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Abstract

CoORDINATION IN OPTIMALITY THEORY
by Miklos Gaspar

Supervisor: Dr. Mark Newson

This dissertation provides an analysis of coordination within a restricted version of
Optimality Theory (OT), operating exclusively with alignment and faithfulness
constraints. It is shown that this version of OT, which does not assume the existence
of syntactic structure, is capable of handling coordination phenomena that have been
problematic for previous structureless accounts, while at the same time also avoids the
problems encountered by structure-based theories trying to fit coordination into

models developed to account for structures occurring elsewhere.

It is standardly assumed in OT that syntactic structure conforming to X-bar Theory
axioms is imposed on all the candidates generated from the input by the structure
building component of the grammar. I reject this view and contend that it is by
eliminating from the grammar historically inherited axioms about X-bar Theory or
even the central notion of phrases that we can unlock the real power of OT: the
violable constraints that make up the evaluation system are solely responsible for the

grammar and grammatical differences between languages.

I show how such an assumption, originally conceived in Newson (2000b), can predict
basic word order patterns and can also account for topicalization as well as
coordination in a wide variety of language types. As syntactic OT in general, and
alignment OT in particular are relatively novel developments within linguistic
research, the basic principles of the theory are still being formed. I show that the
originally assumed family of predicate alignment constraints alone is not capable of
accounting for a variety of data such as SOV language pattern as well as topicalization
and focalization in a variety of languages, and introduce a second family of alignment
constraints. Contrary to the predicate alignment constraints, which establish the
position of an element with respect to its predicate (or, more generally, functor), first

and last constraints sanction the placement of elements to the beginning and the end of



the string, respectively. The interaction of these constraints with each another and with

the functor alignment and the faithfulness constraints provides a powerful grammar.

The coordinative conjunction is argued to be a functor, taking the predicates of the
propositions it conjoins as its arguments. As a functor, the functor constraints
originally developed for the predicate-argument relationship are relevant for the

conjunction-conjunct alignment relationship as well.

Central to the analysis of ellipsis is the claim that ellipsis is not only characterized by
phonological absence, but by syntactic absence as well. Essentially, ellipsis is treated
as a semantic phenomenon: it is up to the semantic component of the grammar to
reconstruct elided material missing from all other levels of grammatical description.
In the framework adopted semantic interpretation is based on the input of the
optimality system. Thus the input is the foundation of ellipsis phenomena — as much
as it contains gaps for material that surface as elided. I suggest that semantic
reconstruction of missing input material occurs via a higher-order unification process

and that the sentence receives interpretation only if this unification process succeeds.
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Introduction

For a three-letter word, and has received far more than its fair share of attention from
generative syntacticians over the last half a century. Coordination has indeed been
problematic for several grammatical theories: just defining what can be coordinated
with what has proved challenging. Early versions of X-bar Theory have viewed
grammatical relations in terms of subordination — so symmetrical combination of two
clauses was seen as different from other grammatical phenomena. During the
extension of X-bar principles to functional categories within the Principles and
Parameters (PP) framework in the late 1980s and early 1990s, trying to accommodate
coordination into X-bar Theory has created many problems. Theories working without
the assumption of syntactic constituent structure have not had an easy ride either:
similarly to X-bar accounts, they have had to introduce special rules into their
grammar just to account for coordination. These rules often go against the general

spirit of the theory, weakening the theoretical claims made by these grammars.

For these reasons an account of coordination within a grammatical theory that is in its
infancy is both a challenge and an opportunity: many aspects of the grammar that
would be available in a more mainstream framework need to be developed in order to
be able to tackle coordination. At the same time, if the need to account for
coordination is itself a driving force behind the development of the general aspects of
a theory, the process will ensure that a theory of coordination will not require the
introduction of special rules that contradict fundamental assumptions. It is this
challenge-cum-opportunity that I will attempt to tackle in this thesis: to provide a
theory of coordination within a restrictive version of Optimality Theory (OT), an
alignment-based grammar that excludes all but a strictly defined permissible set of

constraints.

In Chapter 1 I introduce issues of coordination and ellipsis by reviewing some of the
influential accounts that have been proposed. I will focus on issues that have been
problematic for various grammatical frameworks from a theoretical point of view in
terms of fitting coordination into their models. I will also motivate a different view of

ellipsis than has been traditionally assumed.



Chapter 2 will introduce the framework I am adopting: Optimality Theory. After a
review of standard optimality theoretical assumptions, I will introduce a more
restrictive version of this framework, Alignment OT. This theory is very much in its
infancy, which explains why Chapter 2 is the longest chapter of this thesis: many
background assumptions that in the case of a similar work within a more developed
framework would simply be called upon and reviewed will have to be invented and

justified before any analysis of coordination can be attempted.

In Chapter 3 I will provide an account for the placement of the coordinative
conjunction within Alignment OT. Much of this chapter will be typologically based,
where data from a wide variety of languages will be introduced in order to
demonstrate and account for the cross-linguistic behavior of the conjunction particle. I
will argue that in many ways the coordinative conjunction is similar to a predicate,
and so the kinds of alignment constraints used to account for basic predicate-argument

order suffice for the placement of the conjunction with respect to its conjuncts.

Chapter 4 will focus on ellipsis. I will demonstrate that, given the assumptions of
Chapter 2, OT constraints responsible for basic word order facts will be able to
account for argument ellipsis — and as such the direction of ellipsis will be a
consequence of word order facts and will not need to be independently stipulated.
Constraints introduced in Chapter 2 to account for a variety of data will be used to

provide an account for verbal ellipsis, or gapping.

Finally, in Chapter 5 a rudimentary account of the semantics of ellipsis will be
provided, motivated by observations in earlier chapters that many restrictions on
ellipsis constructions appear to have semantic, not syntactic roots. I will develop a
unificational account of semantic recovery, and the inability of the semantics to
reconstruct the ellipsis gap based on information available from the other conjunct
will account for the unacceptability of certain ellipsis constructions that have

traditionally been treated as ungrammatical.

I will conclude by summarizing the main findings of the thesis, both in terms of an
account of coordination and in the general development of Alignment OT as a

syntactic theory (Chapter 6).



1 Coordination and ellipsis in generative grammar

In this thesis a theory of coordination will be developed within the framework of
Alignment OT. This will be the topic of Chapters 2-5. In this first chapter I would like
to set the scene by surveying some of the recent developments in the theory of
coordination in generative grammar. [ will begin by providing a brief and crude
review of standard approaches to coordination, the small conjunct hypothesis and
coordination reduction/ellipsis (1.1). I will then review word order observations made
in influential ellipsis accounts (1.2). I will also present empirical arguments against
the ellipsis observations, as these will be an important motivation for my own
account. These two sections will focus on analyses in mainstream frameworks,
Government and Binding Theory and Minimalism. A crucial assumption in the
framework I am going to adopt in subsequent chapters, an alignment version of
Optimality Theory, is that constituent structure is not fundamental in grammar and
phrases are epiphenomenal. In the second half of this chapter I will present an
overview of different accounts of coordination within theories that similarly deny the
existence of constituent structure and show how in many cases coordination has
actually been the single most problematic area for these grammars to tackle (1.3). This

will prepare the reader for the uphill battle my own account is bound to face.

1.1 Standard approaches to coordination

In this brief review I cannot do justice to the accounts I will introduce, and many of
the arguments for and against these views will be left unsaid or only mentioned in
passing rather than outright argued. My aim is not to give an exhaustive account of the
approaches but to provide an overview that will set the scene for the rest of the thesis

in general, and the rest of this introductory chapter in particular.

1.1.1 Classical generative grammar

Standard theory (Chomsky 1965) and its revised versions operated with phrase
structure rules, but at the same time recognized similarities between the constituent
structure trees for the different grammatical categories. X-bar Theory was proposed by
Chomsky (1970) as a way to capture cross-categorial generalizations, which were

missed by category specific phrase structure rules. However, phrase structure rules



were not abandoned as they were needed to capture category specific phenomena that
appeared to defy the generalizations of X-Bar Theory: X-Bar principles coexisted with
phrase structure rules acting as a constraint on them (Jackendoff 1977). Coordination
stood out as a structure that did not fit into even this lax X-bar model of phrase
structure. 1 will demonstrate the difficulties encountered by reviewing two

frameworks, those of Jackendoff (1977) and Radford (1981).

1.1.1.1 Jackendoff (1977)

What by now has become the classical view of constituency in generative grammar
was first presented by Chomsky (1970) and more extensively developed by
Jackendoff (1977). Syntactic headship was defined and phrases viewed in terms of

heads, complements and specifiers.

Jackendoff introduced a four-level structure, illustrated below. The three levels of
head projection were used to accommodate elements that are defined in terms of their
relationship to the head. He advocated the usage of three projection levels in order to
accommodate what are now called adjuncts without resorting to recursion: the mother

category of a projection X' needs to be X',

() X"

He called coordination an “obvious exception to the theory” (Jackendoff 1977: 50),
and noted two kinds of problems: no constituent can be established as the unique head
of the conjunction and the arrangement of the categories is not hierarchical, since the
top node needs to be of the same category level as its daughters. Both of these

problems are illustrated by the example structures in (2).



2) a b.
NP S
NP/\NP S/\S
/\ and ii N and ii

mushrooms toadstools John laughed Sue smiled

(Jackendoff 1977: 51)

Thus, Jackendoft (1977) concluded, a separate phrase structure rule was necessary to
account for the exceptional nature of coordination. This multi-headed, symmetric

structure for coordination was also adopted in Chomsky (1981).

1.1.1.2  Radford (1981)

While Jackendoff's work was influential in the development of a more constrained and
explanatory syntactic theory, two of its central ideas were later abandoned by
syntacticians: the third level of projection and symmetric structure. The X-bar schema
adopted by Radford (1981) allowed recursion, so the second of Jackendoff's problems

has become void: a mother and a daughter node may be of the same category.

At the same time, the problem of multi-headedness has now become a more striking
exception to the asymmetric structures occurring elsewhere — so Jackendoff's problem

is now replaced by an even more fundamental one. Compare the structures in (3).

3) aS
S
/\
NP VP

| TN
N A% ADVP

| | |
John speaks ADV
slowly

(Radford 1981: 88)



b. NP

N'"
/\
DET N"
‘ /\
this AP N
PN
DEG A T‘\I

(Radford 1981: 95)
c. Coordination
N“

T

N CONJ N

AN VAN

this tallboy  and :short girl

(Radford 1981: 105)

An analysis of coordination seems to wreck havoc even on the very few constraints
that early generative theories operated with. Since these theories were more
descriptive than explanatory and already assumed slightly different structures for the
analysis of different grammatical categories, this was more of a nuance than a
fundamental problem. All that was to change within the more constrained
Government and Binding Theory, where more and more structures were incorporated

under a single, general analysis.

1.1.2 Small Conjunct Hypothesis

Traditionally, coordination has been analyzed as the conjunction of constituents that

can be of any category, as long as they are sufficiently alike.

4) a. John [ypcame in] and [vpsat down]
b. John [rcan] and [will] run for president
c. John [rhas left] and [ywill return]

d. *John [vpread the book] and [pron Sunday]

Likeness, however, is a thematic/semantic, and not a grammatical constraint on what

may be conjuncts in a coordination, as the following examples illustrate:



(5) a. John is [xpa Republican] and [approud of it]
b. *John ate [ppwith his mother] and [ppwith good appetite]

The two conjuncts under this view form a constituent, which then interacts with rest

of the sentence.

This approach faces a number of problems, typically to do with the need to define the
nature of the conjuncts: what can be coordinated with what. In certain languages

examples such as (4d) are possible, as the German sentence below illustrates:

(6) er las das Buch und zwar am Sonntag
he read the book and PRT on Sunday
‘He read the book, and, to be more specific, (he read the book) on Sunday.’
(Wilder 1994: 294)

A long-standing puzzle for the small conjunct hypothesis of coordination concerned
the so called non-constituent coordination phenomena, where it is not immediately
obvious what the coordinated conjuncts may be.

(7) John drinks [,beer at lunchtime] and [;wine in the evening]

Larson (1988) proposes a “VP-shell” theory, which assumes that the conjuncts above
are inner VPs, from which the verb has been raised to the higher V-node, heading the
outer VP-shell:

(8) John [vpdrinks [vetv beer at lunchtime] and [vpty wine in the evening]]

This solution can be extended to account for examples like (5a).

9) John is [[vetv[nea Republican]] and [vety[arproud of it]]]

However, it is unclear what shell constituent can be assumed when coordinating small

clause remnants (10a) or where conjoined modifiers of an NP have different

categories (10b).



(10)  a. Iconsider this [[-[apuninteresting]] and [-[nxra Waste of time]]]
b. someone [[;[aprrather difficult to talk to]] and [;[cpwho I don't really like]]
just walked in

(Wilder 1994: 297)

Small conjunct accounts operate with across the board (ATB) movement (Williams
1978) to capture the generalization that in most cases an element needs to be moved
out of both conjuncts for the sentence to be grammatical, as was indicated by the
traces left behind by the verbs in (8) and (9). This mechanism is a theoretical device
motivated only by the need to handle shared constituents in a way compatible with the

small conjunct hypothesis.

Klein (1993) pointed out that small conjunct analyses, which typically focus on
peripheral deletion, need to assume the existence of ellipsis in order to account for
cases of simple gapping (11a-b) as well as in case of displacement of coordinate

constituents — or more complex case of gapping (11c-d).

(11)  a. [wJohn drinks beer] and [,Mary wine]
b. [PJohn drinks beer] and [pMary  wine]
c. [cpwhat did you give to the kids] and [-what to their parents]
d. [cpwhat did you give to the kids] and [cpwhat  to their parents]

Since ellipsis is motivated irrespective of coordination, we have a more constrained
linguistic theory if we can dispense with the ATB mechanism altogether. Once ellipsis
is motivated independently in the grammar, we can reanalyze the “small conjunct”
coordination cases as ellipsis of full conjuncts as well. Besides yielding a simpler
theory, the problem of having to define what the conjuncts are disappears, and

examples such as (10) and (11a, c) are no longer problematic.

1.1.2.1 X-bar theory and coordination

Another theory-internal argument against the small conjunct / ATB approaches to
coordination has emerged with the generalization of X-bar Theory to functional

categories in the late 1980s. The small conjunct approach contradicts the X-bar
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theoretical axiom that only heads projects (Stowell 1981), i.e. that complements and

specifiers are required to be maximal projections.

Munn (1987) was the first to adopt an X-bar structure for coordination, with the
conjunction as the head'. It takes as its complement the second conjunct to form &'.

The sister of &', the specifier of the conjunction phrase, is the first conjunct (12).

(12)

Support for the asymmetrical relationship between the conjuncts comes from binding

observations, among others:

(13) a.Johni's dog and hei/him; went for a walk

b. *he; and John;'s dog went for a walk

He is a pronominal and as such must be free in its governing category, i.e. the entire
coordinate expression in this case. John is an r-expression and hence must be free.
(13a) is grammatical because neither the pronoun nor the r-expression are bound,
since neither c-commands the other, given the structure in (12). (13b), on the other
hand, is ungrammatical because the r-expression John is bound by the pronoun, since
here the first branching node above he is the &P. This leads to a binding theory

violation if the pronoun and the noun are coindexed.

First conjunct agreement (Johannessen 1993, 1998, Munn 2000) also supports an
analysis of asymmetry. Many languages permit agreement with a single conjunct in
certain syntactic configurations. When this is the case in head initial languages the
first conjunct, while in head final languages the last conjunct tends to trigger
agreement. In the Czech example (14a) the verb carries first person agreement, while

in the Qafar example (14b) the verb is singular, showing agreement only with the

! In subsequent work (Munn 1992, 1993, 2000) Munn has actually deviated from an X-bar structure for
coordination, but he still retains the asymmetric relationship. I will briefly discuss his more recent
analysis at the end of this section.



second, nominative conjunct. The idea is that the conjunction head agrees with the

specifier and hence it is this element that determines the agreement on the verb.

(14)  a. Czech: ptjdu tam [j& a ty]
go-FUT-1SG there I and you
‘You and I will go there.’
(Travnicek 1949: 433, cited in Johannessen 1998: 28)
b. Qafar: [lubak-kee  yanguli] yumbulle
lion-ABS-and hyena-NOM were.seen-SG
‘A lion and a hyena were seen.’

(Hayward and Corbett 1988: 271, cited in Johannessen 1998: 20)

Johannessen (1993, 1996) offers an X-bar theoretical view of coordination within the
framework of the Small Conjunct Hypothesis, with the conjunction heading its own
phrase (CoP). In many ways her analysis conforms to X-bar Theory, but “CoPs
diverge from X-bar theory in one respect: while specifier and complement are
generally considered to be maximal projections, in a CoP they can be categories of
any bar level: X%, X' or X™ (Johannessen 1993: 66). Below the CoP is illustrated for
head-initial as well as for head-final languages — with the central Minimalist notion of

specifier head agreement indicated by the specifier marked on the top node.

(15) a. CoP for head-initial languages

CoP[X]
/\
X Co'
‘ /\
first conjunct Co Y

conjunction  second conjunct

b. CoP for head-final languages
CoP[X]

Co' X
/\ ‘

Y Co second conjunct

first conjunct conjunction

(Johannessen 1996: 669)
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A second problem with this arrangement was noted by Munn (2000), who pointed out
that in strictly head-final languages specifiers are usually to the left. In (15b),
however, the specifier of the conjunction phrase must be stipulated to be on the right,
contrary to all other specifiers. Munn (1992, 1993, 2000) argued for an adjunction
analysis of coordination, in which the conjunction phrase is an adjunct to a conjunct.
This is compatible with other types of structures in strictly head-final languages as
well, where such adjuncts are typically left-adjoined. However, a structure such as
(16) does not neatly fit into the X-bar pattern in as much as the Co' level is neither
motivated nor ever used. (I am using Johannessen's, rather than Munn's labeling, to

make comparison easier.)

(16)
X
X CoP
first conjunct Co Y

conjunction  second conjunct

(Munn 1992, 1993, 2000)

Small Conjunct Analyses are not compatible with X-bar Theory because they allow
conjuncts to be non-maximal projections. Besides the other reasons cited above, this
is an important theory-internal argument for the alternative, ellipsis accounts. The
problem of head-final languages pointed out by Munn (2000), on the other hand, will
not be solved under any strict X-bar account: this is an area in which coordination
appears to behave differently from other phrases, so is an inherent problem for any X-

bar analysis of coordination regardless of the framework chosen.

1.1.3 Ellipsis

Coordination reduction approaches assume the (post-syntactic) ellipsis of elements.
Under this view conjuncts are full CPs or DPs, and when certain identity conditions
are met between the two conjuncts, deletion or non-realization of items from one
conjunct or the other may take place, while the syntactic structure remains unaffected.
Three types of such deletions are distinguished, left-peripheral (17a), right-peripheral
(17b) and medial (17c). The gaps in the examples are left behind by elements deleted

11



under identity with the italicized words in the other conjunct. (17d) shows an example

of multiple coordination, where left peripheral and right peripheral ellipsis interact.

(17) a.Johncameinand _ sat down
b. John bought  and Mary read today's paper
c. John drinks beer and Mary  wine

d. it can , must and will succeed

1.1.3.1 Van Oirsouw (1987)

Van Oirsouw was the first to define deletion in terms of a purely linear graphic
representation (van Oirsouw 1987: 123), differentiating between subtypes based on
directionality. The central idea is the observation that leftmost sites delete forward
(i.e. that subsequent occurrence of identical material disappears), while rightmost sites
delete backward. This is captured by the peripherality constraint: a deletion target site

is only accessible to deletion if it is immediately adjacent to an S boundary:

(18) a. Leftmost sites: g[... (XX) X] CONJ g[... (XX) X]
b. Rightmost sites: s[ X (XX) ...] CONJ s[X (XX)... ]

In the representations above, ... stands for identical material between the conjuncts,
while X indicates any constituent that is different between the conjuncts. CONJ is the
conjunction, [] are S-boundaries, while () represents optionality. A special rule

specifies that verb sites (gapping) delete forward.

A central problem facing this account is the assumption that conjuncts need to be
grammatical structures. This assumption is necessary in the theory, as a pre-deletion
conjunction structure is first created before the peripherality of deletion sites can be
established. In the German examples below it is the second conjunct that determines
the case of the object complement. Since van Oirsouw's account assumes all

coordination to be sentential, (19¢) would need to be grammatical, contrary to fact.

(19)  a. Maria begriisste und half dem / *den Mann
Maria greeted and helped the-DAT / the-ACC man
‘Mary greeted and helped the man.’

12



(Johannessen 1998: 38)
b. Maria begriisste den Mann

c. Maria begriisste *dem Mann

1.1.3.2  Wilder (1994, 1997)

Two major lines of analysis in the literature until the mid 1990s shared the view that
ellipsis was an interface phenomenon, which left the underlying syntactic structure
unaffected, but disagreed on where it occurred: at PF, as a deletion procedure (since
Sag 1976) or at LF, as a reconstruction operation (since Williams 1977). Two
influential papers by Chris Wilder (1994, 1997) argued that both approaches are
partially correct: right-peripheral ellipsis is best seen as a PF phenomenon, while left-
peripheral deletion and gapping require licensing at LF (see Section 1.2 for a detailed

discussion — and criticism — of this idea).

Wilder (1994) follows van Oirsouw (1987) in treating deletion in terms of a purely
linear graphic representation based on the position of deletion sites with respect to the
material that serves as the basis for their interpretations. He termed right-peripheral
ellipsis Backward Deletion and left-peripheral and medial ellipsis Forward Deletion,
terms I will replace with the more theoretically neutral terms of Backward Ellipsis
(BWE) and Forward Ellipsis (FWE), respectively, to continue using the terminology

in my own account, which does not assume deletion. (20) illustrates these operations.

(20) a. FWE-antecedent > Mary came in

FWE > Mary sat down

b. John bought teday'spaper <BWE
Mary read today's paper < BWE-antecedent

c. FWE-antecedent > John drinks beer

FWE > Mary drinks wine
d. FWE-antecedent > it can stteceed <BWE

FWE > # must sieeeed <BWE

FWE > # will succeed < BWE-antecedent

Wilder (1994, 1997) adopts an X-bar structure as in (12) for coordination. Since the

conjunction is the head of the conjunction phrase, conjuncts as non-heads must be
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phrasal. Once we exclude certain ATB-movement constructions on these grounds and
need to assume ellipsis, Wilder attempts to simplify the theory by allowing as
conjuncts only extended projections, in the sense of Grimshaw (1991). This means CP
and DP: all predicate coordination is CP-coordination and all nominal coordination is
DP-coordination. (Wilder (1997: 63) offers other arguments to exclude as conjuncts

non-extended projections, but these details are not relevant for the present discussion.)

DPs are necessary even in a “hard core” version of the ellipsis approach, which
otherwise treats all coordination as clausal conjunction, in order to account for data

such as the following:

(21)  a. [John and Mary] left together
b. * John left together and Mary left together
c. [every dog and its owner] were checked

d. * every dog was checked and its owner was checked

In (21a) only one departure took place, as the presence of together indicates. This
cannot be accounted for under the assumption that two CPs are coordinated, as
indicated by the ungrammaticality of (21b). The DPs in (21¢) would not stand in the c-
command relationship required for correct binding interpretation if the DPs were
assumed to be embedded in clausal conjuncts, as the ungrammaticality of (21d)
shows. (I will not deal with DP-coordination in this thesis, and concentrate on

providing an account of what Wilder (1994, 1997) calls elliptical CP-coordination.)

A rare dissenting view to the analysis of ellipsis as a non-syntactic, interface
phenomenon was offered by Donati (1999), who argued that the basic mechanism
defining ellipsis is neither phonological nor semantic, but purely syntactic. As all
syntactic phenomena, it is due to the architecture of the grammar that it gets
interpreted at both interfaces, but is not itself an interface process. Donati (1999)
comes to this conclusion by exploring the logical possibility available based on
Minimalist axioms that not only feature checking can be done without a merge copy
operation, but that also merge copy can apply without any feature checking. A copy of
the item duplicated this way gets deleted, similarly to movement, which is feature

checking followed by merge copy. The result of merge copy without feature checking
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is ellipsis, which under this view is a syntactic process, limited by constraints placed
by the merge copy operation. Though her Minimalist account is very different from
my own, and what are typically seen as phonological and semantic constraints on
ellipsis, such as form identity and parallelism, respectively, are not discussed in her

work, the main assumption about the syntactic nature of ellipsis is the same.

1.1.3.3 Goodall (1987)

Though Goodall's (1987) three-dimensional account is neither mainstream nor
particularly recent, I would like to briefly review it for it addresses an issue that has
been problematic for Wilder (1994, 1997) and will also lead to complications in the
theory to be developed in the present work: parallelism. There appears to be a

restriction that the full conjunct and the elided conjunct be sufficiently parallel:

(22)  a. John loves Mary and hates Jill
b. John, Mary loves and Bill Jill

Only John, and not Mary can be reconstructed as the semantic agent for hates in
(22a). In (22b) Bill can only be interpreted as the topicalized object, and not the
subject, of the gapped verb, while Jil/ must be the subject and not the object. Such
parallelism observations fall out from the theory developed by Goodall (1987), which

makes use of three-dimensional trees to represent coordinate structures.

The gist of the argument is that for one of two strings to be elided not only do they
have to be identical, but each element in one of the identical strings needs to be in the
same relationship with the non-identical element(s) of its conjunct as the
corresponding element in the other string is with the non-identical element(s) in its
conjunct. What guarantees this is that a three dimensional tree, in which, for instance,
two NPs are both the subject sisters of a VP, can only be generated if the NPs are
themselves both subjects. If the arrangement is not parallel, the merged tree can not be
generated and coordination will not involve ellipsis. Because I do not want to
introduce Goodall's rather unique formalism, the conjuncts are represented here as
clauses in (23a-b) and the three-dimensional tree is provided in (23c). A specific
Linearization Principle is proposed to turn the three-dimensional tree into a string at

PF. This is illustrated in (23d).
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(23) a.Jane saw Bill
b. Alice saw Bill

C.

S
NP VP
NP P
T

Alice saw Bill

Jane

d. Jane
> saw Bill
Alice

e. Jane and Alice saw Bill?

Strictly speaking, this account operates with merger, rather than ellipsis, since the two
full clauses are not coordinated at any point of the derivation. However, in requiring
two full clauses to exist before the operation can take place, it is rather like an ellipsis
approach (facing the problem of unbalanced coordination already noted for van
Oirsouw's account). The beauty of Goodall's theory is that parallelism is encoded by

the very mechanisms that yield ellipsis or merger.

Non-constituency presents no problems for this account, and gapping is
accommodated with the help of an extra mechanism. Under what has been presented
so far, linearization of the tree generated from (24a-b) would provide (24c), which

would result in (24d), and maybe (24e), but certainly not (24f).

(24) a. John loves Mary
b. Bill loves Jill

c. John
> loves W
Bill I il

d. John loves Mary and Bill loves Jill
e. John and Bill love Mary and Jill

? The placement of the conjunction is achieved via a fairly labor intensive operation, which I will not
discuss here. This process can likely be simplified within the theory itself. However, as I will point out
below, the account faces a major conceptual problem, so streamlining the details is beside the point.
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f. John loves Mary and Bill Jill

A special, rather descriptive operation allows for horizontal linking of the lower and

higher constituents in a union of phrase markers such as (24¢) (Goodall 1987: 81).

The natural account for parallelism, however, comes at a high price. As pointed out by
Moltmann (1992), the very mechanism introduced for linearization means that the
collective and individual readings of sentences are indistinguishable. Goodall's theory
cannot account for the fact that the objects in (25a) and (25b) below may be different
apples. In other words, only (25d) is generated, never (25¢).

(25) a. John saw an apple
b. John ate an apple

C.
S
/\
NP VP
A" NP
John ‘ A% ‘
saw ‘ an apple
ate

d. John saw and ate an apple

e. John saw and apple and ate an apple

This seems too high of a price to pay for an easy solution to the apparent parallelism

requirement.

1.2  Ellipsis and word order

The central claim of Newson and Géspar (2001) was that the direction of ellipsis can
be derived from the internal word order of the individual conjuncts, and as such, it
does not have to be independently stipulated as in Wilder (1994, 1997) among others.

In this section I would like to review the arguments presented there.

In a language where the object must follow the verb, a clause with an elided object
must precede the conjunct with the overt object, so that the object is on the right side

of both verbs (BWE):
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(26) a. Y & XObj

b.*X Obj &Y _
Similarly if subjects precede verbs in the basic word order of the language, if a subject
is elided, then the clause with the missing subject must follow the other so that the

overt subject can be on the left of both verbs (FWE)*:

27) aSuwbX& Y
b.* Y &Sub X

Support for this hypothesis came from several observations. Phenomena involving the
fronting of an element can force an FWE pattern. This is so, even if the elided element
is in a position normally associated with BWE, as with the following cases of object

topicalisation and ‘wh-movement’:

(28)  a.John, Bill hates but Mary loves
b. * Mary loves __ but John, Bill hates

(29) a. who does Bill hate but Mary love
b. * Mary loves _ but who does Bill hate

There is further evidence for this basic directionality from cross-linguistic
observations. E. Kiss (1994) has shown that Hungarian basic word order is verb initial
with the order of the post verbal arguments undetermined. Thus we predict that an
elided argument will force backward deletion in constructions which observe the basic

word order. This prediction is born out*:

(30) a.?hamozza Mari ___ és vagjaJanosa krumplit
peels Mari and cuts Janos the potato-ACC
‘Mary is peeling and John is cutting the potatoes.’

* Ross (1970) made a similar observation for gapping, arguing that directionality of gapping in a
language reveals whether a language is underlyingly SVO or SOV. However, as I will illustrate in
Section 4.3.2, gapping data from several languages undermine Ross's generalization.

4 The reason for the slight degradation of (30a) and (30b) is that the sentences are contrastive and
therefore normally call for the presence of the contrastive marker pedig. However this would interfere
with the word order in that the contrasted element is moved to the left of the verb. In order to maintain
the basic verb initial order the contrastive marker is excluded, which causes degradation of
grammaticality in (30a) and (30b). The important observation is, however, that (30c) and (30d) are
much worse than (30a) and (30b).

18



b. ?hdmozza Mari ¢és vagja a krumplit Janos
c. *hamozza Mari a krumplit és vagja Janos

d. *hdmozza a krumplit Mari és vagja Janos

In Hungarian arguments may appear pre-verbally if they have topic or focus
interpretation. Like in English, the fronting of such an element in coordination

contexts has the effect of forcing a forward direction on ellipsis:

(31) Hungarian ‘shared’ topic
a.a sort Janos szereti, Mari pedig  utdlja
the beer-ACC Janos likes Mari CONTR hates
‘Beer, John likes but Mary hates.’

b. * Mari utalja __ , a sort Janos pedig szereti

(32) Hungarian ‘shared’ focus
a.a szomszédot  csaptabe Janos és  segitette ki Mari
the neighbor-ACC tricked in Janos and ~ helped out Mari
‘It was the neighbor that John tricked and Mary helped.’

b. * segitette ki Mari és a szomszédot csapta be Janos

French also demonstrates similar phenomena. Shared objects normally force a BWE
pattern, but when the object is fronted, an FWE pattern is required. Yes/no questions
present an interesting case: such questions can either be formed with in sifu word
order with the interrogative marking “est-ce que” in front, or the shared object can be
fronted. As our theory would predict, in situ word order forces BWE, while fronted

word order forces FWE.

(33) French ‘shared’ object
a.Jeanaime et Marie haie le fromage
John likes and Mary hates the cheese

b. * Marie haie /e fromage et Jean aime

19



(34)

(35)

(36)

French ‘shared’ focus
a.c’estle fromage que Jean aime et Marie haie
it’s the cheese that John likes and  Mary hates

b. * Marie haie et c’est /e fromage que Jean aime

French interrogative ‘shared’ object - in situ word order
a. est-ce que Jean aime et Marie haie /e fromage?
isit that John likes and Mary hates the cheese

b. * est-ce que Marie haie le fromage et Jean aime __ ?

French interrogative ‘shared’ object - fronted word order
a. est-ce le fromage que Jean aime et que Marie haie?
isit the cheese that John likes and that Mary hates

b. * est-ce que Marie haie et le fromage que Jean aime?

An SOV language such as Japanese shows the opposite conjunct ordering. A shared

object will force a FWE pattern:

(37)

Japanese ‘shared’ object
a.Johnwa biru ga  kirai de, Mary wa ___ sukida
John TOP beer NOM hates and Mary TOP  loves
‘John hates and Mary loves beer.’
b. * Mary wa __ kirai de, John wa biru ga sukida
(Yuko Kitada, p.c.)

These examples indicate that the directional nature of FWE and BWE is not simply

coincidental: it is related to the position of the ellipsis site. As such, the two kinds of

ellipsis patterns can be considered instances of the same phenomenon, with their

apparent differences caused by independent considerations, such as word order

conditions. In order to build a grammar in which the two patterns compete, and word

order considerations decide grammaticality, first the arguments in favor of treating

BWE and FWE as fundamentally different processes need to be addressed.
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Wilder (1997) suggested that BWE has properties which indicate that it is created at
the phonological level through the deletion of material which is phonologically
identical to the corresponding elements in the following clause. FWE, on the other
hand, demonstrates more syntactic and semantic properties, indicating that this kind of
‘deletion’ 1s somehow controlled in the syntax, though the ellipsis itself is caused by

not entering phonological material at PF.

As Bartos (2001: 8-9) pointed out, the distinction between phonological deletion and
non-insertion is not obvious, as no theory-external or empirical differences can be
made between the two. What is theoretically motivated is the difference between an
anaphoric and a non-anaphoric relationship in FWE on the one hand and BWE on the
other: since only FWE is preceded by its antecedent, satisfying the Williams' (1997)
General Pattern of Anaphoric Dependencies, only in the case of FWE can the
anaphoric reconstruction at LF even be considered. However, according to Bartos
(2001), not all cases of FWE need to resort to an anaphoric LF reconstruction
explanation. Certain cases of FWE can be explained as phonetic deficiency (PD).
Since the PD mechanism, non-insertion of sound forms, is necessary anyway to
account for (non-anaphoric) BWE, the grammar does not become any more
complicated by extending this mechanism to certain cases of FWE. The remaining
FWE cases depend on anaphoric reconstruction at LF. Bartos (2001) terms these full
formal deficiency, where a null-element is present in the syntactic structure. The
advantage of this account is that the “fuzzier” LF-reconstruction account is narrowed
down in its scope to “an inevitable minimum” (Bartos 2001: 23). Since interpretative
and pragmatic ellipsis resolution needed to be retained for some cases anyway, the
theoretical advantages of Bartos' observation are limited. What his account does show,
though, is that the distinction between FWE and BWE is not as sharp as Wilder
(1997) suggested.

In Newson and Gaspar (2001) it was argued that the empirical observations leading to
the distinction between FWE and BWE are not so clear cut either — and as such the
two can be conceivably seen as the same phenomenon. I will now move on to review

the arguments considering the empirical observations between FWE and BWE.
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1.2.1 Parallelism in BWE and FWE

Wilder (1997) argued that FWE requires structural parallelism: both the elided
material and its overt counterpart must be in structurally identical positions within

their own conjuncts:

(38) a. Mary said John hit Bill and _ ran away
b. Mary said John hit Billand _ ran away
c. * Mary said John hit Billand __ ran away

The elided subject can only be recovered from a structurally parallel subject in the
preceding clause. This can happen either from the main clause subject (Mary), in
which case the clause of the elided subject is interpreted as non-embedded, or from
the embedded clause subject (John), in which case the second clause is interpreted as
embedded. What is not possible is for the elided subject to be recovered from the

embedded subject AND for its clause to be interpreted as non-embedded.

String parallelism, relevant for BWE, imposes looser restrictions. The elided material
must be in the same position as its overt counterpart, i.e. at the right edge of their
respective conjuncts, but crucially the two do not have to be structurally parallel in
that they may, for example, be related to elements at different levels of embedding

within their conjuncts.

(39) a. Marylikes  but Bill thinks she hates garlic
b. Bill thinks Mary likes  but in fact she actually hates garlic

Wilder’s argument is that these differences between FWE and BWE indicate that the
two are due to different mechanisms: recovery in FWE is syntactically restricted to
structurally parallel positions, while recovery in BWE is phonologically restricted to
parallel positions in the phonological string. The recovery of elided material, however,
is purely a semantic process and therefore these restrictions seem better placed in the

semantics rather than into the syntax.
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Also, not every case of FWE has to be structurally parallel, only those involving
elided subjects — suggesting that it is the recovery of the subject that forces structural

parallelism, not the FWE pattern itself:

(40) a. Marmite, John hates but Mary said Peter loves
b. Marmite, John hates but Mary said Peter loves

c. Marmite, John hates but Mary said Peter loves

In (40a), it may be argued that the elided element is sitting in (a structurally parallel)
topicalised position in the second conjunct. This is illustrated in (40b), and confirms
the structural parallelism account advocated for FWE by Wilder. However, (40a) is
also compatible with a different position of the elided argument. The missing
argument in (40c) is also parallel to the overt topic of the first conjunct, but this is a
looser kind of parallelism: the elided topic is not at the front of the entire conjunct, as
it is embedded. Since both of these interpretations are available for (40a) the
observation questions the sharp BWE-FWE distinction in terms of parallelism. The
following examples do not only cast doubt on Wilder's distinction, but outright

contradict it:

(41)  a. Ithink John will do the washing up but Mary certainly won’t
b. John will do the washing up but I think Mary won’t

Wilder (1997) discounts data such as that given in (41), as VP deletion is not
restricted to a forward direction. However, given that his account stipulates the
relationship between the direction of ellipsis and the different types of parallelism
rather than causally linking them, ignoring such data is tantamount to sweeping

potential problems under the carpet’.

> Wilder (1997) also excludes NP-deletion and sluicing, illustrated in (i) and (ii) respectively. The
optionality in both cases further questions the sharp distinction between FWE and BWE.

L a. John bought three pictures of Mary and Bill bought four
b. Bill bought four  and John bought three pictures of Mary
ii. a. [ know Bill met someone but I don’t know who
b. I don’t know who  but I know Bill met someone
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1.2.2 Identity in BWE and FWE

The second major piece of evidence that leads Wilder (1997) to the conclusion that
FWE and BWE result from different processes concerns restrictions on the identity
between the form and content of the elided material and the ‘antecedent’. Clearly in
terms of the content of the two there must be identity: the content of Mary could not
be recovered from the word John, for example. However, it is not the case that one
can always replace the elided material with its overt counterpart and end up with a
grammatical expression as some formal differences are allowed in some cases. The
formal differences, he claims, are restricted to FWE, and only non-meaningful

morpho-phonemic differences are allowed.

(42) a.John drinks wine and his kids  coke
b. * John arrives tomorrow but his wife  yesterday

In the case of BWE, Wilder claims that complete formal identity is required:

(43) a. *Johnsaidthatl  but Mary said that she is the best swimmer

b. John said thatI  but Mary said that she was the best swimmer

However, the English verb be requires form identity in both backward and forward

directions, at least for some speakers®:

(44) a.*Johnsaidthatl  but Mary said that she is the best swimmer

b. * he is a postman and they __ policeman

When we consider a case of BWE not involving the verb fo be we find that there is no

form identity requirement, at least for some speakers:

(45) sometimes I but more often John does the washing up

% As John te Velde (p.c.) pointed it out to me, there are cases when forward deletion examples involving
non-identical forms of be are acceptable:

1. I am writing an article and you  a book
This adds a further level of complexity to the phenomena.
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Furthermore, it is equally possible both in backward and in forward directions to

retrieve the infinitival form of the verb from its tensed counterpart:

(46)  a. John went shopping but Mary didn’t want to ge-shepping
b. we told him not to ge-shepping but he still went shopping

Bartos (2001) cites a number of Hungarian cases in which there is no exact form

identity between the elided element and the ‘antecedent’.

(47) a.éntegnap vdsaroltam, Péter pedig  tegnapeldtt vasarott
I yesterday shopped  Péter CONTR yesterday.before shopped-3SG
T went shopping yesterday and Peter went the day before.’
b. ? Péter tegnap wésarelt, én pedig tegnapeldtt vasaroltam
Péter yesterday shopped I CONTR yesterday.before shopped-1SG
‘Peter went shopping yesterday and I went the day before.’

Although Bartos marks the BWE version as “marginal,” he admits that there are some
speakers who find it perfectly grammatical. He concludes that for BWE it is
(marginally) possible to recover an elided form which is a phonological substring of

the antecedent but not vice versa (i.e. vdsarolt from vdsdroltam, but not vasdaroltam

from vasarolt), hence supporting the phonological nature of BWE.

However, it seems that the distinction is not phonological: third-person forms can be
recovered from first person forms, but not the other way round and this is the case
even when the third person form is not a substring of the first person form, as with the

so-called ‘ik’ verbs, which have a non-null third person inflection:

(48) a. * én tegnap véséroltam, Péter pedig  tegnapeldtt vasarolt
I yesterday Péter CONTR yesterday.before shopped-3SG
‘I went shopping yesterday and Peter the day before.’
b. Janos bort iszik, én pedig sort iszom
Janos wine-acc I CONTR beer-ACC drink-1SG
‘John is drinking wine and I am drinking beer.’

c. * én bort tszem, Janos pedig sort iszik
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As iszik is clearly not a substring of iszom it seems that whatever causes the effect has

more to do with grammatical features than with their morpho-phonemic forms.

The data are far from straightforward and there are clearly many differences between
speakers. This may be the result of dialectal differences, but the fact that we find
similar confusions and uncertainties across both Hungarian and English might argue
that something extra-linguistic is influencing some of the grammaticality judgments.
What does seem clear, however, is that we cannot conclude that BWE is restricted by
form identity as there are too many grammatical cases in which form identity is not
required. Once again, then, as it is not even certain that there are real linguistic
differences between FWE and BWE patterns in terms of identity, it cannot be

concluded that they are produced by different mechanisms.

1.2.3 The complementary nature of ellipsis

The claim that FWE and BWE are different phenomena cannot just be based on
observations that they differ: if the differences are complementary they mean identity.
In terms of direction and position of elided elements, FWE and BWE patterns are

indeed complementary, cutting up the set of possibilities into complementary sets:

(49) a. medial or left peripheral — forward
b. right peripheral argument — backward

c. right peripheral non-argument — no direction specified

Having argued that these are the only essential grammatical differences between
ellipsis patterns it was concluded in Newson and Géspar (2001) that from a
grammatical point of view ellipsis is a unitary phenomenon and as such is best

handled through a single grammatical mechanism.

The optimality theoretic framework adopted in Newson and Gaspar (2001) allowed
this situation to be handled under the assumption that candidate expressions which
differ with respect to the order of conjuncts compete with each other and the winning

candidate is determined by the very constraints that determine basic word order.
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While I am going to offer an account that differs from Newson and Gaspar (2001) in
terms of the constraints and the way ellipsis phenomena and word order are predicted,
I will rely on the basic observation made there that BWE and FWE candidates
compete on an equal footing and language-dependent ordering of the constraints

determines which of them will be optimal, and hence grammatical.

In full coordination conjuncts may come in any order (50a). In cases of ellipsis, the
order of the conjuncts matters: although both orderings are available in the candidate

set, there is only one winner. This is illustrated in (50b):

(50) a. full coordination
candidates: = A & B
=B & A
b. elliptical coordination
candidates: * A & B
=B & A

As demonstrated earlier what is relevant for determining the order of the conjuncts in
argument ellipsis cases are the same principles that are relevant for determining the
basic word order of the language. As objects in English, for instance, must follow the
verb, a clause with an elided object must precede the conjunct with the overt object so
that this object is on the right side of both verbs. This can be captured if the
precedence requirement that places the object to the right of its verb is allowed to
apply for the verb with the elided object as well. This requirement will be satisfied by
(51a) but not (51b), as illustrated by the * symbol, informally representing the

violation with respect to the verb of the ellipsis conjunct.

(51) a.John loves and Mary hates wine
LAT

b. Mary hates wine and John loves X

The suggestion is that the position of the arguments of one predicate can be relevant

for satisfying the alignment requirements of another. However, the mechanisms
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introduced need to ensure that the verb with the missing object does not get inserted
into the full clause in order for its object adjacency requirement to be satisfied. The
word orders in (52) would better satisfy the object adjacency requirement of both

predicates than the grammatical sentence in (51a).

(52) a. *John and Mary loves hates wine
b. *John and Mary hates loves wine

B

The device employed by Newson and Géaspar (2001) is the notion of cyclicity: the

ordering within the individual conjuncts needs to be fixed before the satisfaction of
the adjacency requirements of a predicate with a missing argument is attempted.
Clearly, (52a-b) satisty the adjacency requirement of the predicate of the full conjunct
less than the grammatical sentence in (51a). In (52a) hates is no longer adjacent to its
subject because of the intervening /oves, while in (52b) it is one position removed
from its object. If, however, the adjacency requirements of the full predicate are

addressed before those of the other predicate, the correct prediction is made.

I will present a formal description of the satisfaction of adjacency requirements in
later chapters in what is a grammatical framework operating without the notion of

phrases. I will now review the accounts of coordination offered by other such theories.

1.3 Coordination in other “structureless” grammatical theories

Other grammars attempting to do away with the notion of syntactic structure have also
tackled the problem of coordination. As the review below will show, coordination has
in fact posed some difficulty for most of these grammars. Coordination is a
problematic area for structureless theories, precisely because conjuncts do appear to

be constituents — i.e. strings of words that “stick together” before being coordinated.

I will begin reviewing the treatment of coordination in three kinds of Dependency
Grammars (1.3.1), then will move on to Unificational Categorial Grammar (1.3.2),
and finally to Generalized Argument Structure Grammar (1.3.3), the most successful

of the theories to be reviewed in terms of an account of coordination phenomena.
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1.3.1 Dependency Grammar

Coordination has been a challenging phenomenon not only for the Government and
Binding/Minimalist tradition, but also for researchers working in structureless

theories, such as Dependency Grammar (Tesniére 1959).

The gist of Dependency Grammars, which are otherwise as diverse as Phrase Structure
Grammars, is that in a sentence all but one word depend on other words. A word
depends on another word, its ruler, if it is either a complement or a modifier of the
first word. The one independent word, the one that would be termed the head of the
highest clause in a phrase structure grammar, is the root of the sentence. To varying
degrees all Dependency Grammars separate the notion of configurationality (or
dependency) from word order (Debussmann 2000). In grammars that completely
separate the two notions, word order rules are applied after the dependency
relationships have been established — which means that languages with relatively free

word order are easier to account for.

The challenge in treating coordination as a dependency relationship, according to

Kruijff (2002: 19), is to determine which item is the root:

« it cannot be one of the individual conjuncts, because neither has a higher priority
than the other;

« it cannot be both the individual conjuncts, because that would be incompatible
with the notion of dependency;

« it cannot be the conjunction, because the conjunction cannot fulfill the functional
requirements of the conjuncts (e.g. ‘and’ cannot be the subject in a NP & NP V

NP type construction), according to standard assumptions.

In the following sections I will review three dependency accounts of coordination as
well as some problems they face. Word Grammar (1.3.1.1), Dependency Categorial
Grammar (1.3.1.2) and Meaning Text Theory (1.3.1.3) make very different

assumptions about the grammar and so offer very different analyses of coordination.
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1.3.1.1 Word Grammar

One version of Dependency Grammar that has explicitly addressed the challenge of

coordination has been Word Grammar (WG) (Hudson: 1984, 1990, 2003).

In WG words are the only units of syntax. Phrases are implicit in dependencies, but
play no part in the grammar: phrase structure is “redundant”. Each word in the
sentence is in the center of a small network of links to other words, and these
networks combine into a network for the whole sentence. Words are linked by
dependencies, illustrated as arrows drawn from a root to its dependent with the nature

of the dependency relationship marked on the dependency arrow.

(53) share

adjunct subject adjunct subjegt,

syntactic dependencies make phrase structure redundant

(Hudson 2002: 4)

The WG network is not simply a notational variant of a phrase structure tree. In the
example above, for instance, there is a double dependency link of structure: it is the
object of make and the subject of redundant at the same time. The network is
generated by inheritance from the grammar, which sanctions each of the individual
dependencies. The dependencies around make, for instance, are sanctioned by the
lexical entry for MAKE, which allows it to have a subject, and object and a sharer —

the equivalent of a shared complement in standard terminology.

Though grammatical dependency is the standard concept, word order in languages like
English is closely related as are other phenomena: because dependencies in (53) is the
subject of make, we can predict that make agrees with it, that it precedes make, and
that in semantic structure dependencies provides the ‘maker’ of the verb’s meaning. In
languages that are consistently head-final or head-initial, the directionality

relationships generalize across all dependents (Hudson 2002: 5).

The (descriptive) rule that accounts for coordination in WG is the Dependency-in-

Coordination Principle (Hudson 1990: 220), which requires that any dependency
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between a word inside one conjunct and a word outside the coordination must also be
shared by one word in every other conjunct of the same coordination. This rule

correctly excludes examples such as (54), where some dependency is not shared:

(54) * Pat enjoyed and departed that day

In (54) (that) day is object of enjoyed but adjunct of departed, so though it can
combine separately with each of the verbs, it cannot be combined with both at the

same time.

In WG coordination is the only phenomenon that requires relationships other than
dependency. The conjuncts have equal status, they do not depend on one another. The

presence of the conjunction presents further challenges for the analysis.

In WG there is no structure or abstract level of syntactic representation. This means
that there are no empty elements either’. In the case of gapping, Hudson (1990: 416-
421) had to invoke a non-dependency relation he called ‘replacer,” which allows the
verb in the first conjunct to fulfill the grammatical requirements of the subject and the
object in the second conjunct. Such licensing of the remnants also allows the semantic
structure to be built on top of the syntax. (While WG does away with syntactic
structure, it retains semantic structure.) The semantic structure of the first clause is
copied, and the object and the subject are replaced by the remnant object and subject
of the verbless clause. A non-dependency relationship had to be introduced to avoid

an abstract syntactic structure that would have included the gapped verb.

The second problem caused by coordination is that the conjunction (‘coordinator’ in
WG terms) is outside the dependency system: it does not have dependency links to
other words. In (55) the roots of the conjuncts, tea and coffee, both have the same

dependency relation to drink — known as sharers in WG terminology.

(55) Idrink white coffee and tea with milk

7 In fact, Hudson has allowed zero elements as a last resort in WG since 1997, but their use is so
constrained that they would not be allowed in this case.
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Both tea and coffee are objects, and so both need a transitive verb to depend on. The
only transitive verb in the construction is drink, so they have to share it. There is no
syntactic construction other than coordination which allows objects to share a verb (or
verbs to share a subject etc.) (Hudson: 2003). Though not stated explicitly in Hudson
(2003), the coordinator may be regarded as the element that licenses this sharing
relationship, allowing a verb to have two parallel objects. This, however, would still

leave it outside the dependency relationships.

In fact, the usage of the very term ‘conjunct’ is problematic for a structureless theory,
as Hudson (2003) admits. To be true to the spirit of a word-based dependency
approach, it is the root words of the conjunct strings that should be seen as being
coordinated. Hudson (1990, 2003) defies his own theory and rejects this word-based
view, because placing the conjunction into the string under such an analysis would be
impossible: since in the case of the conjunction word order is governed by rules other
than dependency, the system could not ensure that the conjunction does not end up,
say, in the middle of a conjunct as in (56). The word order of the rest of the
constituents follows from dependency rules between them, but nothing prohibits

placing the coordinator anywhere inside this string.

(56) *green apples red and plums

If, on the other hand, conjuncts are pre-glued sub-strings of the sentence, the
coordinator is bound to fall in the right place. The empirical facts are accounted for at

the cost of weakening the fundamentals of the theory.

Another area where Hudson (1990, 2003) has to succumb to the notion of pre-
assembled conjuncts (i.e. phrases) is what in phrase structure-based theories is
typically termed non-constituent coordination:

(57) Idrink coffee in the morning and tea in the afternoon

In (57) the conjuncts have no single root: the object and the preposition do not depend
on each other. In WG there is no mechanism to decide which of the two would be

coordinated — so Hudson is forced to adopt structure in the case of such constructions.

32



If the conjuncts are treated as strings, the problem does not arise, as a choice no longer
needs to be made between what elements may be coordinated: the pre-assembled
strings are. In some ways this is doubly worse as not only is Hudson forced to assume
constituents in this case, but he has to assume something to be a constituent that is not

usually considered so in approaches which generally accept constituent structure.

The Dependency-in-Coordination Principle is also problematic for coordination
constructions in which there is no formal agreement between the overt and the elided
shared element. In the Hungarian example (58) the first verb, which would carry third-

person agreement, is elided under identity with the second, first-person verb.

(58) Janos bort (és) énpedig sort iszom
Janos wine-ACC (and) I CONTR beer-ACC drink-1SG

‘John is drinking wine and I am drinking beer.’

The relevant dependency relationship here is subjecthood. But nowhere else in the
grammar would this dependency relationship allow a mismatch in agreement. Even if
a mismatch were allowed in this case, it is not obvious that the non-matching
agreement would qualify as the same type of dependency relationship as the one that

stands between the verb and its real subject in the second conjunct.

To conclude, it appears that not only is the account of coordination in WG based on a
theoretically unmotivated, descriptive principle, but also phenomena such as gapping,
non-constituent coordination and ellipsis without complete formal identity cannot be
accounted for without resorting to phrases. Introducing phrases into the theory in order
to account for coordination significantly weakens WG's central claim that phrases are

epiphenomenal.

1.3.1.2 Dependency Categorial Grammar

Dependency Categorial Grammar (Barry and Pickering 1990) is, as its name suggests,
a combination of dependency grammar and categorical grammar. Dependency is the
principal relationship between words, but words are combined into larger categories,

as in Categorial Grammar. DCG then is not a “purist” structureless approach, and the
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coordination account of Pickering and Barry (1993), indeed, makes use of phrases. As

I will show below, that is the root of several problems with their analysis.

Phrases in DCG are flexible, not rigid, which means that there can be overlap between
them: any element in an unambiguous sentence can in principle belong to more than
one phrase without one of the phrases being contained in the other. Constituency can
be established between words that are linked by dependencies. Since, at least in this
version of DG, a word can have multiple rulers, it can also belong to more than one

constituent without those constituents being subordinate to one another.

Unlike in classical categorical grammar, DCG does not operate with a finite set of pre-
defined rules, but with a schema, which defines what type of rules are legal. The
schema allows for rules generating strings that are not phrase structure constituents.
The set of constituents derivable in DCG is closely related to the set of dependency
relationships. In this sense this is a structureless approach at heart: it is dependency

that matters, and constituency is an epiphenomenon.

Parallelism has an important role to play in the DCG coordination account: many
grammatical examples that cannot be generated with traditional categorical grammar
accounts (which do not operate with ellipsis), share the property that the conjuncts

have parallel internal structures.

(59) a.late [two small] and [three large] oranges
b. I went [to Chicago on Monday] and [to New York on Tuesday]
c. [I believe that John] and [Henry thinks that Mary] climbed the mountain

For a coordination to be grammatical, conjuncts need the same pattern of external
dependencies. The analysis is quite technical, but it is possible to recapture the main
parallelism ideas without the formalism. If a conjunct coincides with a phrase
structure constituent, its root will be the root of the phrase. A string that is not a phrase
structure constituent will have more than one string root. A word is a string root if it
has no ruler in the string. A longer string can be uniquely subdivided into substrings,
whose roots are the string roots of the original string. These substrings are called

maximal dependency constituents (MDCs) and each such constituent consists of a
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string root plus every word to which it is possible to trace a path from the string root
without leaving the string. In the first conjunct of (59c¢), for instance, the string roots
are believe and John and the maximal dependency constituents they rule are [I believe

that] and [John], respectively (Pickering and Barry 1993: 891-982).

(60)* [{I believe that} {John}] loves Mary

For two strings to be conjoinable the categories of the string roots must match, as
should the categories of the words sought by each — with the words missing from the
same position. Crucially, the dependencies within conjuncts can differ, but the
external dependencies must match, as is the case is in (61a). Both conjuncts have a
single string root, loves and thinks, so they are both a single maximal dependency

constituent, linked to the root of the shared string, sonatas, via an object dependency.

(61) a.[{John loves}] and [ {Mary thinks Fred hates}] sonatas by Mozart
b. John loves [{Mary} {madly}] and [{Sue} {passionately}]
c. *John loves [{Mary} {madly}] and [{Sue}]

In (61b) the words in both conjuncts depend on the shared verb, not on each other.
Mary, madly, Sue and passionately are all string roots, so each conjunct is divisible
into two maximal dependency constituents. The two MDCs in both conjuncts depend
on the shared verb the same way, so the structure is parallel. Not so in (61c), where the

second conjunct has only one dependency link to the verb, yielding ungrammaticality.

The problem with the parallelism of Pickering and Barry (1993) is that it is strictly
syntactic in nature. Thus the theory would offer an explanation similar to the one just
given for (62), but the ungrammaticality of (62b) and the grammaticality of (62c)

would be problematic for their account.

(62) a. John went [(to Boston)yp (on Monday)pp] and [(to New York)pp (on Tuesday)pp]
b. *John went [(to Boston)y, (on Monday)yp] and [(on Tuesday)pp (to New York)pp]
¢. John went [(to Boston)p, (on Monday)pp| and [(to New York)pp (yesterday)yp]

¥ This bracketing is my notation to shortcut the introduction of theory-specific formalisms. For a formal
description, see Pickering and Barry (1993).

35



In (62b) because both MDCs are PPs, the sentence escapes the coordination filter on
parallelism. The unacceptability could be explained on cognitive grounds (similarly to
the approach I will take in my own analysis in Chapter 5), but that would not solve the
problem of (62c¢), which DCG would wrongly predict to be ungrammatical as long as

constituent categories remain part of the definition of parallelism.

In fact, Pickering and Barry do mention unlike category coordination in a passing
paragraph, but are content with concluding that “it is clear that no specific problem is
posed for the present approach” (Pickering and Barry 1993: 896). The solution they

sketch is to give both conjuncts the same category type.

(63) a.John is [(lucky) prear] and [(a rogue) prear]
b. John is [(lucky) prar (in the gambling hall) pp] and [(a rogue) preqr (in the tavern) pp]

However, it is unclear under what circumstances such a shared category type could or
should be assigned to two conjuncts and what the shared category type would be in
cases such as (62c). Simply using ‘complement’ and ‘adjunct’ as category labels,
which they could do similarly to ‘predicate,” would open the door too wide, generating
ungrammatical cases as well. What is needed is a semantic constraint on what could

count as possible conjuncts — something their theory does not provide.

Though their theory is based on dependency relationships and phrases have a limited
role, it is exactly the role they are allowed to play, that of restricting coordination to

like types, which causes problems.

1.3.1.3 Meaning Text Theory

Meaning Text Theory (Mel’¢uk 1988) privileges one of the conjuncts as the head of

coordination, and claims that coordination symmetry exists only at the semantic level.

Meaning Text Theory assumes seven strata of language representation, and maps
unordered dependency trees of surface-syntactic representations onto lexeme
sequences of morphological representations. Semantic relationships drive syntax, so
semantics is the starting point of grammar: the semantic component feeds the deep

syntactic component, which in turn feeds the surface syntactic component. The deep
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morphological component is built on syntax and feeds the surface morphological
component, which in turn feeds the deep phonological component. The final stratum

is the surface phonological component (Mel’¢uk 1988: 72).

Syntactic relations between words on the surface may be expressed via morphological
marking, intonation, word order, or some combination of these. Since word order is
just one of the various means to express syntactic relations between words, it cannot
be present in syntactic structure. Constituency and constituent categories are only
epiphenomenal in the grammar. Syntax in Meaning Text Theory is based on relations

between ultimate syntactic units, and is concerned with semantic links between them.

Mel’¢uk acknowledges that pretheoretically coordination is a problem for a grammar
like his, as there is no dependency relationship between constituents in a symmetric
structure. However, he argues that symmetry in coordination is only semantic. In

syntactic terms there is no mutual dependency.

Semantically speaking the conjunction is a two-place predicate, but its first semantic
argument becomes its syntactic governor — a similar state of affairs as in the case of

the preposition (Mel’¢uk 1988: 90).

Syntactically the conjunction cannot be the head of the coordinate expression: the
distribution of the coordinated expression is determined by the conjunct(s) and not the
conjunction (Mel’¢uk 1988: 41). The distribution of the conjunction depends on the
first conjunct as the ungrammaticality of (64c) shows, which illustrates what Mel’¢uk

(1988) terms coordinative dependency relationship between them.

(64) a. several interesting and beautiful magazines
b. several interesting magazines
c. *several and beautiful magazines

(Mel’Cuk 1988: 27)

Finding the head of the conjunction-second conjunct dependency relationship is less
clear cut, but Mel’cuk (1988: 41) argues that the conjunction is the head in this case as

“it determines the distribution of the expression to a greater degree” than does the
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second conjunct. He terms this relationship coordinative-conjunctive dependency. The

relationships are illustrated in the schema below:

(65) Dependencies in the expression ‘X and Y’:
X — and — Y

coordinative coordinative-conjunctive

The coordinative-conjunctive dependency, however, appears dubious, if distributional
dependency is decided with the help of the kind of test Mel’Cuk uses to establish the
first conjunct as the head of the entire conjoined expression (64). The distribution of

the conjunction and the second conjunct mutually depend on each other:

(66) a. his rather harmless but many mistakes
b. * his rather harmless but mistakes

c. * his rather harmless many mistakes (vs. his many rather harmless mistakes)

Even putting this problem aside, coordination does not neatly fit into the rest of
Mel’€uk's (1988) grammar. In most other cases syntactic dependency is related to
semantic relationships: the gist of the theory is that it is semantic dependency that
feeds the deep syntactic component in the grammar. Though the semantic-syntactic
relationship is not assumed to be a one-to-one mapping, it is not explained how or
why only in the case of coordination and prepositions is one of the semantic

dependency relationships upheld while the second one is reversed in syntax.

It seems that coordination is proving to be a uniquely challenging phenomenon to
every version of dependency grammar that dares to discuss it. DG grammars are either
forced to adopt the notion of phrase to account for it, or — if they acknowledge the
existence of phrases as epiphenomenal — are forced to modify the way dependency
relationships create constituents. In the next section I will turn to another type of

grammar operating without phrases, unificational categorial grammar.

1.3.2 Unificational Categorial Grammar

In Unificational Categorial Grammar (Zeevat 1988, 1991), like in other Categorial

Grammars, language-specific syntactic information on how words combine to form
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constituents and then sentences is stored in the Lexicon. The role of syntax is thus
reduced to concatenation: permitting words with compatible lexical components to
combine with one another. In UCG this concatenation takes place via unification.
Unificational approaches to grammar provide a formal mechanism in which consistent
information is put together: two pieces of data are unified if their feature sets contain

non-conflicting values. If they contain conflicting information, unification fails.

The novel aspect of UCG is that it is a monostratal kind of grammar, where every
linguistic expression is represented by a single sign. Each sign is assigned a number of
representations, phonological, categorial and semantic, along with a specification of
the order in which the item needs to appear with respect to the other lexical items it
combines with. The use of a single sign, rather than a number of associated
representations, for a lexical item and other linguistic expressions means that the same
variables may be used on several levels of the sign (Zeevat 1988: 203-204). During
the unification procedure all four representations of the two signs to be unified need to

be able to combine into a new representation for unification to succeed.

Coordination is one of the areas that are problematic for this approach. “The parts
where our approach does less well are conjunction, where our efforts have so far not
led to a very satisfactory approach as well as problems with non-configurationality”

(Zeevat 1991: 23).

The problem for coordination is that the features of both conjuncts could in many
cases independently unify with the rest of the sentence, but cannot unify with each
other as would be required in order for them to form a conjoined entity, which then
would be able to unify with the rest. The example in (67) serves to informally
illustrate the problem, without using the formalisms of UCG. The starting point of the

unification process, the numeration of lexical items, is provided in (67a).

(67) a. {left, John, Mary}
b. John left
c. Mary left
d. John and Mary left
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(67b) and (67¢) are two possible unifications that will succeed, given the numeration:
the verb is looking for a nominal, and each noun is looking for a verb. This
information is stored in the categorial attribute of the elements, with the order of the
item and the element it is looking for specified as the order attribute of the sign. The
conjoined expression (67d) will fail to unify: the verb is looking for only one subject,
but the nouns are neither looking for each other nor for a conjunction particle, which
would allow them to unify first — and then jointly serve as the single subject of the
verb. Zeevat (1991) offers accounts for several phenomena, but does not say anything

about coordination — other than acknowledging that it is problematic.

I will now turn my attention to a more radically lexicalist variant of UCG, which is

more successful in accounting for coordination.

1.3.3 GASG

Generative/Generalized Argument Structure Grammar (Alberti 1999) overcomes
UCG's problems in accounting for non-configurationality and coordination. It is more
successful than the theories reviewed so far in accounting for coordination and in
several instances it arrives at the same conclusions as the theory to be developed in
forthcoming chapters. For these reasons I have chosen to review not only the basic
ideas, but also some of the formalisms, to allow the reader to appreciate the
contribution of GASG to the understanding of coordination — and also to see the kind

of problems that a structureless account faces in accounting for ellipsis phenomena.

GASG is “more consistently and radically 'lexicalist' than any earlier grammar”
(Alberti 2001: 135-136): it replaces the entire syntactic apparatus with unification as
the engine for combining lexical signs. The lexical sign contains several levels of
linguistic description and expresses relations between them by sharing variables
between the information related to the various levels of description. The lexical sign
includes information about the sign itself (own word) as well as about the potential
environment of the sign by including morphological and ordering information about
elements the linguistic sign is looking for (environmental words). Two linguistic signs
can pair up during the process of unification if an environmental word of one of them
is a one to one match to the own word of the other and vice versa. While the selected

words are being unified on the basis of their formal features, the semantic features of
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the lexical signs also undergo unification. Thus the lexicon and the semantics
interface directly without any syntactic mediation — an assumption that is also key in

the present theory, and which will be discussed in detail in Section 2.1.1.

The way words are seeking each other is often morphological: an accusatively-marked
noun is looking for a transitive verb, while a transitive verb is looking for its object.
However, linear ordering relations of precedence and adjacency are also relevant —
more markedly in languages with poor morphology. For example, both the article and
the adjective long to immediately precede the noun, but clearly one of them will need
to give up its spot and settle for the second best position. The immediate adjacency
requirement of the determiner is satisfied even if it is not immediately adjacent to the
noun as long as the intervening word is a legitimate element. one whose adjacency
requirement to the noun is stronger. Adjectives are such elements. The intuition that
certain elements long for their desired position more strongly than others is captured
formally via the syntactic rank parameter (o) of the lexical sign. The syntactic rank
parameter with respect to the noun is going to be a smaller number (=higher rank) in
case of the adjective than in case of the determiner. The ordering gets sorted out
during unification, when it is irrelevant whether an adjacency requirement is satisfied
immediately by the element itself or indirectly, with legitimate (higher ranking),

element(s) intervening.

Before proceeding to Alberti's (1999) account of coordination, let me illustrate the
application of the syntactic rank parameter with an example, the derivation of a

German nominative expression.

(68) mein kluger Lehrer...

my-NOM clever-NOM teacher...

Al = <{vl=mein},
{n.pron(vl), 1.sg(vl), ref(vl), 3.sg(a, V1.1), n.common(a, V1.1), non-
fem(a, V1.1), immprec(o=4, vl, V1.1), arg(a, gen, vl, V1.1), arg(a,
nom, V1.1, V1.2)},
{™(a, speaker(i), Q1.1.poss(i)), “(a, speaker(i), Q1.2.subj(x1))},
{corr(V1.1, Ql.1), corr(V1.1, Q1.2)}>

N2 = <{v2=kluger},
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{adj(v2), masc(a, V2.1), 3.sg(a, V2.1), n.common(o, V2.1),
immprec(0=2, v2, V2.1), arg(a, nom, V2.1, V2.2)},
{"a, clever(X2), Q2.1(X2)), “(a, clever(X2), Q2.2.subj(X2))},
{corr(v2, clever), corr(V2.1, Q2.1), corr(V2.2, Q2.2)}>
A3 = <{v3=Lehrer},
{n.common(v3), masc(v3), 3.sg(v3), arg(a, CASE3, v3, V3)},
{"(a, teacher(X3), Q3.GRF3(X3))},
{corr(v3, teacher), corr(V3, Q3), corr(CASE3, GRF3)}>
(Alberti 2001: 191)°

In the lexical items above, v is the own word of the lexical sign A. The variables,
denoted by capital letters, are the environmental words referred to in the lexical entry
of the item. Let us begin with the second item, the adjective. The first component of
the description is the phonetic form that is the realization of the lexical item in
potentially accommodating sentences. The second component of kluger supplies the
formal characterization of the word: it is an adjective, which requires a masculine,
third person singular common noun (V2.1), which it should immediately precede
(immprec). Furthermore, this V2.1 is the nominative argument of another word, V2.2.
The third component of the sign is the semantic description. “clever(X2)” is the
contribution of the lexical item to the semantics of the sentence, which appears in a
proposition with Q2.1 — a predicate type variable of the same common noun item that
was required to immediately follow the element. And “clever(X2)” will also have a
subjective meaning with respect to the predicate Q2.2. The fourth component of the
description establishes correspondences between the various levels: as v2 is the
phonetic realization of predicate clever, the own word denoted by V2.1 belongs to
Q2.1 in another lexical description. Similarly, the own word here denoted by V2.2

belongs to Q2.2 in a lexical description to be matched up with A2's.

A3, a masculine, third-person singular common noun, stands in argument relation
with an environmental word V3. This argument relationship 1is denoted
morphologically via a Case, CASE3. On the semantic side, this word carries the

grammatical function variable GRF3 in relation to the environmental predicate Q3.

% In fact, the examples here are slightly simplified versions of Alberti's (2001) examples, providing just
enough detail for the mechanism to be clear. In particular, what is missing is the “det-ein” attributes
from the formal descriptions of all three items, referring to a peculiar property of the German agreement
system, not relevant to the present discussion.
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This relationship will be subjecthood, and the correspondence between nominative

case and subjecthood is established in the fourth part of the description.

The possessive article, Al, is a first person singular referential word (i.e. pronoun),
which requires a non-feminine, third-person singular common noun to immediately
follow it. The common noun is the genitive argument of the article, while at the same
time serves as the nominative argument of another environmental word. (In German it
is the article that carries the agreement feature of the noun, hence the relationship
between two environmental words needs to be encoded here.) The 'i' in the semantic
description of the word refers to the speaker — i.e. that the common noun following
the word is possessed by the speaker. Furthermore, it is the subject of the other
environmental word specified in the entry. The fourth part of the description
establishes the connection between the formal and semantic attributes belonging to —

what will end up being — the subject noun and the verbal predicate.

During unification, these three items fit together: the article and the noun call for each
other in their lexical descriptions, while the adjective calls for a noun with the proper
attributes. The terms unify and the immprec o values determine their order. The
syntactic rank parameter values are meaningless in themselves, it is only their relative
values that matter. The adjective (a=2) is higher ranked than the article (0=4), so the
immprec feature of the adjective will be satisfied immediately, while that of the article

will be satisfied indirectly — yielding the correct word order.

Alberti's (1999) account of coordination also operates with the same tool set. It is the
abstract syntactic rank parameters that in GASG perform the function that is normally
performed by constituent structure, gluing substrings of the sentence together. The
first formula in the lexical sign for and (69) captures what in phrase structure theories
is called the like-and-like constraint: that constituents of the same type and level can

be coordinated.

(69) and
idcat(B, W1, W2), prec(yl, W1, and), prec(y2, and, W2), adjc (y3, W1, and),
adjc (y, W2, and)
(Alberti 1999: 39)
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The second and third formulas establish that and follows one and precedes the other
conjunct'’. The next formula demands the adjacency of the conjunction and the first
conjunct — and in English nominal conjunction the y3 value will rarely be in
competition, since modifiers typically come in front of the noun, so the conjunction
will be in competition only with the pre-'head' modifiers of the second noun. Whether
anything is inserted between the conjunction and the second conjunct 'head' depends
on the relative values of y and the a-s of the adjective(s) and determiner(s) belonging
to the second noun. If Gdeermina< ¥, We get 'DP' coordination (70a). If, on the other
hand, we have Ougjecive™>y, W€ get 'N'-coordination (70b). If the y parameter is in

between the o parameters, 1.€. Odeterminer™Y>>0ladiective, WE g€t 'NP'-coordination (70c).

(70)  a. the big apple and the small pear
b. the big apple and pear
c. the big apple and small pear

Alberti's account predicts both conjunct orders in the case of two full conjuncts from
the same numeration of lexical items: if W1 and W2 have identical structures, i.e.
there is no ellipsis, both orders will unify. (70a) will thus be indistinguishable from
the small pear and the big apple. (The theory to be developed in this thesis also
predicts optionality in conjunct order in case of full conjuncts.) However, the analysis
just summarized needs to assume the existence of a wide range of lexical signs with
the same own word and, which differ only in their a values. In languages that make
use of both pre-nominal and post-nominal adjectives, such as French, y3 will also
potentially be in competition, further increasing the number of conjunctions in the
lexicon. This is counter-intuitive and opens up the possibility that a language may use
different own words for the different degrees of nominal conjunction. As far as I know

there is no such language'', which is a problem for the analysis.

It is also unclear what would determine conjunct order in case of ellipsis in sentential
coordination. No mechanism is provided for the formation of the conjunct with the

ellipsis gap: the elided word is presumably an environmental word for at least one of

10 Alberti (1999) leaves multiple coordination for future research.

' In the case of verbal coordination several languages, including Nguna and Sissala actually distinguish
between 'VP' and 'clausal' coordination, as I will review in Section 3.3.1. However, the distinctions can
be attributed to factors other than the grammatical category of the verbal conjuncts, so they do not
necessarily lend support to the assumption that VP and clausal coordination involve different lexical
1tems.
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the lexical signs present in this conjunct, and it is unclear how a conjunct in which no
one to one correspondence exists between the own words and the environmental
words is formed. Introduction of a second, identical lexical item but without a missing

environmental word to be used in ellipsis would not be very explanatory.

One way in which the analysis provided for nominal coordination could be extended
to predicate coordination is to suggest that the corresponding argument in the full
conjunct satisfies the adjacency requirement of the predicate with an elided argument,
as in (71) below. Since semantically the shared subject is the agent of both verbs, and

semantic information is part of the lexical sign, this is a reasonable assumption.

(71)  the boy came in and sat down

However, it is unclear how the syntactic rank parameter in the lexical sign of the verb,
which demands a preceding and adjacent subject, would be satisfied for the second
verb under these conditions. The conjunction does not get inserted between subjects
and verbs in full conjuncts, so the syntactic rank parameters holding between
predicates and their arguments must be of higher rank than the ones holding between
the conjunction and the conjoined propositions, presumably represented by their

predicates. This ranking would yield the word order: the boy came in sat down and.

The same problem is apparent in case of a missing object:

(72)  the boy loves and the girl hates wine

The syntactic rank parameter y3 for and needs to presumably outrank the syntactic
rank parameter that holds between a verb and its object — as only a higher ranked
intervening item can legalize the placement of the object further away from its desired
adjacency position. But if that is the case, what would stop the conjunction
intervening between a verb and its object in case of full clause coordination? One
answer could be to suppose the existence of different conjunctions for elliptical and
non-elliptical cases: one and for subject ellipsis with a highly ranked vy, one for object
ellipsis with a highly ranked y3 and a third for cases when there is both object and

subject ellipsis, as in (73). However, this solution would not be very explanatory.
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(73)  the boy loves and drinks wine
4 A

I also do not see how GASG's approach could extend to account for gapping. Since

the object and the subject of a transitive verb are both related to their shared predicate,
but not to each other, the unification procedure for the input numeration cannot
succeed with the predicate missing. The environmental verb for both arguments is
missing, and there is nothing to hold the subject and the object together. If the overt
predicate can “stand in” as the environmental verb for these argument, the precedence
relationships specified will mean that the arguments of the gapped verb are placed on

different sides of the overt predicate: (74a) will come out as (74b-e).

(74) a. the boy loves wine and the girl beer
b. * the girl the boy loves wine beer
c. * the boy the girl loves wine beer
d. * the girl the boy loves beer wine

e. * the boy the girl loves beer wine

Similar problems would arise in case of the non-constituent coordination cases:

(75) a.John drinks beer at lunchtime and wine in the evening
b. I consider this uninteresting and a waste of time

c. someone rather difficult to talk to and who I don't really like just walked in

GASG is the most successful of the structureless theories that have tackled
coordination, but several problems remain because the theory cannot resort to phrases.
Coordination is a phenomenon where phrases appear to be empirically: and is inserted
into what are “pre-glued” conjuncts. The problem faced by any theory operating

without phrases is to account for this without compromising the framework.

Before I can proceed to my analysis of coordination, many ideas of which have been
shaped by the difficulties faced by other grammatical theories operating without
syntactic structure in accounting for coordinate phenomena, I introduce the theoretical

framework to be applied: OT alignment syntax. This is the subject of the next chapter.
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2 Optimality Theory

The essence of most generative syntactic frameworks is a set of inviolable principles,
typically called Universal Grammar. Language particular phenomena is accounted for

with the help of language particular parameters or language-specific rules.

Optimality Theory is fundamentally different: its principles are violable. By its nature
of allowing conflicting and violable constraints, OT is well-positioned to tackle issues
of coordination that have caused problems for researchers working in more
mainstream theories. As discussed in Chapter 1, developments in X-bar Theory during
the late 80s and early 90s have pushed researchers working within the Principles and
Parameters framework to analyze coordination as instantiation of the type of structure
occurring elsewhere. These accounts have all tried to tackle the same basic problem:

how to fit non-phrasal coordination into the X-bar pattern.

The problem is due to a conflict between empirical facts regarding X°-coordination
and hard-wired axioms of the framework. In OT, there are no hard-wired rules. This is
what pretheoretically would make OT a promising framework in an account of

coordination phenomena. My goal is to provide an OT account of coordination.

I will, however, have to modify assumptions generally made in current syntactic
research in OT, and try to push the limits and possibilities of the theory: in standard
OT X-bar Theory is typically assumed to