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Abstract

Coordination and its interactions with agreement have lzeétus of
research in Lexical Functional Grammar over the past de¢hdegh an ac-
count that captures the full range of agreement patterns éleggant manner
has proved elusive. Many previous proposals account foempest of feature
resolution but do not extend to single-conjunct agreem@iiter proposals
address single-conjunct agreement, but provide an acobstandard reso-
lution patterns that is less than satisfying. We provide amseof stating a
typology of agreement patterns that handles resolutionsamgle-conjunct
agreement, as well as agreement requirements that apply acrass-the-
board fashion to all of the conjuncts of a coordinate phrase.

1 AgreementinLFG

We begin with basic agreement patterns in Serbian/Crg8iasmian (SCB) and
their treatment in LFG. In example (1), the determimaja‘my’ and the modifier
stara ‘old’ show feminine singular agreement with the noun theydifip knjiga
‘book’, which is listed in the lexicon as a feminine singuteoun. The predicative
past participlepala ‘fallen’ also shows feminine singular agreemént.

(1) Modifier and verb agreement (Wechsler and Zlati¢, 2083,

Moja/sthnjigﬁe\ pala.

my.F.Nom.Sgld.F.Nom.Sdgook.F.Nom.Sdhux.3Sgfall.PPart.F.Sg
‘My old book fell. (SCB)

As in most constraint-based linguistic theories, agredrimrehFG is treated
as multiple specification of feature values by a controlied target (Kaplan and
Bresnan 1982; Bresnan 2001, chap. 8; Dalrymple 2001, cham @L), the modi-
fiers, noun, and predicate cospecify the number and genaerés of the subject,
as shown in (2), where the labefsand s are used as labels for the parts of the
functional structure, ang=(f suJ):

TFor helpful comments, we thank Anna Maykova, the audienteSo8alLiSE 2009 (Univer-
sity of Essex) and LFG10, especially Louisa Sadler and Do, and our informants Sandra
Scepanovit and Anna Vlaisavljevic.

!Abbreviations: M: masculine; F: feminine; N: neuter; Sgngilar; PI: plural; PPart: past
participle. Examples from other sources use the same tiptiesn conventions as in the source.
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(2) moja‘'my’ (s GEND) = F

(s Num) = Sg
PRED ‘fall’

stara‘old’: (s GEND) = F oRED ook

(s NUM) = Sg SPEC ‘my’

i f ;1| ADJ PRED ‘old’
knjiga‘book’: (s GEND) = F SUBJ 5 {[F I}
_ GEND

(s NuM) = Sg Now S

pala ‘fall’ (fsuBiGEND =F

(f suBa NUM) = Sg

2 INDEX VS. CONCORD agreement

In example (1), a single set of agreement features is propeseagreement with
determiners, prenominal modifiers, and predicates. Homvéwe picture is in fact
more complicated.

Traditional grammatical approaches have long recognisedytpes of agree-
ment features, which Wechsler and Zlati¢ (2003) salex andconcorbfeatures
(see also Kathol 1999, Corbett 2001). Both are syntactiwfes, but as Wechsler
and Zlatic shomNDEXx features are more closely related to semantic features whi
concorbpfeatures are more closely related to morphological dean$Vechsler
and Zlati¢ explore agreement patterns with SCB nouns whiele differentnpex
andconcoRrbfeatures, withconcorbfeatures often relevant for noun phrase in-
ternal agreement, andpex features often relevant outside the noun phrase. Syn-
cretism in the nominal paradigms means that determinatiovhach features are
involved in agreement is not completely straightforward.

The noundeca’children’ has mismatchedoncorpandinDex features: it has
feminine singularconcorD but neuter plurainpex. An example ofdecawith
attributive and predicative agreement is given in (3):

= K\/\
(3) Ta dobr-a deca "su dosl-a
that.F.Sggood-F.SgchildrenAux.3PIcome.PPart-N.PI
‘Those good children came.’ (SCB; Wechsler and Zlati¢,2@1)

The-a ending on the determiner, the adjective, and the verb isguolis between
F.Sg and N.PI. However, it is easy to show that in generakegent with de-
terminers and attributive adjectives depends oncthecorb feature, because all
non-nominative attributive modifiers witthecaare unambiguously F.Sg (Corbett,
1983, 81). Example (4) shows that the unambiguously feraigsingular accusative
adjectivedobru‘good’ is used to modify accusative ‘children’:
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(4) ... svoje sestre, kojainate ima dobrmecu.
own.Gensister.Genwho otherwisehas good+.Sg.Acc childrenAcc
‘... of my own sister, who, otherwise, has good children.’ ceB
http://charolija.wordpress.com/2009/01/07/praviti-se-normalan-2/
(accessed on 08.12.09)

Example (5) is similar, with an unambiguously feminine silag accusative pos-
sessive determiner:

(5) Kad sam video njegovmecu, Zznao sam
WhenAux.1.Sgseen his+.Sg.Acc childrenAcc, realisedAux.1.Sg
‘When | saw his children, | realised...’ (SCB)

http://www.mojheroj.com/heroj.aspx?h=139 (accessed on 08.12.09)

Based on these patterns, we will analyse attributive ageeemas involving the
concorbfeature, since — despite nominative attributive elemeatagpambigu-
ous between F.Sg and N.PI — non-nominative elements adgtia‘children’ and
unwad‘grandchildren’ are unambiguously F.Sg, and must be apdlgs instances
of concorpand notiNDEx agreement.

The predicate in example (3) is also ambiguous between R&§laPl. How-
ever, the auxiliary is unambiguously plural, and we take #s an indication that
the main verbal predicate is plural (and therefore shouldradysed as N.PI rather
than F.Sg), following Corbett's Agreement and Predicateratfichies (Corbett,
2006). We return to this issue in Section 6 below.

Having established a distinction betwemibex and concoRD features, we
enrich our representation of agreement features to takeitinction into account:

(6)
ta ‘that’: (s cONCORD GEND = F

(s CONCORD NUM) = Sg [ PRED  ‘come’

PRED ‘children’

dobra‘good’: (s concORD GEND = F SPEC ‘my’

(s CONCORD NUM) = Sg a0y {[Prep good'] }

. fr .

deca‘children’: (s coNCORD GEND = F suBd s:f EE;D Pr”

(s CONCORD NUM) = Sg

GEND F

(s INDEX GEND) = N CONCORD |:NUM Sg}

(s INDEX NUM) =PI ) :
doSla‘came’: (f suBJ INDEX GEND) =N

(f suBJ INDEX NUM) = PI

3 INDEX VS. CONCORD in coordination

King and Dalrymple (2004) provide a theory of agreement wibrdinated nouns
which relies on the distinction betweelistributive andnondistributive features
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in coordination. Dalrymple and Kaplan (2000) present tHeang definition
of function application for coordinate structures, takingp account the distribu-
tive/nondistributive distinction:

(7) For anydistributive property P and sets, P(s) iff Vf € s.P(f).
For anynondistributiveproperty P and sets, P(s) iff P holds ofs itself.

Features are individually classified as either nondistitibu(properties of the co-
ordinate structures as a whole) or distributive (propsmithe conjuncts, or mem-
bers of the coordinate set). King and Dalrymple (2004) mlevevidence that
INDEX is a nondistributive feature: the coordinate phrase hagwis INnDEX fea-
tures, which may be different from thepex features of the conjuncts, as will be
demonstrated in the next section. In contrast,db@corpfeature is distributive:
the concorbfeature of a coordinate structure depends oncthecorp value of
each conjunct.

This provides a neat explanation for the otherwise puzziimglish pattern
shown in (8):

(8) Thissgboy and girl arg, classmates.

English determiners shosoncorpagreement, in line with Wechsler and Zlati¢’s
proposal for SCB. Sinceoncorbis a distributive feature, the singular determiner
this can combine with a coordinate phrase in which each conjuastsmgular
CONCORD, but is incompatible with plural conjuncts:

(9) *this boys and girl / *this boy and girls

Boy and girlmeets the agreement requirements imposethisy since each con-
junct is singular, and the noun phraés boy and girlis correctly predicted to be
well-formed.

English verbs shownpex agreement. The coordinate phrasihis boy and
girl is semantically plural, and has plurabex. Thus, the phrasthis boy and girl
behaves like any other plural noun phrase, and requirealplarb agreement: the
sentencehis boy and girl are classmatéds well-formed for the same reason that
the sentencéhe boys are classmatéswell-formed, namely that a phrase likds
boy and girlor the boyshas pluralinDex.

King and Dalrymple’s classification of thebex andconcorbfeature allows,
then, for the following patterns:

e INDEX agreement with the resolvesbex features of the coordinate phrase
as a whole

This is a well-established generalisation, though researneeded on agreement patterns with
certain determiners: both singular and plural agreemenatiested with determiners suchessh
in examples likeEach boy and girl is/are required to...
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e coNcoRrbagreement with theoncorbfeatures of each conjunct

There are, however, other patterns to take into accounteasilvsee in the fol-
lowing.

4 Featureresolution in coordination

Resolution rulesdetermine the features of a coordinate structure from thieifes
of the individual conjuncts (Corbett, 1983, 2006; Dalrympind Kaplan, 2000;
Dalrymple et al., 2006). Wechsler and Zlati¢ (2003) previle generalisation in
(20) for gender resolution in SCB (see also Corbett 1991p.chra

(10) Gender and number resolution in SCB (Wechsler and&ZIa6i03, 174):

F+F=F.PI
elsewhere= M.PI

According to this rule, a coordinate phrase with two femgngonjuncts is femi-
nine plural, while any other combination of conjuncts progkia masculine plural
coordinate phrase. Wechsler and Zlati¢ (2003) illustthigrule with the example
in (11), where the predicate shows masculine plural agraemith the resolved
features of the coordinate subject:

(11)
[[Ogledalo]i [Cetka  za kosu]]su bil-i nastolu
mirror.N.Sgandbrush.F.Sdor hair ~ Aux.PlwereM .Pl ontable
‘The mirror and the hairbrush were on the table.’ (SCB; Waatend

Zlatic, 2003, 173)

King and Dalrymple (2004) show that resolution rules applyheinDEX feature:

the InDEX feature of a coordinate structure is computed by applyiegdsolution

rule to theinpex features of the conjuncts. Under these assumptions, aiedpl
functional structure for the subject in example (11) is shdmv(12):

(12)

{GEND M}
INDEX

NUM Pl

PRED ‘mirror’ PRED ‘brush’
GEND N GEND F
INDEX NUM  Sg INDEX NUM  Sg

LFG models coordinate structures as sets: the set corgaihanf-structures for
the nounsogledalo‘mirror’ and Cetka'brush’ represents the coordinate structure
ogledalo icetka‘'mirror and brush’. The f-structure in (12) shows that whihe
INDEX features of the individual conjuncts are F.Sg and N.Sg,essely, the
resolvedinpex features of the whole NP are M.PI, as specified by the resoluti

191



rule in (10). The participleili ‘were’ showsiNDEX agreement with the resolved
masculine plurainpex features of the coordinate phrasgledalo icetka‘mirror
and brush’.

We will not address the question of precisely how the genddrmamber fea-
tures of the coordinate structure are computed. Rather,ilvsimiply assume that
resolution rules of the general form discussed by Dalrynapid Kaplan (2000),
Dalrymple et al. (2006) and Sadler (2006) ensure that thedawate structure ac-
quires the features specified by the gender resolution mu&Q).

Strikingly, the pattern in (10) is found even when both cocps are neuter:

(13)

[[Ogledalo]i [nalivpero]] su bil-i/*bil-a nastolu
mirror.N.Sgandfountain.pen.N.Sdux.PlwereM .PI/*N.Pl ontable

‘The mirror and the fountain pen were on the table.”  (SCB; kgber and
Zlati¢, 2003, 174)

{GEND M}
INDEX

NUM Pl
PRED ‘mirror’ PRED ‘pen
GEND N GEND N
INDEX NUM  Sg INDEX NUM  Sg

5 Single-conjunct agreement

Wechsler and Zlati€ (2003) discuss patternsiofle-conjunct agreement in SCB,
in which agreement is with one of the conjuncts of the coatdirphrase, not with
the resolved features:

[[Ova wvaroSica]i [sva seld]] su poplavljena / ?poplavljent
this.F.Sgown.F.Sgandall.N.Plvillage.N.PIAux.PlfloodedN.Pl / M .PI
‘“This town and all the villages were flooded.'(SCB; Wechsled Zlati¢, 2003, 54)

Instead of the expected resolution pattern, according tictwimasculine plural
agreement on the predicate would be expected, examplexXhibjts neuter plural
predicate agreement: the predicate agrees with the clomgjsinct,sva seldall the
villages’, not with the resolved features of the coordinaltease. Such examples
are common; example (15) is from our own fieldwork:

(15) [Nova [[kuca] i [komtala puno.

new.F.Schouse.F.Sgndcar.N.PIAux.PlcostN.PI a.lot
‘The new house and car cost a lot.’ (SCB; Ana Vlaisavljepit,.)
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Again, the predicate agrees with the second conjunct, rtbtthé resolved features
of the subject noun phrase (we discuss agreement with teetaginova‘'new’ in
Section 7).

Sadler (1999) was among the first to discuss the treatmernngiesconjunct
agreement in an LFG setting (see also Sadler, 2003; Arnaidl,2007), and the
first to provide examples to show that single-conjunct agesg can coexist with
resolved agreement patterns referencing the same cotmrditracture. Kuhn and
Sadler (2007) provide the following Welsh example to iliat this point:

(16)
Gwelaist [[ti] a'th [frawd]] eichhunain.
saw2Sg 2Sg and-2Sgorother 2P1 self
‘You and your brother saw yourselves. (Welsh; Kuhn and 8ad007)

The subject of this sentence tisa’'th frawd ‘you and your brother’. The verb
gwelaist'saw’ shows second person singular single-conjunct ageeémith the
first conjunctti ‘you’, while the reflexiveeich hunain‘yourselves’ shows second
person plural resolved agreement with the coordinate tstrei@s a whole. This
example shows that it is not possible to treat single-cartjagreement as a kind
of resolution; the two types of agreement must be distirigads and a coordinate
phrase must be able to show both kinds of agreement at thetsame

An exploration of theinpex/concorp distinction in single-conjunct agree-
ment has not so far been undertaken. SCB provides an ideahtaby for such
study, because of its rich patterns of agreement and théepges of nouns with
mismatchednpex andconcorpfeatures.

6 Single-conjunct INDEx agreement

Under our assumption that predicate agreement depend® ovotx feature, the
examples in (14) and (15) illustrate single-conjumabex agreement. We can
ensure that the relevant featurensex and notconcorbpby examining coordinate
structures with noun phrases having mismatobedcorpandinDex features. In
this section, we examine coordinated mismatched nounsfieddy a relative
clause, and we show that the relative pronoun showsx agreement with the
closest conjunct.

To establish patterns of agreement with relative pronowssfirst examine
constructions with noncoordinated nouns. The nominatelative pronoun in
(17) can be analysed either as showing F.Sg agreement vétbcthcorp fea-
tures ofdeca‘children’, or alternatively as showing N.RiDEX agreement. Non-
nominative relative pronouns do not display this syncnetithe accusative relative
pronoun in (18) is unambiguously F.Sg, and in the geniti@ @ choice exists
between a relative pronoun which is unambiguously F.Sg aedadich is unam-
biguously plural.
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(17) deca koj-a su tada bil-a
childrenwho+.Sg/N.PI Aux.PI therewere-F.Sg/N.PI
‘children who were there’ (SCB Corbett, 1983, 78)

(18) deca koj-u vidite
childrenwho+.Sg.Acc you.see
‘children who you see’ (SCB; Corbett, 1983, 79)

(19) deca koje/kojih se sviboje
childrenwho F.Sg.Gen/who Pl.Gen Reflall fear
‘children whom all fear’ (SCB; Corbett, 1983, 79)

We believe that the correct analysis for #zeending on the nominative relative
pronoun in (17) is N.Pliipex agreement with the head noun) rather than F.Sg
(concorpagreement). Our primary evidence for this is that the redgtronoun
triggers plural agreement on the relative clause verb, andisst itself be plural.
This analysis is supported by the possibility of an unamdigply plural genitive
relative pronoun in (19), which must be analysedinasex agreement with the
head noun. Note, however, that this pattern is not found thighaccusative rela-
tive pronoun in (18), which unambiguously shows Fcsgicorpagreement. We
assume that nominative relative pronouns agreeorax, while accusative relative
pronouns agree inoNcorp, and genitive allows either type of agreemént.

The nouns in the coordinate phrases in examples (20) anché&)feminine
singularconcorp and neuter pluralnpex. We examine patterns of agreement
with nominative relative pronouns agreeingiwbex with the nouns they modify.
Recall that according to the resolution rules for SCB, weld@xpect the coordi-
nate NP to have masculine plural resolved features. Howtharelative pronoun
instead shows neuter plural agreement, matchingnbex features of the second

3This entails a difference in our treatment of attributiversénts and relative pronouns in cases
where it is difficult to tell whetheCONCORDor INDEX agreement is involved. In constructions
with the noungleca‘children’ andunucad'grandchildren’, nominative attributive modifiers and-rel
ative pronouns ending ira can be analysed as either F.Sg or N.PI, while non-nominativibutive
modifiers and relative pronouns are unambiguously femisiimgular, except for the genitive relative
pronoun, which is either unambiguously F.Sg or unambiglyquisral. Accusative relative pronouns
are treated as F.S@ONCORD agreement) in accordance with their unambiguous morphezbg
marking. By contrast, we treat nominative relative prormas N.PI (NDEX agreement) because
they trigger plural agreement on the relative clause veds.aftributive elements, there is no other
agreement with them (comparable to the plural verb agreemighin the relative clause which is
triggered by nominative relative pronouns) to justify aitsphalysis whereby nominative attributive
elements withdeca‘children’ andunu€cad‘grandchildren’ are treated as N.Pl and non-nominative
as F.Sg. We therefore treat all attributive elements (diolyi ambiguous nominative ones) as F.Sg.
Thus, agreement with attributive elements involz@sNCORDfeatures, whereas relative pronouns
can pick either theCONCORD (acc or gen) ofNDEX (nom or gen) features of the head nominal.
This is consistent with their dual role as NP-internal eletaes well as pronouns at the same time
(as noted by Wechsler and Zlatic 2003). For more discussidhis issue, see Wechsler and Zlati¢
(2003, 56) and Corbett (1983, 78).
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conjunct?

(20) njihov-a [[deca] i [unutad]] koja su  rodjen-a u drugoj
their-F.Sgehildrenandgrandchildrerwho-N.PI Aux.Pl born-N.PI in another
drzavi
country
‘their children and grandchildren who were born in anottatry’ (SCB)
www.durmitorcg.com/forum/viewtopic.php?f=9&t=6064&start=0&st=0&sk=t&sd=a
(accessed on 20.03.2009)

(21) [[Tinejdzeri] i [dec/a]]—Qj—a preglasnoi  precCestosluSaju
Teenagers.M.Rindchildrenwho-N.PI too.loudlyandtoo.oftenlisten.to.3PI
muziku... riskiraju daogluva 30 godinaranije od...
music ... risk to go.deaf30years earlierthan
‘Teenagers and children who listen to music too loudly amddften... risk
going deaf 30 years earlier than...’ (SCB)
www.zdraviilepi.com/Magazin-decal!P7.aspx (accessed on 17.11.2009)

Sincedeca'children’ andunuad ‘grandchildren’ in (20) have F.Sgoncorpand
N.PIINDEX, it can be argued that the relative pronoun agrees with biothemn.
Example (21) shows that this is not the case; here, the firgunot has M.PI
coNncorpandiNDEX, Whereas the second has F&gicorpand N.Plinbex. The
relative pronoun therefore agrees only with theex of the second conjunct.

7 Single-conjunct concorDp agreement

We have so far encountered the following agreement patterns

4Given the existence of mismatched nouns, we might claim thaaddition to the two ho-

mophonous relative pronouksja, there is a third relative pronowojawhich has F.S@CONCORD
and N.PIINDEX. This mismatched relative pronoun could then be claimedjte@inCONCORD
with the F.SgCONCORDof the antecedent (‘grandchildren’) andiMDEX with the plural auxiliary
verb inside the relative clause. This would mean that (2@ctsially not an instance of closest-
conjunct agreement involving thelDEX feature. However, positing a thikkbja relative pronoun
with mismatched features is not entirely empirically jfisti and violates Occam’s Razor, which
states that entities should not be multiplied beyond néyess

We could also argue that SCB has only one relative pronouim tivé formkoja and it has F.Sg
CONCORDand N.PIINDEX. Under this analysis, the pronoun will always agre€ @NCORDwith
feminine antecedents andIiRDEX with neuter antecedents. What is more, the relative claege v
will have to sometimes pick thH&lDEX and sometimes theONCORDof the relative pronoun. All of
these are inelegant and theoretically undesirable coesegs. Furthermore, and most importantly,
we have examples of closest-conjumeDEX agreement which is unmediated by relative pronouns
(cf. the predicate ‘be hungry’ in (37), which agrees dirgetith the antecedent). Since the finite
copula verb is plural, this resolves the ambiguity and tiseoéthe predicate is unambiguously N.PI.
Otherwise, we would have more semantically justified agexgran the verb than on the predicative
adjective, which would be a violation of Corbett’s other&vi®bust Predicate Hierarchy (cf. Corbett
(1983, 87)).
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e Agreement with resolvedipex features: examples (8), (11), (13)

e Agreement withconcorbfeatures of all conjuncts: example (8) (cf. exam-
ple 9)

e Agreement withinpex features of a single conjunct: examples (14), (15),
(16), (20), (21)

We can also have single-conjunct agreement involvingctivecorpfeature. Cor-

bett (1991) provides example (22), in which the predeteemave ‘all’ and the
possessive determinajegove’his’ show agreement with the first conjunct of the
coordinate phrase. Although the noomolbe‘prayers’ does not have mismatched
coNcoRrp andINDEX feature, we have established on the basis of agreement pat-
terns with mismatched nouns that agreement with attribuglements involves
coNcoRD and notinDex features (see Section 2 above and Corbett 1983, 81).
Hence, this must be closest-conjurcincorpagreement.

L . . . . i
(22) sve  njegove[molbe i uveravanja] ni-su pomagali niSta
all.F.PI hisF.PI prayersk-.Pl andassurancel.Pl Neg-Plhelped.M.Pinothing
‘All his prayers and assurances did not help atall.”  (SCBrhed, 1991,
283)

Example (22) illustrates the following pattern:
e Agreement withconcorpfeatures of a single conjunct: example (22)

Kuhn and Sadler (2007) show that it is possible to have siogigunct agree-
ment with both the first and the last conjunct in the same dpatd structure —
what they calldouble-edged agreement. The following example is from Brazil-
ian Portuguese:

(23) os/_?hitos e Iendmasileiras
the.M.PI[myth.M.Plandlegend.F.PIBrazilian.F.PI
‘the Brazilian myths and legends’ (Brazilian PortuguesehiK and Sadler,
2007, (16b))

This example exhibits two instances of single-conjunceagrent. The first in-
volves the determiner and the first conjunct, and the secoralvies the second
conjunct and the adjective. Examples such as these areikddp fo involve
coNcoRbpagreement, though without the possibility of examiningeagnent pat-
terns with mismatched nouns in Brazilian Portuguese, itifficdlt to know for
sure. Such examples also show the necessity of being abdéetoto the features
of both the initial and the final conjunct independently.

In sum, the patterns that our analysis must handle are: rgrgevith resolved
INDEX features; agreement with distributieencorpfeatures; agreement with the
INDEX features of just one conjunct; and agreement withctbhecorpfeatures of
just one conjunct.
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8 Our proposal: A typology of agreement patterns

Following Kuhn and Sadler (2007), we propose to handle thgsgement patterns
by defining functional metavariables to allow referenceddgheral conjuncts in
a coordinate phrase. We adopt Kuhn and Sadler’s notdtioand fr, where f
can be replaced by any expression that refers to an f-steyjdtuough we provide
different definitions of these expressions: in particulaese expressions may refer
to the Leftmost and Rightmost conjuncts in a coordinatectire, but may also
refer to a noncoordinated phrase. As discussed below, wealalsot adopt Kuhn
and Sadler’s proposed classification of features, sinaeei$ ahot allow a treatment
of the full range of patterns discussed in the previous gecfor example, it does
not allow for both resolved and single-conjunct agreematit the INDEX feature.
Retaining the assumption thaiex is a nondistributive feature armbncorD
is a distributive feature, our analysis allows us to stare@ment requirements in
terms of the following expressions, wifhrepresenting an arbitrary f-structure. For
the inDEX feature:

e (f INDEX): the INnDEX features of a noncoordinate phrase, or the resolved
INDEX features of a coordinate phrase (the standard interpretati this
expression)

e (f(r) INDEX): the INDEX features of a noncoordinate phrase, the resolved
INDEX features of a coordinate phrase, or the leftmost conjunatafordi-
nate phrase (optional single-conjunct agreement withefimbst conjunct)

e (fr INnDEX): the INDEX features of a noncoordinate phrase or the leftmost
conjunct of a coordinate phrase (obligatory single-cocjagreement with
the leftmost conjunct)

e (f(r) INDEX): the INDEX features of a noncoordinate phrase, the resolved
INDEX features of a coordinate phrase, or the rightmost conjuretoordi-
nate phrase (optional single-conjunct agreement withigfniémost conjunct)

e (fr INDEX): the INDEX features of a noncoordinate phrase or the rightmost
conjunct of a coordinate phrase (obligatory single-coctagreement with
the rightmost conjunct)

INDEX is a resolving feature, so in a coordinate structure, tibex value of the
coordinate structure as a whole might be different fromtinex of the individual
conjuncts. We allow for agreement with the resolwenE x features of a coordinate
phrase as well as for agreement (either optionally or otwigg) with a single
conjunct.

For theconcorpfeature, there are fewer options:

e (f concorD): theconcorpfeatures of a noncoordinate phrase or each con-
junct of a coordinate phrase (the standard interpretati¢hi®expression)
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e (fr, concorp): theconcorbpfeatures of a noncoordinate phrase or the left-
most conjunct of a coordinate phrase

e (fr concorD): theconcorbfeatures of a noncoordinate phrase or the right-
most conjunct of a coordinate phrase

When all conjuncts have the samencorbvalue, it is not possible to distinguish
betweenconcorp agreement with the closest conjunct asmNcorp agreement
with all conjuncts: ‘optional’ closest-conjunct agreerménnot distinguishable
from exclusively closest-conjunct agreement. Hence, wead@xpress agreement
constraints in terms of optional closest-conjuncincorp agreement: we distin-
guish only between the stronger requirement of distrileutisncorp agreement
with all conjuncts (f concorp)) and the weaker requirement of agreement only
with the closest conjunct.

The expressionsf(iNnpex) and (f concorp) have their standard LFG mean-
ing, with INDEX defined as a nondistributive (resolving) feature andcorpas a
distributive feature. The expressigfy,) is defined as follows:

24) foy= f €*
—[(«€) <]

This expression involves functional uncertainty (Kaplawl Zaenen, 1989), and
makes use of the following notational conventions (for mdiszussion, see Dal-
rymple, 2001, chap. 5):

e The set-membership symbelcan be used as an attribute to nondeterminis-
tically pick out one of the conjunct members of a coordinates* picks out
an arbitrarily deeply embedded member, to account for desierdination:
coordinate structures whose conjuncts are themselvedinate structures.

e Constraints appearing under attributes in a functionaktamty path are
off-path constraints, regulating the f-structures through which the path may
pass. The symbat- in an off-path constraint refers to the f-structure which
contains the attribute on which the off-path constraintegpp, and the sym-
bol — refers to the value for that attribute.

e The symbol<; denotes the relation of functional precedence, a relatian t
holds between two f-structures if (roughly) a linear presez relation holds
between the constituent structure nodes that correspahdde f-structures.
Functional precedence is formally defined as follows, wheie the func-
tion that relates nodes of the constituent structure tréieetio corresponding
functional structures (Kaplan and Zaenen, 1989):

[ f-precedesy (f <; g) if and only if for all ny € ¢~!(f) and for all
no € ¢~ 1(g), n1 c-precedes,.®

SAccording to this definition, the functional precedencatieh is irreflexive: an f-structure does
not f-precede itself.
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With these definitions in place, we can paraphrase the @nsin (24) as follows:

(25) f(r) is an f-structure possibly embedded witlfiras a conjunct in a coordi-
nate set. Iff ;) is embedded as a memberfofit must be the leftmost mem-
ber: this is accomplished by the off-path constraint, whitdtes that there
may not be any (other) members of the coordinate structuefiprecede

fwy-

The definition of f g, is similar except for the f-precedence requirement on the
other members of the same set, which is reversed:

(26) fry= [ S
(=€) >5—]

These expressions refer to any leftmost or rightmost canjumd so with em-
bedded coordinations, they could refer to a coordinategghwanich is leftmost or
rightmost with respect to the other conjuncts, but whichlitsontains conjuncts.
In other words, in a multiply embedded coordinate strucagén (27), the defini-
tion in (26) allows agreement with any of the underlined pesa

27) [—&[—&[-&]]]

We do not have direct evidence for the possibility of agresmeéth closest con-
juncts which are themselves coordinate structures — tlegast structures would
be very complex — but we do not rule out this possibility imgiple.

The definitions off;, and fr are similar, but add the requirement that the f-
structure that is the controller of agreement must noffiteeh coordinate structure:

(28) fo=f S 1o(fr€)

(=€) <]

fr is defined similarly, but with the functional precedencestraints reversed, as
in the definition off ).

We can also provide a definition of “closest-conjunct” agreat which relies
on the linear relation between the agreement controllertaedargef This is
useful in cases in which the controller can appear eithesrbeadr after the target,
as for example in free word order languages like Latin or RurssThe definition
given in (29) assumes that the relevant relation is betwkerf-structure of the
agreement target, which we assume,iand the controllerf; the closest conjunct
is the leftmost one if the controller is on the left, and thghtimost one if the
controller is on the right. The definition in (29) is for okdipry closest-conjunct
agreement, and relies on the definitionsfgfand fr given above:

(29) fe={ fo:l<sfL
| fr:fr<sl}

®Thanks to Anna Maykova for discussion of this point.
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The definition in (30) is for optional closest conjunct agneat, and is stated by
reference to the definitions gf;) and f ) given above:

R0) fioy= { fuoy:l<sfu
| fwry s fir) <g 1}

In the next section, we show how these are used in charactetize agreement
patterns that we have seen so far.

8.1 Single-conjunct concorp agreement

We have seen that single-conjunct agreement witlcthecorpfeature is attested
in SCB (example 22) and perhaps in Portuguese (example 28jpriVide the fol-
lowing lexical entry for the SCB possessive determiniegove'his’, which shows
concorbpagreement with a noncoordinated noun, or with the closegtinot of a
coordinate structure:

(31) njegove ‘his’: (¢ CONCORD GEND = F
(Tc coNcoRD NUM) = PI

This lexical entry assumes that the possessive deternsiraar f-structure co-head
with the noun it modifies. In (32), there is no coordinate cite: 1o refers to
the f-structure labelle@, and requires it to have feminine plurabncorp This
constraint is satisfied, and the example is grammatical.

(32) njegovemolbe PRED ‘prayers’
his prayers sPEC ‘his’
‘his pr '
prayers | \npEx | GEND F
p: NUM P
GEND F
CONCORD
{NUM PJ

The subject phrase of example (22), repeated here, inveirgke-conjunct agree-

ment with the closest (leftmost) noun in the coordinatecstme:

. . . [ sPEC ‘his

(33) njegoveamolbe i uveravanja PRED ‘prayers
his.F.Plprayers.F.Pandassurances.N.PI

‘(all) his prayers and assurances’ INDEX

GEND F
NUM Pl

GEND F
CONCORD

NUM Pl

PRED ‘assurances

GEND N}

INDEX
NUM P

CONCORD
NUM P

GEND N]
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In (33), the determiner agrees with the leftmost conjunetre;l is instantiated to
pa, and according to the definition in (28), must refer to the closest noncoordi-
nate structure ipa, namely the f-structure fanolbe'prayers’.

8.2 Single-conjunct INDEX agreement

Sadler (1999) and Kuhn and Sadler (2007) discuss singlgHocinagreement in
Welsh, showing that single-conjunct agreement is obliyatgth coordinate struc-
tures in which the first conjunct is pronominal; we assume tthia is obligatory
single-conjunctNnDeEx agreement. The subject noun phrase always appears to the
right of the verb, and so the closest conjunct is always tftentest one (if this
were not the case, we would state the definition in terms ofdlosest-conjunct”
requirementfo rather than the leftmost conjungt). Kuhn and Sadler (2007)
provide example (16), repeated here, for the \@selaist'was’:

(34) Gwelaisti a'th frawd eichhunain.
saw.2Sg2Sgand-2Sdorother2Pl self
‘You and your brother saw yourselves. (Welsh; Kuhn and 8ad007)

This verb is associated with the following constraints:

(35) gwelaist ({ suBJ)z, INDEX PERSY) = 2
((1 suBJY, INDEX NUM) = Sg

These constraints disallow resolvedex agreement in coordinate structures, and
require second person singular leftmost-conjunct agraemghe f-structure for
example (34) is:

(36) [PRED ‘see’

[ PERS 2

NuM Pl

[ PRED ‘you’

PERS 2 }

INDEX {NUM Sg

PERS 2 |
NUM Sg

CONCORD
SUBJ yb:

[ PRED ‘brother’

PERS 3 ]

INDEX [NUM Sg

NUM Sg

PERS 3
CONCORD

| oBJ [.."self"...]
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The expressionf(susJ)y, refers to the f-structure labelleg, if it is not a coordi-
nate phrase, or to the leftmost conjunctyin Sinceyb is a coordinate structure,
agreement is with the leftmost conjurictyou.Sg’, labelledy.

The SCB example in (37) shows that single-conjunct andvedalipex agree-
ment patterns can be found in the same sentence:

(37)
[Deca] i [unutad]] koj-a/koj-i su
childrenandgrandchildrerwho-N.Pl/who-M.PlAux.3PI
dosl-a/dosl-i su  gladn-a/gladn-i

come-N.Pl/come-M.Pbe.3Plhungry-N.Pl/hungry-M.PI
‘The children and grandchildren who came are hungry. (SelBijted)

We focus here on the relative pronoun, which, like the Weksth vexhibits single-

conjunctinDEx agreement. The nouanutad ‘grandchildren’ has neuter plural
INDEX, and the coordinate noun phradeca i uniad ‘children and grandchildren’

has resolved masculine plurabex. Either resolvednpex agreement (masculine
plural) or single-conjunct agreement referring to theex features of ‘grandchil-

dren’ (neuter plural) is possible:

[PRED ‘be.hungry’

[GEND M}
INDEX

NUM P

PRED ‘children’

GEND N
INDEX
NUM P
GEND F
CONCORD

NUM  Sg

(38) PRED ‘grandchildren’
SUBJ cg:
INDEX

GEND N
NUM P

GEND F
CONCORD

NUM Sg

PRED ‘pro’ ]
PRONTYPE reu ’

TOPIC 7: [

ADJ
PRED ‘come’

SUBJ

Agreement requirements for the neuter plural relative puonare expressed
in (39). In (39),7 refers to the f-structure labelledin (38), which appears as
the Toric of the relative clause modifying the coordinate nouns. TXmession

"Not all combinations of resolved and single-conjunct agret are possible in this example;
the relative clause verb must agree with the relative pronand the predicatgladn-a/i ‘hungry’
is virtually certain to be masculine plural if the relativeopoun is masculine plural. Agreement
patterns in such constructions obey Corbett's AgreemehPaadicate Hierarchies (Corbett, 2006).
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(MOD € toric 1) in (39) refers to the f-structure labelleg in (38), which corre-
sponds to the head noun which the relative clause modifies:

(39) koja (neuter plural relative pronoun) AG € ToPIC 1) INDEX GEND) = N
((ADJ3 € ToPIC 1) INDEX NUM) =PI

These constraints require the rightmost conjunct of thedinated head nouns to
be neuter plural; the constraint is satisfied, and examplgig3yrammatical.

In (39), we have chosen to characterise the constraintgiasss withkoja as
involving obligatory rather than optional rightmost camjti agreement. This is
because resolved agreement can never be neuter: as showaniyyle (13) above,
uniformly neuter conjuncts resolve to masculine, not neutdus, neuter plural
agreement in coordinate structures must be with a distshgui conjunct, and not
with the resolved features.

For the masculine plural relative pronoun, the situatiatifferent: if the right-
most conjunct is masculine plural, the resolved featurestralso be masculine
plural. Therefore, we can treat masculine plural agreeragmésolved agreement
and not rightmost conjunct agreement in all cases. Finfdiginine plural agree-
ment may be either with the rightmost conjunct (the resofeadures may be ei-
ther feminine plural or masculine plural, depending on teadgr of the other
conjuncts) or with the resolved feminine plural featurea cbordinate phrase (the
rightmost conjunct may be either feminine singular or famerplural).

An alternative analysis is possible according to which &althe relative pro-
nouns specifyoptional rightmost conjunct agreement: the feminine relative pro-
noun is correctly allowed to agree with either the rightnoasijunct or the resolved
features; the neuter relative pronoun is allowed to agréle the resolved features
(which, however, will never be neuter plural, due to the ha#an rules of SCB);
and the masculine relative pronoun is allowed to agree \wélrightmost conjunct
(though if the rightmost conjunct is masculine plural, teealved features must
also be masculine plural). This would produce uniformityspécification across
the relative pronoun paradigm, though it would produce ipleltanalyses of ap-
parently unambiguous structures; we prefer specificatwdnish do not produce
ambiguity.

9 An alternative: Kuhn and Sadler 2007

Kuhn and Sadler (2007) provide a thorough discussion ofipuevproposals for
agreement in coordinate structures in LFG, dividing theta description-based

approaches andrepresentation-based approaches. Our approach is description-
based, since it works by introducing new functional vocahulfor expressing
agreement constraints, rather than enriching the furatistructure with addi-
tional structure. We are in full agreement with Kuhn and 8eslicriticisms of

representation-based approaches, which we do not reHeesekKuhn and Sadler
criticise existing description-based approaches on toergts that they require
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complex disjunctive statements of constraints, and canaodle nested coordina-
tion. Our approach does not suffer from these difficultiesl $o is immune to their
criticisms.

Kuhn and Sadler propose the classification of features sh0):

(40)
resolved (nondistributive) conjunct-level
/\
distributive  overlay
/\
proximity-based left-peripheral

Their approach requires features to be assigned to exawt\classification, and
to behave uniformly as that classification requires. Thenndifficulty with this
proposal is the existence of optional single-conjunct exgrent. A classification of
features entails that a feature will always behave in a icevtay: always requir-
ing resolved agreement, for example, or always requiringlgiconjunct agree-
ment. However, example (37) shows that theex feature can participate in both
single-conjunct agreement and resolved agreement in the sg&ample, which is
unexpected on Kuhn and Sadler’s view.

10 Conclusion

We have presented an approach to agreement with coordistitedures which
allows for the specification of agreement constraints whih ¢ntire coordinated
phrase or with a single conjunct of the phrase. Our approbalvsafor the wide
variation in agreement patterns exhibited in SCB, and wiewthat it will extend
unproblematically to agreement patterns in other langsiagewell. Our research
turned up a number of interesting agreement patterns tirginefor future work.

First, a basic assumption made by King and Dalrymple (2004) athers is
thatinDEX features resolve in coordination, but ratncorp features. However,
we have found some examples that seem to exemplify resalvedoro

(41) [[2ena] i [deca]] su mu  bile u drugojprostoriji.
wife.F.Sgandchildren.F.SgAux.Plto.him been.F.Pin other areas
‘His wife and children were in other areas.’ (SCB)

http://www.ana.rs/forum/viewtopic.php?t=24328&postdays=0&postorder=asc&start=15
(accessed on 12.06.2010)

The F.Pl agreement on the past participle ‘been’ above caneliber closest-
conjunct nor distributive agreement, as neither conjuadt.Pl. Therefore, the
F.PI features on ‘been’ could be analysed as resolved agrgerithe resolution
rules for SCB produce F.PI only when both conjuncts are famin ‘Wife’ has
F.SgconcorpandinDex, whereas ‘children’ has F.Sgoncorpand N.PIiNDEX.
Therefore, it seems that it is tlmoncorb feature that has resolved, and not the
INDEX (a combination of feminine and neuter would resolve to miirse)
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However, evidence from Wechsler (1999) suggests thatliteisémantics and
not theconcorbpthat has produced the F.Pl agreement on the target in (413. Th
would mean that the children in the example above must bergérally feminine
(although we currently have no native-speaker gramméiigaidgements). The
following example is provided in support of this hypothesis

(42) Ova velika devoja i ovo malo devojce su se
This.F.Sgbig.F.Sggirl.F.Sgandthis.N.Sdlittle.N.Sg girl. N.Sg Aux.PI Refl
lepoigrale/?igrali
well played-F.Pl/played-M.PI
‘This big girl (F) and this little girl (N) played well. (SCBWechsler, 1999,
29)

Here, ‘big girl’ is unambiguously feminine both grammatigdin concorpand
INDEX) and semantically. By contrast, ‘little girl' has N.$gpoex and coNcoRD
but is semantically feminine. This shows that no femininengmatical features
are needed for this semantic resolution, and so in the absgfrepnclusive proof
to the contrary, we conclude that the same generalisatimiasant for (41).

Second, it seems to be possible (though rare) for a singéebgy target to de-
pend on different functional structure controllers; Ahet al. (2007) provide ex-
amples of Portuguese adjectives which show closest-cohagreement for gender
but resolved agreement for number, and we have found sesierdar examples
(see also Corbett 1983, van Oirsouw 1987, Camacho 2003xeTpaterns would
pose no problems for our formal model, but their rarity areldbnstraints on their
distribution deserve investigation.
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