairly restricted.

(1) How many classes can you teach and still complete yosed#tion on time?
(2) This is a hormone that many athletes take and grow imniyeaseng

These classes of exceptions prove rather difficult to defostal (1998) argues
that not all the exceptions which Lakoff (1986) gives areetomordination and that

1Some research has attempted to make a link between bare asge¢ara similar verbs) and pseudo-
coordination.
1) a. Why don’t you go and jump in the lake? [Pseudo-coordbméti
b. Why don't you go jump in the lake? [Bare aspectual]
Thus Carden and Pesetsky (1977) claim that bare aspechsitactions are derived from corresponding
pseudo-coordinative constructions. However Jaeggli araihts (1993), Pullum (1990), Shopen (1971) and

Waulff (2005) all deny there is a link.
2| focus here on ConCo. The same arguments extend to SceCo.
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they do not necessarily contravene the CSC. Furthermoithené akoff (1986) nor
Postal (1998) define these exceptions, let alone provideaalysis for them. In ad-
dition, it is important to note that these examples are giiengly ungrammatical in
other languages like Dutch (Barbiers, p.c.). It is probdbbdvisable to discard the
universality of the CSC on the basis of a subset of the extraacts of English.

Other approaches based on coordination relate the ahiligxtract to the argu-
ment structure of the predicates involved. For instancenfaok and Breheney (1994)
suggest it is the unaccusative character of pseudo-caiekrpredicates that licenses
extraction.

‘There is ample evidence from other languages that ergyiviwhat is
crucial in allowing the extractions in examples such as’(BDdrmack
and Breheney 1994)[Their (80) is reproduced as (3) below]

(3) What did John go and buy,,;?

This approach has to explain (i) why SceCo constructionssakective islands
and (ii) the lack of contrast between ATB-violating extiantin unaccusatives and
unergatives more generally (cf. the lack of a contrast betwbe unaccusative and
unergative examples (5) and (6) on page 21).

These accounts also cannot explain why the verbal string doe admit XPs,
especially low adjunctd It should be perfectly acceptable to adjoin low, manner ad-
juncts at VP level, for instance. In addition the partial-€lpsis effects, semantic
subordination, non-commutativity, restrictions on thbjeat of the first conjunct and
the inability to cooccur with distributors do not follow naally from such accounts.
The coordination of/Ps would also seem to imply that two, independent events are
coordinated, assuming that there is an eventive head iposalesponding to littles
(Harley 1995, Travis 1994; 2000)This is not in accordance with the facts of ConCo
in English where the pseudo-coordinative verb does nottéegmoindependent event.
Finally, it has been claimed by BoSkéwand Franks (2000) thaP coordination does
not exist in English.

(4) Ellen partially solved the problem and wrote up her figgiBoSkovt and
Franks 2000:117)

This example is consistent with an interpretation wheremthaner adverb scopes
over only the first predicate. In other words, Ellen paryiathlved the problemmotthat
she partially wrote up her findings.\P or VP coordination were indeed possible, then
the adverb in (4) would indeed be able to scope over both cot§uThe fact that it
cannot implies that there is neithé® nor VP coordination. For these reasons ConCo
cannot be aP-coordination structure.

3In fact, the framework of Cormack and Breheney (1994) expjiciiows XP-like material such as
PPs to be placed within a head.
4| take this to be the same head that Kratzer (1993; 1996) namiedR/o
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4.1.2 Subordination: auxiliaries and modals

Pollock (1994), Pullum (1990), Jaeggli and Hyams (1993) @adden and Pesetsky
(1977) argue that bare aspectual verbs behave differenthotlals. These arguments
can also be applied to Con@wo andsit. The differences include the fact that modals
and auxiliaries behave differently to ConCo predicate$ witspect to verb-raising
to T, subject-auxiliary inversion, subjunctives, free rabcb-occurrence, ellipsis, and
VP preposing.

Raisingto T

Modals and auxiliaries can raise across negation to T (5ehlgyreas ConCo verbs
cannot (5c,d.

(5) a. | will not speak to her [Mod]
b. I have not spoken to her [Aux]
c. *1 go not and speak to her [ConCo]

d. *I sit not and speak to her

The same data may be repeated with emphatic particles (Jarddiyams 1993:319)
or indeed, with any adverbiél.

(6) a. *I go seldom/always/usually/also and speak to my suiper every week
[ConCo]

b. *I sit seldom/always/usually/also and speak to my supenevery week
c. | will seldom/always/usually/also speak to my supemvsgery week
[Mod]

d. I have seldom/always/usually/also spoken to my superegery week
[Aux]

The pseudo-coordinative verb may not raise across an ddveda modal or
auxiliary would: they remain in situ. Thus they are not thmeaclass of verb. More-
over, this kind of data supports the conclusion reachedaptehs (2) and (3) that the
ConCo verbal string exhibits characteristics of constitye

5Rajesh Bhatt (p.c.) has pointed out that not all modals r&seexamplehave todoes not raise to T
in all varieties of English.

1) a. I don't have to raise
b. %l haven't to raise

However, this is also subject to dialectal variation as ti®Wing lines fromThe death of a hired man
by Robert Frost indicate.

| should have called it
Something you somehow haven't to deserve (Frost 1915)’

6] find the so/tooexamples quoted in Jaeggli and Hyams (1993) strange to my ear.
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Subject-auxiliary inversion

Modals and auxiliaries can undergo subject-auxiliaryisign (7a,b) but ConCo verbs
cannot (7c,d).

(7 a. *Go you speak to her? [ConCo]
b. *Sit you speak to her?
c. Will you speak to her? [Mod]
d. Have you spoken to her? [Aux]

Once again it appears thgt andsit do not behave like auxiliaries or modals.

Subjunctives

ConCo verbs are compatible with subjunctives. Modals andiaties are not (exam-
ples adapted from Jaeggli and Hyams (1993:318)).

(8) a. | requested that he go and consider his options that nig  [ConCo]
b. ?I requested that he sit and watch TV
c. ??l requested that he can be there by 3pm [Mod]
d. *I requested that he has been there by 3pm [Aux]
Ellipsis

Modals and ConCo verbs also differ with respect to partialdéRetion. Modals need
not be deleted in VP-ellipsis contexts.

9) a. John can study every subject that Sarah can?
b. John can go and study every subject that . ..

Sarah can (*go)—and-study. ?

Example (9a) is an ordinary example of VP-deletion and destmates that a
modal need not be deleted when the VP is. However, sectidn5j2showed that
ConCo verbs must obligatorily be deleted; partial VP-slbjs not possible. Example
(9b) demonstrates this once more. Itis sharply ungramadatitie ConCo verb is not
deleted along with the rest of the VP. Note that | have usedhadextraction to force
a ConCo reading as opposed to a SceCo one.

71 have tried to make (a,b) as non-deictic as possible to emssirict ConCo reading.
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VP preposing
In English, lexical verbs can be topicalized.
(10) John wanted to join the army and join it he did

Similarly, a constituent containing the ConCo verbal gfrdan be topicalized.
However, modals and auxiliaries cannot be topicalizediglay (examples adapted
from (Jaeggli and Hyams 1993:318)).

(12) a. Mary wanted to go and join the army,
and go and join it she did [ConCo]

b. John wanted to sit and watch a movie,
and sit and watch it he did

c. *Mary said that she would write a novel,

and would write it she did [Mod]
d. *Mary said that she has written a novel,
and has written it she did [Aux]

These examples show that ConCo verbs differ from modals aridiaies with
respect to topicalization. In fact, there is an added twigigals and auxiliariesust
be stranded when a verb is fronted as in (11d). This followassitraight forward way
from the fact that modals are merged outsidewReConCo verbs cannot be stranded
in this way. This suggests that unlike modals, ConCo préelécare within the/P.

(12)  a. Mary said that she could go and write a novel,

and go and write it she eventually would [Mod]
b. Mary said that she could go and write a novel,
and gone and written it she has [Aux]

c. *Mary said that she could go and write a novel,
and written it she has gone and [ConCo]

Free modal co-occurrence

ConCo verbs can freely co-occur with modals; modals canmetyf co-occur with
other modals. This suggests that pseudo-coordinative G@n€ticates and modals
are different classes of verbs (examples adapted from iasgigHyams (1993:318)).

(13) a. | must go and watch this movie [ConCo]
b. I must sit and watch a movie
c. *I must can watch this movie [Mod]

Not too much weight should be placed on this test becausestgation on co-
occurrence of modals could well be related to the defectwragligm of modals. Since
ConCo predicates do not have defective paradigms, they m@abensubject to this
restriction.
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Summary

In this section | have underscored the research of amongsd®odiock (1994), Pullum

(1990), Jaeggli and Hyams (1993) and Carden and Pesetsky)(ilBdemonstrating

that pseudo-coordinative predicates (and particularlp@opredicates), are neither
modals nor auxiliaries. ConCo verbs display none of theaittaristics of modals or

auxiliaries in English. Assuming that auxiliaries and misdeead distinct projections
in a Cinque-like functional hierarchy, in a monoclausal fguration, ConCo verbs

cannot be easily analysed in the same way without stipgldtie differences in be-

haviour.

4.1.3 Subordination: licensing a subject

The third family of approaches to pseudo-coordinatiomaytis to draw a parallel with
clausal subordination such as that found in infinitivals eaising constructions as has
been suggested by Wiklund (1996; 2005) and Lgdrup (2002y1&nland Scandina-
vian and Haslinger and Van Koppen (2003) for Dutc®uch an analysis implies that
the embedded clause must have some manner of subject. Irgukk én this section,
that such a subject is not easily licensed given currentrétieal assumptions about
the nature of empty categories (De Vos 2004a). Assuming lausial structure, the
coordinator could either be a type of subordinating completizer, as represented in
(14a), or it could be an overt reflect of T as represented ib) IBhis is not crucial
to the problem | present below. In the representations thikiv, | assume that the
coordinator is a reflex of T simply because that is assumetililnd 1996:45).

(14) [cp1 John; willgo [cp2  ande; take Mary on a date]]

a.
b. [cp1 John; willgo [cp2 €; and  take Mary on a date]]

The central problem concerns the nature of the empty sulgpotsented bgin
(14a,b). Current theory provides four candidates for thetjpm:
i. pro,
ii. PRO,
iii. atrace of DP movement (where the first verb is analysea men-theta-marking,
raising verb analogous seen), and
iv. atrace of DP movement as a result of ATB extraction.

pro

One possibility is that the empty positionpgo. This possibility is illustrated in (15).

8The actual size of the complement is independent of this arguméile infinitivals might be CPs
or TPs, the complement of a perception verb could be much smdberever, they face similar problems
with licensing subjects.

90One other option might be to consider the structure to be eatipn reduction: a biclausal structure
with arguments deleted under identity. This approach is astarier for the reasons discussed exhaustively
in chapter (2).
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(15) John; will go pro, and take Mary on a date

However, English is not a pro-drop language and it would seaumterintuitive to
postulate the existence of a category that never seems o inciependently in other
contexts. Thus we can rule opito as the subject of the embedded verb.

PRO
By analogy with infinitivals one might suggest that the emagition is PRO.

(16) John; will go PRQ, and take Mary on a date
[C’P [TP ]]

However, the fact that the embedded verb can also have gewober (17) and
tense (18) inflection shows that it is not an infinitife.

(17) John sits and sends e-mails all day instead of working

(18) John sat and sent e-mails all day instead of working

If this is true, then the embedded clause is unable to licBR@ since PRO must
be ungoverned and Tense is a governor.

A further argument against an analysis analogous to infaigtiis that there is a
truth conditional distinction between ConCo verbs ljawith to andand

(19) a. Johnwent and ate John ate
b. John went to eat John ate

(20) a. How carefully did John go and eatJohn ate
b. How carefully did John go to eat John ate

Example (19) contrasts a ConCo construction with an infiitconstruction.
There is a truth-conditional difference between them. Y12& as an entailment that
John eats. However, this is not an entailment of (19b). Thres#ata are repeated with
adjunct WH-extraction to ensure that a ConCo reading is abvigl Note that in (20a)
the adjunct scopes over the lexical verb as opposed to (20&dent only has matrix
scope. This is additional evidence that (20a,b) are novatgiit.

Raising

Having excluded the binding options for the subject positiwhat of the possibility
that the empty position is a trace left by movement? Therendeebe two possible
options: raising and ATB extraction.

10wiklund (1996; 2005) suggests that the embedded lexical igebtually an infinitive but that mor-
phology has been ‘shared’ with the pseudo-coordinativbe.ver
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A raising analysis would entail that the subject could ndtrgeminative case in
the embedded clause because infinitives do not assign ntiveicase! As a result,
the subject DP must raise into the matrix clause. This psoisafiustrated in (21a) for
a typical raising verb likseemIf a raised DP was indeed the antecedent of the empty
subject in a ConCo construction, then the configuration ditadk like that in (21b).

(22) a. John; seemg; to be sick
b. John; will go andt; take Mary on a date

That the subject of the embedded verb is a trace of a raised BRtiemely un-
likely given that raising occurs when a DP cannot get cashéridwer clause. How-
ever, having demonstrated that the embedded verb is nofiaitive ((19), (17) and
(18)), and thus perfectly able to assign nominative casetis no rationale for a
raising analysis. Moreover, the proposed structure is lsimmpworkable with respect
to checking of¢ features orboth verbs. Assume for a moment that English verbs
have theirp features checked byGREE. T would probe the goal, namely the pseudo-
coordinative verb, and check its features. There is no plessiay for T to probe past
the pseudo-coordinative verb to check the features of tHeedded verB? Note that
the same argument applies against the use of an infinitiwadtsrel®

Another argument against a raising analysis is that Con@ms\and raising verbs
have different distributional properties. A true raisingrly like seemis compatible
with an expletivetherein subject position (22a). This is not true fgo andsit.'4

(22) a. There seemed to be a man lounging on my doorstep fRaisi
b. A man went and lounged on my doorstep [ConCo]

c. *There went and lounged a man on my doorstep
d. *There went a man and lounged on my doorstep

11 gdrup (2002) proposes a ‘structure sharing’ analysis afiégian pseudo-coordination construc-
tions within the framework of LFG. | take this to be similar toadsing analysis in the GB framework.

12The same intuition can be expressed in a model where Englifis eee subject to affix lowering. In
fact, the problem is even more acute. Suppose that an affix orsTlower to the pseudo-coordinative verb.
This is not problematic. However, in order to affix-mark the eddsl verb, the affix must also move past
the pseudo-coordinative verb and the coordinative markas violating the HMC twice, before reaching
the embedded verb. This situation is simply not allowed by sirrgistructure.

131t might be suggested that the embedded clause has its own TR wbild serve to check features
on the verb. Putting aside the problem of how to ensure $tiéettity between matrix T and the embedded
T, there is a much deeper problem. If the embedded clause had &i€R @ould check T features and
assign case, then the empty subject position in the embedaesecivould remain a problem. It could not
be filled by PRO oipro for the reasons already discussed, and there would be mmadifor the DP to
raise. It would also not explain the absence of construstiith tensed modals in the so-called embedded
clause.

1) a. John could work and work all day
b. *John could work and could work all day

14wiklund (p.c.) points out that in Swedish pseudo-coordaTaexpletives are possible (see also Josef-
sson 1991).
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(23) a. There seemed to be a man lounging on my doorstep fRhisi
b. A man sat and lounged on my doorstep [ConCo]
c. *There sat and lounged a man on my doorstep
d. *There sat a man and lounged on my doorstep
Another distributional difference is that whereas the ctament of a raising con-

struction can be passivised, passivising a ConCo compleisarot possible. The
following examples demonstrate that raising construstizaive passive counterparts.

(24) a. The warders seemed to watch the convict continuously
[Raising]

b. The convict seemed to be watched continuously by the warde

(25) a. The warders are likely to watch the convict contiraipu
[Raising]
b. The convict is likely to be watched continuously by the deas

In the following ConCo examples the lexical verb alone isspased. The (a)
examples are grammatical OCo constructions where thealexarb in the second
conjunct is passivised. In the (b) examples, pseudo-coatige contexts are assured
by extraction. The result is strongly ungrammatical.

(26)  a. The convict sat and was watched continuously by thideva
b. *Who sat the convict and was watched by?
¢. *Who did the convict sit and was watched by?

(27) . The convict went and was watched continuously by thelers

a
b. *Who went the convict and was watched by?
c. *Who did the convict go and was watched by?

Examples are given both with and withadd-support. In passive questions, the
auxiliary moves to C. Since pseudo-coordinative predgai® not raise to C, it is
unsurprising that the (b) examples are ungrammatical. Tiggaimmaticality of the
(b) examples is also not surprising given that the heads iore0@ verb string must
be contiguous. In fact, the lack of contiguity means that (fheexamples are, by
definition, not ConCo. However, it should still be possildedo-support to solve this
problem as in the following pseudo-passive example.

(28) Who did the convict get killed by?

Given the possibility ofdo-support the ungrammaticality of the (c) examples is
surprising. The point remains that the lexical verb canmeopéssivised®

Somewhat more surprising is the fact that even if a passixiiay scopes over
both the pseudo-coordinative and the lexical verb, and biothem have passive mor-
phology, the result is still ungrammatical.

15The intuition is that both verbs must be passivised, but sijzaeannot be passivised for independent
reasons, the derivation cannot converge.
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(29)  a. The warders have sat and watched the convict conistyio
[ConCo]

b. *The convict was sat and watched continuously by the warde

(30) a. The warders have gone and watched the convict cantgtyy  [ConCo]
b. *The convict was gone and watched continuously by the erard

These examples stand in stark contrast with examples wéthpaaticiples, which
also require auxiliaries.

(31) a. Who have the warders gone and watched all day?
b. Who have the warders sat and watched all day?

These data clearly indicate that ConCo constructions ddenpassivised and thus
do not pattern like raising constructions. Consequeritly,gmpty subject cannot be a
trace left by a raised D¥.

ATB

The final possibility is that, by analogy with OCo (32a), thibject position of the
embedded verb is a trace left by ATB extraction. This po#silis illustrated in (32b).

(32) a. Johnarp botht 475 ate the cake antyr g drank the tea
b. Johnarp Will t475 go andt 475 take Mary on a date

The most obvious problem with the structure in (32) is thanjplies that ConCo
constructions involve OCo. This, | have already demonrstrad be false (chapter (2)).
Thus a paradox arises; the empty subject position in thenskeoonjunct is not a trace
of ATB movement.

In conclusion, | have shown that there is apparently no ptessivay to license
an empty subject position in the second conjunct of ConCds Tiilitates against
a biclausal analysis which requires the existence of suaibgest position. In the
following section, | pursue a monoclausal analysis.

18Also note that even though passive and participle morphatwgyoften surface-identical in English,
it is not possible to combine passive and participle morphplogonCo constructions. Thus the following
examples, which combine the two are ungrammatical. This shaatsttis actually the underlying mor-
phological feature-specification that is relevant and notensairface-form. In short, the MSC is actually
sensitive to the feature-composition of ConCo predicatesran merely their morphological and phono-
logical shape.

Q) *Who had John goneaRT and was watchedassby?
) *Who had John sa&aART and was watchedassby?
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4.2 A complex-predicate analysis

Having explored the properties of ConQgo( sit, etc. and ReCo) in chapters (2) and
(3), one reaches the conclusion that these constructi@nslesely related. For in-
stance, they share extraction properties and all displayacteristics of constituent-
hood insofar as XPs cannot break up the verbal string anthp®R-ellipsis cannot
apply. The question then arises as to what exactly thesdipestiuctures are. A sub-
ordination analysis has already been excluded. There arbrvad components to the
analysis | will follow.

i. Interms of structure, the verbal string of a ConCo corddtom is a complex head

derived in the syntax itself i.e. not an item stored in théden.

ii. Semantically, the coordinator is an instance of gardarety coordination.

The proposed structure is illustrated below. The ConCoipadel go, sit etc.)
and the lexical verb are coordinated at head level (De Vogt&@d3 With respect
to ReCo constructions, the same lexical verb is coordinafbd projection of &P
is a combination of the features of its conjuncts as per myckessumptions about
coordination described in section (1.2).

(33)
vP
/\
Spec \%
/\
\Y Vv
/\
Vo XP

Verb A Vv Complerment

‘ /\ of the verb

Verbres & Verb B

sitConCo | |

goconCo and V@’I"bLe:p
etc.

It is central to this analysis that the complex predicatedhieanot a lexical com-
pound specified in the lexicon but is formed gERGE (of heads) in the (narrow)
syntax itself. For ReCo constructions, a lexical verb isgadrtwice, namely in the
positions of Verb A and Verb B. For ConCo wigw, sit etc. Verb A is one of a finite,
lexically specified set of verbs; Verb B is a lexical verb.

1"The complex-predicate analysis also captures the intsitidra number of researchers that ConCo
form constituents of some kind (Koops 2004, Pollock 1994fa®t@witsch 1999). Cormack and Breheney
(1994) suggest that pseudo-coordination in general (tlegad distinguish ConCo from SceCo) can be
analysed as a single head. Note however, that their propogaidamentally different to the present one
because they allow XP-like material (such as PPs) to occhimét syntactic head. Their proposal does not
seem able to distinguish SceCo from ConCo for this reason.
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There are a number of reasons why | propose that ConCo isedelbyMERGE
in the syntax rather than having ConCo verbal strings in éixecodn. Firstly, ConCo
constructions clearly have morphological marking. Sireoadal compounds gener-
ally do not have inflectional morphology within the termifwadrd itself, the presence
of morphological marking would militate against a lexicalmpounding analysi$.
Secondly, V-V compounds seem to be a fairly systematic gapenGermanic lan-
guages? | would not want to propose that and Vcompounds are exempt. Finally,
ConCo constructions are productive. In a related vein, ll@égmonstrate that the se-
mantics of ConCo constructions are compositional and eeglihe very productivity
of the construction militates against it being stipulatedtie lexicon. Nevertheless,
this structure can immediately account for a number of attaretics of ConCo con-
structions. These are explored in the following sections.

4.2.1 Extraction properties

In sections (2.1.1) and (3.2.5) | showed that ConCo were stanhdls for extraction

at all. The extraction facts follow from the fact that in stiure (33) the complex

predicate does not act as a blocking category, just as oyd#i@plex predicates do
not act as blocking categories. In other words, the ConQetstre does not contain the
extraction site: the extraction site is not contained in @myjunct of the coordination.

Consequently, extraction does not violate the CSC. Exd#ladysame logic applies to
the wide scope reading obtained by quantifier raising @2.4nd (3.2.6)). Since the
guantifier is not located in any conjunct, quantifier raisgfyee to apply.

4.2.2 Constituenthood

The fact that no XPs such as adverbs, particles etc. can wditiin the verbal string,
as illustrated in sections (2.1.2) and (3.2.7), derivemftioe fact that the verbal string
is a head. There are no possible XP positions (whether sprscdir XP adjunction
sites) which could host an XP such as an adverb or paffidiestead, XPs are hosted
in their standard positions within the functional layerstef clausé?!

More needs to be said about particle verb combinations inoReftnations such
as those in section (3.2). Example (44) from chapter (3)pea&ed here.

(34) a. John read up and read up for weeks on the lawsuit
b. John read up intensively

The existence of these types of examples is puzzling if Verddicles are always
independent XPs. However, there are reasons to think tegtdén also be incorpo-

18possible exceptions include examples kirneys generahlthough this is a prescriptive form. Most
native speakers consistently choaserney generalss the plural form.

19There are arguably some examples in Afrikaanslaeaj.spaandetget going'.

20 take it for granted that XPs cannot adjoind’s.

21The analysis proposed here works independently of whetheramlopts a cartographic approach
Cinque (1999) or a semantically-conditioned adjunctiorraggh Ernst (2002).
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rated into the verb. English often has an alternation batvpeeticle stranding (35a)
and particle incorporation (35b).

(35) a. John turnethe lights on
b. John turned othe lights

There are good reasons to analyse examples like (35b) vétlvetb and parti-
cle as being a single head-constituent (Den Dikken 199%eF&005, Guéron 1990,
Haegeman and Guéron 1999, Johnson 1991, Pesetsky 2Pd85jontrast, in (35a),
the particle acts more like an independent XP. Only the d&dversion can be mod-
ified by a degree adverbial. This follows easily if in (36bg tharticle and verb are a
single head.

(36) a. They messed the song all up
b. *They messed all up the song (Farrell 2005:100)
More evidence comes from the fact that two BR¥ strings can be conjoined
(37a); conjunction is not possible when the particle presdtie DP (37b). This also
follows if one assumes that the (b) example has the particlerarb as a single head.

(37) a. She turned these lights on and those lights off
b. *She turned on these lights and off those lights (Far@li52101)

The non-stranded order also serves as input to derivatiooigdhology; the stranded
order does not (where it is able to be tested). This suppuetadtion that the particle
and verb are under the same héad.

(38) a. *You might want to re-plug the VCR in
b. You might want to re-plug-in the VCR

(39) This book is un-put-downable

Particle-verb combinations also can be nominalized. Tisssupports their status
as being single heads.

(40) a. He was going to hold up the store (Farrell 2005:103)
b. He was arrested after the holdup
In summary, XPs may not occur in either Position B or C of CorCdreCo
verbal strings. This is because the complex predicatescawally complex heads and

there are no positions for XPs to adjoin to. It has also beewstthat particle-verb
combinations can be analysed as single heads in English.

22More specifically, Farrell (2005) argues that they are ladémmpounds.
23xample (38a) is adapted from Farrell (2005:102).
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4.2.3 Subject licensing

The fact that there is simply no subject position availakitaiw the complex predicate
means that the PRO problem discussed in section (4.1.3)ysavgporates: there is no
PROJro or similar empty category in the second conjunct becauge theno clausal
complementation relation between the two conjuncts.

With respect to the ability of the second verb in ConCo to udeiee the type
of subject that is merged (sections (2.1.3) and (3.2.10jpllows simply from the
analysis of the verbal string as a coordinated complex I&ade the ConCo predicate
is bleached and does not assign a lexical theta role, it ¢aetect the subject; it is the
lexical theta role assigned by the lexical verb that is themeining factor in subject
selection.

4.2.4 Partial VP-ellipsis

The structure also explains why partial VP-deletion (sedi(2.1.5) and (3.2.9)) and
VP-preposing (4.1.2) is not an option for ConCo. The verba@hg, consisting of a
ConCo predicate, a coordinator and a lexical verb are aesinghd: a constituent.
Since partial deletion of terminal constituents is not fesn English, it is also not
possible to partially delete a ConCo construction. Both fired second verbs must
both be elided together.

4.2.5 Behaviour as lexical or functional verbs

It has been demonstrated that although ConCo predicatest®an likened to aux-
iliaries and modals, they do not pattern like them. In facnCo predicates behave
very much like lexical verbs. The differences in the behavtmetween modals and the
pseudo-coordinative verb follow from this analysis (sat#.1.2). Since the first verb
is merged as part of a complex predicate within the VP, itgpat with lexical verbs.
Hence, it must be deleted when VP-deletion occurs and caarsetto T or undergo
subject-auxiliary inversion.

4.2.6 Bleaching

The way in which arguments are licensed in coordinate sirastof this type has
important implications for the degree of ‘bleachednessaafrb. Consider a ReCo
construction, where two lexical verbs are coordinated atiHevel. Since both verbs
are identical, they must both assign the same theta rolesetts, since these verbs
are coordinated, and there is only a single set of argumtrgse is the potential for

a violation of the theta criterioff. For instance, the same internal argument will be
assigned theta roles by two verbs.

241t is possible that the theta criterion can be dispensed (@tody 1993, Chomsky 1995b) being
replaced by selection or some other mechanism. Under this sieee the pseudo-coordinative verb does
not select a subject, it also does not assign a theta rolés(equivalent).
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In a ReCo construction, both verbs are identical in theiickdxspecifications.
Since both verbs must assign the same theta roles and emgégesame selectional
operations, it is necessary that these functions are digetianot by each individual
verb, but by the complex predicate itself (Bobaljik and Whremd 2004, Neeleman
1994, Steedman 1985). Each verb thus ‘co-projects’ itattaes. This is only pos-
sible because of the coordination marker which allows itelldo be a combination
of the features of both conjuncts. Since both verbs assigsdme theta role, there is
no clash of roles. Thus, in the following example, the compleedicate as a whole
selects the internal argument and assigns a role to it. Time $agic applies to all
other selectional and theta-operations of the predicate.

(41) The peasant tried to pump and puwgierfor the soldier

However, the situation is slightly different in ConCo camstions withgo or sit.
Here, the pseudo-coordinative verb and the lexical verbnateidentical and po-
tentially do not assign the same theta rafesf it were the case that the pseudo-
coordinative verb and the lexical verb assign fundamentifferent roles to the ex-
ternal argument, role clash would cause the derivationdstcr

The problem is eliminated if the pseudo-coordinative vedeimantically bleached
and does not assign a full lexical theta role or engage ircsetal activities at all.
In English, verbs likesit andgo are bleached independently of ConCo contexts and
are listed in the lexicon as such. Only then, can they be g#dginto a ConCo con-
struction. It is still the complex predicate which seleatguments and assigns theta
roles, however the selectional and theta-properties ofdhgplex predicate are deter-
mined by the lexical verb. In the following examplg effectively does not assign a
substantive theta role at all; it is the lexical verb thatedeiines the selectional and
theta-properties of the complex predicate.

(42) It went and rained

Thus, the theta criterion ‘forces’ a bleached interpretatf ConCo predicates in
the cases o$it andgo. Note however, that if the theta-roles and selectionaliregu
ments of both verbs be identical, then nothing prevents batths assigning full theta
roles as described in the previous paragraph for ReCo. Ttgsnechanism does not
preclude the possibility of a literal, posture reading fanCo structures should the
subject be consistent with such a reading. Importantly,dvasy in ReCo construc-
tions, since both verbs in the complex predicate are idahtibere is nothing that
‘forces’ a bleached interpretation. Semantic bleachirdjthe lack of it is thus deriva-
tive of the proposed syntactic structure where heads arelic@ded to form a complex
predicate. Incidentally, this explains why such a limitetiaf verbs can act as ConCo

251t might be pointed out that in OCo ATB contexts, the thetasalssigned to a subject need not be
identical. | concede this point, but it is also true that iclseases a unique theta role is assigned in each
separate subject position. That is quite different to theesi case where a subject would receive two
distinct theta roles in a single position, namely SpecThis would be a violation of UTAH.
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predicates: only those verbs that are independently sémafyntleached may occur
as ConCo predicates.

4.2.7 Distributivity

The fact thatboth modification is not tolerated with ConCo constructions (s&s
(2.1.8) and (3.2.3)) is a result of the fact that the distobuboth, scopes over two
distinct events (i.evPs). | assume an eventive head to head EventP, a projeatiselyo
corresponding teP (Harley 1995, Kratzer 1993; 1996, Travis 1994; 2000).

In OCo contexts where two IPs are coordinatieoth modification can thus take
place. However, in structure (33), there is only a singlenevihe entire complex
predicate is located within the VP under a single verballld&€onsequentlyboth
cannot be interpreted in this structure.

4.2.8 The Morphological Sameness Condition

This kind of structure also opens the way to an explanatich@MSC. The answer
comes in two parts, one relating ¢efeatures and the second to other features.

The structure proposed here involves both the pseudo-tatirge verb and the
lexical verb being governed by the same T head. In fact, thaifes of both verbs
must be equidistant to T because the features of both casjarevisible on &P inde-
pendently of ConCo contexts; this is a property of coordirstuctures (Van Koppen
2005). Given this, the specification for tense, person etstimivially be identical on
both verbs because T would probe the features on both verhstaneously.

Note that in this regard the biclausal proposal is unworkablinder a subordi-
native, biclausal approach, the verbal features are mdisiitédy not equidistant and
affix lowering from T to the lexical verb would violate the HMChe same intuition
can be formalised in a probe-goal framework. Both verbs aeged into the struc-
ture with appropriate) features and both verbs can have those features checked by
the corresponding features on T. In a complementation aanaign, the lexical verb
would be much lower in the structure than the pseudo-coatidim verb. Given that
both verbs have identicdl features (as seen by their inflection), the probe would not
be able to ‘see’ past the pseudo-coordinative verb and qoesdly the features on the
lexical verb would never be check8tiHowever, in the proposed structure, the probe

26In approaches such as that of Travis (2000) and Pylkk&aned2§2€he complex predicate would be
dominated by several heads of a spRtwhich would introduce arguments and serve to identify thigeen
complex predicate as being part of a single event. Also E&®92) claims thatP (his PredP) and lower
projections are the domain of L-syntax.

270ne might consider that if ConCo were truly subordinatioentha single Tense operator in the matrix
clause might non-selectively bind a Tense variable in the e clause, yielding identity between the
tenses of each clause. The problem with this is that it i$/litteat the embedded clause would probably have
an independent Tense operator of its own which would act aglativized minimality intervener. Also,
this approach would not be able to explain the absence of maudal auxiliaries in pseudo-coordinative
constructions.

1) a. John could work and work all day
b. *John could work and could work all day
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would simultaneously check all the features of the verbs Bn &

The second part of the MSC puzzle relates to formal featuge generally. The
MSC can also be formulated as a requirement that featuresomglex predicate
be matched with each other. When the MSC was first discussegttios (2.1.11),
it appeared to be a fortuitous fact about pseudo-coordinatiowever, under the
present approach, the pseudo-coordinative marker in a Re@€o0 construction can
be analysed as a true coordinative morpheme. This meani ihatibject to the ba-
sic assumptions about coordination outlined in chapterTtis includes the fact that
coordination is subject to the LCL. This means that the MS@oidonger a strange
artifact of pseudo-coordination but has a principled exaten in the LCL.

This is important because it is not merehfeatures which are subject to the MSC,
but also formal features more generally, including featuites [PASH, [PART] etc. In
short, the MSC applies to a variety of different types of fiees that make up the
lexical specification of the verdS.

4.2.9 Passivisation

A similar kind of argument explains why ConCo constructicasnot be passivised.
There is no restrictioper seon promoting the deep object to subject position as is
indicated by the fact that ConCo can occur in transitivitgadations ( 40 on page 30).
The only difference between passives and transitivityradtiions is the fact that the
former utilize an auxiliary whereas the latter do not. Thiggests that the reason
ConCo constructions cannot be passivised lies with ther@atuthe auxiliary. What

| want to suggest is that ConCo constructions cannot beisadibecause ConCo
predicates likesit andgo cannot be passivised; they are incompatible with the passiv
auxiliary.

(43) a. Johnwill go
b. *There will be went/gone by John

(44) a. John will sit
b. *There will be sit/sat by John

The MSC requires that both verbs in a pseudo-coordinatimstoaction share ex-
actly the same set of features. For the sake of argumentpsagpere is a feature
[PASY. Yet, the fact thasit andgo cannot be passivised means that they are incom-
patible with the auxiliary and with passive features. Assultethe derivation crashes.
The inability of ConCo constructions to passivise can theisggluced to the MSC and
thus the LCL?°

28| section (4.3) it is argued that pseudo-coordination alectsAktionsartfeatures and in chapter
(7), itis shown that Afrikaans pseudo-coordination is gemsto phonological features.

291t has been proposed (e.g. Musan (2001)) that a particifdesand incorporates into its auxiliary at
LF. In a ConCo construction, this would result in the compleadicate, includingit or go incorporating
into the auxiliary. Sinceit andgo are both compatible with participle auxiliaries, this is molgem. How-
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4.2.10 Phonological effects

In section (2.1.13) | argued that phonological effects aagteduction of the coordina-
tor are not indicative of ConCo status but are characterigtall pseudo-coordinative
constructions. Thus, these effects do not follow from thecture proposed here.
However, as suggested in section (2.1.13), they are thé rédhe fact that pseudo-
coordinative predicates, fulfilling a functional role, ca be stressed. Consequently,
stress is rightmost (i.e. on the lexical verb), the coorttinfalls under the low-stress
contour of the unstressable pseudo-coordinative predimadl may be reduced as a
result.

4.2.11 Summary

In summary, the structure proposed in (33) accounts for abeumwf the ConCo facts
previously discussed, and which are difficult to handle eotanalyses. The follow-
ing section takes a closer look at the internal structuréhefverbal string and the
processes that apply within it, arguing that it is gardenetg coordination.

4.3 The internal mechanics of the verbal string

Having proposed that ConCo constructions are complex gagalheads, | will now
discuss the internal structure of these heads. Centratigneselate to (i) what is the
categorial status and function of the pseudo-coordinatisekerand and (ii) how are
the overall semantics of ConCo/ReCo derived. PretheaiBtithere are three, visible
major components to a ConCo construction.

i. coordinator:and

ii. Verb A: sit, go, lexical verb (e.greadetc.)
iii. Verb B: lexical verb (e.greadetc.)

A specific question to ask is what roles do each of these elepéay. Let us start

with some discussion of what role the coordinator plays.

4.3.1 The role of the coordinator

In the pseudo-coordination literature, the main reasontivegoordinative morpheme
has been analysed as a semantically vacuous subordinetaréer to account for the
apparently subordinative properties of pseudo-cooritinahese include the ability
to extract arguments in non-ATB fashion etc. In the curreratysis of ConCo, most
of these so-called subordinative properties follow digefrom the structure and not
from the nature of the coordinator.

In effect, this means that one is free to analyse the codidmanorpheme as
true coordination. | take pseudo-coordinatiaed to be identical to garden-variety

ever, if this analysis is extended to passives, then sitemdgoare incompatible with the passive auxiliary,
then they cannot raise and incorporate without causing¢higation to crash. Consequently, passivisation
cannot occur.
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coordinativeand subject to the assumptions listed in chapter (1). It is arraipe
coordinating (at least) two arguments of the same type higstito the LCL and the
CSC. Informally, the meaning @ndis basically “given X, give me more of the same
kind": and(x,X).

Thus, the differences between ConCo and OCo flow from therdiftt syntactic
structures that the coordinative marker is merged in. Thpmuhstinction between
OCo and ConCao is structural. In OCo coordination conteRtsentities in the domain
of coordination are XPsand projects an entire &P of its own and has its conjuncts in
specifier and complement positions (Progovac 1998a;b). 8M8@enCo is concerned,
andis merged below th&° level. However, sincandis merged below the level of
the head, it is a pertinent question to ask exactly whatiestére being coordinated.
Since coordination is below the level of the head, the @stitieing coordinated must
also be below the level of the head, in short, a subset of titere bundle of the head
itself.

4.3.2 Coordinating feature bundles

| have already demonstrated that the MSC has access to sddatures within the
complex predicate. Also, in describing the meaning of CoirCsection (2.1.4), | al-
luded to the fact that ConCo verbs place focus upon varioostages of the event, and
that in the case of ReCo, endpoints in tidionsartof the verb could be deaccented
(section 3.2.8). | would like to develop this idea furthedarmpropose, therefore, that
andselects semantic entiti@gthin the argument structure of the predicate itself. This
includes substages of the evéht.tentatively define substages as follo¥s.

(45) For every Event E instantiated by a predicate, let S hdstage of Eif Sis a
subset of E.

Thus, in a complex predicatend operates over ordered substages. There is
clear link between substages afktionsart Every event may have a starting point,
initium, a process;ursusor an ending pointinis (Dowty 1979, Tenny 1987, Vendler
1957, Verkuyl 1972; 1993). This is what Johanson (1996)dhik ‘Internal Phase
Structure’ which reduces to the distinction between tefid atelic predicates. The
cursuscan be represented as a phaséa non-punctual stretch of time) and thais
can be represented agedos 7. To the extent that both the phase and tdles are
subsets of the event, they are also substages. Note howeates, phase can itself be
subdivided into substages, but thatetos cannot be further subdivided. This is the
structure over whicland operates? In what follows, | will take theséktionsarterto

3%In a Distributed Morphology approach (Marantz 2000, Mazaartd Halle 1993) ConCo would effec-
tively be coordination of roots which do not yet have cat@jdabels. At this stage such roots might serve
as loose labels of activities. Moreover, this coordinatioaurs before any event variable (suchfasent®
or v9) is merged. From this it follows naturally that the coordoratiould operate over internal substages
of events.

31 will assume that the ordering of the substages is a propdrgnd when possible consecutive
interpretations of coordinated events are triggered. latdknow what triggers these interpretations, but it
may be related to encyclopedic knowledge or the pragmatiesfame (Bickel 1997, Schmerling 1975).

32The manner in which ConCo interacts wihtionsartis explored more fully in section (4.4).
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be lexically determined and therefore listed as part of éxé&chl specification of the
verb33

(46) and — { Substage! ... Substage™}pent

© T
cursus ... finis

Given these assumptions, consider the following example.
(47) John read and read all afternoon

When considering an example like (47), there is only a singéeling event ex-
tending over the entire afternoon. Note that there is noigapibn that the reading
event eventually culminated in the finishing of the book, tinew words, it is durative
and imperfective. Whatever explanation we choose must atfouthe fact that there
is only a single, durative reading event and not two or more.

Durativity implies that the event is phasal)( subdivided into substages. Thus it
appears that ConCand operates over a set of ordered substages.

(48) and— { Substage', Substage?, ... Substage™ } pead

Inherent in this structure is the notion that the event istiue; non-durative events
cannot be subdivided. Thus, for this construction, the d@&finof and(x,X) applies
wherex is relativized to substages of an event as in (49).

(49) and{ Substage®, Substage™ }.: wherei to n are ordered substages of an event
e and whereand operates over the ordered substages of the event.

The effect of this definition is thaand serves to spotlight various aspects of the
internal structure of the event. This can be seen in exampisinherently non-
durative predicates.

(50) John shot and shot at the rabbit
‘John shot at the rabbit repeatedly’

The verbshootis a punctual predicate, arguably having a simple intertnatsire
consisting only ofr. It is very similar to (47) except for the fact that (50) is qtiaed
whereas (47) is not. What this example shows is that in ReCiexts a non-durative
predicate is forced to take on a durative interpretatiarthe shooting took place over
an extended period of time. However, sirst®otis a punctual event that is inherently
non-durative, the only way of creating a durative event igrtply repeated shooting.

Thus, | suggest that the specific contributioranflis that in addition to (i) forcing
a durative interpretation and eliminating non-durativadiags, it also (ii) spotlights
the substages which it operates over.

33In some approaches to argument structikeionsarterare introduced by aspectual or quantificational
projections within an expandedP-shell (Borer 2003; 2004, Ramchand 2005). This is, in spirtilar to
the assertion of Verkuyl (1972; 1993) who argues that thel\eianAktionsaren are actually properties of
VPs. In other words, in these approaches, what has tradiljolbpeen thought of structure internal to verbs
is translated into the syntax itself (see also Hale and Key8@3). My proposal does not espouse this view
but follows an approach similar to Rothstein (2004) and ma@itional approaches, holdirgktionsaren
to be a property of lexical items.
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4.3.3 The functions of the respective verbs

In this light, the role of the lexical, second verb seemdyatraightforward: it deter-
mines the particular activity set from which substages akecsed.

(51) {Substage', Substage?, ... Substage™} pead

The more difficult question concerns the precise natureefitht verb. Each type
of ConCo predicate serves to spotlight the internal streabfithe event in a different
way. Consider the meanings of ConCo and ReCo constructisngssed in chapters
(2) and (3) respectively.

i. ReCo: durativity, focus on the activity itself (intens#ition)
ii. ConCogo: durativity, focus on the preparatory stage of the activity
iii. ConCosit: durativity, focus on manner: static nature of the activity

Each verb typically provides a certain ‘flavour’ of duratyio the ConCo con-
struction. It seems that the first verb, in providing this dlav spotlights or places
focus on the denotation of the set of substages. In Cog€@ugstricts focus to those
substages which are the preparatory stage to the maintadtsglf. By the same to-
ken, for ConCo constructions witit, which | assume to have a lexically specified
STATIC NATURE feature, the focus is placed on the manner component of #mt.ev
ReCo constructions are more complex but abide by the sarne e first verb de-
termines the part of the event that is spotlighted. Howeweethe extent that the first
and second verbs are identical, the part of the event thpbitighted is, in effect, the
event itself. This means that focus will be on the activigeif, hence the intensifica-
tion reading with ReCo.

Summary

To summarize, the contribution of each component of a COREGH construction is
as follows.
i. Verb B: denotes the main type of activity
ii. Verb A: provides the ‘flavour’ that determines which stdges of the main event
are brought into focus
iii. Coordinator:

a. a garden-variety coordinator that operates over an 'svaubstages (all of
which must be of the same kind in accordance with the LCL),

b. spotlighting various substages of the main event by meéiike ‘flavour’
provided by the pseudo-coordinative verb,

c. and by virtue of operating over multiple substages, itdésra durative in-
terpretation. In the absence of phasal substages (slsoot and shodt the
coordinator operates over discrete poirit €vents, giving serial or repetitive
readings.
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4.3.4 Deriving ConCo

For the sake of explanatory completeness and to demonktratéhe analysis works,
I will briefly go through a sample derivation for the follovgrsentence.

(52) Somebody went and read the constitution

First, the lexical verlsead would be merged witindwhich is lexically specified
as a two-place operator that takes constituents of the samdeg its arguments. The
result is a complex head projecting & which requires the imgrgf another category
identical to the first in order to be saturated.

(53) Vv

& \%

and read

Now the first verb is merged. Botjo andsit are possible candidates, as is the same
verb, in this caseead depending on which of these occur in the numeration. Let us
assume thagio is in the numeration. The result is a complex coordinatedipate
head with the label & and upon which are visible the featufeheconjuncts.

(54) Vo

\% \%

N

went & V

and read

The derivation proceeds with merging of internal and exkanguments in the
usual way, eventually leading to the well-formed struct(52), whose structure is
illustrated in (55).
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(55)
P

/\
DP IP
A /\

Somebody T
PST /VP\
tSubj 3
T T
\ \

/\
1% DP
\/ \Y/ the constitution

N

went & \%

and read

Sinceandoperates overq) substages of theadingevent, this event is interpreted
as being complex and thus inherently durative. Furtherreineego spotlights the
preparatory stage of the event, this is reflected in the sgéosaparticularly in counter-
expectational connotations associated with this type n§taction.

Pejorative and counter-expectational readings

This analysis, making use of focussing substages of evplatses us in a position
where we are able to begin to explain the counter-expeottisurprise, annoyance
and pejorative) connotations which are characteristicsefjdo-coordination witgo.

(56) a. Mary got pregnant
‘Mary became pregnant’
b. Mary went and got pregnant
‘Mary played an active role in at least some stage of becomiagnant’

Example (56a) is a neutral declarative sentence. Howeb6h)(has a distinct
pejorative connotation. It could imply that Mary got preghéeliberately, leading to
the possible annoyance of the speaker.

First note that this construction is ambiguous between 8a@@ ConCo. Both
constructions potentially have pejorative, counter-exgtgonal connotations although
the sources for these are differéfil. have claimed thago spotlights the preparatory

34The intuition is that in ConCo constructions, counter-etatonality follows from the focus on the
run-up to the event. However, in a SceCo construction, megarsach as passivity and prolonged inactivity,
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stage of the action. What a ConCo sentence like (56b) meaars, ihthat extra fo-
cus is placed on the preparatory substage prior to the ggitiegnant substage. By
placing focus on this component of the event, the hearereiseal to the possibility
that the preparatory stage is unexpected; that Mary may flayed an active role in
becoming pregnant. The surprise, annoyance and pejoratidings are thus parasitic
on the focussing role of ConCo.

This makes a prediction. For predicates which are sociadlytnal with respect
to social acceptability (e.gead) the negative connotation should be absent. There
should be no pejorative reading for a ConCo constructionnwdmenpared to its non-
ConCo counterpart. This appears to be the case. Whereasodtbg followed by a
nasty (sexist) retort, this would be completely out of plaawing (57b).

(57) a. Mary read a book
b. Mary went and read a book

Although a pejorative reading is absent in this context,ftwais on the prepara-
tory stage is still present. Thus, (57b) is still perfectympatible with a counter-
expectational or surprise reading, should a suitable gotie found, for instance,
if Mary never reads, then such a sentence would focus on #apatory stage of
reading, stressing its unexpected nature and yielding @risal reading. The same
explanation applies to sentences like the following one.

(58) Somebody went and read the constitution!

This example is felicitous even when the subject is a bedidqatient who is
incapable ofgoing In this example, the pseudo-coordinative verb focussethen
preparatory stage to the constitution-reading event, sigpthat it is unexpected. This
provides a volitional flavour which leads to a counter-exaggenal reading.

Finally, this approach also makes the prediction that Conifloverbs other than
gowill not have the same counter-expectational flavour. OfseLif a verb likesit is
used in a ConCo construction, then focus is placed on thie si&ire of the activity.
This may lead to a sense of passivity which may have pejargbut not counter-
expectatonal) connotations. This is in accordance withlegeintuitions.

4.4 Aspect andAktionsart

In the previous sections | proposed that ConCo is an instafhgarden-variety coor-
dination below the head level whegiad instead of having two arguments of the same
categorial status, has two arguments of the same ‘subdtagk’l also proposed that
the semantic entity which is coordinated by Cord®alis a substage in th&ktionsart

of the predicate. In this section | will explore this notiarther to show that ConCo
is sensitive toAktionsartquite generally.

idleness and apathy (often associated with verbssiikkstandandlie) follow from cross-linguistic proper-
ties of the posture verbs involved (Koops 2004, Kuteva 188%yman 2002, Newman and Rice 2001) and
notfrom the specific syntactic environment characteristic &G
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4.4.1 Different flavours of durativity

Firstly, painting with a broad brush, we could generalize say that ConCo construc-
tions all seem to denote durative aspect. This follows floeproposed analysis. | will
show that the semantics of ConCo is rather more complex thamlynbeing aspec-
tually durative. Clearly, aspect plays a central role in Corstructures. However, the
meanings of these constructions are seemingly ephemedalifiicult to pin down.
In my opinion, a large part of the confusion lies in the faetttbonstructions like (59)
and (60) are structurally ambiguous between at least thffeeeht structures.

(59) John went and read a book

(60) John sat and read a book

These examples could have a structure consistent with aitne ébllowing:
i. OCo,
ii. SceCo,
iii. or ConCo.

However, since | have distinguished these constructiotength, we are now fi-
nally in a position to explore what ConCo constructions alijumean. | have already
shown that different types of ConCo predicates have diffigkinds of durative mean-
ings.

i. ReCo: durativity, focus on the activity itself (intens#ition)
ii. ConCogo: durativity, focus on the preparatory stage of the activity
iii. ConCosit: durativity, focus on manner: static nature of the activity

However, this is not the entire story. | demonstrate that@oeoonstructions form

a complex system of aspect aAltionsart

4.4.2 The interaction between ConCo predicates and aspectudasses

Although all ConCo can be characterized as being aspegtdathtive, they exhibit
different Aktionsartproperties. In fact, ConCo witho, sit and ReCo predicates are
progressively more restrictive with regard to which typd&fionsarterthey can com-
bine with. Specifically, | will show that ReCo constructiocesn combine only with
activities (they are inherently durative). ConCo usgitgcan combine with activities
and accomplishments, while ConCo usgmhave the widest range of possible mean-
ings, being compatible with activities, achievements armbmplishments. Secondly,

I will show that these aspectual-Aktionsart propertiesofglfrom the nature oind

as garden-variety coordination operating o&&tionsartsubstages of events.

Go: A ConCo predicate likgo cannot combine with states. This is the ConCo pred-
icate least restricted in its distributiép.

35Wulff (2005) explores theAktionsart properties of pseudo-coordination wiglo and comes to the
same conclusion. She argues that the instances when pseodbrativego does occur with states, then
they are actually interpreted as activities. Interestingthe shows that bare aspectgaldoes not select the
same type ofAktionsartenthat pseudo-coordinativgo does with the same statistical regularity.da-V
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(61) *Who did John go and resemble?
(62) *John went and was mortal
(63) *John goes and loves potatoes [States]

(64) Which mountain did John go and summit?

(65) Which board-game did John go and win? [Achievements]
(66) Who did John go and drive back home safely? [Accomplistigje
(67) Which board-game did John go and play for hours? [Adctis]t

Sit.  ConCosit is more restricted in whabktionsartenit can combine with. It can
combine with neither states nor achievements.

(68) *Who did John sit and resemble?

(69) *John sat and was mortal

(70) *John sat and loved potatoes [States]
(71) *Which mountain did John sit and summit?

(72) *?Which board-game did John sit and win? [Achievements]

(73) What did John sit and eat 43 of in only 30 minutes?
[Accomplishments]

(74) Which board-game did John sit and play for hours? [Atigs]

There does not seem to be a telic/atelic distinction. Thimgirprising since both
accomplishments and achievements are telic, and dHndsit may combine with
accomplishments.

(75) a. John went and read a book in an hour
b. John went and read a book for an hour

(76) a. John sat and read a book in an hour
b. John sat and read a book for an hour [No (a)telic distingtio

constructions, achievement verbs occur less frequenttyftivathe correspondingo-and-Vconstructions
(Wulff 2005).
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ReCo: ReCo constructions also have a durative aspectual reddivgever, they are
much more restricted with regard to whigktionsartenthey combine with. In fact,
they may only combine with activitie®. Given that they can combine with neither
achievements nor accomplishments, they are inherentig égatthough their inability
to combine with states suggests that another factor is ajsiay).

(77) *John resembled and resembled his father [States]
(78) *John won and won the race [Achievements]
(79) *John ate and ate 46 hamburgers in only 2 hours [Accahpients]
(80) John walked and walked for hours [Activities]

It should be noted that ReCo constructions are not necsssmompatibleper se
with telic predicates, merely that they always force anatalserial reading on them.
This is especially clear with a verb lildrown, which has as its natural end point, the
death, by drowning, of the subject. This is exemplified byftilewing example.

(81) AnNd he just drowned and drownadd | saw his head go under
(http://www.abc.net.au/austory/transcripts/s418f#8.(14.07.2004))

But note that the entailments dfown and drowrare very different to those of
drown Whereagdrown entails that the subject necessarily dies by drowndrgywn
and drown(i) does not entail that death follows immediately afterfirg substage of
the drowning event or (ii) at all.

(82) a. John drowned- John died
b. John drowned and drowned John died

Thus the only possible reading for (81) is that drowning isueatlve event and
that each ‘drown’ is actually a sub-part of the larger drawgévent. It is not even
necessary that the subject eventually dies in this exarnmpé®ntrast to normal usage
of this verb. Thus for (81) it would be perfectly felicitous ¢ontinue the dialogue in
the following way.

(83) ...butsuddenly a lifeguard put an arm around him anedihim to safets/

Thus, it seems to be the case that ReCo constructions caceteagportion of the
Aktionsartof a verb (in this case the endpoint/telag)(in order to obtain a durative
reading. Now consider the following example with the vdit

(84) Chaos Warriors died, and died, and died
(http://www.eldaronline.com/fluff/fiction_astandunitsbtml (14.10.2004))

360r with accomplishments and achievements which are constaiadtiities with the aid of a plural
subject etc. licensing serial readings or iterative irmetgtions.
37In the story on the website where this example originatedstibgect died.
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In the case of a predicate lildie, a serial reading is more natural, especially in a
war-game, battlefield context where ‘deaths’ are quickndgeietermined by the fall
of the dice. Note that given the nature of the game, deathnstpal, not a gradual
event. Thus, no internal stages of dying can be selectedamthsted byandto yield
a durative reading. Only a serial reading is available. Cagain, a portion of the
lexical semantics of the verb has been deaccented. In thés tiaetelos(r) has been
favoured at the expense of the non-punctual portions of yirgcevent.

Summary

Although ConCo and ReCo constructions can be charactesizeldrative, they have
different Aktionsartproperties. When tabulated (table 4.1), there is a graduegase

in the restrictiveness of th&ktionsartcategories with which each can be combined.
This is potentially important because it allows us to chemaze precisely the semantic
contribution of each construction.

Table 4.1: Vendler classes and pseudo-coordination
| | State| Achievement| Accomplishment| Activity |

go * v v v
sit & 2 v v
verb & verb * * * v

4.4.3 Pseudo-coordination and the internal structure of eents

In fact, the semantics of the ReCo and ConCo constructiomsagally predictable
and compositional. In this section, | will demonstrate ttetAktionsarternof differ-

ent ConCo constructions follow from the fact thetD coordinates two arguments
of the same type. | assume the following breakdown of aspéciasses based on
Vendler (1957), where is a phase (a non-punctual stretch of time ), corresponding
to Vendler’'s [tPROCES$and 7 is ateloscorresponding to Vendler's BEFINITE]. ¢

can be subdivided into substagesbeing punctual, cannot be subdivided any further.
States, having no apparent internal structure, also cdrenstibdivided.

Table 4.2: Vendler classes (repeated from page 12)

| Asp. Class | Vendler Class | Notation |
States -PROCESS-DEFINITE | [—]
Achievements -PROCESS+DEFINITE | [7]
Accomplishments +PROCESS+DEFINITE | [p, 7]
Activities +PROCESS$-DEFINITE | [¢]

Furthermore, as | have argued, (49) holds. In other waddjs a two-place op-
erator that (i) coordinates (at least) two entities of thraesaemantic sort and (i) that
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the entities in question are substages of events (i.ereitber). | choose to represent
this state of affairs by the following schematft.

(85) and — Verb Verb
AND; ; [pi] o]

What this means is that the operaamd coordinates identical elements, namely
in both its arguments. This relationship is indicated byghbscript. This can also be
illustrated graphically. Assume that each verb is assediaiith a feature bundle with
various features omitted for simplicity in this repres¢iota These features might also
include those relating téktionsartsuch asp andr. The circle informally indicates
the scope of coordination.

VERB VERB

(86) &
D

Sit:  Let us assume that the lexical vesibis [¢] since it denotes an activity sftting.
This is indicated by the fact thatt is an atelic predicate.

(87) John sat (*in/for) 10 minutes

Thus, in a ConCo construction with an activigyd coordinates two substages of
the event. In this case, since batlh andplay are ¢, this is the substage that the is
coordinated, yielding the following representation.

(88) and — sit  play
AND,; [ei] o]
Now, let us consider a ConCo construction with an accompiesfit. The coordi-

nation must be over entities of the same sort. Since the ealyfe which both verbs
have in common i, this is coordinated. The representation looks like this.

(89) John sat and ate 43 hamburgers in only 30 minutes?

(90) and — sit  eat
AND; ; [l [, Tkl
Finally, sit cannot occur with an achievement)( The representation looks like
this.

(91) a. *?John will sit and win the scrabble game

b.and — sit win
AND [pi] [75]

Since there is no substage which beitandwin have in common, the LCL is not
satisfied and the derivation crashes.

38The linear representation is for the sake of convenienakshauld not be taken to have any empirical
import.

39Example (90) implies that theis outside the scope of coordination. This is made cleareezpibited
in chapter (7).
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Go: gocan co-occur with activities, achievements and accompiésits. This cor-
relates with the fact thajo appears to be more grammaticalized t#rand is char-
acteristically underspecified for aspectual categodgpendently of ConCo

(92)  a. John went to India for good/for 10 ddys
b. John went across the sea to India in 10 days|
c. John went ballisti¢r]

Thus,go may have a starting point but be unbounded it as in (92a) thetpres-
ence of &or PP as opposed to amPP). It could be a bounded activity that neverthe-
less takes time to occur (92b). However, it could also be &juahchange of state as
in (92¢).

It seems thagjois completely underspecified with regard to its aspectuatgire.
This effectively means thago can freely select anyktionsart whether activities,
achievements or accomplishmefits.

(93) a. Which board-game did John go and play for hours?
b. and — go read [Activities]
AND; [pi] [l
(94)  a. Which board-game did John go and win?
b. and — go win [Achievements]
ANDi,j [7:] [Tj]
(95) a. Who did John go and drive back home safely in two hours?
b. and — go drive [Accomplishments]
AND; ; [pil [ej.m]
(96) a. Who did John go and drive back home safely in two hours?
b. and — go drive [Accomplishments]
ANDz,k [TZ] [(,Oj,Tk]

In each of these examples, a substage in the pseudo-caireiverb must match
a substage of the same sort in the lexical verb. Note thathg@8d (96) the grammar
is faced with a choice: either or 7 in the second verb may be coordinated depending
on whethergo is regarded ag or 7. This choice may be determined by context,
encyclopedic knowledge and the pragmatics interface @it897).

401t might also be the case thgb is specified as beingd,~] which would achieve the same empirical
coverage. However, it seems to me that a specificatiqyoafs [r] is needed independently to account for
examples like (92c).
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ReCo: ReCo constructions seem to have the most complex semaftidis since
their aspectual-Aktionsart selectional properties dfifem predicate to predicate. For
activity predicates likavalk, having the specificatiohy] means they can freely be
coordinated with other activity predicates.

97) a. John walked and walked for hours
b. and — walk walk
AND; [vi]  [w5]

When accomplishments are coordinated, since both conjaontain bothy and
7, nothing, in principle, prevents both these features fraimd coordinated. Such
a predicate iglrown which involves a durative activity of drowning, followed layn
endpoint.

(98) a. The Titanic’s passengers just drowned and drownédhabody could

save them
b. and — drown drown
AN D), (k1) i1 [owm]

In this example, each drowning sub-event occurs over aghefiime () and has
a (fatal) endpoint in each case)(

However, there is much more to be said about accomplishraedt&eco. A very
curious effect occurs when two accomplishment predicates@ordinated. Depend-
ing on pragmatic variables as well as factors such as the aunfbthe subject, a
choice exists as to what can be coordinated. The coordmafi®oth andr was
demonstrated in (98). However, it is also possible to coatdi only a single pair of
these features. | will show that eithgror 7 can be selected, the exact strategy being
independently determined by the pragmatics interfddene following representation
corresponds to example (81) discussed at length earlier.

(99) a. And he just drowned and drowned and | saw his head gerund

b. and — drown drown
AND; [vi7i] [orm]

In this representatiorgnd coordinatesy in both verbs, yielding a durative inter-
pretation. Since neitheris coordinated, no endpoint is implied. In other words,t(i) i
is only a single event of drowning that is being describedrastdwo (ii) the drowning
event need not culminate in the death of the victim.

However, it is equally possible far to be coordinated in each case. Consider the
example otdie and dig(84). The verldie, like drown, is a durative predicate followed
by an endpointfy, 7]. Example (84) has the following representatfén.

“IBickel (1997) proposes that in mismatch contexts, the pragroathponent can insert or deaccent a
telosor phase in accordance with Gricean maxims.

42In the following example, the number of the object is sufficientrigger an atelic and a telic, serial
reading.
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(100) a. Chaos Warriors died, and died, and died

b. and — die die
AND;, [vi7i] el

The fact that two endpoints are coordinated, forces a sexéaling on the con-
struction. Similarly when two achievement verbs occur ine€CB combination, a ser-
ial reading occurs.

(101) a. John shot and shot at the rabbit
‘John shot at the rabbit repeatedly’

b. and — shot shot
AND; ; (][]

It seems reasonable to suggest that factors such as the nafitbe subject, not
to mention pragmatics influences, determine the apprepetavice of whether to co-
ordinatey, T or both. Thus, a serial reading is more natural vdi and diegiven
the war-game context; a durative reading is most appreapwéh drown and drown
although a plural subject can also license the serial rgadithis context® What is
systematically excluded by the LCL, however, is that unfé@tures are coordinated
in this way.

In conclusion, it has been shown that ReCo and ConCo cotistngdnteract with
the Aktionsartor aspectual class of the predicates involved. On the ond, hhis
provides an example of how, in ConCo/ReCo contexts, coafidin, subject to the
LCL, applies to individual features within the feature blawdof the predicates (i.e.
below head level). On the other hand, it shows that the digvétgrative interpretations
of ConCo/ReCo are determined by the underlyidgionsartof the predicates.

4.4.4 Accounting for some outstanding issues

There remain some aspects of ConCo that | have not yet egplaimmely the inabil-
ity to change the order of conjuncts and to substitute thedinator. In fact, these

1) a. John unloaded the truck/s
— the trucks were fully unloaded [bounded]
b. John unloaded and unloaded the truck but it remained aas@Ver
- the truck was fully unloaded [unbounded]
¢. John unloaded and unloaded the trucks, but more truck<hkegng
— each truck was fully unloaded [bounded, serial]

430ne open question is how a deaccented endpoint is actusdipieted. The question is parallel to
that of the interpretation of endpoints in interrupted pesgive achievements.

1) John was dying but miraculously recovered
Althoughdie has an endpoint, in this example, it is deaccented and eféé¢tieutralized.
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phenomena are not properties of ConCo alone but of pseuntalioation more gen-
erally. Consequently, they probably do not follow diredilgm the structure | have
proposed?

4.5 Extending the analysis: particles and nominals

The conjunction of heads can also be extended to redupdipateicles in English.
(102) The plane looped around and around

(103) The plane looped over and over
(104) The plane climbed up and up and up
(105) The plane dived down and down and down

Let's assume that the previous analysis can be applied antieety to the redu-
plicated examples above. Then, the following complex-h&tadcture underlies the
reduplicated string.

PrtY
up Prt

/N

and Prt
|

up
As for the previous analysis, assume taatlis an operator selecting substages of
an event. This is shown in the following schematic.

(106) AND; j — up; up;

Essentially what this means is that given an unbounded psdgé during which
a plane goesp, two substages of that process, namghandup can be selected by
the coordinative operator. This yields exactly the sameaseics as for ReCo con-
structions with verbs.

Furthermore, note that when the preposition inherenthigspan end point«)
such asaround then the operator selects endpoints, yielding pluralitg a serial
reading. This too is directly comparable to similar exaragach as (84%

44The inability to change order of conjuncts may be related tdedness within compounds. Given
the Right-hand-head rule, the lexical verb will always be ftead of the complex predicate, determining
projection, theta-assignment etc. Were order of verbs towerted, this would no longer be the case. In
fact, it would not be a possible outcome since | have arguddtibareation of complex predicates requires
a non-theta-assigning head in non-head position.

The inability to substitute coordinators might also simplifde from the semantics of the coordinator.
For instance, a disjunctive operator suchoasvould yield radically different semantics even if it were to
converge; in short, it would no longer be pseudo-coordimatNote that a subordinative account would not
be able to account for this since the ‘coordinator’ is assutn&e a grammaticalized subordinative element
with very little, if any, semantic content.

45The analysis may also extend to particles which obtain anrbidleneaning when reduplicated.
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(107) The plane flew around and around the airfield

Finally, it is also possible to account for reduplicated ivwats in this way. Gener-
ally nominals do not reduplicate as the following examples/s

(108) *John and John went to town

This is partly because a referential expression suckohacannot easily be di-
vided into ‘substages’. However, in certain contexts, wkte® noun is plural and
when it denotes a durative, unbounded temporal exprestien, reduplication be-
comes possible.

(109) Merlin slept (*about/*in/for) years and years

(1120) John slept (*about/*in/for) hours and hours

In this section, | have briefly outlined how the analysis aihgdex predicates can
easily be extended to a number of non-verbal reduplicativeexts.

4.6 Conclusion

I have proposed a two-part analysis. Firstly, ConCo is a®al\as a complex predicate
formed in the syntax. This immediately accounts for a nundfethe properties of
ConCo. Secondly, ConCo is analysed as garden-variety icadiah over substages
of events. This also accounts for a number of the charatitsrizf ConCo.

By way of conclusion, | will return to examples (1), (2) andl\8th which | started
the discussion in chapter (2). They are repeated here feeamnce.

(111) Caesar wergcross the Rubicon arige conquereaul [OCO]
(112) Caesar werib Gaul anddevastatedt [SceCo

(113) Caesar saluted his legions before. ..
he wentandaddressethem [ConC

The differences between these constructions have beearesh the previous
chapters. (111) is an example of OCo which probably cootdmiPs. More impor-
tantly, | have extensively argued for an explicit distioctibetween SceCo (112) and
ConCo (113).

In SceCo constructions, we are probably dealing with coatibn of VPs where
the coordination marker acts as a kind of ‘glue’ which creaesingle ordered set

1) John was wet through and through
‘John was totally wet’

In example (45), there are a number of interesting similartbeéReCo constructions, namely the inten-
sification implied and also the fact that the constructioengbnly to a single event. In other words, John
was wet through only once, not twice. This means that the saalgsas can be applied to it.
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of events from two smaller events. It thus appears that thie ivethe first conjunct
denotes an event that sets the scene for the activity debgtdee verb in the second
conjunct to take place.

In ConCo constructions we are dealing with coordinationarbal heads, which
reduces to coordination of substages of events. The psenatdinative verb in the
first conjunct lexicalises a manner component in the intesmant structure. The co-
ordination marker is identical to coordination in other @ts. The analysis, captures
the curious syntactic phenomena associated with ConCe wimiultaneously retain-
ing the coordination marker as an instance of garden vactydination. Essentially,
we can have our cake and eat it.

| have also explored in much more detail the complex intati@hship between
aspect and\ktionsart | have shown that although ConCo and ReCo constructions are
aspectually durative, they differ substantially with resipto whichAktionsarterthey
may combine with. | have also demonstrated that these sffettow simply from
the analysis thatnd is identical to garden-variety coordination: a coordimatat
must coordinate (at least) two substages of an event. Mergbkiave demonstrated,
that not only can we account for the productive ConCo and Rafstructions in
this way, but that the analysis also accounts for the apfsigiiosyncratic ability of
ReCo constructions to occur with accomplishment predsckite drownanddie. In
short, whether ReCo is interpreted as being durative atiteris entirely predictable,
based on théktionsartof the predicates themselves. In addition, it was demotestra
the ConCo constructions work in essentially the same mafiner

The complex predicate analysis also offers several thieafeadvantages over
analyses which depend on biclausal (infinitival) completaton. Biclausal analyses
require that the lexical entry for ConGand be fundamentally different to garden-
varietyand, in essence ConCand is regarded as some manner of infinitival marker.
The complex predicate analysis, instead, emphasisesrtiilariies between garden-
variety coordinatiorandand ConCand

This chapter also made the following general, theoretioaits.

i. Complex head compounds can be formed in narrow syntaxesGE

ii. Complex head compounds are compositional

iii. Coordination can occur at (sub-)head level and retaissential properties of
true coordination

iv. Coordination can apply to subparts of the verbal feabunedle, in particular, to
features expressingktionsaren

In the following chapters, these insights will be appliedi&ta from Afrikaans.

46The relative simplicity of the analysis proposed here candmtrasted with the system, proposed for
pluractional verbs by Cusic (1981), which required foufatiént parameters to obtain the correct interpre-
tations for pluractionality. In fact, just one of those parders (distributivity) had four different settings
and another (connectedness) had three (Lasersohn 1995:253
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Chapter 5

An overview of Afrikaans
verbal phenomena

In the first part of this dissertation, pseudo-coordinatioEnglish was explored and
a typology of pseudo-coordination developed. It was preddbkat coordination may
apply to features of heads. In the following chapters, tpisraach is expanded and
deepened through an exploration of Afrikaans pseudo-aaatide structures of the
following kind.

(1) a. Jan sal die boeke sit en lees
Jan will the books sit and read
‘Jan will sit reading the books’

b. Jan sit die boeke en lees
Jan sit the books and read

‘Jan sits reading the books’

c. Jan sit en lees die boeke
Jan sit and read the books

‘Jan sits reading the books’

It is immediately apparent that Afrikaans pseudo-coottitims are slightly dif-
ferent to English ConCo constructions. The underlined geewoordinative verbal
string is not contiguous and may be broken up by verb-sectbyl gs well as by
certain XPs when the verbal stringiis situ. There is also the curious phenomenon
where a pseudo-coordinative verbal string appears to dndhe second position of
the clause, a position usually reserved for single verbs (1c

Several questions spring to mind, among them, (i) where dk#dns pseudo-
coordinative constructions fit into the proposed typoloigywhat is the best way to
represent this type of pseudo-coordinative constructimh(ai) how can the pseudo-
coordinative verb-second effect be accounted for. Howéedore these questions can
be answered, it is necessary to outline some important bbagkd assumptions about
Afrikaans and how it should be approached.
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5.1 Selected characteristics of the Afrikaans verbal sys-
tem

In this section | will give a brief overview of some charagécs of Afrikaans verbal
syntax which may be relevant to subsequent discussionllibevidemonstrated that
Afrikaans has no overt verbal morphology on lexical verlthomgh the remnants of
a present/past distinction are still visible on some modals$ copulas. Then, verb-
second in Afrikaans will be introduced as well as a peculiapprty of Afrikaans,
namely the occurrence of a complex predicate string in tleersk position of root
clauses.

5.1.1 Classes of verbs and verbal complements

The Afrikaans verbal system represents one of the most diaditierences between
Afrikaans and European Germanic varieties (Du Plessis:¥490The language has
developed a complex system of functional verbs. Principabrag these are indirect
linking verbs (ILVs)and direct linking verbs (DLVS$)Other verbal classes include
auxiliaries, modals, verbs takirtg-complements. Since | will refer to these classes
repeatedly, | provide a brief, non-exhaustive overvieweteand outline a few of the
ways in which they differ to similar verbs in other OV verbezead languages like
Dutch and German. Additional properties of these classéisbeidiscussed when
they become relevant.

Auxiliaries: Afrikaans auxiliaries include those based on HAVE and BEer€his
no simple, preterite past tense except with some modalgkasfins usually ex-
presses the past tense with a complex tense form using theypdkary het
‘have Aux.PST combined with a participle which is ambiguous between per-
fective and imperfective aspect (De Vos 2003b, Van der KIg§9). Afrikaans
also does not have auxiliary switch triggered by unaccussitas in Dutch. The
only Afrikaans verb which obligatorily takes BE as an awaiji isweesbe’.2

Modals: Some typical Afrikaans modals are listed in the table. Thedrfect forms
of these modals arkon, mog moes souandwou respectively. Note thanog
is archaic and very infrequently used. In addition, verlihsasbehoort‘'ought
to’, durf ‘dare to’, andhoef ‘(not) to need to (NPI)’, also occasionally play a
modal role (Donaldson 1993:247). The vedman‘will (lit. ‘go’)’ also acts as a
future modal when it occurs in the second positfon.

Direct Linking Verbs: Functional verbs selecting bare verbal complements aledcal

1. The term skakelwerkwoord was first used by Ponelis (1968).

2The past copulavas ‘be.pst’ is increasingly used in Afrikaans past passives,i® regarded as an
anglicism (Donaldson 1993:241). The imperfect form of theilaary hetis had ‘be.pst’ but this is archaic
and very seldom heard in ordinary contexts.

3Whengaan‘go’ appears elsewhere in the clause it seems to lose muchfofiite interpretation. This
will be discussed in section (7.A.1).
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het‘have Aux’ kan‘be able’ | loop ‘walk’ loop ‘walk’ behoort'ought’
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leer‘learn’
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Direct Linking Verbs (DLVs)* The class includes a variety of different verbal
types and is probably not a homogeneous class (De Villies& 10e Vos 2001).
Some DLVs are grammaticalized and occur in IPP construst{@e Villiers
1951, Ponelis 1979). Given the non-homogeneous natureafass of DLVs,

it is particularly important to use unambiguous, core mersloéthis class (i.e.
kom‘to come’ andbly ‘to stay/to continue doing’) when pursuing generaliza-
tions.

Indirect Linking Verbs: Functional verbs selecting a verbal complement headed by
a pseudo-coordinative marken‘and’, are called Indirect Linking Verbs (ILVSs).
They encode progressivity and may also have pejorativaliadys-type inter-
pretations. They are not purely aspectual as they do seestaio some of their
lexical meaning ( Ponelis (1979:241), Donaldson (199322lhey denote a
manner component of the activity and consequently must bngmoraneous
with the activity denoted by the lexical verb.

Verbs selectingte-Complements: Some functional verbs select a verbal complement
headed by an infinitival markee ‘to’. These verbs usually cannot select a CP
complement with the infinitival complementizenmn, in C°. The class is not
homogeneous and can be divided into two types selecting Rgn@ TP com-
plements respectively (Robbers 1997). Some verbs are amisdetween both
classes.

Needless to say, this list and description are not comps#eand there is also
dialectal variation concerning which verbs fall into whiclkass. In particular, verbs
like gaan‘go/will’, laat ‘allow/caus’ and begin‘begin’ are ambiguous between sev-
eral classes. These different classes of verbs can be ramkefiinctional hierarchy
of functional heads (De Vos 2001). The general hierarchg iodows>

(2) Aux> Mod > DLV > ILV > en>> LexV

Within each class there also exists a hierarchy of verblspadth some variation
exists in the class of DLVs with respect to some of the leswpypical members. The
data motivating the relative rankings of DLVs are too nurasro reproduce here, but
see De Vos (2001). The entire hierarchy is as follows.

(3) Type-A verbs> Type-B verbss> Modalpecessity > modalapitizy > . ..>
Gaan pusure > beteropligative > PEIception verbs> gaaningressive >
0ph0uterminative > laatpermissive > aanhoudurative /blydurative > help[
> prObeer>> laatcausative > begininchoativel > kom > loopandative lleer
> helprr > loopry lTkomppy > sitrpy llérpy > Lexical Verbs

4They are called ‘Direct’ because they directly select a abcbmplement without the need of a ‘sub-
ordinative’ marker likete ‘to’ or en‘and’.
5van Niekerk (1995) explores a similar system based on a fuzgignt of relative ‘auxiliaryness’.



An overview of Afrikaans verbal phenomena 119

5.1.2 \Verbal inflection

With the exception of the past-tense prefix and the remndritsperfective marking
on some modals, Afrikaans does not mark verbs for personbagrtense and —what
Ponelis (1993) calls— ‘inflectional class’ (i.e. regularisggular paradigms).This
is demonstrated by the following paradigm: the form of theoveemains invariant
regardless of which pronoun is used. The same applies tolmoda

(4) a. Ek  eet
l.1sG eat

b. Jy eet
you.2sG eat

c. Hy/sy/dit eet
he/shelit.3G eat

d. Ons eet

we.lpPL eat
e. Julle eet
you.2rL eat
f. Hulle eet
they.3rL eat
g. U eet

You.HON eat

Afrikaans does exhibit a present/past distinction on modald the copula. The
present/past distinction on the past auxilitugt ‘ Aux.have’ is archaic, and on the
passive auxiliarys ‘be.pass’ such a distinction is an anglici$m.

(5) a. Ek is/was
1.1sG bePRESbePST

b. Ek het/??had 'n boek
| have/haveesT a book

c. Ek sal/sou
I will/will. PsST

d. Ek kan/kon
| can/caresT

e. Ek wil/wou
| want/wantPsT

6Donaldson (1993:239) claims that only the ven@shaveiNF’ and weesbe.INF’ have distinct finite
and non-finite forms.

7In these glosses | take the present-tense form to actuallynberspecified and that the past-tense
form of the verb is specified for past tense. The exceptiohasverb BEis ‘be.PRES, which also has an
infinitival form om te wee&o be’.
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f. EK moet/moes
I must/musesT

Note that for (5b), the imperfective forhradis archaic, as is the imperfective form
of mag‘may’, namelymog(Donaldson 1993).

The past-tense forms of modals can also occur, within a elansthe scope of
another past-tense modal. This is known as preterite dasiiom: the assimilation of
modals to a preterite context (Ponelis 1979:270).

(6) Ek het nooit kon dink sy sou dit wees nie
I Aux.have never canPsST think she wouldpPsST it be NEG

‘I would never have thought that she would have been it’ (Diéevs 1968:29)

(7) Hulle sou wou help
they shallPST wantPST help

‘They would want to help’ (Ponelis 1993:440)

(8) Picasso sou kon lekker bly in Hartenbos se hand
Picasso shallpsT canPsT nice stay in Hartenbos poss hand

‘Picasso would have been able to live nicely in the hand oté#doos’
(Kombuis 2002)

Preterite assimilation probably should not be regarded distinct tense, but
merely as a morphological variant of the mo8l&reterite assimilation is most com-
mon with modals followingsou‘shall.psT. Instances with verbs likmoet' must’, kan
‘can’ andbehoort‘ought to’ are much more sporadic although they do exist (e V
liers 1968:29).

Abstracting away from the remnants of imperfective markingnodals, Afrikaans
uses periphrastic methods of expressing tense. For irgstéme past tense, which is
ambiguous between perfective and imperfective readingss the past auxiliaryet
‘AuX.have’ and a past participle prefipe-on the verb (De Vos 2003b, Van der Kleij
1999). | argue in De Vos (2003b) that the Afrikaans parteiplarker is in fact a kind
of tense marker (marking the Reference Time, Event Timeioalship: [R,E]) while
the auxiliary expresses the relation between Reference @imd Situation Time: [R-
S].

9) a. Ek het geéet
1.1sG have pPsT-eat

b. Jy het geéet
you.2sG have psT-eat

c. Hy/sy/dit het geéet
he/she/it.3G have PsT-eat

8For instance, ‘infinitival’ equivalents are usually possitalthough marked and are usually charac-
teristic of very formal style (De Villiers 1968, Ponelis 197 addition, there are even some (marked)
examples of ‘past’ modals iom teinfinitives. This is evidence that the so-called ‘past’ formfisnodals are
merely morphological variants (De Villiers 1968:30).
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d. Ons het geéet
we.lPL have psT-eat

e. Julle het geéet
you.2rL have psT-eat

f. Hulle het geéet
they.3»L have psT-eat

g U het geéet
YOuHON have psT-eat

This section presented a brief introduction to the Afrikaagrbal system. Afrikaans
verbs have no inflectional marking for tense, person or agee¢. Although some
modals do display what is seemingly tense marking, whethgtiuly a reflection of
tense is brought into question by phenomena like pretesigaralation. Furthermore,
Afrikaans has developed a complex set of functional verbshméxpress aspect. The
existence of this flexible array of functional verbs combiméth the lack of overt in-
flectional morphology on verbs will play an important roledi@termining the options
available to the Afrikaans grammatical system.

5.2 \Verb second in Germanic and Afrikaans

In the Afrikaans sections of this dissertation, | will bedalissing verb movementto T
in Afrikaans. For this reason, | provide a brief overview of assumptions regarding
verb movement here.

Afrikaans, like other North Germanic and West Germanic tmsy(excluding
modern English) exhibits verb-second in root clauses. phenomenon is character-
ized by the finite verb being located in the second positioroof clauses with some
other XP preceding it. Typically, the pattern exhibits a mxé&mbedded alternation,
although Icelandic, Yiddish and Faroese are well known gtkaes to this rule.

Usually, this has been analysed as V-I-C movement with annX&piec CP (Den
Besten 1989). More recently, Zwart (1997) has argued thddutch matrix clauses,
the subject is not in Spec CP but in Spec TP with the verb hgallirsimilar data
are not so apparent in Afrikaans in the absence of the prararlitics on which
this argument is based. However, this does not affect thensegt | make in this
dissertation, since | will be focussing on verb movement.to T

In embedded clauses, in the particular analysis that Zvi®@97) employs, the
formal features of finite verbs raise to T and C. However,esi@ids already lexicalised
by a complementizer, there is no need for the lexico-phayicdd features of the verb
to raise to C. Consequently, at Spell out the lexico-phagiold features of the finite
verb are spelled oun situ although the formal features have raised. Nevertheless,
their formal features migrate to T. In traditional termseanight say that the verb
does not move to T or C in embedded clauses.

9The analysis of Zwart (1997) presupposes that narrow s§atagerations may operate on features
within feature bundles. This is a property that is explorethis dissertation.
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I will assume that Zwart's analysis is basically correctoiias as verb-second is
analysed as feature movement. | will ignore, for the momtra,assumption char-
acteristic of early Minimalist theory that verbs raise t@ck morphological features
(Chomsky 1995b, Sola 1996). Obviously, since Afrikaanssdoat have any verbal
inflection to speak of it would be incorrect to claim that Afans finite verbs raise
to satisfy morphological criteria. The question of whetherbs subsequently raise
from T to C in root clauses, does not concern me directly,esingill focus almost
exclusively on V-to-T movement in Afrikaans.

5.2.1 Verb second in Afrikaans

Verb second in Afrikaans has similarities and differencegarb-movement in Dutch
and German. In the standard language, Afrikaans displayatéaxiembedded asym-
metry in much the same way as do Dutch, German and the majafritiye other
verb-second languages of continental Europe and mainleaddhavia. That is, the
matrix, finite verb moves from V, through T (to C) in matrix gkes but remaini
situin embedded clauses.

(10) a.Jan maak elke dag potjiekos
Jan make every day potjiekos

‘Jan makes potjiekos every day’

b. ...dat Jan elke dag potjiekos maak
that Jan every day potjiekos make
‘...that Jan makes potjiekos everyday’

In this respect, Afrikaans verbal syntax looks rather lilkegbssecond syntax in
Dutch and German. Accordingly, my approach to verb-secdr@hpmena is essen-
tially identical to analyses of verb-second in these lagggaFollowing standard as-
sumptions the finite verb moves to T and thereafter to C, tieguh the verb appear-
ing in the ‘second position’ in the clause.

(1)) a.Jan eet altyd appels
Jan eet always apples

‘Jan always eats apples’

b. Jan wil nie appels eet nie
Jan want not apples eet negAGR

‘Jan doesn’t want to eat apples’

Thus in example (11a), the finite lexical verb is in the secpasition of the sen-
tence. It thus occurs to the left of adverbs. In (11b), a migdal second position with

10Note thatpotjiekos is a hugely popular, South African cuisine based on cooking three-legged,
cast-iron pot over an open fire. Life is too short not to try it.
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the lexical verb occurring to the right of adverbs. This is i situ position for the
lexical verb!t

Afrikaans also exhibits verb-second in embedded clauspgoglly in informal
registers and some dialects (Biberauer 2002; 2003; 200#ough this does not nec-
essarily negate the matrix’embedded asymmetry it soundaitionary note when
comparing word orders. Thus, the usage of an embedded dmunse always suffi-
cient to guarantee a base-generated word order as is thioc&ech. Consequently,
| often use adverbs and modal constructions to disambigiaietures. By using an
adverb, embedded verb-second can be distinguished froim #ite order.

5.2.2 Complex initials

A curious feature about Afrikaans that distinguishes ibfrather West-Germanic lan-
guages is its capacity to form ‘complex initials’ (Cls). Amaplex initial is a construc-
tion in which more than one verb appears in the verb-secositigo. In other words,
a complex predicate appears to have been formed. | will coatio use complex ini-
tial in this paper as a descriptive, analysis-neutral tesmtiiis phenomenon, since
the term has been used at least ever since Ponelis (1993gvdow will use ‘quirky
verb second’ to describe the derivation which | propose tligdeit. The following
examples are adapted from Ponelis (1993:326).

(12) a.Sy kom vandag die boek lees
she come today the book read

‘She will read the book today’

b. Sy kom lees vandag die boek
She come read today the book

‘She will read the book today’

In example (12a) the finite verkom a future modal, has moved to the second
position. This is the paradigm expected based on verb-sepbanomena in other
Germanic verb-second languages. The state of affairs ariguifrikaans is illus-
trated by (12b): in the second position, namely between tihgest and the adverb,
there are two verbs and not merely one as would have beenterpdtis example
suggests not only that the formation of complex initials ésgible, but that it oc-
curs with direct linking verbs. However, it is when complextials are formed with
pseudo-coordinative predicate strings that deeply tinglguestions are raised for the
contemporary syntactic toolbox. Consider the followingmples of complex initials
formed with pseudo-coordinative verbal strings.

(13) a.Hy sal die heeldag na die wolke 1€ en kyk
he will the whole day at the clouds lie and look

‘He’ll lie looking at the clouds the entire day’

1INote that Afrikaans is a negative concord language with #gative-concord marker typically occur-
ring in sentence final position.
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b. Hy 1é die heeldag na die wolke 1 en kyk
he lie the whole day at the clouds and look

‘He lies looking at the clouds the whole day long’ (Robber87:85)

c.Hy 1€ en kyk die heeldag na die wolke 1€ en kyk
he lie and look the whole day at the clouds

‘He lies looking at the clouds the whole day long’ (Robber82:65)

Example (13a) illustrates a typical instance of pseudadioation utilizing an
ILV in Afrikaans. The underlined modal verb is in the secomiion and is on the
left hand side of an adverbial phrase. The pseudo-coordinagrbal string is in a
clause-final,in situ position. Note that the order of the pseudo-coordinativdate
string reflects the base-generated order: {:M_exV.

Example (13b) illustrates that the ILV can raise to seconsitjpm in isolation
stranding the remainder of the verbal stringsitu. This is not a particularly surpris-
ing state of affairs given that any other West-Germanic ‘getond language would
behave in a similar way. The example demonstrates that ¥éslindeed the highest
verb in the verbal string.

Itis example (13c) that is puzzling. In this example, theéremiseudo-coordinative
verbal string has moved to the second position to the lefbGfdverbial phrase. What
is more, the pseudo-coordinative particle itself has beed-piped into second posi-
tion. | have used strikeout fonts to illustrate the origipasition of the verbal string
as a theory-neutral device; at this point one is uncertaiathdr the verbal string is
moved by remnant-movement (in which case there would onby $iagle tracety p)
or whether various head movements have derived the cotistrifim which case there
may be more traces$;rv, tr..vers €1C). The exact nature of the representation will
ultimately depend on what kind of analysis is chosen. In diewing sections | will
discuss the properties of these constructions.

Verbs entering into complex initial constructions

Complex initials typically include combinations of a lealoverb and either a DLV
(14a), an ILV (14b) or both (14c) (Ponelis 1993:327).

(14) a. Gaan lees sy die boek?

go read she the book

‘Is she going to read the book?’'(Ponelis 1993:326) [DLVHZEX
b. Sit en lees sy die boek?

sit and read she the book

‘Is she sitting and reading the book? /Is she busy reading the

book’(Ponelis 1993:326) [ILV+LexV]
c. Kom staan en lees hy die boeke?

come stand and read he the books

‘Does he come and read the books?’ [DLV+ILV+LexV]

12Not all DLVs can occur in Cl constructions (see chapter (J.A)
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Auxiliaries and modals do not enter into complex initialscombination with
lexical verbs. The following examples below are from Pa§1i993:326)3

(15) a.*Sy het gelees vandag die boek
She Aux psTread today the book

‘She read the book today’(Ponelis 1993:326)

b. *Het gelees sy vandag die boek?
Aux psTread she today the book

‘Did she read the book today?’'(Ponelis 1993:326)

(16) a. Sy moet die kinders help
she must the children help

‘She must help the children’ (Robbers 1997:174)
b. *Sy moet help die kinders

she must help the children

‘She must help the children’ (Robbers 1997:174)

In the (a) examples an auxiliary and a modal occur in the skposition. How-
ever, it is not possible to create a Cl in second position wittombination of an
auxiliary or modal, and a lexical verb as the (b) examplesatestrate.

It has also been claimed by Robbers (1997) that Cls cannat ddwoth verbs are
modals.

an a.Sy sal die kinders moet help
she will the children must help

‘She will haveto help the children’ (Robbers 1997:174)
b. *Sy sal moet die kinders help

(18) a.Sy sou die boek moes gelees  het
she would the book mustPsT PRT-read AUX.have

‘She would have had to read the book’ (Robbers 1997:174)
b. *Sy soumoesdie boek gelees het

While these data do reflect common usage, it is still possitiave a verbal string
that superficially looks like a complex initial with both \oer being modald?

(19) Sy sal moet die kinders help
she will must the children help

‘She will have to help the children’

13Den Besten (2002) treats the ILVs and DLVs as auxiliariessaah from this perspective it might be
claimed that auxiliaries do occur in Cls. What is clear, in amgne is that HAVE and BE auxiliaries do not
occur in Cls. Whether DLVs and ILVs are auxiliaries or not issdalte that | do not wish to engage in here.
14Thanks to Prof. Hans du Plessis (p.c.) for these examples.
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(20) Hy sal kan die bal skop
he will can the ball kick

‘He will be able to kick the ball’

(21) Hulle sal wil die kinders leer
they will want the children teach

‘They will want to teach the children’

(22) Sy sou moes die boek gelees het
she will. PST mustPsT the book psTread Aux.have

‘She had to have read the book’

(23) Hulle sou wou die olifante sien
they will. PST wantPsT the elephants see

‘They would have wanted to see the elephants’

However, when the same examples are placed in a questioextdnéy become
ungrammatical. This demonstrates that they are not truepleominitials. Thus the
generalization stands that modals may not occur in compiéals.

(24) a. *Waarom sal moet sy die kinders help?
why will must she the children help

‘Why will she have to help the children?’
b. *Waarom sal kan hy die bal skop?

why will can he the ball kick

‘Why will he be able to kick the ball?’

The only way modals can occur in anything resembling a coxnpliéial, is if
they are coordinated with an overt coordinator. The coa@tgitch complex predicate
can occur in the second position, even in question contexts.

(25) a.Jan kan en moet vandag skooltoe gaan!
Jan can and must school-to go
‘John can and must go to school today!
b. Kan en moet Jan skooltoe gaan?
can and must Jan school-to go
‘Can and must Jan go to school?’

It should be noted, however, that this kind of complex praticdoes not exhibit
the CI/SI alternation and is thus not the same as the ILV coctson.

Optionality

A cardinal feature of complex initials is that they appeab&completely optional
with posture verbs: if a verb can appear in a complex initiatan also appear in a
simplex initial1® As examples (12) and (13) show, there do not appear to bdismnti

15with the exception of Cls with DL\loop ‘walk’ (Du Plessis 1990) and some fossilised verbs. See the
appendix to chapter (7).
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semantic differences between the complex initial and smpiitial versions of the
examples. The point is also demonstrated by the following pa

(26) a. Die heelagter laat die bal val
the full-back let.caus the ball fall

‘The full-back dropped the ball’ (Van Niekerk 1995:150)

b. Die heelagter laat val die bal
the full-back let.caus fall the ball

‘The full-back dropped the ball’ (Van Niekerk 1995:150)

The optionality and overwhelming productivity of Cls shotliat these construc-
tions cannot all be analyzed as involving ‘fossilized’ cdexppredicates listed in the
lexicon as single lexical items. However, there are a fewaimses of Cls which prob-
ably are fossilized. These are briefly discussed here. Btaricelaat spaandeftaat
waai ‘run away, race away’ (perhaps more equivalent to ‘let's@etof here!’) is a
common collocation. In facgpaandelis a cranberry morpheme that does not appear
independently.

(27) Hy sal dan laatspaander na waar Charlie buite voor die
he will then run out to where Charlie outside in front of the
ingang met luierende enjin  wag
entrance with idling engine wait

‘He will then run out to where Charlie is waiting outside therance with a
running enginethttp://imww.litnet.co.za/fiksie/hsteyn.asp (15.01.25)0

(28) Goeie ding dat ons laat spaander het
good thing that we run out AUX.have

‘Good thing that we got out of there’
(http://www.litnet.co.zalfiksie/hanru04.asp (15.0D2))

The fossilizedaat spaandercannot enter into alternations between complex and
simplex initials. This differentiates fossilized complitials from their syntactic
counterparts which do allow such alternations optionally.

(29) *Hy laat na waar Charlie buite wag spaander
he letcaus to where Charlie outside wait V

‘He runs out to where Charlie is waiting outside’

Although a few fossilized complex predicates likat spaandedo exist in Afrikaans,
they are, predictably, neither numerous nor productivés tbntrasts with the major-
ity of Cl constructions, which are very productive, optibpaccur in S| contexts and
are consequently not fossilized.

Generally, Minimalist syntactic theory does not handleiaplity easily. There
are at least two approaches to it: (i) deny that true optityhakists and attempt to
show that the two variants exhibit syntactic of semantitedénces of some kind or



128 Verb second in Germanic and Afrikaans

(i) accept that optionality exists but attempt to derivigdim two equivalent notions of
economy. | explore both these options in this dissertationhapter (6) | will explore
the structural properties of these two variants and, torppeeny findings somewhat,
will conclude that there is indeed true optionality. | wikmore the second option in
chapter (7).

Limitations on the number of verbs in a complex initial

Ponelis (1993) claims that there is a limit on the number obsén a complex initial.
The following types of complex initial are found accordirggRonelis (1993). Only
one DLV and a lexical verbr an ILV and a lexical verlor a DLV, an ILV and a lexical
verb can form a complex initial (Ponelis 1993).

i. AnILV selects a lexical verb as its complement: It LexV (30)

ii. ADLV selects a lexical verb as its complement: DL LexV (31)

iii. ADLV selects an ILV as its complement: DLYs ILV > LexV (32)

iv. *A DLV selects a DLV as its complement: DLYs> DLV > LexV (33)

v. *An ILV selects an ILV as its complement: ILYs ILV > LexV (34)

(30) 1& en slaap hulle?
lie and sleep they

‘Are they lying asleep?’

(31) Kom slaap hulle?
come sleep they

‘Will they come and sleep?’

(32) Gaan Ié en slaap hulle?
go lie and sleep they?

‘Are they going to lie and sleep?’ (Ponelis 1993:327)

(33) *Gaan laat bou hulle die sentrum?
go let build they the centre

‘Will they go and get the centre built?’ (Ponelis 1993:327)

(34) *Sit en 1& en slaap hulle?
sit and lie and sleep they

‘Are they lying asleep?’

In the first example, an ILV selects a lexical verb as its camgnt in a complex
initial construction. In the second example, a DLV seledex&al verb as its comple-
ment. The third example shows that a DLV selects an ILV compla with a lexical
verb in a complex initial context. The fourth, ungrammadtiexample illustrates two
DLVs forming a complex initial. It is also worth noting thavd ILVs cannot form
a complex initial either. If this is true, then the generafian seems to be that there
can only be one verb of each type in a complex initial, namdbt ¥, and ILV and a
lexical verb. Example (33) is grammatical on an OCo readimgesponding tahey
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are going somewhere in order to have the centre biitite that the subject, i.@ulle
is not shared by all the verbs for this reading.

Complex initials and the domain of extraction

Complex initials are strictly clause bound. It is not poksifo move a verb from an
embedded clause to form part of a complex initial in the matiduse.

(35) a.Wie hoop Jan om  goed te leer ken?
who hope Jan C.NF well to learn know

‘Who does Jan hope to get to know better’

b. *Wie hoop leer ken Jan om goed te?
who hope learn know Jan C.NF well to

Example (35a) is an infinitival clause from which extractismpossible on inde-
pendent ground®¥ (35b) has a complex initial composed of the finite verb from th
matrix clause and the verbal string from the embedded clatue=result is strongly
ungrammatical. The same effect can be seen with a finite comepit.

(36) a.Jan weet iemand gaan sterf
Jan know somebodygo die

‘Jan knows that somebody is going to die’
b. *Jan weet gaan sterf iemand

Jan know go die somebody
The embedded verb cannot be part of a complex initial.

(37) a. Jan het die koppie hoor val
Jan Aux.have the cup hear fall

‘Jan heard the cup fall’

b. Jan hoor die koppie val
Jan hear the cup  fall

‘Jan hears the cup fall’
c. *Jan_hoowal die koppie

Example (37a) shows that a perception verb may form a vetiiagswith a verb
in its complement. (37b) shows that a simplex initial may &erfed by moving the
perception verb to the second position. (37c) shows thatiipossible to create a
complex initial with a perception verb and the embedded.vEnese data shows that
complex initial formation is strictly clause-bound.

ClI formation also cannot extract a verb out of an island. Eplas(38) and (39)
show the impossibility of non-ATB extraction from a coordia structure island and
a complex NP island respectively.

18n Afrikaans, unlike Dutch, most infinitival clauses are of thim tetype and do not have the purpose
reading characteristic of Dutaym teclauses.
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(38) a. Jan skryf briewe en lees boeke

Jan write letters and read books
‘Jan writes letters and reads books’

b. *Jan skryf lees briewe en t,..s boeke
Jan write read letters and t books

(39) a. Jan skop die man [wie hom bekyk]

Jan kick the man who him look-at
‘Jan kicks the man who is looking at him’

b. *Jan skop bekyk die man [wie hom tycpyi]
Jan kick look-at the man who him t

Even in cases where WH movement from an embedded clause iblposuultiple
verb movement is not possible.

(40) Wat dink Bush dat Blair sé twyg?
What think Bush that Blair say t

‘What does Bush think that Blair is saying?’

(41) *Wat dink sé Bush dat Blair twy ts.?
What think think Bush that Blair t t

The fact that Cls respect general constraints on movementgly suggest that
they are derived by movement.

5.3 Accounts of complex initials

There are not many accounts of complex initials in the litee Ponelis (1993),
Roberge (1994) and Den Besten (2002: citing Den Besten {1 @&@line the pos-
sible antecedents of the construction and possible infegapon it.

Khoisan speakers were virtually assimilated into the e@dpe colony and in ad-
dition, the Orange River varieties of Afrikaans came intatest with Khoisan speak-
ers. Since various Khoisan languages do appear to havgstinverbs acting as
single constituents (Collins 2002, Den Besten 1988; 200R)reasonable to suppose
that the development of Afrikaans was triggered by the erist of a verbal com-
pounding rule in these languages. However, Den Besten J220Rions that these
constructions might not be verbal compounding but mightrimdyezable as VP topi-
calization (cf. Den Besten and Webelhuth 1990Fhus, Khoisan influence might not
necessarily be the only reason for the development of conmipitals in Afrikaans.
The question of Netherlandic vs. Khoisan origins for corrjitétials is also taken up
by Ponelis (1993) who suggests that both may have playedaPohelis notes that

17But see Collins (2002) for a different approach to verbal commgling in+Hoan in terms of head
movement.
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Khoisan is ‘rich’ in VV compounds. However, he also noted ttiee low level of lex-
icalization of complex initials does not accord well withtemsive Khoisan influence
on this subsystem’ (Ponelis 1993:330).

There are some possible antecedents for Afrikaans commpigis in (early and
dialectal) Dutch, in clause-initial imperative contexts.

(42) Loopt haelt dan ...die spijse
go get then ...the food

‘Go then and the food’ (Ponelis 1993:330)

(43) Gaet souckt een ander medecijn
go find a other medicine

‘Go and find another remedy’(Ponelis 1993:330)

(44) Ga geeftze nu de Vorst
go give-her now the Earl

‘Go and give her/it to the king now’ (Ponelis 1993:330)

(45) Loopt blaast de Lampen uyt
walk blow the lamps out

‘Go and blow out the lamps’ (Ponelis 1993:330)

These have survived in some modern Dutch dialects. Theafmltpdata are from
the Syntactic Atlas of the Dutch Dialects (SAND 2008).

(46) Goan haalt e keer n pintje
go get a time a beer

‘Just go and get a beer?’ [ Brugge: West-Vlaanderen]
(47) Gaan haalt die bestellinge maar ne keer

go get that order just a time

‘Just go and get that order!”’ [Eeklo: Oost-Vlaanderen]

In addition, there are examples of hendiadys-like contitms in Middle Dutch
(Le Roux 1923, Robbers 1997, Roberge 1994).

(48) Een waterlantsche Trijn sat eens ajuyn en schelde
a from-Waterland Trijn sat once onions and peeled
‘A Trijn from Waterland was once peeling onions’ ((Robbe897:65)
originally from the 17th century author, Cats (Weynen 1965Viddle Dutch]

This example is actually exceptional in the Middle Dutchpees. Middle Dutch
more commonly has constructions of the following type (dee Bbema 2003).

18The glosses are not entirely straight forwagdan/gaarigo’ may be an infinitive, whilehaalt ‘fetch’
presumably is second person plural.
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(49) hi lach ende sliep
he lay andAFrF slept

‘He lay sleeping’ (Hoekstra 1999) [Middle Dutch]

There is also a pseudo-coordinative structure in Frisidiedamperativus pro
infinitivo (IPI) (Hoekstra 1997) which may have served as a possibkcadent, al-
though this construction does not form complex initils.

(50) de plysje soe by him komme en helje him op
the police would by him cometNF and pick.impP him up

‘The police would come by and pick him up’ [Coordinative type
(Hoekstra 1997:97)

(51) ik ried jimme oan en drink net te folle kofje
| advise yourPL onPRT and drink.iMP not too much coffee
‘| advise you not to drink too much coffee’ [Subordinativeég]

(Hoekstra 1997:98)

All these data indicate that there were certainly no sherigpossible Nether-
landic antecedents for the Afrikaans construction.

Ponelis (1993) also suggests that the loss of verbal inflecturing the early de-
velopment of Afrikaans meant that finite and non-finite vesinfs were no longer
distinguishable.

a finite verb is marked, by concord inflection, for combinimgedtly with
the subject, and the lack of this marking in non-finite vetlss as clearly
indicates their lack of a direct link with the subject andsbtivem from
occurring in finite position as part of a complex initial, asStandard
Dutch (Ponelis 1993:329).

Consequently, a lack of inflection meant that verb seconttaqply to both finite
and non-finite verbs.

Another facilitating factor for complex-initial develomnt was lexicalization (Ponelis
1993:328). Several complex initials are lexicalized amdlyeoccur as simplex initials.
These includgyaan haalfetch’, laat blyk ‘indicate’, laat geld‘exercise (authority)’,
laat kom'summon’,laat spaandefget going’ andaat staartleave’. There are several
problems with such an explanation however. It seems to me&keaor-egg explana-
tion: did lexicalization precede complex-initial devefent, or did complex-initials

19standard Dutch has a construction very similar to the Affilsaposture verb construction, which
utilizes the posture verbigggen'‘lie’, staan‘stand’, zitten'sit’ and more marginally verbs likbpen‘walk’
andhangenthang’ (Hoekstra 1999). However, the Dutch constructios & infinitival markete selecting
a verbal infinitival complement. The posture verb does notseardy retain a lexical meaning but tends to
denote durative aspect. Hoekstra (1999) claims that thaseties that lack a literal posture interpretation
of the verb all have the following three characteristicsl(2-3 word order in the verbal cluster (ii) IPP
effects and (iii) no obligatory marking witte in aspectual infinitives.
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gradually become lexicalized? The latter seems to me the naisral explanation
(informally speaking), particularly when lexicalized V\mpounds are particularly
rare in Germanié® Furthermore, Ponelis (1993) notes that although all 1@irests of
gaan haalin a 300 000 word corpus were complex initials, the simplétahvariant
(52b) is not ungrammatical (or even marked).

(52) a. Gaan haal hy die kinders?
go get he the children
‘Will he fetch the children’ (Ponelis 1993:329)

b. Gaan hy die kinders haal?
go he the children get
‘Will he fetch the children’ (Ponelis 1993:330)

Finally, the lexicalization hypothesis does not explaia pihoductivity of complex
initials in Afrikaans.

Approaches to complex initials to date all suggest incafon of the lexical
verb into the linking verb (Den Besten 2002, Ponelis 1993los 1997). However,
at least Ponelis (1993) and Robbers (1997) do not provideanalysis beyond sug-
gesting that incorporation occurs. For instance, Robld&87) provides the following
explanation.

The embedded verbs [can] optionally accompany the linkerip wnder
verb second. . . this is the result of incorporation of themvairb into the
linking verb (Robbers 1997:172).

The specific case of ILVs are not discussed to any extent. Henvie seems that
Robbers (1997) espouses a stacked VP structure with aduatprojection to host
the coordinative particle. The following diagram is basadRobbers 1997:179).

(53) TP
T VP
N
| EnP

ILV VP
LK AN
oY o v

|
TDV

2Oponelis (1993) himself notes this saying:
complex initials may be considered incipient compound verls type well known in the
languages of the world but uncommon though not completely estet in Germanic, cf.
the fixed verbal expressions in Englisét fly, let go, andmake dagPonelis 1993:329).
| find it particularly interesting, that English examples aited, and not Dutch ones which is unexpected
given that Dutch is the most closely related language to Afiis.
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This suggests that complex initials are formed by optionabiporation/right-
adjunction of the lexical verb, first into the functional suttinating element which
is theen and then subsequently into the ILV. Finally, the entireciporated com-
plex raises to T. By referring to complex initial-formatias ‘lexical’ incorporation,
Robbers attempts to distinguish it from ‘syntactic’ incorgtion as evidenced in verb-
raising contexts, which also allow excorporation in verbosel context$® The prob-
lem with this approach is that it leaves important questiomsnswered including the
implementation of optionality, counter-cyclice right adgtion, the fact that Cls seem
to be dependent on verb-second movement, and the semamttitbation of the coor-
dinator and excorporation. In the following sections, llslavelop my own analysis
of ILVs which will include a discussion of Cls.

5.4 Conclusion

In this section, | have provided a brief outline of the Afrdkes verbal system and
some assumptions about its workings. It has been shown fhiabans verbs are not
inflected for tense, person or number, although the remnafntsnse-marking are
still visible on some modals. Some assumptions about vezbnsehave also been
sketched. | have broadly adopted the analysis of verb segbrdart (1997). | have
also introduced a unique pseudo-coordinative structubdrikaans known as a com-
plex initial. This section has demonstrated the followiagté. Complex initials are
a case of a complex predicate occurring in verb-secondipnsithis construction
appears to place a complex predicate into a position redaexxelusively for heads
(second position) and is optional. The movement involveldales like local, head
movement. This construction potentially has great impilices for analyses of verb
movement as well as pseudo-coordination.

These constructions pose a number of intriguing questionsyintactic analysis

including some of the following ones.

a. How do complex initials with ILVs relate to verbal pseuctmerdination more
generally i.e. where do they fit into the typology developedhapters one to
three?

b. What is the nature of the moved, verbal constituent and katnderived?

¢. How does the underlying representation derive the mgamfhcomplex initials,
as well as the apparent optionality in the paradigm?

d. What are the implications of this construction for the mataf coordination
generally?

The properties of complex initials formed with posture we(h.Vs) will be ex-

plored in the coming chapters.

21she also notes that within the VO analysis of Dutch and Afils no distinction need be made
between these two types of incorporation since verb-mgidaes not occur overtly in the VO analysis.
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Afrikaans pseudo-coordination

This chapter explores how Afrikaans pseudo-coordinatmestructions with indi-
rect linking verbs relate to the typology of English psewdordinative constructions.
Each of the tests developed to distinguish English pseododinative types are ap-
plied to Afrikaans data. It will be argued that Afrikaans pde-coordinations with
ILVs are comparable to neither SceCo nor ConCo but have nmo®mmon with
pseudo-coordinations wittny. A secondary goal of this chapter will be to show that
there is no significant syntactic or semantic distinctiotween complex and simplex
initials. Each of the tests yield the same results, regasddéwhether the construction
is a complex or a simplex initial.

6.1 Tests for Afrikaans pseudo-coordination with ILVs

In chapter (2), a variety of tests were utilized to distirgiuwarious subtypes of pseudo-
coordination in English. The same tests are applied heredertain the nature of
Afrikaans pseudo-coordination with ILVs.

6.1.1 Violation of the Coordinate Structure Constraint

It is possible to extract arguments, in non-ATB fashionpfrone conjunct of an ILV
construction. This is illustrated with respect to objedfs Note that there is no differ-
ence between complex initials and simplex initials in tieispect.

(1) a. Wat sit Jan waarskynlik en eet t?
what sit Jan probably and eat t

‘What is Jan probably sitting and eating?’

b. Wat sit en eet Jan waarskynlik t?
what sit and eat Jan probably t

‘What is Jan probably sitting and eating?’



136 Tests for Afrikaans pseudo-coordination with ILVs

With respect to extraction of adjuncts, it is possible to@stta variety of adjuncts
from both complex initial and simplex initial constructenHowever, as shown in
chapters (2) and (3), high adjuncts are not necessarily d d@gnostic tool in this
regard. For this reason, it is also important to test whelth@rmanner adjuncts can
be extracted. It is also possible to construe low mannernatifuthat can only be
interpreted as scoping over the embedded, lexical verb.

(2) a. Hoe loop Jan die rekening en betaal?
how walk Jan the bill and pay

‘How does Jan go and pay the bill?’
i. Hy betaal met sy kreditkaart
he pay with his credit card
‘He pays it with his credit card’
b. Hoe loop en betaal Jan die rekening?
how walk and pay Jan the bill
‘How does Jan go and pay the bill?’

i. Hy betaal met sy kreditkaart
he pay with his credit card

‘He pays it with his credit card’

Example (2) shows a manner adjunct extracted in a S| corfibetmost plausible
answer is when the WH-phrase modifies the embedded verb, ydratdal This
would not be a possible reading if these constructions wedimary coordinatior.
The only plausible answer is expressed in (2ai) where thenatljis interpreted as
scoping over the lexical verb. The question could not be ttoed as querying the
manner of Jan’s walking. The same effect occurs in a Cl cofiy.

) a. Hoe vinnig sit Jan die boek en lees?
how quickly sit Jan the book and read

‘How quickly is Jan reading the book (while sitting)?’
i. Hy lees baie vinnig
he read very quickly
‘He’s reading very quickly’
b. Hoe vinnig sit en lees Jan die boek?
how quickly sit and read Jan the book
‘How quickly is Jan reading the book (while sitting)?’

Iwith additional focus, a reading can also be construed wiher&/H-word modifies the ILV itself. For
instance, it is also possible to answer example (2) with tissvarHy het met sy voete loop betaakaning
‘He went on foot to pay the bill’ (Prof. Hans du Plessis, (.cThis type of reading also shows that these
constructions cannot be ordinary coordination since etita from within the first conjunct would also
apparently violate the CSC. What this kind of readdagsshow, however, is that ILV-type constructions
are different to English ConCo constructions where suctiings are more difficult to obtain. In Afrikaans,
these readings show that the ILV is not as bleached as ingnglbnCo contexts.
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i. Hy lees baie vinnig
he read very quickly

‘He’s reading very quickly’

The same effectis illustrated in (3a) where a manner advariooly be interpreted
as modifying the lexical verb. It is not a felicitous answetiriterpret the adjunct as
scoping over the ILV. Moreover, the effect is identical fds@3b)2-2

In conclusion, arguments and adjuncts can be extracted lfitenconstructions
regardless of whether they are complex initials or simpfetials. Thus, neither of
these constructions are islands of any kind.

6.1.2 XPs in the verbal string

In chapters (2) and (3) on English, it was shown that ConCBtReonstructions do
not allow any XP material within the verbal string. The sarests applied to ILV
verbal clusters show that a limited range of XP material cesupwithin the verbal
string. Consider example (4).

(4) Hy sal die heeldag na die wolke 1€ en kyk
He will the whole day at the clouds lie and look

'He'll lie looking up a the clouds all day’

Given the underlined verbal string in itssitu position, there are, pretheoretically,
three positions where an XP might be expected. These areethéigkthe arrows in

(5).

(5) é en kyk
Ta B T

Position A is essentially outside the verbal string and @xpected that any XP
associated with SpedP (or any higher position belonging to the Mittelveld) might
occur here. Positions B and C are within the verbal cluster.

Distribution of adverbs

First consider the distribution of adverbs in the verbahgtrExample (6a) illustrates
that a variety of adverbs can occur in Position A i.e. prawgthie entire verbal string.
This is completely unexceptional as it is the unmarked fmsitor adverbs in the
sentence. The sequence of adverbs are arranged in ordelefitamright in approx-

imately the same sequence as they would be in the CinquerdhigréCinque 1999),

2This is not to deny that the ILVs contribute a lexical flavduattis consistent with literal interpretations
of these verbs. However, these questions are typically onstcued as querying the manner of sitting,
walking etc. At least, my informants, when pressed about vérethe question word could modify the
posture verb would apparently interpret the question venmadifyingboththe ILV and the lexical verb. |
did not encounter situations where a question was integrm@s solely modifying the ILV.

SExample (3) can also be answered using antijAéal baie vinnig sit en ledsut where the adverb can
only plausibly scope over the lexical verb (Prof. Hans dis§ik (p.c.)).
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although I do not assume such a hierarchy as a syntactictiménisee also Nilsen
2003) but assume an approach like that of Ernst (2002). Natiesbrgvuldig‘care-
fully’ and morsig‘messily’ are manner adverbs which can adjoin to eitlie(PredP
in the system of Ernst (2002)) and to VP. Other adverbsHikehaaldelikmust nec-
essarily take complete events in their scope and must thasljoened at least atP
level, if not higher.

(6) a. Wat gaan Jan v'waarskynlik/ valtyd/ v'herhaaldelik/ v'vinnig/
What go Jan probably always repeatedly quickly
v'sorgvuldig/ v'morsig sit en eet?
carefully messily sit and eat
‘What is Jan probably/ always/ repeatedly/ quickly/ carngfuhessily
going to be eating?’ [Ordinary Adverb positions]

b. *Wat gaan Jan sit waarskynlik/ altyd/ herhaaldelik/ vinnig/
What go Jan sit probably always repeatedly  quickly
sorgvuldig/ morsig en eet
carefully  messily and eat
‘What is Jan probably/ always/ repeatedly/ quickly/ carlgfuhessily
going to be eating?’ [*Adverbs in A]

c. Wat gaan Jan sit en *waarskynlik/ *altyd/ *herhaaldelik/
What go Jan sit and probably always repeatedly
?vinnig/ v'sorgvuldig/ v'morsig eet?

quickly carefully messily eat
‘What is Jan probably/ always/ repeatedly/ quickly/ cargfuhessily
going to be eating?’ [Low adverbs in B]

The options for Position B are illustrated by (6b). No adgeniay be adjoined in
Position B. This is the same as for English ConCo/ReCo coctshns.

The options for Position C are particularly illuminatingcf6in this position, all
higher adverbs are excluded. It is especially importaritleghaaldelik'repeatedly’
cannot occur in Position C because this adverb must alw&gsadacomplete event
in its scope. The fact that this option is ungrammatical sh®esition C must lie
belowvP. Crucially, however, manner adverbs lgergvuldig‘carefully’ and morsig
‘messily’ (and somewhat less well-formednnig ‘quickly’) can occur in Position
C. Since these adverbs may adjoin to either VR/Br(PredP), combined with the
inability of herhaaldelik'repeatedly’ to occur here, it may be deduced that Position C
is consistent with VP adjunction.

What this means is that Afrikaans ILV constructions cannoah&yzed on a par
with ConCo/ReCo constructions, but must be another typsefigo-coordination.

Distribution of objects

Consider the distribution of objects in the verbal stringaiple (7a) shows that
Position A can be filled by an object. This is the unmarked tpmsifor objects in
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Afrikaans. This is very similar to the position for objects Dutch and | presume
it to be no different: Spec AgrOP. However, in addition tostbhmarked position,
Afrikaans also allows a subset of objects to occur in a ‘lows#on C which | take

to be thein situ position for objects: Spec VP (7b). Note that particles dan accur

in this position. Finally, (7¢) shows that objects may natwdn Position B.

@) a. Daar sal altyd iemand boeke sit en lees
there will always somebody books sit and read
‘There will always be somebody busy reading books’
[Object in A]
b. Daar sal altyd iemand sit en boeke lees
there will always somebody sit and books read
‘There will always be somebody busy reading books’
[Objectin C]
c. *Daar sal altyd iemand sifoekeenlees [Object in B]

Before proceeding, | would like to note that there are irgting constraints on the
kinds of objects that can occur in the ‘low’ position. Genigrabjects in this posi-
tion are bare plurals, mass or generic nouns conformingeatie-word’ limitation
(Donaldson 1993). The constraints on this position are senjlar to those governing
the occurrence of phrasal material in DLV clusters (Robtk&&y7). Nevertheless, it is
probably not the case that the object is incorporated ingbsstion since it never is
pied-piped to the verb-second position when the lexicab vardergoes verb second.
Example (8a) shows a Cl with the object I&ft situ. Example (8b) shows that the
object may not be pied piped as part of verb second moveméig.shows that the
object is not incorporated into the lexical verb when it ishia ‘low’ position?

(8) a. Waarom sit en lees Jan boeke?
why sit and read Jan books

‘Why is Jan reading books?’
b. *Waarom sitenboekeleesJan?

Distribution of subjects

Example (7a) also shows that when an expletive is in Sped&R,the subject, in this
case an indefinite DP, can remain in SpPowvhich corresponds to Position A. This is
mirrored by (9a) which essentially shows the same tRitidgs, however, not possible
for the subject to occur in either Position B (9b) or Positi®(Oc).

9) a. ?Wat sal daar altyd iemand sit en lees?
what will there always somebody sit and read
‘What will there always be somebody reading?’
[Subjectin A]

4The same data and argument can be duplicated with separatitéesar
5The slight ill-formedness of this example is somewhat unexguand | do not account for it.
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b. *Daar sal altyd sit iemand en boeke lees
there will always sit somebody and books read
‘There will always be somebody busy reading books’
[*Subject in B]
c. *Wat sal daar altyd sit en iemand lees?
what will there always sit and somebody read
‘What will there always be somebody reading?’
[*Subject in C]

Distribution of separable particles

Although particles can also distribute in a similar way tgeahs, there are some im-
portant differences in their distribution.

(20) a. Waarom sal Jan die beeste sit en weg jaag
Why will Jan the cattle sit and awayPRT chase

‘Why will Jan keep chasing away the cattle’

b. Waarom sit en jaag Jan die beeste weg
why sit and chase Jan the cattle awayPRT

‘Why will Jan keep chasing away the cattle’

c. Waarom sit en <*weg- jaag Jan die beeste <weg-
Why sit and chase Jan the cattle awayPRT

‘Why does Jan keep chasing away the cows’

The first example (10a) shows the basic position of the pantithin the verbal
string. In this example, the particle occurs in Position GMeen the coordinator and
the lexical verb. Examples (10b,c) show that when a Cl is &fnthen the particle
cannot be pied piped into the second position but must bads#thsentence finally.
These data are parallel to those with objects (8a,b). Wherdiitribution of particles
differs to that of objects concerns Position A. Whereas dbjean occur in Positions
A (Spec AgrO) and C (Spec VP) but not Position B, separabltgies cannot occur
in Position A or Position B but can only occur in Position C.

(1)) a. Waarom sal Jan die beeste <*weg- sit <*weg- en
Why will Jan the cattle sit and
<weg- jaag
awayPRT chase
‘Why will Jan keep chasing away the cattle’

b. Waarom sal Jan die beeste <weg- laat <weg- gaan?
why will Jan the cattle let awayPRT Qo
‘Why will Jan let the cattle go away?’
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In the ILV construction (11a), the separable particle cazuoin its base position,
Position C, but cannot occur in Position B or Position A. TiBisurprising, because
in DLV constructions, the particle is generally able to saiode to the left of the DLV
quite freely (11b). In ILV constructions, this distributiés identical to that of objects
and low adverbs. However, where particles differ from otg@nd adverbs is that they
cannot scramble across the ILV to Positiof'A.

Summary

In this section, evidence based on the distribution of dukjeobjects, subjects and
separable particles shows that Afrikaans ILV construgtiare not akin to English
ConCo/ReCo constructions. The findings of this section amensarized in table 6.1.

Table 6.1: Distributions of subject, objects, particled adverbs

Position A B C
Subjects v" | No | No
Higher Adverbs v" | No | No
Low Adverbs v | No| v
Bare Objects v | No| v
Separable ParticlesNo | No | v

Position A corresponds to positions in the functional stitee Subjects, objects
and adverbs can occur here, but particles may not. PositidoeB not allow any XP
material within it at all. Thus the ILV and the coordinatoeaways strictly adjacent
and act, to all intents and purposes, like a constituentigrésspect. Position C is
illustrative. On the one hand, the fact that any XP matetiallaan occur here shows
that Afrikaans ILV constructions do not pattern like EngliSonCo/ReCo. However,
XPs that can occur here are limited to some types of objeetbal particles and low,
manner adjuncts. This position corresponds to VP. The gapbn of this is that the
ILV and coordinator are located above the VP layer, butlgilbeneath AgrO.

6.1.3 Restrictions on matrix subjects

ILVs place restrictions on the types of subjects they carccoowith. Weather verbs
such ageén'‘rain’ select for weather subjects (12a) and verbs §kesit’, obviously,

6In this, ILV constructions contrast with DLV constructiomgich generally do allow a separable
particle to scramble across the DLV (see also Bennis 1992sER@91).

"These data are essential in showing that a remnant movemdysiaris not available. In a remnant-
movement analysis, the entiv®, having first been evacuated of all non-verbal material ldvbe moved
to a specifier of TP and thence to CP to simulate verb-secondgMID02; 2004). Such an analysis would
mean that remnant movement could not pied-pipe non-verbal mitshich contradicts known properties
of remnant movement in West-Germanic in general (Den Besten atmMuth 1990) and Afrikaans in
particular (see Biberauer 2004). However, this example sttbat particles cannot be evacuated from the
VP shell in the first place. This leads to the ‘Particle Paradirere there is no constituent that includes the
particle for the purposes of thie situ verbal string and yet still excludes the particle for thepuses of
verb-second movement (De Vos 2004b).
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do not (12b). Likewise, it is ungrammatical to use a weatleb subject in an ILV
construction, whether that is a simplex initial (12c) ordL2ZThese examples are only
grammatical on a reading where the weather is construed asimuate object i.e. itis
only grammatical when the subjedit ‘it’ is construed, not as a weather-verb selected
by reén‘rain’, but as an animate subject selectedditysit’. This is consistent with
the notion that it is the ILV which is responsible for selagtithe subject and not the
embedded (weather) predicate. Thus Afrikaans ILV constras differ in this respect
to English ConCo constructions.

(12) a.Dit reén

it rain
‘It's raining’

b. *Dit sit
it sit
‘It's sitting (in the weather-subject sense)’

c. *Dit sit vandag alweer en reén
it sit today again and rain
‘Its raining again today’

d. *Dit sit en reén alweer vandag
it sit and rain again today
‘Its raining again today’

In the literature (Roberge 1994), it has been reported tiatltv staan‘stand’
is the most highly grammaticalized of the ILV class and fremfly can be used in a
purely aspectual sense. For this reason, | subjected tthido¢he weather-verb test.

(13) a. Dit reén

it rain
‘It's raining’

b. *Dit staan
it stand
‘It's standing (in the weather-subject sense)’

c. %Dit staan vandag alweer en reén
it stand today again and rain
‘Its raining again today’

d. %Dit staan en reén alweer vandag
it stand and rain again today
‘Its raining again today’

The results were surprising. One informant rejected exas{dl3c) and (13d) out-
right and another informant gave these examples a singktiqnenark. A third infor-
mant claimed ‘It’s difficult; it's not ungrammatical, butdtalso not totally grammati-
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cal'.® It seems fair to say that althougteanmay be more grammaticalized than other
ILVs, it still tends to select an animate subject. Neveghs] this should be treated
with some caution since whestaanis placed in the scope of another verb, such as
a past auxiliary, a weather reading becomes more acceffate Hans du Plessis,

(p.c.))?

(14) Dit het alweer gaan staan en reén
it Aux.have again go stand and rain

‘It went and rained again’

(15) Dit het wragtig toe weer staan en reén!
it Aux.have EMPH then again stand and rain

‘It really began to rain down heavily again?’

The same results are mirrored by a test for animacy. A vesbdikei ‘grow’
can select an inanimate subject sucthasm‘tree’ (16a) whereas a verb likeop
‘walk/go’ cannot (16b). In a pseudo-coordinative contextene loop ‘walk/go’ is
an ILV, ungrammaticality results in both simplex initialdanomplex initial contexts
((16c) and (16d)). This is because it is the ILV which seléhtssubject and not the
lexical verb. This is evidence that ILV constructions canbe analysed as ConCo
constructions are in English.

(16) a. Die boom groei mos
the tree grow EMPH

‘The tree is (actually) growing!’

b. *Die boom loop
the tree go

‘The tree goes’

c. *Die boom loop mos en groei
the tree walk EMPH and grow

‘The tree is (actually) growing!’

d. *Die boom loop en groei mos
the tree walk and grow EMPH

‘The tree is (actually) growing!’
Supporting evidence comes from the fact that inanimateestbjcan occur pre-

cisely in contexts where the ILV is compatible with them. $hwhileloop ‘walk/go’
is incompatible with a tree growingtaan‘stand’ is1©

8t was suggested by Prof. Hans du Plessis (p.c.) that in teemaples and also in (17), the IL¢taan
‘stand’ andloop ‘walk’ could take on a counter-expectational meaning i.esthing akin tovragtig! ‘Can
you believe it!".

91t is also the case that in Orange River Afrikaastsancan occur with a weather subject (Prof. Hans
du Plessis, (p.c.)), although the coordinator is almost ywaissing with the result thataanbecomes
ambiguous between an ILV and a DLV. See chapter (7.A) for audision.

10An informant seemed to slightly prefer (17¢) over (17d), aliio neither is ungrammatical. Infor-

mants also preferred the ILstaan‘stand’ as opposed tsit ‘sit’ in this context. Prof. Hans du Plessis (p.c.)
suggests that in (17), the ILV has a counter-expectatianation.
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a7) a. Die boom groei mos
the tree grow EMPH

‘The tree is (actually) growing!

b. ie boom staan op die plaas
the tree stand on the farm

‘The tree is on the farm’

c. Die boom staan mos en groei
the tree stand EmPH and grow

‘The tree is (actually) growing!’

d. Die boom staan en groei mos
the tree stand and grow EMPH

‘The tree is (actually) growing!’

What these data show is that the ILV selects the subject of lthese and it is
not the lexical verb which primarily selects the subjEcthis is very similar to the
behaviour of SceCo predicates in English.

6.1.4 Semantic bleaching

The previous section demonstrated that ILVs do not combitteweather verbs (12)
or subjects ((16) and (17)) which are inappropriate withrteemantics. There is also
no real difference between simplex initials and complesidts!? This leads to the
conclusion that there is more lexical content to ILVs thathv@@onCo predicates in
English. Thus, ILVs are not completely bleached of theiidakmeaning as ConCo
predicates can be. This is consistent with the suggestioDdnaldson (1993) that
ILVs must occur with lexical verbs which can conceivably laeried out in the posi-
tion denoted by the posture verb. However, this is not to kayIt Vs must always be
interpreted as denoting physical body postures; this digentirely on the nature of
the subject. Posture verbs are used quite generally in éyaguike Afrikaans, Dutch
and German as verbs of location. However, exactly whichysesterb is used, de-
pends on a variety of complex interactions between theivelaérticality of an entity,
whether it is construed as having a base, its animacy etenrfiens 2002). For in-
stance, a verb likstaan'stand’ may be used as a lexical verb without implying body
posture if the inanimate subject is consistent with thadirea

(18) Die kers staan op die tafel
the candle stand on the table

11t should be noted that in (16¢) and (17), the ILV has undeegarb second movement (underlined)
across an adverbial.

12t sometimes seems to be the case that when a verlolilgds used in a DLV function (i.e. without an
overt coordinator), then it may take on more bleached int@poas than the equivalent ILV. In the liter-
ature, the presence/absence of the coordinator has begedtas ‘optional’ with corresponding confusion
between the DLV and ILV uses of the verb. It will be shown inptea (7) that the presence/absence of the
coordinator isnot arbitrary and does indeed have syntactic reflexes. Conatigudtie DLV and ILV uses
of verbs should be treated as distinct.
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‘The candle is on the table’

However, when a human subject is used, then the posturengeedusually trig-
gered.

(19) Die man staan op die tafel
the man stand on the table

‘The man is standing on the table

So posture verbs can cooccur with a variety of subjects arahings in Afrikaans.
These are general properties of posture verbs, and thegerpes are retained in the
ILV usage of these verbs. In other words, the ILV retains t@e semantics that it
would have as a lexical verb; non-posture-related intéagioms are licensed in the
same contexts as they would be for the equivalent lexicédl. ver

6.1.5 VP-deletion

Tests based on VP-ellipsis appear to be of limited value tardgning the structure
of the ILV verbal string because of a general difficulty inetelg VPs in Afrikaans.

(20) a.Jan sal 'n bier drink en Piet sal ook bierdrink
Jan will a beer drink and Piet will also

‘Jan will drink a beer and Piet will too’

b. *Jan sal 'n bier drink en Piet sal 'n bier ook drinrk
Jan will a beer drink and Piet will a beer also

‘Jan will drink a beer and Piet will too’

Example (20a) demonstrates an ellipsis construction itkA&ns in which the lex-
ical verb and the object have been deleted. The fact thatyjeetds elided means that
it is not vP deletion so much as AgrOP deletion that is occurring hengrammati-
cality results if only the lexical verb (and hengR) is elided (20). Thus, Afrikaans
does not seem to exhibitP deletion and consequently its application to pseudo-
coordinative contexts is of somewhat limited value. Fotéanse, the unmarked po-
sition of objects is to the left of the ILV in, what | assume & IAgrOP. Thus, deletion
of AgrOP will necessarily elide the ILV verbal string and stpredicted that partial
deletion of the verbal string will be ungrammatical. Thisndeed true.

(21) a.Jan sal ‘n bier sit en drink en Piet sal ook
Jan will a beer sit and drink and Piet will also
A biersi i

‘Jan will drink a beer and Piet will too’

b. *Jan sal bier sit en drink en Piet sal ook ‘n bier sit
Jan will beer sit and drink and Piet will also a beer sit
endrink
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‘Jan will drink a beer and Piet will too’

Elision of AgrOP thus ensures that the entire ILV verbalgtris deleted; partial
deletion is not licensed. Thus, the only information which gan garner about ILV
verbal strings in this way is that they are located below AR

6.1.6 Coordinator substitution

A standard test for pseudo-coordination is whether thedinator can be substituted
with another. This yields strong ungrammaticality indiegtthat ILV constructions
are indeed a type of pseudo-coordination.

(22) Wat sit Jan en/*of lees?
What sit Jan and/or read

‘What is John sitting and/*or reading?’

6.1.7 Distributivity

Pseudo-coordination, insofar as it deals with only a singtenplex event, does not
tolerate markers of distributivity which, by definition,gere two events. Thus a dis-
tributive marker is grammatical when combined with OCo {28éich can also be
seen to be OCo by the fact that the participle prgéxoccurs twice. Use of a distrib-
utor is strongly ungrammatical in ILV contexts (23b,c). Irese examples, there is no
reading corresponding to that of (23a). These data denatestrat ILV constructions
are indeed pseudo-coordinative. The effects are iderficéloth Sls and Cls.

(23) a.Jan het gesit en gedans ook
Jan Aaux.have psTsit and pPsTdans also

‘Jan both sat and danced’
b. *Wat sit Jan en lees ook?

what sit Jan and read also

‘What is John (*both) sitting and reading?’
c. *Wat sit en lees Jan oo0k?

what sit and read Jan also

‘What is John (*both) sitting and reading?’

The same effect can be illustrated with past-participléixes. As shown in (23a),
these prefixes act in a distributive way. Afrikaans exhibitsne variability with IPP
effects insofar as IPP is the less-preferred strategy férciinstructions?* When the
participle-marker is present, it is always on the ILV (24@ver on both verbs (248).

13This test is also irrelevant to Cls because, by definitioonly applies to verbin situ; Cls are, by
definition, notin situ.

145ee De Vos (2003b) for an overview of IPP patterns in Afrilaand a discussion of the temporal
system as it relates to the participle prefix. See De Vos (@Dfi8 a discussion of how it relates to other
verbal prefixes.

150bviously this test does not apply to Cls since there is adveayauxiliary in clause-second position.
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(24) a. Wat het Jan gesit en lees?
what Aux.have Jan PsT-sit and read

‘What did John sit and read?’

b. *Wat het Jan gesit en gelees?
what Aux.have Jan psTsit and PSTread
‘What did John sit and read?’

On the other hand, although explicit distributive markexsrot occur in this con-
struction, it is quite possible to interpret ILV constracts as involving activities oc-
curring at the same time: i.e. John is sitting and he is sfgngirthe same time.

(25) Wat sit Jan en sing?
what sit Jan and sing

‘What is John busy singing (while sitting)?’

Thus example (25) shows that it is possible to interpret dasiting while he is
singing. This follows from the fact that the ILV retains somegical content. What
these data show is that ILV constructions are complex ewehish contain, at most,
onevP.

6.1.8 Quantifier raising

Afrikaans allows quantifier raising, much as English dodsusT(26) is ambiguous
between a wide and narrow scope reading.

(26) 'n Polisieman soen elke weduwee
a policeman kiss every widow

‘A policeman kisses every widow’ [NS]
‘For every widow there is some policeman or other who kissgs h  [WS]

ILV constructions are no different in this regard. Thus epéar(27a) is a simplex
initial and is ambiguous as is (27b), a complex initial.

(27) a.’n Polisieman sit elke weduweeen soen
a policeman sit every widow and kiss

‘A policeman kisses every widow (while sitting)’ [NS]
‘For every widow, there is some policeman or other who Kisees5[WS]

b. 'n Polisieman sit en soen elke weduwee
a policeman sit and kiss every widow
‘A policeman kisses every widow (while sitting)’ [NS]

‘For every widow, there is some policeman or other who kiss5[WS]
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Thus, unsurprisingly, the quantifier raising facts mirdoe extraction ones. The
pseudo-coordinative marker does not prevent the quanfiifier raising, giving rise
to wide-scope readings. This is evidence that ILV consioastare indeed pseudo-
coordinative. In fact, they pattern after ConCo with resgeaquantifier raising. In
addition, these examples show that there is no differentvedas simplex initial and
complex initial structures in this respect.

6.1.9 Restrictions on verbs

It is self-evident that ILV constructions are restrictedhwiespect to what pseudo-
coordinative predicates are involved. ILVs can onlyskiésit’, € ‘lie’, loop ‘walk/go’
andstaan‘stand’. See section (5.2.2) for an overview of the verbsis tlass. In this
respect, ILV constructions pattern with English pseudordmation more generally,
which also restricts pseudo-coordination to a relativeiat number of verb$®

6.1.10 Semantic subordination

It is a characteristic of pseudo-coordination in generat,tbne conjunct being subor-
dinate to the other, it is not possible to reverse the ordeonfuncts. In this respect,
Afrikaans ILV constructions are no different. Example (28)strates that conjunct
orders may be changed in OCo contexts.

(28) a.Jan sit en hy lees
Jan sit and he read

‘Jan sits and he reads’
b. Jan lees en hy sit
Jan read and he sit
‘Jan reads and he sits’

However, the order of conjuncts may not be reversed in ILVstetions. (29a)
shows a grammatical ILV construction with a simplex init{@9b) illustrates its coun-
terpart with reversed conjunct order.

(29) a. Wat sit Jan en lees
what sit Jan and read

‘What is Jan reading?’

b. *Wat lees Jan en sit
What read Jan and sit

The same point can be made for complex initial constructidhs illustrates that
simplex initials and complex initials do not differ in thisgard.

165ceCo is the exception here, apparently utilizing a muctetactass of verbs than do ConCo and
pseudo-coordination wittry.
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(30) a.Wat sit en lees Jan?
what sit and read Jan

‘What is Jan reading?’

b. *Wat lees en sit Jan?
what read and sit Jan

6.1.11 The ‘sameness’ condition

In chapters (2) and (3) it was pointed out that in English Coa@d SceCo contexts
the morphology condition (99) on page 46 holds. This is reggkbere as (31).

(31) Morphological ‘Sameness’ Condition (MSC):Both verbs of a
pseudo-coordinative construction must have the same typ@igphological
marking i.e. both verbs must be either bare or morphololyicaarked with
present, past, participle or similar.

The MSC appears to be trivially true for Afrikaans becausedtare no morpho-
logical reflexes of grammatical features on Afrikaans veHmswvever, when the par-
ticiple prefixge-is used, it can optionally appear either on the ILV or not htTalis
can be interpreted as a prefig-taking the entire pseudo-coordinative complex as its
complement: §e-[Ié en slaaf. The following examples are all based on Donaldson
(1993:225-226).

(32) Hy het <ge--lé en <*ge-- slaap.
he have pswlie and sleep.
‘He lay sleeping’

(33) Hy het —<ge--staan en <*ge-- praat.
he have psTstand and talk.

‘He stood talking’

(34) Hy het <ge+-sit en <*ge-- skryf
He have pstsit and write
‘He sat writing’

(35) Hy het <ge-+-loop en <*ge->- fluit
He have psTwalk and whistle
‘He walked whistling’

While these data are interesting, it is not clear that theytas true exceptions to
the MSC. In section (5.1.2) the participle prefix was diseds# appears optionally in
ILV contexts (Donaldson 1993:225-226); it does not apptall an verbs beginning
with inseparable prefixes in Standard Afrikaans and is alm#irely in IPP contexts.
Furthermore, in some varieties of Afrikaans, it appearsignge location, appearing
either on the lexical verb or on a linking verb (De Vos 2003jg acting more like an
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independent functional head (cf. the approach of JulieQ@P@ prefixes.). Thus, the
prefix does not behave as a typical piece of inflectional malggy would. For these
reasons, | do not think that Afrikaans is a counter examplthéoMSC. At worst,
Afrikaans is neutral with respect to the MSC and at best jpeets it vacuously.

6.1.12 Phonological reduction

As for English pseudo-coordinative constructions, therdmator in Afrikaans ILV
constructions cannot be stressed.

(36) Wat sit jy en/*EN eet
what sit you and eat

‘What are you eating?’

(837) Wat sit en/*EN eet jy?
what sit and eat you?

‘What are you eating?’

This shows that ILV constructions are not instances of @irtoordination and
also implies that the coordinator is a functional elemergashe kind, on the assump-
tion that functional elements are more resistant to stress lexical elements.

It is still possible to focus the ILV in these structureshaligh the context is a
little strainedt’

(38) a. Waarom SIT jy nie en eet nie?
what sit you neg NEG and eat neg NEG

‘What aren’t you SITTING and eating?’
b. Wat SIT en eetjy nie?

what sit and eat you neg?

‘What aren’t you SITTING and eating?’

This pattern of stress where the pseudo-coordinative \&edbie to bear stress
is very different to that of ConCo/ReCo. However, it is ideak to English pseudo-
coordination withtry.

(39) Why don't you at least TRY and eat?

With respect to phonological reduction, as in English psecabrdinative con-
texts, the coordinator in Afrikaans can be reduced to alsigllm] in both SI and ClI
contexts®

17Use of an auxiliary or modal improves the context, but makes ibisjble to test Cls.

18There are also many instances where the coordinator is catypéisent i.e. posture verbs are used
as DLVs. While this may be relevant to the discussion of phagiold reduction, the presence/absence of
an overt coordinator does seem to have syntactic import., Thmusfer to keep the DLV and ILV usages of
posture verbs separate for the time being.
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(40) a.Wat sit Jan [en])/[n] lees?
what sit Jan and read
‘What is Jan reading?’
b. Wat sit [en])/[n] lees Jan?
what sit and read Jan
‘What is Jan reading?’

6.1.13 Summary and findings

In the previous sections, tests originally developed tairdisiish English pseudo-
coordinative types have been applied to Afrikaans ILV cardions with a mind to
determining their place in the pseudo-coordinative tyggldeveloped in part one as
well as their underlying structure. The results of theststare tabulated in 6.2.

Table 6.2: Comparisons of ILV constructions

Property | ILV-SI [ ILV-CI
Syntactic tests
Non-ATB argument extraction  (6.1.1) v v
Non-ATB adjunct extraction (6.1.1) v v
XPs in Position B (6.1.2) No No
XPs in Position C (6.1.2) Vv No
Overt subject in verbal string (6.1.2) No No
Partial VP-Ellipsis (6.1.5) N.A. N.A.
Coordinator Substitution (6.1.6) No No
Semantic tests
Subject restricted by Verb A 6.1.3) v v
Semantic bleaching of Verb A (6.1.4) No No
Semantic subordination (6.2.10) v v
Bothmodification (6.1.7)] No No
Wide-scope reading of Quantifier (6.1.8) v v
Restrictions on possible Verb A (6.1.9) v v
Morphological and phonological tests
MSC (6.1.11)] N.A. | N.A.
FocusaND (6.1.12)| No No
Focus Verb A (6.1.12 v v

This table shows clearly that there is no difference in eithe syntactic or seman-
tic behaviour of complex versus simplex initials. The orkgeptions to this are that
a Cl is a strict, head-like constituent and is absolutelyeémpeable to any non-verbal
material, whereas when the verbal stringnisitu it is clearly not a constituent. Thus
the only differences between Sis and Cls relate to theirttaescy. This leads to the
inescapable conclusion that both Sis and Cls are derivettiie same base structure.
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XPs in Position B (6.1.2 v | Some No No No
XPs in Position C (6.1.2) v | No No Some | Somé
Overt subject in verbal string (6.1.2) v - - No No
Partial VP-ellipsis (6.12.5 v v No N.A.
Coordinator substitution (6.1.8) v No No No No
Semantic tests
Subject restricted by Verb A (6.1.3) Vv v No v v
Semantic bleaching of Verb A (6.1.4) No No v No No
Semantic subordination (6.1.10) No v v v v
Distributivity (6.1.7) v No No No No
Wide-scope reading of quantifier (6.1.8) No No v v v
Restrictions on possible Verb A (6.1.9) No v v v v
Morphological and phonological tests
MSC (6.1.11)| No v v No Morph. | N.A.
FocusaNnD (6.1.12) v No No No No
Focus Verb A (6.1.12 v | No(?) No v v

‘Low adverbs and some types of objects can occur in Positiohéhthe verbal string
is in itsin situ position. When the verbal string is in verb-second positimihing can

occur within it.
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Afrikaans ILVs differ from ConCo constructions becauseytde not exhibit se-
mantic bleaching of the pseudo-coordinative predicatethadLV selects the sub-
ject. As has been discussed in chapter (7) it the structuf@oofCo predicates (that
is, a complex predicate head) forces semantic bleachingeopseudo-coordinative
predicate and ensures that the lexical verb selects theduBjhese facts alone are
sufficient to demonstrate that ILVs are not ConCo constoueti Nevertheless, sight
should not be lost of the fact that ILVs are also pseudo-doatiye and thus have
many characteristics in common with ConCo.

In fact, Afrikaans ILVs appear to behave similarly to Enfglonstructions using
pseudo-coordinativery. In addition to general pseudo-coordinative propertibeyt
both lack some characteristics of constituent-hood. Téurse adverbs can marginally
occur betweertry and the lexical verb, and in Afrikaars situ strings, some objects
can occur in this position. Moreovdry constructions can be partially elided which
shows that they are not a constituent. This test is inapgkda Afrikaans which lacks
VP deletion, but the argumentation is the same: the verbagstare not constituents
in either casé? In both English and Afrikaans constructions, the pseudardioative
verb is not semantically bleached but retains its lexicahmiregg and consequently
places selectional restrictions on the subject. This requent for agentivity is in ac-
cordance with the lexical selectional requirements fosé¢heerbs. It is also the case
that, in both these constructions, focus can be placed gpsthigdo-coordinative verb.
This is quite different to ConCo constructions in Englisherdsuch focus is not fe-
licitous. Finally, in one particular respect, namely the G)She similarity between
English and Afrikaans constructions is extremely inténgstThere is a remarkable
correspondence between the ban on all inflection in pseadmdmativetry construc-
tions and the fact that Afrikaans has no verbal inflection.

It comes as a welcome result that pseudo-coordination twittwhich until now
has been an exceptional fact about Engtigh can be seen to be a productive type
of pseudo-coordination. | will call this type of pseudo-odioation Non-contiguous
pseudo-coordination to express the fact that, in contm&anCo, the verbal string
is not contiguous, at least in the situ position. Thus, the Afrikaans data support the
typology of pseudo-coordinative constructions develdpezhapters (2) and (3). The
current version of the typology is illustrated in figure 6ritbe following page.

In addition, the properties of ILV antly constructions can be used to illuminate
their respective properties. The following chapter wiltlme an analysis of pseudo-
coordination with Afrikaans ILVs and DLVs.

6.2 Conclusion

This chapter had two aims. The first was to show that there walfference between
simplex initials and complex initials with respect to theémantic and syntactic prop-
erties. The fact that these two phenomena exhibit idenpicgderties can only mean

19Note the that the same point is still valid, even if one addpésview that the object, supposedly in
Spec AgrOP, is actually in a specifier @. In either case, deletion of the projection housing theabj
(whether AgrOP ovP) will delete the entire pseudo-coordinative string.



154 Conclusion

Figure 6.1: Pseudo-coordination in English and Afrikaans

Coordination

Ordl.nmy Pseudo-coordination
Coordination
SceCo ConCo Non-contiguous
SceCo sitconCo tryEng.
ReCo goconCo ILVSAfr_
etc.

that they are derived from the same base. The fact makestt@anation particularly
difficult given the current syntactic toolbox.

The second aim of this chapter was to explore the nature ofdaNstructions
and to determine where they fitted into the typology devedojpeprevious chap-
ters. It has been demonstrated that ILV constructions aleeid pseudo-coordinative.
The tests developed in previous chapters also leave no doaibllV constructions
pattern similarly to English pseudo-coordination witli. This supports the earlier
claim that pseudo-coordinatitey is a solitary exemplar of a different type of pseudo-
coordination. This finding also means that an analysis o§laWd pseudo-coordinative
try will have to be sought which is both different to the analy#isonCo and yet
which retains the similarities with ConCo. This is the topfche following chapter.



Chapter 7

Quirky verb movement and
subatomic structure

In chapter (6), | outlined the properties of Afrikaans psggdordination with ILVs.
These constructions raise some interesting problems faastic theory. They force
a reevaluation of how verb second might operate, place mgity on the agenda and
raise the spectre of counter-cyclic operations within ttesygnar.

7.1 The nature of the problem

As discussed in chapters (5) and (6), Afrikaans ILV constomns occur when a closed
class of posture verbs (i.gt, staan loopandlé) are followed by a pseudo-coordinative
particle and a lexical verb.

Q) a.Hy sal die heeldag na die wolke 1€ en kyk
He will the whole day at the clouds lie and look

'He’ll lie looking up a the clouds all day’
b. Hy 1&é die heeldag na die wolke 1& en kyk
he lie the whole day at the clouds and look
'He lies looking at the clouds the entire day’
c. Hy 18 en kyk die heeldag na die wolke 16 en kyk
he lie and look the whole day at the clouds
'He lies looking at the clouds the entire day’ (Robbers 189Y:

The first example (1a) shows tlire situ position of the pseudo-coordinative ver-
bal string. | assume that Afrikaans, like Dutch, does notehsivort Vw movement
(Barbiers 2000) and that the verbs constituting the verbsadgsin (6a) are in their
base positions. The second example (1b) shows that ILV karigtns interact with
verb-second in the usual way: in the absence of a higher thelblV itself undergoes



156 The nature of the problem

verb second. The third example (1c) is curious and unpreteden the Germanic
verb-second languages: what looks like a complex, cootelihpredicate has moved
to the second positichAs shown in chapter (6), there is no distinction between a ClI
and an Sl as regards their behaviour in a number of syntaaticsamantic tests. |
will call this the CI/SI alternation. There are a number afllems posed by the CI/SI
alternation with pseudo-coordinative posture verbs irik&fins. Questions are raised
concerning the status and category of the pseudo-coondirgrticle in Afrikaans as
well as the structure attributed to ILV constructions and/hidv constructions relate

to the ConCo/ReCo types of complex predicates which haeadyr been motivated

in chapters (2) through (4).

7.1.1 The nature and status of the pseudo-coordinative paxle

The Afrikaans ILV construction contrasts with its Dutch aterpart in that the Afrikaans
construction uses a coordinative marker whereas the Datt$tiziction uses a subor-
dinative constructioR.

(2) a. Jan sit die boek en lees
Jan sit the book and read

‘Jan was reading the book’ [AFR]

b. Jan zat het boek te lezen
Jan sit.3sG the book to readiNF

‘Jan was reading the book’ [DUT]

There is absolutely no reason to doubt that the Dutch cootgtruis indeed a
run-of-the-mill infinitival construction. However, the Akaans posture construction
does not behave as its Dutch counterpart does as is evidenttfre discussion in
chapter (6). There is thus, no real reason to assume thaftika#@ns construction has
a structure comparable to a Dutch infinitival sentence.

One of the themes unifying this dissertation has been themgsson that coordi-
nation is always coordinative despite appearances. Tleast®on of English pseudo-
coordination has demonstrated that this assumption yietdeesting results. Thus, it
is taken as axiomatic that the coordinative marker in Aiik®ILV pseudo-coordinations
is indeed coordination.

a. AND is a two-place operator,

b. whereaND and its arguments are in a specifier-complement relatipraftthe

following kind: [, V [AND [V]]] (where « is an XP for coordination of XPs

1This construction (a Cl) is not unique to ILVs but can alsouragith a subset of Afrikaans verbs that
also undergo ‘verb raising’ (Evers 1976), namely DLVs. Initidd, note that the order of verbs in final
position is the same as the order of verbs in the verb-secositiggn namely 1-2. Assuming the Mirror
Principle (Baker 1985), this appears to rule out a head-moneamalysis where the lexical verb head-
moves to T/C via cyclic left-adjunction to higher heads. Néweless, | will argue for a head-movement
analysis that retains Baker’s insights.

2Middle Dutch originally used a construction similar to psewmbordination. However, this was sup-
planted by the infinitival posture construction during theéeenth century (Kuteva 1999).
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(Dougherty 1970, Progovac 1998a;b) and wheres a head when heads or
features of heads are coordinated (chapters (3) and (4)).
c. Coordination is subject to the Law of Coordination of Lsk@Villiams (1978)
and chapter (4)) and
d. to the Coordinate Structure Constraint (Ross (1967) hagter (4).
The advantage of a system based on this axiom is obviousainasfit leads to a
substantial reduction in the complexity in the lexical eggntation of coordination. It
also offers the hope of a solution that allows coordinatimalivays be compositional.

7.1.2 Placing ILVs in the ReCo/ConCo context

The second set of problems raised by Afrikaans ILV consimastrelates to phrase
structure. Essentially, all the evidence shows that when & @ second position,
it is a complex head. The existence of complex, coordinatat is discussed in
previous chapters on ConCo/ReCo. Moreover, complex Re@dshean also undergo
verb second in Dutch, so the Afrikaans Cl constructions ateerceptional in this
regard.

3) a. Jan leest en leest ieder dag
Jan read.3G and read.3G every day

‘Jan reads and reads every day’ [DUT]
b. Jan lees en lees elke dag

Jan read and read every day

‘Jan reads and reads every day’ [AFR]

Before continuing, itis worthwhile to note that in Dutch aiflikaans, the complex-
head status of ReCo predicates is corroborated by the fadhiky occur in the second
position. This position is reserved exclusively for hedéisithermore, ReCo predi-
cates display a matrix-embedded positional asymmetry regpect to their position
in the clause. In short, they have the same distribution dsaVéeads.

(4) a. Waarom lees en lees Jan altyd?
why read and read Jan always

‘Why does Jan always read and read?’

b. ...dat Jan altyd lees en lees
...that Jan always read and read

‘...that Jan always reads and reads’

The proposed structure for English ConCo/ReCo constnugti®illustrated here
and | assume it can be generalized to Afrikaans ReCo conistnsdoo.

3The assumption that pseudo-coordination is always reatiaation precludes an analysis where the
ILV, coordinator and lexical verb all head their own projeas in a subordinative structurg:p ILV [¢n,p
en[y p V]I This structure would simply not satisfy the structuratjuirements that coordination have two
arguments.
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Afrikaans has ReCo constructions that behave very simitartheir Dutch coun-
terparts. Thus structure (5) is sufficient for examples th@se in (3). However, the
evidence presented in chapter (6) showed that ConCo/Re@dL¥nconstructions
are quite clearly different. Another argument that shovas $hConCo/ReCo structure
is inappropriate for Afrikaans ILV constructions is givearl. Whereas in ILV con-
structions, the first coordinated verb can undergo verbygin isolation (7a), this
is impossible in ReCo contexts (7b) since it would seemimglplve extraction from
within a coordination structure.

(6) a. Waarom sing en sing Jan die hele dag?
why sing and sing Jan the whole day?

‘Why does Jan sing and sing all day?’

b. Waarom sit en sing Jan die hele dag?
why sit and sing Jan the whole day

‘Why does Jan sing all day?’

7 a. Waarom sit Jan die hele dag sit en sing?
why sit Jan the whole day and sing

‘Why does Jan sing all day?’

b. *Waarom sing Jan die hele dag sirg en sing ?
why sing Jan the whole day and sing
‘Why does Jan sing and sing all day?’
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This contrast clearly means that ConCo/ReCo and ILV coostmis cannot be
analysed in the same way. At an intuitive level, it would setiat ConCo/ReCo
constructions differ from ILV constructions insofar as feemer modify Aktionsart
whereas ILV constructions modify aspect. This would meat @onCo/ReCo con-
structions are creatures of the ‘deep’ VP level whereas lakstructions are part of
the menagerie of more ‘functional’ projections. This ititi will be made more ex-
plicit during this chapter.

7.2 A proposed structure for ILV constructions

In this section, | will argue for a particular structure urgimg Afrikaans ILV con-
structions. | assume that verbs are lexically specified thighfollowing types of cate-
gories.

Table 7.1: Specifications of verbs

Type of verb| Assumed Specification
Big V +LEX
Little v +ASP
Posture verb +ASP
DLV +ASP
Modals +MOD

Thus, lexical verbs are specified as Ex], a property that is independently nec-
essary to distinguish them from auxiliaries, modals ankit ligerbs of all types. Little
vlacks a [+.EX] feature as it is essentially a light verb. In addition, iskan aspectual
feature. This is consistent with a variety of views, inchglthe notion that accusative
case (assigned byis actually aspectual in nature (Svenonius 2002, Verku@3}9
not to mention the fact thathas frequently been associated with causativity. Finally,

| assume modals to be specified as being different to lexiegds/with a [+o0D]
feature?

(8) a.Hy sal die heeldag na die wolke 1€ en kyk
He will the whole day at the clouds lie and look

'He’ll lie looking up a the clouds all day’

b. vP
/\
v VP
/\ /\
sit v Object,
/\ [ Particle ‘
en v \Vj

4Presumably, the featuresi[ex] and [+vmoD] are a convenient shorthand for more fundamental feat-
ural differences between lexical verbs and modals.
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In an example like (8a), the underlined verbal string is #irit situ position. |
propose that th&P-shell structure underlying this kind of ILV constructienthat
illustrated in (8b).

The lexical verb is generated in big V and has an object asisrsiesulting in
QV order as discussed by Barbiers (2000). | will also assuhs,separable verbal
particles are generated in a specifier of the lexical vethpabh presumably not the
same one occupied by the objécthe little v c-commands VP as is usual. Little
assigns accusative case to the object and a theta role tolifeets

| take the coordinator and the ILV to be heads adjoined tie ktforming a com-
plex predicate head with the form; ILV [en [V]]]. This structure is actually quite
similar to that proposed for ConCo/ReCo and is entirely test with my basic as-
sumptions about coordination. | take the coordinative miatt be a real coordination
lexeme. Given that both the ILV anchave |v] features and are specified asp|, the
Law of Coordination of Likes is satisfied at a feature lell.

The broader question is why verbs lik& and other ILVs can be specified as
being aspectual. The answer is probably that certain fuedéahposture verbs etc.
are more ‘primitive’ and lend themselves naturally to haviheir function extended
from a lexical meaning to a purely grammatical one. This g t#edence by the fact
that these verbs tend to grammaticalize cross-linguitiiduteva 1999).

7.2.1 Evidence from the distribution of adverbs, objects, dojects
and separable particles

In addition to the fact that structure (8) adequately takés consideration the most
basic assumptions about coordination and the structuteeeft shell, there is also a
variety of syntactic evidence for this proposed structlites evidence comes from the
distribution of adverbs, subjects, objects and partidsdescribed in section (6.1.2),
for anin situILV verb string, there are three logical possibilities wéiene might find
XP material.

) le  en  kyk
Ta B Te

According to the structure proposed in (8b), Position A esponds to SpeeP
and anything higher than that, corresponding to a varieppsitions in the Mittelveld.
Consequently, one would expect adverbials of all kindsjesii and objects to occur
in positions before the verbal string. Position B would beeiinal to the complex,

5Nothing in the analysis hinges on this. It would also be gaesio postulate a unique projection for
separable particles. All that is important in my analysis &t tie particle occurs in a position between
the lexical verb and the coordinative marker. | assume thak&dns separable particles are XPs, or more
precisely, a P head within a small-clause XP (Den Dikken 1@f&ron 1990), as opposed to non-separable
particles which are incorporated.

61n this respect, the ILV construction utilizes the same meisimaas ConCo/ReCo, where coordination
of features is at stake.

"There may be varieties where the posture verb is coordinaitbdtve lexical verb itself. See discus-
sion in the appendix (7.A.1).



Quirky verb movement and subatomic structure 161

coordinated head, and thus no XP material could ever occhisiposition. Position C
corresponds to Spec VP and so one would expect tarisitu objects, verbal particles
and very low manner adjuncts in this position. These praxistare confirmed by the
distributional data discussed in section (2.1.2). A sunynaduwhich type of XP can

occur where is summarized in table (6.1), repeated here 2 (7

Table 7.2: Distributions of subject, objects, particled adverbs (repeated from page
141)

Position A B C
Subjects v" | No | No
Higher Adverbs v' | No | No
Low Adverbs v | No | v
Bare Objects v | No| v
Separable ParticlesNo | No | v

7.2.2 Evidence from other properties of ILV constructions

In chapter (6) a number of properties of pseudo-coordiaati¥y constructions in
Afrikaans were discussed. These properties distinguisfréddaans ILV constructions
from other types of pseudo-coordination such as ConCo a@bR& number of these
properties follow from, or are consistent with the struetproposed in (8).

ILV constructions are not islands for extraction (sectioh ). Since the scope of
the coordinator encompasses only an ILV anao arguments or adjuncts are con-
tained within the conjuncts. Thus extraction may proceeeéljr in apparently non-
ATB fashion without violating the CSC. The same argumeatatipplies to quantifier
raising discussed in section (6.1.8): quantifier raising aaply freely without induc-
ing a CSC violation.

ThevP-ellipsis facts for Afrikaans are also explained by thisaure. | argued in
section (6.1.5) that Afrikaans did not hawie ellipsis, but rather AgrOP ellipsis. Since
AgrOP dominatesP, it is not surprising that the lexical verb cannot be elidétiout
the ILV also being elided: they must both necessarily lidimithe elided constituest.

It has also been shown that the ILV is semantically subotdit@the lexical verb
and that this coincides with the lack of commutativity instltionstruction (section
6.1.10). The semantic subordination effect is expectedesihe ILV acts as a light
verb in the proposed structure while the lexical verb is tte@nmnverb. In complex-
initial contexts, the lack of commutativity — the inabiliof the ILV and the lexical
verb to invert their order — follows from the fact the ILV ismrdinate to the lexical
verb. In the base-generated order, when the ILV is coordihatithv and the lexical
verb isin sity, the lack of commutativity follows from the fact that the Iland lexical
verb are not actually coordinated in their base positions.

8] assume AgrOP to dominaig® in Afrikaans/Dutch, although it has been said to be withievP
shell in languages like English (Lasnik 2002).
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The structure in (8) is also consistent with the semantadthing, and subject-
selection facts pertaining to the ILV (sections (6.1.4) &hd.3)). The proposed struc-
ture, although different from ConCo constructions, preststmilar effects to the ConCo
structure. | argued in section (2.1.4) for English that tle@Co/ReCo structure forced
one of the verbal conjuncts to be semantically bleached.edew in the ILV struc-
ture, bleaching is not forced to occur because the lexiadl igenot coordinated with
the ILV. However, this does not mean that the ILV is never tiesl; the structure does
not preclude a bleached verb from being merged in a positigireed tov. Thus, ILV
constructions may have both bleached and non-bleachehgsad

With respect to subject selection, since the ILV is coortdidavithv, it is expected
that it will co-select a subject with. Thus, the subject of an ILV construction should
be consistent both with a subject that is selected by thedéxerb (mediated by)
as well as with a subject that is selected by the posture Yeibexpected that the
subject will always be consistent with the selectional prtips of the posture verb.

A discussion of the properties of ILVs concerning focus {gec(6.1.12)), the
MSC (section (6.1.11)) and distributivity (section 6.lis7)leferred until section (7.6).

7.2.3 Summary

In this section, evidence based on the distribution of dueobjects, subjects and
separable particles converges to support the proposedisieuln addition, the struc-
ture explains why ILV constructions are not islands for agtion of objects and is
consistent with the facts of AgrO®? ellipsis and semantic bleaching of the first verb.

7.3 Subatomic CSC

Having argued for the base structure underpinning Afrikd&¥ constructions, | will
now turn to the issue of how this structure is derived and Hantéracts with verb-
second to form Sl and CI structures.

First of all, it is an empirical fact that ILV constructiondiav the ILV to be
extracted from a seemingly coordinative structure (10b)ergmy assumption that
pseudo-coordination is always coordination. This cotgragth ReCo/ConCo con-
structions where extraction of a head out of a coordinatedpbex predicate is to-
tally ungrammatical (11b). The complex coordinated prawiés marked with square
brackets.

(20) a. Waarom [loop en eet] Jan piesangs t?
Why walk and eet Jan bananas

‘Why does Jan eat bananas?’ [Quirky verb-second]

b. Waarom loop Jan piesangs|t en v] eet?
Why walk Jan bananas and eet

‘Why does Jan eat bananas?’ [Optional extraction]
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(11) a. Waarom [loop en loop] Jan oor die duine t?
why walk and walk Jan over the dunes

‘Why does John walk and walk over the dunes?’ [ReCo]
b. *Waarom loop Jan oor die duine [t &hloop

This contrast raises some issues. Firstly, it confirms thdtdonstructions and
ReCo/ConCo constructions are fundamentally differentiture. This issue has been
solved by the fact that | have assigned two different stmesttio these constructions.
Whereas ConCo/ReCo is coordination of two lexical verbs, ¢bvstructions involve
coordination of an ILV tov.

The second issue is that they behave differently with resigethe Coordinate
Structure Constraint (Ross 1967). It seems to be the caséhthaptionality of sim-
plex versus complex initials entails a CSC violation. Theme three approaches pos-
sible here. The first would be to weaken the assumption th@atdawation is always
coordinationenmight be regarded as a subordinative element, thus evaukrg tb-
lem of extraction from a coordinate structure. Howeves thould raise a host of other
questions. A second approach might be to challenge theityatifithe CSC such as
was done by Lakoff (1986). However, this approach also saisere questions than
it resolves. Rather, it seems to me, a better strategy tmrgta CSC intact as | have
done throughout this dissertation. | make the followingmsty assumptions.

a. The CSC always holds (with the exception of ATB-extrattio
b. The LCL always holds

The original versions of the CSC and LCL have been assumepply o cate-
gories. However, there is actually no reason why this shbaldo. Categories them-
selves have been assumed to be feature-based since Chd®@g@y. (Moreover, within
the Minimalist Programme, features drive computation.<eguiently, | will appeal to
a version of the LCL that applies to features. In other wotks,LCL is not held to
apply solely to categories but also, at a ‘subatomic’ leteefeatures within feature
bundles.

(12) a. Subatomic LCL: Coordination always coordinates ‘like’ entities. Where
‘entity’ is a feature or set of features.

b. Corollary: A feature (or set of features) may only be coordinated with
another feature (of set of features) of the same type, whiglhnade
available by the syntactic structure being coordinated.

Formulating the LCL this way has implications for the CSCtragtion from
within the scope of coordination is disallowed, but crugjahe scope of coordina-
tion is determined by the entities being coordinated in etaoce with the Subatomic
LCL.
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(13) a. Subatomic CSC:Extraction from within any coordinated entity is
disallowed. Where ‘entity’ is a feature or set of featutes.

b. Corollary: Extraction out of a coordination is disallowed if that
coordination operates over the coordinated entities tebms. Extraction
is allowed if coordination does not scope over the extraetdity.

This entails that extraction out of a coordinated head asadt if that coordination
operates over features below the level of the head itsei$.SHould be seen as a strong
version of the CSC merely applied to features. Considenkisalization of what is
going on.

A
PHO PHON
(14) CAT || & CAT
¢ ¢
AKT AKT

There are two feature bundles A and B with identical featufeand B are co-
ordinated heads. Features might plausibly include phgicdb features, categorial
features, phi-features arktionsartfeatures (as discussed in chapter (3)). Sikaep
is always coordination of ‘likes’ (LCL) and since the feasiin both bundles are iden-
tical (even if not identical in the value of their features)prdination scopes over all
the features which are identical in both bundles. The scégeeaoordination in each
conjunct is illustrated by the oval8.Given this configuration which is merely the
LCL at feature level, one can uncontroversially say thatGB&€ (interpreted as coor-
dination over features) would disallow extraction of a ®ilf features (saypyHON
features) out of only one conjuntt.

Now consider the other possibility. Suppose that one feabundle was a subset
of the other. Then, under the view of the LCL that has beengseg@, coordination
would be of all ‘like’ elements in both conjuncts. This wouldsult in a situation
where not all features are under the scope of coordination.

A B
PHON
(15) CAT & CAT
¢ ¢
AKT AKT

9The second part of theMamely the Conjunct Constraimesimably affected in the same way:
extraction of any single conjunct of a coordinated entititsrentirety is disallowed.

10whether coordination reduces to anD operator binding variables denoting sets of features, or
whether coordination reduces to set unification is not eeleat the moment.

1IATB movement may remain possible.
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In this example, feature bundle B lacks phonological fesgwhereas bundle A
has them. Consequently, the phonological features caonot fhart of the coordina-
tion. They thus remain outside the scope of coordinationethe proposal that the
CSC be applied to features, this configuration would, ingpie, allow theeHONfea-
ture of the first feature bundle to be extracted in non-ATBi@as without incurring a
CSC violation. In the following sections, | will show how geabstract formulations
are instantiated in data from Afrikaafs.

7.4 Deriving head-movement properties of ReCo/ConCo
from the CSC

This view of the CSC and LCL explains why, in ReCo construttiovhere the sets
of features in both conjuncts are identical, it is not pdsstb extract the first verb
(7b). ReCo constructions conform to the schema in (14) amsl ¢lxtraction from one
conjunct is a violation of the CSC.

The same explanation applies to ConCo structures. ConGiiragtions also con-
form to the schema in (14), although the exact values of tlemplogical andAktion-
sart features may not be identical, it is the presence of thederkess and not their
specific values, that blocks extractih.

Similarly, the same explanation applies to coordinatiomafal verbs. In these
cases, coordination scopes over the categories of the mexde themselves, not over
a subset of the properties of each modal verb.

12The danger is that this allows any categories sharing atdessfeature to be coordinated. One possi-
ble limitation on the mechanism suggested here is that a auaisti feature set must always be a subset of
the broader feature set and there may not be any mutually éxefestures.

131t will be demonstrated that Afrikaans also has structuresilai to ConCo (see the appendix to
chapter (7)). For the moment it is sufficient to note that a srthifaan English ConCo construction cannot
be topicalized (section (4.1.2)).
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MODAL MODAL

PHON PHO

(18) MOD & MOD
¢ ¢

7.5 Deriving simplex and complex initials from the CSC

Until this point, | have shown purported CSC effects in R&lmiCo structures and
with coordinated modals. However, these effects might aésexplained by category
coordination; the application of the CSC to features is stoiGtly speaking, necessary
to derive these kinds of effects.

For this reason, | will now turn my attention to Afrikaans liéénstructions which
strongly suggest the veracity of the application of the C&& IaCL to features. Not
only does Afrikaans allow extraction from coordinated regdulit there are also al-
ternations that show precisely that this extraction isadiyesensitive to the feature
composition of the heads themselves.

7.5.1 Deriving simplex initials

In this section, | will discuss how to derive a simple verloesed construction with
a posture verb. In doing so | will give evidence for the stouetin (15) that allows
extraction.

(19) Jan sit nou die wolke [ts;; en V] aanstaar
Jan sit now the clouds and atPRT-stare

‘Jan is sitting and staring at the clouds’

In this example, the ILV, namelsit, was originally coordinated witta but has un-
dergone verb-second movement to T. In doing so, the ILV hagephérom within a
coordinate structur&: | propose that this type of extraction instantiates the gomé-
tion in (14) and is thus not a CSC violation at all. The deiaproceeds as follows.

a. Merge avP shell in the usual way.
vP

N

v VP

N

aan \%

staar

14Remember that this is optional; a Cl is also possible.
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b.

Now adjoin the coordinator to the headFollowing this, the posture verb is
adjoined to the complegn+v. The LCL ensures that only ‘like’ features are
coordinated. This is the only way to satisfy the selectiorglirements of co-
ordination.

vP

/\VP
N

sit \% aan \Y/

/N |

en v staar

At this point, the structure that was proposed in (8) for Rdans ILV structures
has been derived. The question still remains about how theimehe first conjunct,
namelysit, can be extracted to T. Consider carefully the feature caitipa of sit and
little v respectively. Features they have in common include catdgofeatures and
¢ featurest® Importantly howeversit has phonological features whereas liitidoes
not. Thus the complex coordinated predicate instantifiepossibility illustrated in
(15) represented here.

(20)

SIT v
PHON | o

The phonological features afit are not within the scope of coordination, under
the interpretation of the Subatomic LCL (12) | have assuri&is means that when
verb-second movement applies, the phonological featurs# oan be moved to T
and thereafter to C without any violation of the Subatomi€©g$3)16:17

15presumablysit has a complete set @f features whereas litthe has at least Case features. | do not
know whether othey features might be present on litiler whether they are on V. Nothing in this analysis
hinges on this.

18|n zwart (1997), verb-second is movement of phonologicaluiesst. A similar possibility is enter-
tained by Chomsky (1999; 2001).

17ATB movement of a few other features could also be countenabegis unnecessary for our deriva-
tion. But note that ATB cannot apply to entire conjuncts yasubparts of conjuncts. This is evident from:
*What did John eat t and t
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(22) T
/\

T vP

/\VP
RN N
sit \Y; aan \
T /N |

O en v staar

Thus, a strong interpretation of the CSC and LCL as they ajofigatures derives
Afrikaans simplex initial constructions in a principled wa

7.5.2 Derivation of Cl constructions from the CSC

Strong evidence that the CSC definitely does apply to feattomes from the fact that
the ability to extract features of the first verb (as discdgeesection (7.5.1)) is con-
tingent on littlev remaining phonologically empty. Consider the followingmple of
a complex initial.

(22) Jan sit en staar die wolke sitenv aan  staar
Jan sit and stare the clouds t atPRT t

‘Jan is sitting and staring at the clouds’

In a construction where the lexical verb is moved to secorsitipo, V must un-
dergo short W movement wherv is merged. W movement must always occur if
the lexical verb is to undergo verb-secéhihis is corroborated by the fact that the
particle has been stranded in clause-final position. Thisns¢hat V has undergone
short V¥ movement across the particle. The derivation proceeddlas/fo

a. Merge a/P shell in the usual way

\Y
/\
\% VP
N
aan A

staar

18)f vV remainsin situ, then it will not be visible at the next phase and consequenitl not be able to
move to T. This requirement appears to involve a certain degfrdeok ahead’ and is discussed in more
detail in terms of the Contingency Problem: see (33) on pageH@®&ever, for the present it is sufficient
to note that this perplexing problem exists independeritth® analysis proposed here.
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b. Raise V to littlev

staar v aan V
t

c. Now adjoin the posture verb and coordinator to littkess done before in section
(7.5.1). Again, this is the only way to satisfy the selecsibrequirements of
coordination.

(23) v
/\
v VP
N VN
sit v aan V
N |
en t

staar v

At this point, the derivation is identical to the previouspexcept that short V-
movement has occurred. Now consider the feature composifithe complex coor-
dinated head. V is adjoined taand the features of V are present on the mother f V.
This means that V effectively supplies lithewith phonological feature®. Thus, the
feature composition of both conjuncts conforms to that i) (tepresented here.

STAAR
PHO

(24) & CAT

AKT

As discussed earlier, the interpretation of the Subator@it [12) as applying to
features means that coordination scopes over all the gsatnrthese conjuncts. This
means it is not possible to extract the phonological featofg¢he ILV in isolation as

199n the P&P theory, this a result of the Government Transpar@uyllary (Baker 1985), necessary
to allow the moved head to c-command its trace. In more recent,itaskderivative from a definition of
c-command that allows left-branch constituents to ‘see’ éighan a single node (Kayne 1994).

20presumably also with features which might be present on V. Thus at this peiigt alsog-complete.
However, this is not important for the present analysis.
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occurred during the derivation of the simplex initial (3ect(7.5.1)). To do so would
be a violation of the Subatomic CSC (13).

(25) a. *Waarom sit Jan die wolke,[; en staar] aat;qq.

b. Waarom sit en staar Jan die wolke aan
Why sit and stare Jan the clouds atPRT

‘Why does Jan sit looking at the clouds?’

Example (25a) is ungrammatical if the posture verb is eigfrom the complex
coordinated head. Note thatwinovement strands the patrticle in final position. The
only grammatical outcome would be if the entire coordinatechplex predicate was
pied piped to T and thence to C. Consequently, the only pitisgils for the entire
conjunct to be moved as part of verb-second moverfiefihis derives the fact that
once V has undergone shortnfnovement, the entire verbal complex must necessarily
be pied-piped to T as part of verb-second.

7.5.3 Lists of possible and impossible derivations

The sentences | have been considering have several variahleh provide at least
ten logical possibilities. The first set of variables is wiegtthe ILV, coordinatory and
V undergo verb second movement. The second set of variablgkather short W
movement occurs. The following examples exhaust the pidiis#bof verb movement
options with ILVs and particles. In addition, the analygsdpose has two main parts:
the structure in (8) and my proposals for extraction fromrdowated heads given my
assumptions about the LCL and CSC. Given the complexity efitita, | would like
to summarize how my analysis explains each possible demat

(26) a. *SuBJ[r sitoBJ[,p Siten staar \PRT staar
b. suBJ[r sitoBJ[,p siten vPRTstaar

The first example shows a simplex initial where the lexicabveas undergone
V-v raising. This is excluded becausevVaising provides the second conjunct of the
coordinated verbal cluster with phonological featuresusitunder my assumptions,
there is no feature which is not under the scope of coordinatihich means that no
part of the first conjunct can be extracted without inducir@SLC violation.

The second example is a grammatical simplex initial wherersising has not
occurred. This means that the second conjunct of the caateirhead does not have
phonological features. Thus, according to the LCL, the plagical features of the
first conjunct, namelgit, must remain outside the scope of the coordination because
there is simply no corresponding feature in the second cahjwith which they could
be coordinated. This allows the phonological featuresiiofo undergo verb-second
movement without violating the CSC.

2IATB of all features in both conjuncts is theoretically pdsj but would then result in a stranded
coordinator. This is independently ruled out in order toidwterivations like*What did John eat t andar
*Waarom sit staar Jan [t en t] aan?
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27) a. *SsuBJ[r sitenoBJ[,p Sitenstaarv PRT staar
b. *suBJ[r sitenoBJ[,p sitenvPRTstaar

In these examples, the strisg enhas undergone verb second movement, strand-
ing v in situ This is ruled out by the fact thait enare never a constituent to the
exclusion ofv. This follows from the structure proposed in (8).

(28) a. *suBJ[r siten voBJ[,p sitenstaar-vPRT staar
b. *suBJ[r siten voBJ[,p sitenvPRTstaar

In these examples, the verbal strgigen vhas undergone verb second movement,
wherev is phonologically empty. The first configuration is ruled betause short V-
v movement has applied, which means that the lexical verbrisgpshe coordinated
head structure. Thus, there is no constituent which indaden vbut which excludes
V.

The second example, where short/Yhovement has not applied is not ruled out
specifically by my analysis. This is ruled out by an independ®nsideration often
implicit in many analyses: the lexical identification otltv.

(29) Lexical identification of Little v: When littlev is phonologically null, it must
be locally identified by bigy.

The intuition | seek to formalize here is the notion thatditt and V are very
closely related to each other and essentially work togedkes team. Even though
they are formally distinct projections, they operate, fibirgents and purposes, as a
single system. An example of this cooperation is that whilesgigns a theta role to
the object, it isv which assigns accusative case to that same object (BuiGiers
eralization (Burzio 1986)). Furthermore, in all analyséserb movement to T, it is
assumed that the verb (V) raises to T, pied pipingth it as a function of head move-
ment; there is never any mention of the possibilitwahising to T by itself222 In
some systems (eg. Larson (1988), Suranyi (2002) contra €kpi995b)) this in-
tuition is taken to an extreme: the teamwork effect is cagatiby a littlev projection
which is formed when V self-adjoirfd.Following Chomsky (1995b), Cinque (1990),
Rizzi (1990; 2002), | assume that identification is achietredugh chain formation
(antecedent government). In the case of,@ne can assume that V raisevtovertly
in English, but covertly in Afrikaans and Dutéh.Covert movement of V to & lo-
cated in a complex head of the sort | have been discussingdvaiilil be possible

22perhaps this could also be derived from a general ban on mphiogetically empty verbs in order to
satisfy verb second.

231t has been suggested to me that certain type®afupport might actually instantiate this possibility.
This particular option is ruled out in English whete-support is in response to the HMC (e.g. a negation
head). However, since the intervening head would block mowémkv as well as of V,do-support in
English cannot be movementwafAlso note that Afrikaans lackdo-support.

24 follow (Chomsky 1995a) in assuming that such self-adjumci®not a possibility in the current
system. Note that my analysis provides strong evidence ofittetatv is non-identical to V because the
only way to satisfy the LCL in the base structure is for the tivbe coordinated to an empty head.

25If the identification component of the ECP is supplantedbREE, then presumably movement might
not be necessary.
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because the head of the chain would still c-command V (assureievant apparatus
like the Government Transparency Corollary, or whateveegats place in the Mini-
malist Programme.) Having proposed this condition, it ia/muite easy to filter out
the unwanted derivation. Assume that T has just been meaogal L.V construction,
resulting in the following structure.

(30) T
R A
sit \ aan
/N \
en Vv staar

Becauser is phonetically null, it must be locally identified by big \.the entire
complex predicate were to move to T, then while the copy ofvtledt by movement
will certainly be locally identified by V, the moved constfut in T (and following
verb-second, in C) will not be able to be locally identified\byThus, pied-piping of
vto T will destroy the identification relation because V contat raise tos located in
T without crossing the trace efand thus causing a HMC violatic:’

(31) a. SUBJ|[r sit en staar \OBJ [, p SitensStaar\PRT staar
b. *suBJ[r sit enPRT staar voBJ[,p Sitenv PRT staar

The first example is grammatical and is a complex initial. @agvation is identi-
cal to that sketched in section (7.5.2). Shon Wiovement of the lexical verb creates
a complex, coordinated head replete with phonologicalfeatin both conjuncts. As
a result of the Subatomic LCL, extraction of ordig would result in a CSC violation.
The only possibility is for the entire coordinated head tovento T22

The second example is ruled out by my structure in (8) whidodas the notion
that particles are XPs and can consequently never be partahalex head such as
the one that undergoes verb-second in this context.

260ther formulations are possible. For instance, if one asstimags is locally identified by V through
the same mechanism thaio is licensed (Rizzi 1986), themneed only have features coindexed with V;
while this could be achieved through head-movement, this neetle the case. | assume that the move-
ment approach is slightly more constrained, which is why | hapted for this implementation of local
identification.

27The proposal by Van Craenenbroeck (2004), firatin particular, but possibly empty categories in
general, could be identified byERGE does not entail that the identifying element and the emptygoaye
must remain local throughout the derivation.

28This raises an interesting question. In a S|, only phonetdeatures move to T. This implies that verb
second is a PF operation. Yet in a Cl, verb-second is notfeateovement, but syntactic head-movement.
This can only mean that verb second must still be in the syntdxsamot only a PF operation. The solution
to this paradox must be that it is a syntactic operation applyo features in general. It can apply to
phonological features in the syntax, but it can also piee pigditional features.
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(32) a. *SUBJ[r MODAL OBJ|,p Sit en staar \PRT staar
b. suBJ[r MODAL OBJ[,p Sit en VPRT Staar

The first example shows an ordinary verb-second configuratitere the posture
verb remainsn situ and a modal is in second position. Howevely ¥aising has oc-
curred. This is ungrammatical for independent reasonshinad nothing to do with
posture verbs or coordination. In verb-second, OV langsi$ige Dutch, German and
Afrikaans, it seems that V only ever undergoes shovtievement if V subsequently
undergoes verb-second movement. | call this the ContingErablem.

(33) The contingency problem:Big V only ever raises to littler if verb-second of
big V subsequently occurs.

In order to understand this kind of problem more fully, cadesithe following
examples which all show the veracity of the generalization.

(34) a.Jan sal die wolke v aanstaar
Jan will the clouds v atPRT-stare

‘Jan will stare at the clouds’
b. *Jan sal die wolke staar aan t [Contingency problem]

Ungrammaticality results when a modal moves to secondipnsiind short W
raising occurs, stranding the verbal particle in the prece@ghen a modal moves to
the second position, then the lexical verb cannot raise The same can be illustrated
in an embedded context.

(35) a.dat Jan die wolke v aanstaar
that Jan the clouds v atPRT-stare

‘that Jan stares at the clouds’
b. *dat Jan die wolke staar aan [The same in embedded context]

Even in an embedded context where all verbs renmasity, it can be seen that
ungrammaticality results when shortwmovement occurs. All this data supports the
generalization that the lexical verb can only move fidt subsequently also undergoes
verb second movement. While this is undeniably a problem,ulgvtke to point out
that it is not a problem unique to ILV constructions but is arengeneral property of
verb-second?®

29The problem can be made even more explicit. Note that it is maplgian option to claim that short
V-v raising (movement to the phase edge) is in principle free, hatigubsequent operations will cause
the derivation to crash if V, having moved to the phase edges dot proceed to undergo verb second. The
problem is that nothing causes the derivation to crash simeedal verb can be merged aftervhovement
has occurred, resulting in the modal moving to second positi@result is still ungrammatical.

One solution might be to say that economy of movement is evalugiaehlly’ at the end of the deriva-
tion. Thus, VW movement, if it occurred without being licensed by subsequemtement to T would be
uneconomical and the derivation would crash. The problerh thits is that it requires global economy
evaluations which would undermine the very basis for phasd<gclicity in the first place.

The other solution would be to encode some kind of look-ahed#ue system. Although there are doubt-
less technical solutions to this, | leave them for futureeaesh. At the moment, | merely want to make the
problem explicit.
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In fact, the contingency problem might have implications égclic movement
more generally. Thus, in an embedded WH question, the WH itest mave, first to
the edge of vP, then to the edge of the embedded clause, tHemddge of the matrix
vP and finally to Spec CP of the matrix clause.

(36) a. Who did John say that Peter would take on a date?
b. [cpWH...[Lpt...[cpt...[,pt...t]]]

Only the last of these movements is actually motivated by a féétdre in Spec
CP of the matrix clause. In addition, it is well known that i item cannot remain
in an intermediate position, say Spec vP, in English.

(37) <who> did John<*who> say<*who> that Peter would<*who> takety g
on a date

Thus it would appear the cyclic WH movement is also subjecttypa of contin-
gency condition: a moved constituent only moves to the edgephase if it subse-
quently undergoes further movement. This remains an isshe solved by a general
theory of movement?

Returning to the example in (32b), this configuration is gratical because V-
raising has not occurred and the contingency problem isdsgzh

The cases of ReCo and coordinated modals in Afrikaans aveajdained by this
analysis.

(38) a. Waarom loop en loop Jan oor die duine?
why walk and walk Jan over the dunes

‘Why does John walk and walk over the dunes?’ [ReCo]
b. *Waarom loop Jan oor die duine [t en loop]?

(39) a.Jan [kan en moet] vandag skooltoe gaan!
Jan can and must school-to go

‘John can and must go to school today!’ [Modals]
b. *Kan Jan [t en moet] vandag skooltoe gaan?

These examples clearly show that coordinated modals and Re@exts do not
allow the first conjunct to be extracted. Under the approadReCo | have developed
for English (see chapter (3)), ReCo involves coordinatisua-head level of identical
features. Given the feature-based interpretation of th@®mic LCL and Subatomic
CSC, there would be no phonological feature outside theesobgoordination and
consequently no possibility of extracting any feature fitbmmfirst conjunct. The same
logic applies to modals which are obviously category camtion3! Consequently,
extraction from the first conjunct is impossible.

301t is not possible to solve the problem by suggesting that meve chains must be shown to have
been feature-motivated at the end of the derivation. Doingadd reintroduce global economy conditions
which are the very thing that a phase-based model would semlotd.

31The interpretation of coordinated modals is not that thesmiae subpart of the first modal which is
coordinated with a subpart of the second; there are no serrtdetiching effects etc.
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7.6 The other properties of ILV constructions

A number of the properties of ILV constructions brought uphapter (6) have already
been discussed in sections (7.2.1) and (7.2.2). In thisosethe remaining properties
discussed in chapter (6) are reviewed.

It appears to be possible to place focus on the ILV itselft{se¢6.1.12)) but not
on the coordinative marker, leading to the ability to redtie= coordinative marker.
This does not necessarily follow from the proposed strectout would be consistent
with it. In their base positions, thikV+en+v constituent is a separate phonological
word from the lexical verb. In the complex held/+en+v, the ILV is lexically spec-
ified for stress, whereas by definition, cannot carry stress; the coordinative miarke
being a functional element does not have lexical stresss,Tine carrier of primary
lexical stress is the ILV. Since the lexical verb is not a ¢ibnent with the ILV in its
base position, the lexical verb is part of a separate phgizdbword and is stressed
accordingly. In the event of a complex initial being forméuke ILV and the lexical
verb are part of a single head. The indications are that thigptex head is part of a
single phonological word and main lexical stress is resblyethe phonological com-
ponent and is assigned to the lexical verb. During all of,tthie coordinator is never
stressed.

It is instructive to compare this state of affairs with thatdonCo contexts. Since
ConCo predicates are always complex heads, it will alwaythéease that the main
stress is assigned to the lexical verb and never to the cwatadi or the pseudo-
coordinative light verb. It is thus not possible to placeu®on these two components
in ConCo contexts.

Focussing effects are related to the lack of true distveuteadings in ILV con-
structions (section 6.1.7). It is not possible to utilizestributive marker such asok
‘also’ because such markers require two separate evenllsV lconstructions, there
is only a single event (and only a single Eveni®/and so distributive markers are
disallowed. However, since the event is also a complex driejd not to say that the
ILV is devoid of all meaning. Clearly, it can impart a duratiffavour to the construc-
tion where the subject carries out the activity denoted lgyltlV concurrently with
the activity denoted by the main lexical verb. This resultsgadings likeJohn was
busy reading while sittingtc.

The fact that coordinator substitution cannot occur in Ilahstructions (section
6.1.6) is a general property of pseudo-coordinative canstms in general and does
not follow from structure (8).

Afrikaans is, at best, neutral with respect to the MSC (sec(6.1.11)) and so
there is not much to discuss with respect to structure (8)Arikaans. The facts for
English may be more interesting.

7.7 Conclusion

In this chapter, | have outlined an analysis of Afrikaanstpesverb constructions
and also shown how they interact with complex and simpletaisiin Afrikaans. The
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fact that traditional notions of the CSC and LCL patently ifaithe case of Afrikaans
posture verbs shows that these concepts are due for revismwever, it seems un-
necessary to throw the baby out with the bathwater. In fadplpt a strong version of
the CSC and LCL applied to features: the Subatomic CSC (18)Sathatomic LCL
(12) respectively.

Afrikaans is unique insofar as it has complex initials whiek a very useful test
case for these reformulated conditions. This unique ptgpdrAfrikaans in allow-
ing complex initials has been shown to be dependent on whethas phonological
features or not. This alternation provides direct evidesfdabe fact that the LCL and
CSC apply to feature¥®.

The advantage of this approach is that it retains the insigéhind the CSC and
LCL. These two properties of coordination are not formallgakened at all by the
new definition. In fact, it has been shown that a more rigointespretation of these
two conditions yields greater insight into a broader ranigenapirical results.

7.A Appendix: Complex initials and direct linking verbs

Complex initials are not a phenomenon restricted to psewdodinative predicates.
As mentioned in section (5.2.2), in some constructions, t&waore verbs may be
juxtaposed without any intervening coordinator or submathr. This phenomenon is
seen in Afrikaans Cls with DLVs (12) repeated here as (40b).

(40) a.Sy kom vandag die boek lees
she come today the book read

‘She will read the book today’

b. Sy kom lees vandag die boek
She come read today the book

‘She will read the book today’

| will argue that, notwithstanding the lack of an overt cdoedor, DLV Cls in
Afrikaans exhibit many properties of pseudo-coordinatieastructions of the same
type as Afrikaans ILV constructions with overt coordinatofhus, it may ultimately
be possible to unify the analysis of pseudo-coordinatiesligates with analyses of
‘bare’ complex predicates more generally.

7.A.1 DLVs are not a homogeneous class

The hypothesis that ILVs and DLVs may have much in common si¢ede quali-
fied. The class of DLVs is not homogeneous and there are éliffeypes of DLVs.
Only a subset of DLVs can thus occur both in Cls and Sls, ansktlage the focus
of the following sections. In other words, a subset of DLVhibk some of the same
distributional properties as ILVs.

32The very notion of operations being defined in terms of categds unformulable in the current
theory; categories themselves reduce to features in theifafalV, £N] schema (Chomsky 1970).
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DLVs with CI/SI optionality

The following DLVs can occur in both Cls and Sls as shown bymgxas (41) to (46):
probeer‘try’, begin‘begin/start’,bly ‘keep on doing’ kom‘come’, leer ‘learn’.

(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46)

a. Waarom probeer lees Jan die boek?

why try read Jan the book
‘Why does Jan try and read the book?’

. Waarom probeer Jan die boek lees?

Why try Jan the book read

. Waarom begin lees Jan die boek?

why begin read Jan the book
‘Why does Jan begin to read the book?’

. Waarom begin Jan die boek (te) lees?

why begin Jan the book (to) read

. Waarom leer lees Jan die boek?

why learn read Jan the book
‘Why does Jan learn to read the book?’

. waarom leer Jan die boek (te) lees?

why learn Jan the book (to) read

.Waarom bly lees Jan die boek?

why stay read Jan the book
‘Why does Jan keep reading the book?’

. Waarom bly Jan die boek lees?

why stay Jan the book read

. Waarom kom eet Jan by ons?

why come at Jan with us
‘Why does Jan come and eat at our house?’

. Waarom kom Jan by ons eet?

why come Jan with us eat

. Die heelagter laat val die bal

the full-back let.cause fall the ball
‘The full-back dropped the ball' (Van Niekerk 1995:150)

. Die heelagter laat die bal val

the full-back let.caus the ball fall
‘The full-back dropped the ball’ (Van Niekerk 1995:150)



178 Appendix: Complex initials and direct linking verbs

The following two examples also appear to allow CI/SI| opdility, although native
speaker judgements do differ about the grammaticality @fctmplex initials. There
does nevertheless appear to be a contrast between the gamglsimplex initials.

47 a. %Waarom help lees Jan Sanet die boek?

why help read Jan Sanet the book?
‘Why does Jan help Sanet read the book?’

b. Waarom help Jan Sanet die boek lees?
why help Jan Sanet the book read

(48) a. %Waarom laat lees Jan Sanet die boek?
why let-PERMISSIVE read Jan Sanet the book

‘Why does Jan let Sanet read the book?’

b. Waarom laat Jan Sanet die boek lees?
why let-PERMISSIVE Jan Sanet the book read

In all the (a) examples, the DLV moves to the second positi@h@ed pipes the
lexical verb to form a CI. The (b) examples show that this ismandatory; ordinary
verb-second of only the DLV may also occur without any appachange in meaning.

DLVs without CI/SI optionality

The following DLVs cannot optionally occur in either Cl or 8bnstructionsbeter,
and fossilizedaat (as inlaat spaandefLet's get going’)3® Some of these only occur
in SI contexts; they are ungrammatical in Cl constructions.

(49) a. *Waarom beter lees Jan die boek?
why beter read Jan the book

‘Why had Jan better read the book?’

b. Waarom beter Jan die boek lees?
why beter Jan die boek lees

There are also a number of other verbs that are more diffizcgiategorize. These
includegaan‘will/go’ which is ambiguous and discussed separately tiisa (7.A.1).
In addition, DLVs likebastado not behave like prototypical verbs.

(50) Basta nonsens loop praat!
NEG nonsensewalk speak

‘Stop speaking nonsense!’

(51) a. Jan moet nou basta nonsens praat!
you must now NEG nhonsensespeak

“You must stop talking nonsense now!’

33¢f. Causativdaat in example (48).
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b. *Waarom basta Jan nonsens praat?
Why NEG Jan nonsensespeak

‘Why does Jan stop speaking nonsense?’

Example (50) illustrates a typical example of the use of thgative exhortative
basta This lexeme has been claimed to be a DLV as it can occur inaVethsters
(51a) (Donaldson 1993). However, it does not behave likgoec&y verb insofar as it
does not undergo verb second (51b) (De Vos 2661).

Egressive complex predicates

Some Afrikaans linking verbs must always occur in completidals. This is true for
the egressive DLVdpop ‘walk’ (Du Plessis 1990:73) and, as | will argugaan‘go’.

(52) a.Jan het die bokke loop skiet
Jan Aux.have the buck walk shoot

‘Jan went and shot the buck’

b. Jan loop skiet die bokke
Jan walk shoot the buck

‘Jan goes and shoots the buck’
c. *Jan loop die bokke skiet

Jan walk the buck shoot
‘Jan goes and shoots the buck’

Example (52a) shows an auxiliary in the second position witlerbal cluster in-
cluding the DLVloop ‘walk’. (52b) shows that the verbal cluster can undergo verb
second as a Cl. Interestingly, however, DIaop cannot undergo verb second inde-
pendently forming a simplex initial (52é}.Note, however, that when an overt coordi-
nator is used, theloop switches function and is considered an ILV and a S| becomes
possible. Thus (53) should be contrasted with (52c).

(53) Jan loop die bokke en skiet

Jan walk the buck and shoot
‘Jan goes and shoots buck’

The fact that obligatory Cls occur with DL\op indicates that excorporation of
one of the verbs is not always a viable option in Afrikaans #ng indicates the
presence of structures that are akin to those of English G6R&Co constructions,

34This lexeme is probably grammaticalized. Native speakersesg@n intuition that in these exhortative
types of contexts, verbs likeastado not actually behave in a verbal function (Prof. Hans ds$ (p.c.)).

35The suggestion of Du Plessis (1990) is tHi skakelwerkwoorde dan geanaliseer word as deeltjies
eerder as afsonderlike werkwoordnat linking verbs can be more readily analysed as verbaices
than as independent verbs [author’s paraphrase]). Hontveseems incorrect insofar as separable verbal
particles are always stranded by verb movement.
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namely a complex predicate that behaves, to all intents arbpes, as a single verb
might.

DLV loop seems quite similar in its semantics to English Corgoolt places
emphasis on the ‘run up’ to an activit§.This claim is supported by notes in the
literature. Thus, Robbers (1997:64) claims that Obdp ‘walk’ is inchoative rather
than progressivé’ This is demonstrated by the following example.

(54) a. Hoe vinnig sal Jan die boek loop lees?
how quickly will Jan the book walk read

‘How quickly will Jan read the book’

b. Hoe vinnig loop lees Jan die boek?
how quickly walk read Jan the book

‘How quickly does Jan get down to reading the book’
‘How quickly will Jan read the book’

The first example is the base structure showing thap ‘walk’ can occur as a
DLV in a verbal cluster (54a). Example (54b) shows both thataamner adjunct can
be extracted in the context of a complex iniftélThere are two possible readings, it
appears. Not only can this be a question about the mannetafsieeading, but it
can also be a question about the prospective nature of thn. &dgus it seems that
DLV loop ‘walk’, like English ConCogo, contributes a prospective meaning to the
construction.

Two facts about DLMoop ‘walk’ draw attention to its intrinsic nature. The first is
that it patterns with ReCo in CI contexts: it obligatorilycoes in Cls. The second is
that it has a prospective interpretation. Both these faet€ansistent with DLMoop
‘walk’ being a ConCo construction, with the obvious imptica that the coordinator
must be phonetically empty.

The same effect can be shown with the Dbdan ‘go’, although the effect is
masked by modajaan‘will’. It is a curious fact about Afrikaans that whegaanis in
the second position it acts as a future modakn‘will'. However, when it is not in
second position, it acts as an egressive vgalan‘go’.

(55) a.Wat wil Jan gaan eef
What want Jan go eat

‘What does John want to (go and) eat?’

b. Wat gaan eet Jan die heeltyd?
What go eat Jan the whole time

‘What does John (go and) eat the entire time?’
“*What will John eat the entire time?’

36This was pointed out to me independently by one of my informdfits.term ‘run up’ is hers (Theresa
Biberauer, (p.c.)).

371t is also worth noticing that for the other egressive Dgdan ‘go’, Donaldson gives an English
translation which utilizes pseudo-coordination (Donaefd4993:275).

38As demonstrated by example (52), a simplex initial with Didgpis not possible.
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c. Wat gaan Jan die heeltyd eef
What go Jan the whole time eat

“*What does John (go and) eat the entire time?’
‘What will John eat the entire time?’

Example (55a) shows dn situ verbal cluster with the egressive veghan‘go’.
(55b) shows a Cl whergaan‘go’ is interpreted as an egressive verb. However, (55c)
demonstrates that whaegaan‘go’ undergoes verb second independently, then it ob-
tains a strong, future modal reading of a kind that is lackm¢b5a,b). This means
that modalgaan‘will’ never occurs in Cls. This is consistent with the earlfindings
that modals and auxiliaries never occur in Cls (section.2$)20n the other hand,
egressivegaan‘go’ must always occur as a Cf.Thus, a Cl withgaanwill always
have an egressive reading (55b) whereas a Sl will alwaysdawere, modal reading
(55c¢).

There is independent evidence for the existence of at lvasidars in Afrikaans.
Consider the following examples from Velddrifse Visser(d&/T), where gaanmay
be doubled.

(56) As dit more mooiweer is, gaan ons gaan visvang
If it tomorrow good weatheris go us go fishing
‘If there is good weather tomorrow we are going to go fishinggiperg
1950:63:VVT)

(57) Ons gaan vanaand gaan gool
We go tonight go  drink

‘Tonight we are going to go drinking’ (Heiberg 1950:64:VVT)

Thus, there may be two functional projections, both lexiesl bygaan The tense
projection can be filled by the future modgdan ‘will’, while the lower, egressive
functional head can be instantiated with eitgaan‘go’ or loop ‘walk’. Furthermore,

these lower egressive verbs form a ConCo predicate and thamxcorporated from
it. 4

The use of posture verbs as DLVs

The previous section opened up the question of posture \ming used as DLVSs,
that is, without an overt coordinator. It was shown that wieap is used without a
coordinator, then it functions as a DLV in a ConCo-like comstion. In other words,
the presence or absence of the coordinator has syntacaff

Although | cannot provide a full account, a similar phenooremay occur when
other posture verbs are used without overt coordinatosonme varieties of Afrikaans,

39Support for this analysis comes from the fact that non-fuga@nalways occurs as a complex initial
in spoken language, except in very formal Afrikaans (Porigig9:245).

401t may be worthwhile to investigate whether Afrikaans ‘psedméndiadys’ (De Stadler 1992:91-92)
could also be classified as a ConCo-type construction. Bskeddiadys refers to the optional insertion of
a coordinating marker inside DLV clusters with verbs lgeanandhelp (De Stadler 1992:91-92).
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notably Orange River Afrikaans, posture verbs are fredyersed without an overt
coordinator.

(58) a. Wat sit kyk jy my so?
what sit look you me so
‘Why are you looking at me like that?’ (Du Plessis, p.c.)

b. *Wat sit jy my so kyk?
what sit you me so look

In contrast to ILV constructions with CI/SI optionality, wh posture verbs are
used as DLVs, then they become obligatory Cls. This pasdlted contrast with egres-
siveloop used in Standard Afrikaans. It is also clear from the glosisaisthe posture
verb does not necessarily have a literal posture interfimatén this example: it is
semantically bleached. This is what would be expected fr@@on@Co construction.

Summary

Table 7.3 on the facing page lists the properties of AfrikaBhVs with respect to
their behaviour in CI constructions. Of the DLVs listed ircgen (5.1.1), only some
can occur in both Sls and Cls. Of these, several are ambichetugen different verb
classes. For instandaat is ambiguous between causative and permisseea; in
some varieties, may be ambiguous between DLV and a futudahusage similar to
what occurs witlgaan probeerandbeginmay also be ambiguous with verbs selecting
te-complementé! It also seems thddeteris not a canonical example of a direct link-
ing verb, but seems more like an adverbial; in addition, iglsh it usually occurs in
conjunction with an auxiliary. This verb is also not widelgclssed in the literature.
Thus, the clearest cases of optional DLV Cls occur Wimandbly.

This type of ambiguity is especially a problem with natufedely occurring data.
As a result, DLVs should always be treated with caution unht8 clear which type
of DLV is being used. For this reason, many of the examplekigdissertation use
DLVs like komandbly which are less ambiguous than others.

7.A.2 DLVs as pseudo-coordinative predicates

I am now in a position to postulate a possible analysis fos¢hbLVs which exhibit
the same distribution as ILVs i.e. those DLVs which can amity occur in Cl or SI
contexts. Essentially, the same analysis as for ILVs carskd tor these DLVs with
the caveat that the coordinating morpheme is phoneticaliptg*® The following

structure applies and the derivation proceeds exactlydrséiime way as for ILVs.

4lIn some Afrikaans dialects and Standard Dutch, these typesrb§ can seled¢e-complements.

42ReCo constructions also have obligatory Cls but are ndttlgtispeaking, DLVs and are thus not
included in this table.

431t remains unclear what, if anything, conditions the presesrcabsence of an overt coordinator.



Supposed DLVs that are actually modals

gaanFuT Obligatory Sl
komruT(dialectal) Obligatory SI
DLVs that are obligatory Sls
help(?) Obligatory SI
laat.PERMISSIVE(?) Obligatory Sl
DLVs that are obligatory Cls*?
gaaneGR Obligatory CI
l0Op.EGR Obligatory CI
laat spaande(fossil.) Obligatory Cl
DLVs with CI/SI optionality

leer Cl/sl

laat.caus Cl/sl

kom Cl/sl

bly Cl/sl

probeer Cl/Sl

begin Cl/sl
help(?) Obligatory SI
laat.PERMISSIVE(?) Obligatory SI

DLVs not fitting these categories
beter N.A.
basta N.A.
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(59) %
/\

\; VP
/\ /\
DLV \Y; OBJ \Y
|

{ EN } LexV
0

This type of analysis is motivated by several factors. Kir#itVs and DLVs have
very similar syntactic properties as defined by the batténgsts developed in pre-
vious chapters. Thus, both ILVs and DLVs allow argumentawtion, adjunct ex-
traction, quantifier raising, single-event interpretativarying degrees of semantic-
bleaching, co-selection of a subject é&tc.

Secondly, the DLVs with CI/SI optionality, all tend to be astual in nature and
thus can very naturally be assumed to be able to coordinabevwhich is also as-
pectual.

Thirdly, the difference between ILVs and DLVs is not alwalyattlarge considering
the fact that in some varieties, ILVs likdt may optionally occur without an overt
coordinating marker, effectively making ILVs and DLVs ambous.

Combined DLV and ILV Cls

Given the proposed analysis, it can also be the case thaptall Vs or ILVs can be
coordinated to.4®

(60)

445pace concerns preclude listing all the data at this poiris vell-known from the Dutch and
Afrikaans literature that extraction is possible etc. Worder permutations are listed in De Vos (2001).
The only area where ILVs and DLVs exhibit differences is thfegemantic bleaching, where ILVs typically
exhibit less bleaching than DLVs likeom— althoughstaanis apparently more bleached than other DLVs.
However, it should also be noted that the majority of DLVs wittiS| optionality do not have significant
bleaching effects at alprobeer begin bly etc.

45| leave open the possibility thatitself may be instantiated as a DLV or whether it is always ludre
phonological features. In addition, nothing prevents tbssibility that at least some types of DLVs might
be merged as independent heads in the functional hierailehynbdals or Dutch posture constructions, for
instance.
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vP

/\

SUBJ v

/\
\ VP
/\ /\

v \Y OBJ V

T /N |
DLV Vv en v VERB
B>

EN
{ 0 ILV

This kind of analysis makes interesting predictions abautig@ fronting of ver-
bal complexes. In this type of structure, the DLVs and ILVerica complex, head
constituent. Thus, one might expect that this constituentccundergo verb-second
to form a ClI while leaving the lexical verim situ. This is indeed possible. Ponelis
(1993) claims that ‘a complex initial consisting of two or radinking verbs without
a main verb is unusual but not unattested’(Ponelis 1993:328

(61) Nou gaan laat hulle die sentrum bou
Now go let they the centre build

‘Now they will have the centre built’(Ponelis 1993:328)

(62) En hy kom staan jou en uittrap
and he come stand you and scold

‘And he just started scolding you’ (Ponelis 1993:328)

(63) ...en wie kom kry jou ...daar |€?
...and who come get you ...there lie

‘And who will get you lying there ... ?'(Ponelis 1993:328)

(64) Julle loop staan nie die voéls en aanjaag ... hie
you walk stand NEG the birds and onPRT-chase ...NEG
‘You are going to drive the birds ...’ ((Matthee 1985:23kditby (Robbers
1997:66))

Since there are phonological features in both conjunctth@€onjunction within
the first conjunct), one might expect that extraction of daehead from the first
conjunct would be less well-formed.

(65) a. Waarom sal Jan die boek loop staan en lees?
why will Jan the book walk stand and read

‘Why will Jan go and read the book?’ [Base order]
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b. Waarom loop staan en lees Jan die boek?
why walk stand and read Jan the book

‘Why is Jan busy reading the book?’ [CI]
c. ??Waarom loop Jan die boek staan en lees?

why walk Jan the book stand and read

‘Why is Jan busy reading the book?’ [S1]

d. Waarom loop staan Jan die boek en lee®
Why walk stand Jan the book and read

‘Why is Jan busy reading the book?’ [Partial CI]

Example (65a) has a modal in second position, demonstréit&ig situ locations
for a DLV and an ILV coordinated with a lexical verb. The stwe is presumed to
be identical to that in (60). It is possible for the entire gkterbs to be pied piped
to second position as in (65b). This is completely expedtéukilexical verb adjoins
to v as claimed in chapter (7); there will be phonological mater both conjuncts
and the entire coordinated head will thus be able to movedorskposition. The third
example (65c) is extremely interesting as it shows that-gedond with only a single
verb is, in fact, significantly less well-formed than eitléthe previous two examples
(65a) or (65b). This follows from a situation where phonddad material is in both
conjuncts and consequently, the first verb cannot be excatgub from the complex
head*®

Finally, example (65d) seems a little strange since it isexgnammatical than
(65c). The current analysis suggests that sincevtiweuld be empty in this case, the
verbal features from the first (complex) conjunct could beveaoto T.

(66)
T
/\
T VP
/\
SUBJ Y
/\
\Y; VP
/\ /\
\% \% OBJ Vv
T /N |
DLV \% en v VERB
EN
[ 0 ] ILV

46The only possibility for the first verb to undergo verb secovalld be if it were generated as an
independent head in the functional hierarchy. This polisilis probably available to some verbs more than
others e.ggaan‘go’.
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Thus, the proposed analysis of complex initials accomnesdatamples like (65¢,d)
and can make predictions about whether a verb (or verbs) eaxdorporated from
the complex head or not. These predications turn out to befaghded.

Participle placement and complex predicates

The complex predicate approach to DLVs could also explarcthious distribution of
past participle prefixes in Afrikaans. Afrikaans and digdépresent-perfect construc-
tions exhibit a type of variation not present in the contiaéWest-Germanic dialects.
Three main patterns of participle marking are attested lwhie present to different
degrees in different dialects. Table (7.4) illustratesritigtion of the participle prefix
ge-in a verbal cluster withAux) 2-3 (aux) order.

Table 7.4: Participle marking in Afrikaans verbal clusters

(AUXq) Verb, Verbs (AUX1)
(AUX 1) Verby ge- Verbs (AUXq)
(AUX1) ge- Verby Verbs (AUX1)

AU X, Vo V51 With the V-V pattern typical of standard Afrikaans, eachbves re-
alized as an infinitive (root). This is the IPP pattern founail West-Germanic lan-
guages with 1-2-3 word order within the cluster and a pautécprefix*’

(67) a....dat Jan die huis gebou het
...that Jan the house pPsT-build Aux

‘...that Jan built the house’

b. ...dat Jan die huis (*ge)-laat bou het
...that Jan the house psTlet build Aux

‘...that Jan built the house’

Example (67a) illustrates that Afrikaans verbs in the camm@nt of the past auxil-
iary are marked with the participle prefipe- (67b) shows that when the lexical verb is
separated from the past-auxiliary by at least one othettifumal verb, then participle
marking is omitted. Many varieties of Afrikaans, includiGgiekwa Afrikaans (GA)
Baster Afrikaans (BA), have at least some constructionsisftype*® However, in
these dialects, V-V patterns are significantly more markea bthers. This may be a
result of interference from the standard.

47IPP is the absence of expected participle morphology on tHveomplement of the past auxiliary
and the concomitant realization of that verbal complement asfanitive. The effect is common in West-
Germanic varieties with prefixal participle morphology an2-B-order in the verbal cluster (De Vos 2003b).
“8These labels are taken from the literature on the topicr fireblematic status is noted.
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AU X, ge — V5 V3 In the ge-VV pattern, the participle occurs as the complémen
of the auxiliary. This is an anti-IPP effect. It is typical Griekwa Afrikaans and
Knysna Boswerker Afrikaans and is also the pattern of ‘opldPP’ Robbers (1997)

in Standard Afrikaans.

(68) Hy't ge-kom  werk
he-AUX PST-come work
‘He came to work’ (Rademeyer 1938:GA)

(69) Ek het hom ge-maak gaan
I AUX him PST-make go

‘I made him go’ (Calitz 1957:KBA)

AUX V; ge—V5:  The third pattern, V ge-V has participle marking on the endeet
lexical verb. It occurs in Baster Afrikaans, Griekwa Afrdes and Velddrifse Visser-
taal (VVT). This pattern, might be called ‘non-IPP".

(70) Toe ek my kom ge-vind het
then I my(self) come PST-find AUX

‘Then | came and found myself’ Rademeyer (1938:BA)

(71) Hy't aanhou ge-rondloop tot hy gevang is
he-AUX kept-on PST-round-walk until he PST-catch is

‘He kept on walking around until he was caught’ (Heiberg 18580r)

A complex-predicate analysis of participle placement

De Vos (2003a;b) argues that, in Afrikaans, the participlefip ge- is located at a
different point in the structure from that same prefix in Dut€he Afrikaans prefix
is argued to be located as the head of T2, a tense projectiamviadified Reichen-
bachian framework (Giorgi and Pianesi 1997, Hornstein 188fichenbach 1947).
Armed with this, and the complex predicate approach to tigkierbs, the curious
distribution ofge-in Afrikaans follows quite easily. If the DLV is adjoined toand
forms a complex head then the prefix can be adjoined to the Dhi yields word-
orders as in (68}°

(72)

“9In ILV constructions,ge- may occurs on the ILV (an anti-IPP effect), even in those vaseof
Afrikaans that generally have IPP in other contexts e.gi&ted Afrikaans. The same analysis applies.
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T
T VP
/\
SUBJ %
/\
v VP
/\ /\
ge- Y OBJ Vv
T |
DLV \Y VERB
/\

&

N}V
0

In special instances, ife- does indeed adjoin tg, then when the structure is
passed to the morphological component, the prefix is reaedlas being adjoined
to the right-adjacent, lexical, verbal head. This yieldgdvorders such as (70). The
difference between the two derivations depends only on wjeeis merged tos.>°

(73)
-
/\
T VP
SUBJ v
Vv VP
/\ /\
DLV v OBJ Vv
N VERB

]
VAN

ge- Vv
|
v

50This option is not available in Standard Afrikaans.
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7.A.3 Conclusion

In this chapter, a number of Afrikaans pseudo-coordinativestructions have been
discussed. It has been claimed that Afrikaans ReCo cotistngccan be analysed
in the same way as their English counterparts. In additiberet are a number of
Afrikaans verbs that form obligatory Cls and which can belys®d in terms of
ConCo. Finally, it has been argued that ILV construction®lve the coordination
of a posture verb with littler. Given this analysis, it is possible to introduce a new
distinction into the typology that has been developing tigtwout this dissertation.
Pseudo-coordination can be subdivided into XP-based pseoordination and head-
based pseudo-coordination.

XP-based types coordinate XPs. | take SceCo to fall undercttegory. The exis-
tence of Afrikaans SceCo constructions is taken for graatethas not been explored
in this dissertation.

Head-based types coordinate heads. An example of this Kftlkaans ILV con-
struction. These constructions coordinate a posture vighoaaind are non-contiguous.
This type of pseudo-coordination allows certain XP-liketenil to intervene within
the verbal string. | have also argued that DLVs are not a h@megus class and that
those DLVs which can optionally occur in either Cl or S| coti¢ecan be analysed
with the same apparatus as proposed for ILVs. The analygiesnzerifiable predic-
tions about the formation of partial Cls. It has also beemwta that some DLVs form
head-constituents out of which excorporation is impossiikelding structures which
obligatorily form Cls. It has been suggested that thesetoartons can be analysed
as ConCo-type structures.

ReCo and ConCo are also head-based pseudo-coordinati@ardoabntiguous.
Since both of these coordinate overt verbal heads, thetnssalcontiguous verbal
string. There appear to be a relatively small number of DLVigchv behave differently
to ILVs and much more like ConCo constructions. These irelin class of obliga-
tory Cls>! Here too it is evident that the presence of an overt coordinatries. The
resultant typology is illustrated in figure 7.1 on the nexg@a

This discussion concludes the analysis of Afrikaans Cleak been shown that
treating the coordinative marker as a real coordinationdeasequences for the na-
ture of verb movement as well as excorporation. In additibhas been shown that
relatively large clusters of verbs can be analysed as congads in Afrikaans.

51Although some of these types may prove to be even more complexwthibe left to subsequent
research.
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Figure 7.1: Pseudo-coordinative types in Afrikaans

Pseudo-coordination

/\

XP-based Head-based
SceCo ConCo Non-contiguous
Not explored Obligatory Cls: Cl/Sls:
ReCo loopggr ILVs
gaanggr komprv

blyprv
etc.
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Chapter 8

Conclusions and prospects

The purpose of this dissertation was to address the diyespseudo-coordinative
constructions, illustrating their properties and to pdava formal account for them.
In doing so, the hope was to help defend a position where @uatidn in natural
language is always true coordination.

8.1 Pseudo-coordination in a coordinative context

The dissertation was divided into two parts dealing withuyaleecoordination in Eng-
lish and Afrikaans respectively. Each part included a tggaal component arguing
that pseudo-coordination is not a unified phenomenon bugistsof a variety of dif-
ferent strategies of coordinating verbal entities. Theolggy that emerges from the
discussion in this dissertation is illustrated in figure @nlthe following page.

Coordination structures are not necessarily uniform amdettare a number of
different types. Perhaps the distinction between nomindl\grbal coordination is
fundamental Haspelmath (2005).

With respect to coordination of verbal entities, a distimetcan be made between
ordinary, symmetric coordination which arguably coordésaclauses and asymmet-
ric pseudo-coordination which does not. Pseudo-coondinas asymmetric syntac-
tically, in the sense that extraction is possible from onejwact but not the other,
and semantically in the sense that the ‘main’ meaning isribried by one conjunct
while the other conjunct provides ancillary informatiorselBdo-coordination can be
subdivided into XP-based and head-based coordination.

XP-based pseudo-coordination is arguably coordinatioklike constituents,
possiblyvPs or perhaps something larger. This group includes thaessetting ce
ordination (SceCo) discussed in this dissertation, butgaably a larger class.

Head-based pseudo-coordination consists of coordinatadshor sub-features of
heads. The first type of head-based pseudo-coordinationrisgQous_cordination
(ConCo). This type can be subdivided intodRelicative cordination and also non-
reduplicative pseudo-coordination. ConCo/ReCo strestare base-generated com-
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plex coordinated heads with a lexical verb coordinated \aithancillary verb that
specifies it further, usually providing aspectual inforimat This other verb can be ei-
ther chosen from a relatively small set of ‘primitive’ verdagch ago, sit etc. (ConCo),
or it could be identical to the lexical verb itself (ReCo). Amber of Afrikaans Direct
Linking Verbs (DLVs) also occur in this type of construction

The second type of head-based pseudo-coordination is theagmdiguous type.
This is prototypically exemplified by Afrikaans pseudo-mtioation with Indirect
Linking Verbs (ILVs). As far as the Afrikaans posture typepsfeudo-coordination
is concerned, it consists of a lexical verb in its base pmsjtivhile the aspectual,
modifying verb is coordinated with a phonologically empyhtt verb. Complex Ini-
tials or Simplex Initials occur depending on whether subset|\Vv raising occurs. A
complex initial is a phenomenon where a complex predicatkigoes verb-second,;
a simplex initial occurs when only a single verb moves to thdowsecond position.

8.1.1 Partl

Chapter (1) introduced a set of constructions coordinateral constituents. These
are repeated here.

(1) Caesar werdcross the Rubicon arfte conquereGaul [OCOo]
(2) Caesar werb Gaul anddevastatedt [SceCo
(3) Caesar saluted his legions before. ..

he wentandaddressethem [ConC
(4) Caesar’s legions marchaddmarchedor days [ReC

These examples illustrater@nary Cardination, Scee-Setting Cordination, Con
tiguous_Camrdination and Reuplicative_Cmrdination respectively. Chapter (2) was
largely devoted to showing that ordinary coordination @gld be systematically dis-
tinguished from pseudo-coordinative constructions suscécane-setting (2) and con-
tiguous coordination (3). It was also demonstrated, thetts/éke sit could occur in
contiguous coordination, a fact that has not been overesigdt in the literature.
In addition, in scene-setting coordination, a much widegeaof verbs can occur as
the first verb than has been suggested before. Generallgstsivown that scene-
setting (2) and contiguous coordination (3) are actualyfinict subtypes of pseudo-
coordination in English. Generally, the tests demongtfr#tat contiguous coordina-
tion consisted of a coordinated verbal string that was goietiis: in other words, the
verbal string acted as a constituent of some kind. This ishetase for scene-setting
coordination where certain adverbials, PPs and verbaicfestcould follow the first
verb in the verbal string. The fact that these same intengeodnstituents usually oc-
cur in the end-field of English clauses suggests that in ssettang coordination, the
coordinated constituent is at leastRa

Chapter (3) extends the field of empirical inquiry by expigrpseudo-coordination
with try and reduplicative coordination (4). The status of pseusturdinativetry has




196 Pseudo-coordination in a coordinative context

been a bone of contention amongst linguists. Although iesimally looks like con-
tiguous coordination, it is actually a different constiant Unfortunately, it appears
to be the only verb of its type in English with the result thahast any analysis
remains particular and cannot be generalized. The purpothe aliscussion in this
chapter is merely to differentiate pseudo-coordinatiydrom other types of pseudo-
coordination. Its status is hinted at in section (8.2.3).

In contrast, reduplicative coordination is extremely pretive, not only in Eng-
lish, but also in languages like Dutch and German which ldbkrotypes of pseudo-
coordination. In fact, reduplicative coordination is ariremnely common discourse
strategy in all the world’s languages, although the syitattuctures used to express
it may differ from that in English. In fact, reduplicative @alination is not limited to
coordinating verbs at all, but can also coordinate degreerad and even preposi-
tions.

(5) The train went faster and faster
(6) The balloon flew up and up and up into the sky

The tests developed in chapter (2) were systematicallyiegpfi reduplicative co-
ordination constructions. The results showed that Enghsluplicative coordination
and contiguous coordination actually could be categoraedyntactically similar:
they both behave as though the verbal string is a tightly-damstituent of some kind.
The resulting analysis can also be extended to augmentataraples like (5) and (6).

Chapter (4) established that a subordinative analysis o36ReCo was not sus-
tainable. A biclausal analysis is ruled out by the fact thas impossible to license
a subject in the second conjunct. A monoclausal, suboridaanalysis is eliminated
by the fact that the first verb does not pattern like an auxilia modal in any respect.
In addition, such analyses must regard the coordinator iag lResubordinator of a
particularly vacuous kind. The analysis which suggestsalfiin chapter (4) was that
the verbal string in ConCo/ReCo contexts is indeed a caomestit more precisely, a
single head consisting of two coordinated verbal heads.

@ v
RN
V V

/N

and V

Of course, if coordination occutselow head level, then one is led to askat
below head level is being coordinated. Standard assungptdout the specifica-
tion of heads lead to the natural answer that it is featurdseafls that are actually
being coordinated. This point is driven home by a discussibthe interaction of
pseudo-coordination witAktionsarten Aktionsartcan be characterized with two lex-
ical features, namely representing a punctual process/changeamepresenting a
non-punctual process. These two features can expressstirection between activi-
ties, states, accomplishments and achievements dischgdadwty (1979), Vendler
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(1957), Verkuyl (1993) and Tenny (1987). Since ConCo/ReCmbrdination of fea-
tures below the level of the head, it is obvious that th&ktonsartfeatures must be
able to be coordinated too. The result is that ConCo/Re@uodnts withAktionsartin
interesting ways to yield readings with extended actisijtigerial interpretations and
even contexts when akktionsartelement is deaccented. The upshot of all this is that
the Aktionsarteffects can only be explained by assuming coordinatiorvbéie level

of the head.

8.1.2 Partll

The second part of the dissertation extends and supportoti®usions of the first
through an exploration of Afrikaans pseudo-coordinatisastructions with posture
verbssit ‘sit’, staan‘stand’, |é ‘lie down’ andloop ‘walk’. The basic paradigm is re-
peated here. Complex Initials occur when two or more vertxgjioin the verb-second
position. These verbs can be either posture verbs (Indiieg&ing Verbs) which al-
ways select a complement headed by pseudo-coordirexifead’, or they may be of
a variety of aspectual Direct Linking Verbs. Simplex ingiaccur when only a single
verb appears in verb-second position.

(8) a. Jan sal die boeke sit en lees
Jan will the books sit and read

‘Jan will sit reading the books’

b. Jan sit die boeke en lees
Jan sit the books and read

‘Jan sits reading the books’

c. Jan sit en lees die boeke
Jan sit and read the books

‘Jan sits reading the books’

Afrikaans is important for the study of pseudo-coordinatior a number of rea-
sons. Other than English, it is one of the few West Germaniguages to exhibit
verbal pseudo-coordination. Moreover, it serves a usefioirast to English, because,
unlike English, Afrikaans has verb movement. ConsequgAtigkaans is an ideal
testing ground for notions about the interaction of morphgland verb-movement
and complex predicates. In addition, Afrikaans is the ongri@anic language with
complex initials. Clearly any discussion of pseudo-comatiobn would be incomplete
without a discussion of these forms. Moreover, Afrikaansn@tex Initial construc-
tions have not been exhaustively studied from a formal ethe and the resultant
analysis remedies this situation.

Chapter (5) is a brief introduction to Afrikaans in genenatiaoordinated com-
plex predicates in particular. It is shown that Afrikaans haomplex system of func-
tional verbs, many of which are used to express aspectualingga These verbs can
be divided into those verbs selectitegcomplements of various kinds, Direct Link-
ing Verbs selecting bare verbal complements and Indireckibg Verbs selecting
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complements headed by pseudo-coordinagiveand’. These functional verbs can be
aligned according to a functional hierarchy (De Vos 200%jik&ans is also shown
to have no inflectional verbal morphology, notwithstandiihg existence of preterite
forms of some modals and auxiliaries. With respect to verbenent, Afrikaans is
an OV, verb-second language exhibiting a matrix-embedttechation as is familiar
in languages like Dutch and German.

Having introduced Complex Initial constructions in thisyw&hapter (6) applies,
the pseudo-coordinative tests developed in Chapter (23. dhown that Afrikaans
Complex Initial constructions cannot be ordinary coortiora However, it is also
demonstrated that Afrikaans Complex Initial construddiatiffer in significant ways
from English ConCo/ReCo constructions. Crucially, Indirkinking Verb construc-
tions allow some XP-like material to occur between the coatr and the second
verb when the coordinated verbal stringnssitu. This shows that they are not base-
generated complex heads as is the case with ConCo/ReCoedndinking Verb
constructions also tend to exhibit a greater degree of s@heover the subject and
display less semantic bleaching than do English ConCo gaah likego.® Interest-
ingly, Afrikaans Indirect Linking Verb constructions beteavery similarly to English
pseudo-coordinativiey. This corroborates the typology developed in the Engligh se
tion of the dissertation.

Chapter (7) develops an analysis of Afrikaans pseudo-doatide complex ini-
tials. It is shown that Afrikaans ReCo constructions candségaed the same analysis
as their counterparts in English. In addition, it is showattAfrikaans ReCo con-
structions do not permit Complex Initial/Simplex Initigbtionality as is the case for
Indirect Linking Verbs. This reinforces the conclusioniaed at in chapter (6) that
Indirect Linking Verbs cannot be treated like English Coff®@&Co constructions.

There are at least three distinct sets of questions relatitigg analysis of Afrikaans
Indirect Linking Verb constructions: (i) the status of theoedinative marker (i) the
structure to be assigned to tiresitu verbal string and (iii) the manner of deriving
a Complex Initial from that basic structure. Following thesults of the first part of
the dissertation, the coordinative marker is taken to baedoordinative marker, im-
posing the Coordinate Structure Constraint and Law of Goatibn of Likes on its
conjuncts. However, since the situ verbal string is not a constituent, it is argued
that the Indirect Linking Verb is coordinated withwhile the lexical verb remainis
situ. The result is the following type of structure which deriveany of the syntac-
tic properties ofin situ Indirect Linking Verb constructions as well as retaining th
coordinative analysis of the coordinative marker.

1Arguably, there is a gradient involved in both language&nglish,gois more grammaticalized than
sit, while in Afrikaans, Indirect Linking Verbs liksit ‘sit’ are relatively less grammaticalized thataan
‘stand’.
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The next step is to explain how this structure can derive Gexnpitials and Sim-
plex Initials. The derivation of a Complex Initial is as f@Ns. the lexical verb raises to
vthe moment is merged. The coordinator and Indirect Linking Verb aressgfuently
merged to the V¥ complex, creating a complex predicate. Given the Subattmic
of Coordination of Likes (12) on page 163), all the featurebath conjuncts are co-
ordinated with each other; assuming the Subatomic Coarli@aucture Constraint
(13) on page 164), excorporation of a part of the complexipatel is barred. Conse-
quently, the entire complex head is moved to T (and thencé¢ by Gieans of ordinary
head movement.

The derivation of an Simplex Initial occurs whenWraising does not occur. The
coordinator and Indirect Linking Verb are consequently geertov itself. Following
conclusions of Chapter (4) that the coordinator conjoiasUfiees below head level, and
allowing for a strict interpretation of the Subatomic Law@dordination of Likes it
follows that the phonological features of the Indirect LimkVerb are actually outside
the scope of coordination. The effect of this is that thesmplogical features can be
moved to T without violating the Subatomic Coordinate Stmoe Constraint. Thus,
Afrikaans quirky-verb-second effects follow from a stricterpretation of the Coor-
dinate Structure Constraint and Law of Coordination of kikes applied to features
belowthe level of the head. The result is a principled account pbagnt excorpora-
tion from heads that does not overgeneralize.

This concludes the discussion of Afrikaans pseudo-coatidi@ structureper se
However, the book cannot yet be closed on Afrikaans Compiéial constructions
because Complex Initials can also occur with Direct Linkiagbs, that is, without
a coordinative marker. Although the intention is not be etige, Appendix (7.A)
briefly addresses this issue. It is shown that some DiredtihgnVerbs cannot occur
in Complex Initial constructions at all. Others only occarComplex Initial con-
structions, hinting at their being either ConCo/ReCo stnes or lexical collocations.
Only some Direct Linking Verbs can optionally occur in Coeplnitial/Simplex Ini-
tial constructions. For these, it is proposed that they altg parallel to the Indirect
Linking Verb constructions, albeit with a covert coordioat

8.2 Prospects

The dissertation sheds light on the nature of category doatidn and by extension,
the ways in which categories are combined. It also arguépHeaido-coordination is
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true coordination and that the Coordinate Structure Caimgtand the Law of Coor-
dination of Likes are strong generalizations about therisit nature of coordination.

8.2.1 Category coordination vs feature coordination

When categories such as heads are coordinated, the resuittiage structure is as
follows.

10y Vo

SN

\% \%

/N

and V
|

\Y,

This structure is actually ambiguous between two possifed of coordination.
If ‘words’ are atomic islands, then it might be expected tihat entire feature bundle
is coordinated as in (11). However, it might also be a polisilthat it is individual
features within the feature bundle itself which are cocatid as illustrated in (12):
coordination at subatomic level.

[Categorial rule application]

A B
PHO PHON
(12) CAT & CAT
¢ ¢
AKT AKT

[Rule application to features]

The results presented in this dissertation show that coatidin of heads yields
coordination of features within the feature bundle i.e)(Thus, English ConCo con-
structions are sensitive to the morphological and&kgonsartspecifications of their
component predicates. This follows from an analysis in Whids these individual
features being coordinated. In Afrikaans Indirect Linkigrb constructions, it is
demonstrated that verb-movement is sensitive to the pbgiwall features of pseudo-
coordinative predicates. Whenhas no phonological feature, then simplex initials
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result; wherv is lexicalized by the phonological features of V, then comghitials
are obligatory. This result highlights the need for moreeagsh on the lexical speci-
fication of coordination (i.e. whether it is set-interseatbr group-forming etc.), how
these properties relate to the actual label on &P and alsathiswelates to the Coor-
dinate Structure Constraint and the Law of Coordinationikék.

8.2.2 Pseudo-coordination vs true coordination

The fundamental hypothesis of this dissertation was thatigs-coordination is ac-
tually true coordination. The pseudo-coordinative pheaoanthat are not typical of
ordinary coordination can be explained by the structurgirenment in which coor-
dination is merged. To the extent that this has been suedegsfonstitutes evidence
for a strong interpretation of the Coordinate Structure $b@int and the Law of Co-
ordination of Likes. This sounds a cautionary note whenidgakith other types of
coordination which apparently have properties of subettitim.

(13) John went to town and bought a book [SceCo]
(14) How many classes can you teach and not go mad?

(15) Thatis the drug which bodybuilders take and becomeacptiibng.

The first example is SceCo, which was discussed in ChaptefT(®) other ex-
amples are putative counter-examples to the Coordinatet8te Constraint and are
instances of asymmetric coordination. Although it has belaimed that some types
of coordination may allow exceptions to the Coordinate Gtrre Constraint (sdater
alia Culicover and Jackendoff 1997, Goldsmith 1985, Hohle 19@kpff 1986, Na
and Huck 1992)), it could also be the case that at least soresé phenomena can
be accounted in terms of true coordination.

The first thing to note is that these examples are not a hetesmys class of
counter-examples to the Coordinate Structure Constraakdff 1986, Postal 1998).
Unlike the coordination in ConCo contexts, coordinationthese examples seems
fairly transparent semantically. Note that while it is tribat the second conjunct is
dependent on the first conjunct in some way, such readingguéte common in or-
dinary coordinative contexts (see also Dik 1968). The foihg example is clausal
coordination but nevertheless displays a temporal ancatdependency between the
conjuncts.

(16) John fell down the stairs and he broke his leg

Lakoff (1986) concludes that the counter examples are altdinative (and thus
true counter examples), and Postal (1998) suggests thratahe arguments both for
and against their coordinative status (implying they ateafidrue counter examples).
At best, then, the evidence that these are not true cooiekmatrkers is mixed. Con-
sequently, these examples are not very strong evidencesaghae strong hypothesis
that coordination is always true coordination. The cemngrablem then boils down to
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the fact that a syntactic element can be extracted from onjicct but not the other:

a Coordinate Structure Constraint violation. Followingfb(1998) it is necessary to
evaluate which of these examples represent true extractithrer than utilizing, say, a
null resumptive pronoun or operator movement. Should itdekusively shown that

these examples are indeed extractions, then future résglaoald ideally explain why

this should be so.

8.2.3 English pseudo-coordinative constructions witkry

The creation of complex predicates without the use of anpslibator or coordina-
tor is not limited to Afrikaans but may also be present in Efgtbare aspectuals’
(Jaeggli and Hyams 1993)The semantic similarity of complex predicates using ei-
ther pseudo-coordination or a null linking element is angegynonstrated by English
try constructions where both constructions appear to haveéid@desemantic interpre-
tations (17

a7) a. John will try to eat a crayfish [Infinitival complemation]
b. John will try and eat a crayfish [Pseudo-coordination]
c. John will try eat a crayfish [‘bare’ aspectual]

First of all it is noticeable that superficially, there appisbe few semantic differ-
ences between infintival, pseudo-coordinative and bgreeasal constructions when
conativetry is used. These similarities underlie proposals to link éhamnstructions
derivationally.

It was suggested by Carden and Pesetsky (1977) that theggseoddination and
the bare-aspectual construction might be related by a genge of and deletion?
This approach has been correctly criticised by Pullum (199® points out a number
of structural differences between bare aspectuals andipssordination. However,
Pullum (1990) does not subdivide pseudo-coordinativecsiras as has been done in
this dissertation. When one controls for different typessgfymo-coordination, things
become clearer. Thus, it has been shown that pseudo-catiaffirwithtry is substan-
tially different to ConCo/ReCo constructions. Howevemiy be possible to suggest
that ‘bare’ aspectual constructions are related to pseododination withtry and not
to ConCo/ReCo. This is born out by the fact that both typesaktructions are mor-
phologically defective. One of the most salient featurdsawé aspectual constructions
is that they may not appear in any inflected form (see alsagliesagd Hyams 1993).

(18) a. John will go talk to his supervisor today

2See Jaeggli and Hyams (1993), Pullum (1990) for counterargtste this claim. Nevertheless, these
objections do not take into account the more refined typoldggeudo-coordinative constructions outlined
here.

3An infinitival option is also available with similar interpegion: John will try to eat a crayfish

4However, almost all their examples were witlg and so their findings are not applicable to pseudo-
coordination in English more generally. Also note that Jiegygd Hyams (1993) hint at the possibility
of deriving bare aspectuals tand deletion although their own approach does not (Jaeggli ayahid
1993:317, ff4).
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b. *John goes talks to his supervisor today
c. *John went talked to his supervisor today
d. *John has gone talked to his supervisor today

In example (18a) the bare aspectual verb appears withoud\ary morphology.
The verbal string isn situ, demonstrating that there is no ban o®G3subjectsper
se However, when combined with inflection, the result is ungmzatical. The un-
grammaticality is purely a result of inflectional morphojogn the verb; it does not
depend on abstract features of the subject. Interestipghydo-coordination wittry
also resists morphological marking.

(29) a. John will try and meet his supervisor today
b. John will try meet his supervisor today
c. *John tries and meets his supervisor today
d. *John tries meets his supervisor today

One of the reasons why Jaeggli and Hyams (1993) claim thairaic@te structure
is not the source of bare aspectuals is that pseudo-cotixdinanstructions with
comeandgo etc. require that the morphology be shared between botlts Medb there
is no outright ban on morphology. | would like to point out tlaeggli and Hyams
(1993) are not entirely correct in this generalization. Wliilis true for ConCo and
SceCao, it is not true for pseudo-coordinative (see section (3.1.1)).

(20) a. We always try (and) eat as many vegetables as possible
b. *John always tries (and) eats as many vegetables as [gssib

The morphological defectivity of thesgry constructions is thus especially striking
given the fact that Afrikaans has no verbal inflection to &pefa not to mention the
fact that the rise of Indirect Linking Verb constructionshmeeen claimed to be related
to the loss of verbal inflection (Ponelis 1993).

It thus seems reasonable to conclude that English bare tagpeonstructions
have similarities with pseudo-coordination with — and consequently, also with Indi-
rect Linking Verb constructions in Afrikaans. Thus, theusture underlying Afrikaans
Indirect Linking Verb and optional Complex Initial consttions might be generaliz-
able to the English data too.

While a full analysis will not be pursued here, structure (8yhmh offer a solu-
tion. The intuition is that Indirect Linking Verb constrims place conflicting de-
mands on the morphological component of the language facddisume for a mo-
ment, that something similar to the Afrikaans structurearfies the English pseudo-
coordinative structure wittry.
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In this illustration, conativery is coordinated with some empty functional verbal
head. This structure draws on the insights of Hargreave@4)2@ho argues thaty
andis a single head. In addition, Wraising occurs in English, placing the lexical verb
adjacent to the complex predicate.

The basic idea is that, in this configuration, T probes thepermpredicatery
and vas the nearest verbal head bearing the relevant featurisssiduld result in an
output wherdry can check the relevant morphology, whereas the lexical werldd
remain bare. However, sindey is also coordinated withv, it is also the case that
features o can be checked since the features of both verbs are prestm orother
&P.®

The stage is now set for a contradiction to emerge. The Iagasifollows. The
verbtry is not ordinarily morphologically defective as is eviderdrh try selecting an
infinitival complement.

(22) John tries to eat tiramisu

The only difference between this example and (17b) is tlegptieudo-coordinative
construction has a coordinative markeFhis means that morphological defectivity
must be triggered by the presence of the coordinative mérkemever, this is not
a sufficient condition, since it is known from ConCo/ReCo stauctions that when
both verbs in a complex coordinated head are overt, no mtogival defectivity is
present. This suggests that it is the fact tinatis coordinated with a phonologically

SPresumably, some types of adverbials are able to be mergeddretir coordinator and the lexical
verb.

6See Van Koppen (2005) for a discussion of equidistance aaiiess or coordination.

"l assume that the ‘bare’ aspectual construction in (17¢) ipaologically null coordinative marker)
and is otherwise largely similar to (17b).

8Note that treatingind as a subordinator will not yield this insight.
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unspecified head that is at the root of the morphologicaldfiefey of this construc-
tion. The Morphological Sameness Condition ((99) on pageefteated here as (23)),
entails that both verbs must have the same morphologicaif&aion.

(23) Morphological ‘Sameness’ Condition (MSC):Both verbs of a
pseudo-coordinative construction must have the same fym@ghological
marking i.e. both verbs must be either bare or morphololyicaarked with
present, past, participle or similar.

Imagine that the morphological component would assign gohmadogical repre-
sentation to the complex head consistingrgfand v Althoughtry can be assigned a
morphological interpretation, little cannot since lacks phonological features. This
would result intry having a morphological form that would be unavailablestdn
turn, this would be a violation of the Morphological Samen€ondition (23). The
only way in which the derivation would be possible, idrif is morphologically un-
derspecified (as occurs in the majority of the English peraanber paradigm). Thus,
no distinctive morphology would be applied to eittigror little v. Importantly, how-
ever, in Afrikaans, a language without overt inflectionalrpfmlogy on verbs, this
contradiction would never arise.

8.2.4 Cross-linguistic variation and the morphology inteface

Afrikaans has always had implications for the debate alimutdle of morphology in
syntactic derivations.. The very existence of Afrikaans wHective refutation of the
early minimalist notion that movement was triggered by tbedto check morpholog-
ical features (seimter alia Chomsky (1995b), Rohrbacher (1999), Sola (1996), Zwart
(1997) but cf. Alexiadiou and Fanselow (2000), Bobaljik@2)for a different view).

An important question is why Afrikaans is so unique in allogriComplex Ini-
tial constructions. The answer alluded to in this dissentas that Afrikaans has two
important properties. First, it has overt verb movemento&d it has absolutely no in-
flectional verbal morphology. These two factors constitb&esyntactically necessary
conditions to create Complex Initials. However, they aresudficient conditions: the
fact that the grammar of a language allows a construction iguarantee that it will
be used in discourse.

The uniqueness of Afrikaans Complex Initials thus boils ddavthe unique com-

9Mainland Scandinavian languages also use pseudo-cotveiséructures to instantiate these mean-
ings (Josefsson 1991, Ladrup 2002, Wiklund 1996; 2005) riym@2002) shows that these are not a het-
erogeneous class. Wiklund (2005) argues for infinitivalstarctions with ‘copying’ of morphology onto
the embedded verb. These constructions appear subject katidological Sameness Condition but are
not necessarily contiguous and the first verb must undergoseond independently of the second verb.
All this suggests that ConCo or Afrikaans-type IndirectKiimg Verb constructions are not at play, or
at least, their presence may be camouflaged by surface-ideitieCo constructions. Additional evidence
that Norwegian complex predicates are of a fundamentallgdifft nature to those found in West-Germanic
languages comes from Reduplicative Coordination, wherdirdteverb is able to undergo verb-second in
an apparently optional fashion (Julien, Nilsen, p.c.).
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bination of syntactic properties that Afrikaans Réddowever, there is at least one
language that does have verb movement and inflectional ralmgin a subset of
paradigms. This language is Edo (EDO: Niger-Congo, Ata@tbngo, Volta-Congo,
Benue-Congo, Edoid, North-Central, Edo-Esan-Orac (Httne 2005)). In the per-
fective, Edo verbs raise and also have overt morphologyéBakd Stewart 1998). In
other tenses, they remdimsituand are morphologically unmarked. Edo also has non-
contiguous complex predicates (serial verb constructidtien a complex predicate

is used, then it must remain situ and can never raise. In example (24a), it is shown
that raising a verlbe ‘cook’ across the adverb is ungrammatical in the context of a
serial verb construction. Consequently, Edo complex pegds cannot be used in the
perfective.

(24) *Evbare ore 0Ozo le re (ge'le) khien (-ren)
food FOC Ozo cook PERF truly sell PERF

It's food that Ozo has truly cooked and sold’ [EDQO]

'In fact there is no possible outcome for such a numeratidda. . . there
is no way to have an SVC in past perfective in Edo’ (Baker, 1998

The generalization seems to be that raising a complex @edigblocked by overt
morphology. However, when no overt morphology is preses tomplex predicates
may raise. This state of affairs is strongly reminiscentoflish pseudo-coordination
with try, not to mention bare aspectualsThis supports the idea that the absence
of overt morphology in Afrikaans allows for the manifestatiof complex initials. It
also predicts that all other West-Germanic languages ¢drave complex predicates
parallel to Afrikaans Indirect Linking Verb constructiots

Consider English pseudo-coordinative and bare aspectuals which have much in
common with Afrikaans Indirect Linking Verb constructioffhe very fact that these
constructions cannot be derived with overt morphology dgglyi relevant. There is no
possible convergent derivation. The generalization saenbe that verb-movement
does not tend to occur in contexts where overt morphologieaking would be ap-
plied to certain types of non-contiguous complex predeat¢hile it has not been my
intention to analyse either the Engligsli or Edo examples in any depth, it can be noted
that none of these examples involve contiguous verbalgstrof the ConCo/ReCo
type. All of them allow some XP-like material to occur withine verbal complex.

In this respect, they are similar to Afrikaans posture veniistructions. Moreover, all

10At the very least, such languages seem rare although Irishislana Creole (Baptista 1999) and
+Hoan (Collins 2002) are other candidates.

Unterestingly, Newman and Rice (2001:citing Heine et al 9@)9 Kohler (1962)) claim that in the
Khoisan language Kxoé certain posture verbs do not corgugyad can only be used in the present tense.
Similar examples of overt morphology constraining movement occLiouisiana Creole (Baptista 1999),
where inflection-bearing verb forms cannot undergo movemesetreds bare variants of verbs do raise,
and in Lango where verbs cannot move in contexts where prefiggbhology is required (Alexiadiou and
Fanselow 2000:citing Noonan (1992)).

12This only applies to complex predicates with Complex IniSafiplex Initial optionality. There is
no prediction made about the occurrence of complex prediggieh are obligatory Complex Initials i.e.
ConCo/ReCo constructions. Nothing prevents these frorardog in other West-Germanic languages.
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of these constructions have restrictions of one kind orterotvhere morphology is
concerned. The English conatitg construction cannot take morphology and Edo
complex predicates cannot have morphological markingerptiesence of movement.
This would seem to indicate that although verb movementtisrigmered by the pres-
ence of overt morphology, it is constrained by it.
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Nomenclature

1pL  First person plural

1sG  First person singular

2pL  Second person plural

2sG  Second person singular

3sG  Third person plural

3sG  Third person singular

AUX  Auxiliary

DIM Diminutive

EGR Egressive

EMPH Emphatic particle, discourse particle etc.
HON  Honorary, polite form

LEXV Lexical verb

MoD  Modal

PASS Passive

POSs Possessive

PRT  Separable verbal particle

PST  Pasttense markee-(occurs as a prefix on participles)
BA Baster Afrikaans

Cl Complex initial

Cl/Sl alternation The ability of an ILV or DLV to optionallyazur in either a Cl or Sl
with no semantic distinction between the two constructions
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ConCo Contiguous coordination

CSC Coordinate Structure Constraint

DLV Direct linking verb, a restructuring verb taking a bamerival complement.
DLV CI A complex initial with a direct linking verb

GA Griekwa Afrikaans

ILV  Indirect Linking Verb, a restructuring verb taking a psk-coordinative com-
plement headed bgn

ILV ClI A complex initial with an indirect linking verb
KBA Knyska Boswerker Afrikaans

LCL Law of Coordination of Likes

MSC Morphological Sameness Condition

ReCo Reduplicative coordination

SceCo Scene-setting coordination

Si Simplex initial

V2 Verb second

VVT Velddriffse Vissertaal
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Samenvatting

Constructies met verbale pseudo-codrdinatie zijn coneggpezdikaten. Deze predikaten
bestaan op zijn minst uit twee werkwoorden die gescheidedevodoor een verbind-
ingselement dat vaak de vorm heeft van een codrdinatie rat&e Normaal gespro-
ken komt het werkwoord in het eerste conjunct uit een geslkig@sse van lexemen.
Dit werkwoord is semantisch ondergeschikt aan het tweeaees vormen de con-
juncten een eenheid van gebeurtenis. Onderzoek naar degeumies verschaft ons
meer inzicht in de aard van codrdinatie, de structuuressntsen de eenheden waar
syntactische operaties op toegepast kunnen worden.

Dit proefschrift legt de nadruk op: (i) het ontwikkelen vaeneypologie van con-
structies met pseudo-coérdinatie en (ii) een taalkundigdyae die systematisch de
eigenschappen verklaart van deze constructies.

Hoofdstuk (1) introduceert een typologie van construdadiesmogelijk gecoo6rdi-
neerde verbale constituenten hebben.

(25) Caesar werdcross the Rubicon arfte conquere@Gaul [OCO]
(26) Caesar wertb Gaul anddevastatedt [SceCo
(27) Caesar saluted his legions before. ..

he wentandaddressethem [ConC
(28) Caesar’s legions marchaddmarchedor days [ReC

Deze zinnen zijn voorbeelden van respectievelijk Gewonér@patie (OCo),
Scene-beschrijvende Codrdinatie (SceCo), OpeenvolgEadedinatie (ConCo) en
Reduplicerende Codrdinatie (ReCo).

Hoofdstuk (2) is voor het merendeel gewijd aan het aantoaeGdwone Coordi-
natie systematisch verschilt van pseudo-coérdinatiemsteoacties als Scene-beschrijvende
en Aangrenzende Codrdinatie. Door middel van tests kanedaogd worden dat
Opeenvolgende Codrdinatie bestaat uit een gecodrdinexrelenvolging van aan-
grenzende verbale constituenten, met andere woordenhi@&@peenvolging gedraagt
zich als constituent.

Hoofdstuk (3) breidt de empirische dekking van het onddcaoenaar pseudo-
coordinatie metry (‘proberen’) en reduplicatieve coordinatie (28). Redcgieve
codrdinatie is extreem productief, niet alleen in het Esgelaar ook in talen zoals
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het Nederlands en het Duits, waarin pseudo-codrdinatidevemiet voorkomt. De
tests die ontwikkeld werden in hoofdstuk (2), werden hiestegnatisch toegepast
op reduplicatieve cotrdinatie. De resultaten lieten ziah Engelse reduplicatieve
coordinatie en Opeenvolgende Codbrdinatie gecategoddagmen worden als syn-
tactisch gelijkwaardig: de beide soorten codrdinatie ggen zich alsof de verbale
opeenvolging een hechte constituent is. Deze classific&ié ons in staat om in
hoofdstuk (4) een meer diepgaande analyse van pseudoktatizde geven. In dit
hoofdstuk wordt aangetoond dat de unieke eigenschappererandeelverzameling
pseudo-codrdinaties verklaard kan worden door echte oudiid van Vs die samen
een complex hoofd vormen. De analyse kan gemakkelijk wotdlgyebreid worden
naar andere soorten gecodrdineerde predikaten zoalslieadigve codrdinatie. Als
coordinatie onder het niveau van syntactische hoofden kaatgqvinden, dan is de
vraag wat er precies onder dit niveau gecoérdineerd wotdhdaard aannames over
de aard van hoofden geven het vanzelfsprekende antwoorezgpvilaag: déeatures
van hoofden worden eigenlijk gecodrdineerd. Dit wordt tesbevestigd door de in-
teractie van pseudo-codrdinatie meitionsart Afzonderlijke Aktionsart-featuresiit
de verbale feature-opmaak kunnen namelijk door de synggxiganipuleerd worden.

De tweede helft van het proefschrift breidt de conclusies et eerste gedeelte
uit, en vormt tevens extra evidentie voor deze conclusiaar pseudo-coérdinatie in
het Afrikaans met werkwoorden die een lichamelijke houdiitgrukken, zoals bi-
jvoorbeeldsit ('zitten’), staan(’staan’),lé (liggen’) enloop ('lopen’). Het paradigma
dat de basis voor discussie vormt wordt hieronder herhaald/@dt oorspronke-
lijk besproken in hoofdstuk (5)Complex Initialsis een constructie waarin twee of
meer werkwoorden in de V2-positie voorkomen. De werkwoordie in deze con-
structies kunnen voorkomen zijn of werkwoorden van lichlgkee houding (Indi-
recte Verbindingswerkwoorden — ILVS) of aspectuele deeatrbindingswerkwoor-
den (DLVs). Werkwoorden van lichamelijke houding seleetealtijd een complement
dat het pseudo-codrdinatieea ('en’) als hoofd heeftSimplex Initialszijn construc-
ties waarin alleen maar een werkwoord zich in V2 bevindt.

(29) a.Jan sal die boeke sit en lees
Jan zal de boeken zit en lees

‘Jan zal de boeken zitten te lezen’

b. Jan sit die boeke en lees
Jan zit de boeken en lees
‘Jan zit de boeken te lezen’

c. Jan sit en lees die boeke

Jan zit en lees de boeken
‘Jan zit de boeken te lezen’

Deze constructies in het Afrikaans verschillen van die ihEegels doordat er
hierin sprake is vawerb raisingen dat er sprake kan zijn vaned-pipingvan extra
hoofd-materiaal naar de V2-positie.
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In hoofdstuk (6) wordt aangetoond door middel van de tests iet Engels dat
pseudo-coérdinatie in het Afrikaans verschilt in sommigeichten van die in het
Engels.

Hoofdstuk (7) is gewijd aan een analyse van de Afrikaansstoacties. De kern
van de analyse is dat pseudo-codrdinatie echte codrdinatieverbale hoofden is
met het cruciale verschil dat er in plaats van coérdinatie Waprake is van coordi-
natie vanv. Een bespreking van de unieke eigenschappen van pseuddiradie in
het Afrikaans toont aan dat deoordinate Structure Constrairgn deLaw of Coor-
dination of Likesook van toepassing zijn op features en daarom strikte biygmk
opleggen. Tevens toont deze discussie aan dat syntactpehnaties zoals werkwo-
ord verplaatsing gevoelig zijn voor de feature-opmaak v@cogrdineerde hoofden.
Het hoofdstuk eindigt met een korte discussies van diremtieindingswerkwoorden.
Alhoewel deze klasse niet homogeen is, kunnen directendirigswerkwoorden die
optioneelcomplex initialsvormen, geanalyseerd worden op dezelfde manier als indi-
recte verbindingswerkwoorden. Het enige verschil is ddtahgeval van de directe
verbindingswerkwoorden de codrdinator niet fonologisehegliseerd is.
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