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1 Introduction syntactic properties of constructions like teilder og
construction have been dealt with in the Nordic litera-

In Danish aspectual differences are expressed by cera|f}a nder the headingseudocoordinationThe discus-
verbal constructions. Such aspectual constructions ha Bnis among other things, concerned with whether the
nfot r(_agewehd much attention in the Danish I|terature,| bYlonstruction is really a coordination or whether it may
e [:);oe:rgl; sen (1946i9% 156),1I1—|3ansBen (39611’)9\/20 - Spetter be treated as some kind of subordinated construc-
pp. 30-31), Jensen (1985, p. ). Brandt ( ) arHjon, cf. e.g. Johnsen (1988), Josefsson (1991), Johan-

Jorgensen (2001). _nessen (1998), Ladrup (2002), Vannebo (2003) and Wik-
(1) is an example of such an aspectual constructiqpy ¢ (2005).

which is used to express imperfective aspect, and which ¢ rary to the above-mentioned proposals, the analy-

we will henceforth refer to as thedder ogconstruction. sis presented in this paper rests on the assumption that the

construction is both a coordination and a subordination at

the same time. The main idea is based on a further devel-

opment of a constructional approach to phrasal types, as
Thesidder ogconstruction consists of two verbal con-presented in Ginzburg and Sag (2000).

juncts and the conjunctioog, ‘and’. The verb in the first . )

conjunct is an intransitive motion or position verb, pri-2 A short note on the semantics of sidder

marily sidder, ‘sit’, ligger, ‘lie’, gar, ‘walk’, lgber, ‘run’, 0og

andstar,'stand’. Here we will shortly describe the semantics of the con
In Swedish and Norwegian, trsgdder ogconstruction ere we SnOTY descriv® "e semanties of *he con-

is also found. Josefsson (1991) mentions the SWedi%’sﬁruction, cf. e.g. Bjerre and Bjerre (2007) for a semantic
example in (2') reatment of theidder ogconstruction.

The construction is mainly characterized by the aspec-
(2) Henrysitteroch fiskarabborre. tual information that it introduces, as mentioned above,
Henrysits andfishesperches i.e. whether the event expressed by the second conjunct
is regarded as completed or not, (Brandt, 1992) and
Ledrup (2002) similarly mentions the Norwegian ex-(Hansen, 1967). We propose that the construction is used
ample in (3). to remove any ambiguity that may be present in a certain
context. This is exemplified in (4).

(1) Petersidderog smiler.
Petersits andsmiles

(3) Hansitterog skriverdikt.
He sits andwrites poems (4) a. Petesangda Olekom hjem.

o ] o PetersangwhenOle camehome
Apart from being interesting from a semantic point of

view, thesidder ogconstruction is syntactically interest-

ing, as it behaves differently than ordinary coordinated
constructions wrt. a series of syntactic phenomena. The (4a) is ambiguous. Either Peter had already started
singing before Ole came home or he started at the time
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their helpful comments. Tavs Bjerre would like to thank DetWhen Ole came home. (4b), on the other hand, is not am-

Letterstedtske Selskab who supported his participatiothén Piguous. In this case the singing was already in progress
workshop. when Ole came home.

b. Petersadog sangda Olekom hjem.
Petersat andsangwhenOle camehome



An interesting characteristic of these constructions (8) a. Petesidderog sover.

manifests itself when the verb in the second conjunct is Petersits andsleeps
either a semelfactive or achievement verb, as shown in b. *Petersiddereller/mensover.
(5)- Petersits or/but  sleeps
(5) a Petesidderog blinker. The verbs in the two conjuncts have the same morpho-
Petersits  andwinks logical formt. This is shown in (9).
b. Petersidderog vinder. )
Petersits andwins 9 a. Petes!dderog sover.
Petersits andsleeps
When semelfactive and achievement verbs enter the b. *Petersidderog sov.
construction, the combination of the punctual property of Petersits andslept

the verbs and the imperfective aspect of the construction
results in an iterative reading of the event described by Thesidder ogconstruction shares these properties with
the second conjunct. ordinary coordinated constructions.

3 Redated constructions 4.2 Extraction and sidder og

. L According to the Coordinate Structure Constraint, (Ross,
Danish also uses a set of pseudocoordination constrUf%?) a conjunct cannot contain a gap except in ‘Across-

tions to force a sequential reading on the involved events, & ' v oo \vhere each conjunct has a gap that

;?rtzc?triégina?epsrﬁg\:ver?isr;v(eege?g ';.ge'rlrzexznmdp:;.zﬁfes(g%%;;)rnéfers to one and the same filler. (10a) is an example
» €1 B ) of the sidder ogconstruction clearly violating this con-

(6) a. Hungik ud og sa til maden. straint, whereas the constraint is obeyed in the coordina-
She wentoutandsawto food-the tion withoutsidder, (10b).
b. Hesten gik henog dede. (10) a. Pigep Petersadog kyssedes;.
Horse-thewentoveranddied Girl-the Petersat andkissed
c. Tag og slip tasken! b.*Pigen Peterdansed®g kyssedes;.
Takeandlet-go-ofbag-the Girl-the Peterdanced andkissed

‘(You should) let go of the bag’
(You shouild) letg d That thesidder ogconstruction does not obey the con-

While we do not find constructions with the similar Straint suggests that it is not an ordinary coordinated con-
function as thesidder ogconstruction in English, these struction.
related examples seem to have English counterparts, % N . S
shown in (7). 4.3 Noovert subject in second conjunct in sidder og
In pseudocoordinations, the second conjunct cannot have
(7) a. Ifinally went and did it. an overt subject, cf. (11).

b. He went and got all pompous.

c. She upped and opened the door. (11) a Harsidderog blinker.

He sits andblinks

4 Syntactic properties of sidder og b. *Hansidderog hanblinker.
He sits andhe winks
In this section we would like to point out that the Dan-

ish sidder ogconstruction shares many of the syntactic In ordinary coordinations the overt expression of the
properties discussed in the above-mentioned literature &&cond subject is optional, cf. (12).

pseudocoordination. We will point out the properties that
the construction shares with ordinary coordinated con-
structions, and we will discuss its behaviour wrt. ex-

(12) a. Harsyngerog danser.
He sings anddances

traction, overt subjects, there-constructions and tinte an b. Hansyngerog handanser.

place adjuncts setting it apart form ordinary coordination He sings andhe dances

4.1 Coordination propertiesof the sidder og In some cases the subject of the second conjunct may
construction be overtly expressed in what may look likes@lder og

The construction contains a coordinating conjunction. It 1j; should be noted that this restriction can be overridden on
is, however, restricted tog, ‘and’, as shown in (8). semantic or pragmatic grounds.



construction, but in that case it loses its characteristic a4.5 Timeand place adjuncts and sidder og

pectual meaning and is notsidder ogconstruction, but - sjgder ogconstructions and ordinary coordinations be-
an ordinary coordination. Again the data suggests thafye gifferently with respect to the placement of time and
pseudocoordinations are not ordinary coordinations. place adjuncts. Isidder ogconstructions, time and place

adjuncts can occur in front of, between or after the two
conjuncts, but it is not possible for the two conjuncts to
have separate time and place adjuncts, contrary to ordi-
A restricted set of verbs may appear in therenary coordinations. This is shown in (18).

constructions, includingidder, as shown in (13).

4.4 There-constructionsand the sidder og
construction

(18) a.*Petehavdesiddetudei haven og
(13) a. Der visner enmasseblomsterher. Peterhad sat out i garden-theand
Therewithersa lot (of) flowers here spist enis indei huset.

b. Der dgr enmasseblomsterer. eatenanice creamin  in house-the

Therediesa lot (of) flowers here b. Petethavdereparerebilen udepa

Peterhad repaired car-theout on

gaden og derefter drukketengl

street-theandafter thatdrunk a beer
Transitive verbs, on the other hand, typically do not indei haven.

appear in there-constructions, as shown in (14). in in garden-the

c. Der sidderenmandi haven.
Theresits a man in garden-the

Note that there is no problem with separate manner ad-

(14) a.*Der leeserenmandenbog. . .
juncts, as shown in (19).

Therereadsa man a book

b.*Der kendteenmandenpige. (19) Petethavdesiddetbekvemt udei
Thereknew a man a girl. Peterhad sat comfortablyout in
haven og omhyggeligigennemlezest
There-constructions can also appear in coordinated garden-theand meticulouslyread through
constructions if the two coordinated verbs belong to the manuskriptet.
set of verbs allowing there-constructions, as shown in manuscript-the

(15).
5 Copredicates
(15) Der visner og dgr enmasseblomsterher.
Therewithersanddiesa lot (of) flowers here  Inthe previous section we showed that sigder ogcon-
struction has both subordination and coordination prop-
Again, transitives are not allowed, as shown in (16) erties. In this section we suggest thsatlder ogcon-
structions, in addition to coordination construction® ar
(16) a.*Der syngerenmandensangog leeseren  also complex predicate constructions consisting of a host
Theresings a man a songandreadsa predicate, the verb in the first conjunct, and a copredicate,

bog. the verb in the second conjunct.
book (20) shows examples of other complex predicates.
b.*Der danserenmandog syngerensang. (20) a. Manuskriptet blevfeerdigt.
Theredancesa man andsings a song. Manuscript-thewas finished
Howeversidder ogconstructions with a transitive verb b. Manuskriptet var feerdigt.
in the second conjunct do occur in there-constructions, as Manuscript-thewasfinished
shown in (17). c. Peterskulle laeesemanuskriptet.

) Petershouldread manuscript-the
(17) a. Der sidderenmandog laeserenbog.

Theresits a man andreadsa book d. Petethavdeleest manskriptet.

Peterhad readmanuscript-the
b. Der sidderenmandog syngerensang. . . _
Theresits a man andsings a song. It can be seen that in complex predicate constructions

the copredicate is the most contentful part of the predi-

The fact that a transitive verb in the pseudocoordinazate, while the host predicate contributes with informa-

tion may appear with der, ‘there’, subject suggests that tion on tense, aspect, modality etc. This also applies to
pseudocoordinations are not ordinary coordinations.  thesidder ogconstruction in (21).



(21) Petersidderog raber. 6.2 Possessive determiners

Petersits  andyells Another interesting construction from the point of view

In (21) the most contentful part of the construction i<°f hybrid phrases, is a noun phrase with a possessive de-
the second conjunct. It is more about yelling than abodgrminer. Atfirst glance the Danish possessive determiner
sitting, in other words. The main purpose of the first conl? (25a) behaves distributionally like the central deter-
junct is to add aspectual content even though it does haf@ner in (25b).
conceptual content, Peter is actually sitting. )

(25) a. minbog
6 Other hybrid constructions my book
b. enbog

In this section we will show that the hybrid analysis of
a book

phrases has a more general application {seudocoor-

dinationconstructions. It precedes a nominal to form a full noun phrase

This behaviour suggests that a noun phrase with a pos-
sessive determiner is a head-specifier construction, just
like constructions with a central determiner, or a head-
complement construction if one prefers a DP type of anal-
(22) Musenehavdeleget leengenede under ysis of noun phrase;. ) ,

Mice-thehad playediong downunder HoweV(_ar, in _Da_msh the possessive determiner has a
more varied distribution. (26) shows examples from
Neville (2000).

6.1 Adjunct complements

Phrases likenede under kgkkengulviet (22) indicating
the place of something, normally function as adjuncts.

kakkengulvet.
kitchen floor

Such phrases may either be omitted or be combined26) a. dennenin nyvundneverden.
with do soreplacing the VP, as shown in (23). this - my newly wornworld

b. jeresdengamlegrammofon .

(23) a. Musenehavdeleget laenge. yourthe old  record player

Mice-thehad playedlong

b. Musenelegedeog det gjordede nede Note that in e.g. Norwegian and Northern Swedish we
Mice-theplayedandthatdid theydown also find the possessive determiner following the noun.
underkgkkengulvet. The examples in (27) are from Delsing (1993).

underkitchen floor
(27) a. huset mitt (Norwegian)
However, with a verb likéo, ‘live’, such phrases can- house-theny

not be omitted or combined wittho sq as shown in (24). b. huse mitt (Northern Swedish)

(24) a. Musenehavdeboet laengenede under house-theny
Mice-thehad livedlong downunder
kakkengulvet.
kitchen floor

Thus distributionally, the Danish possessive deter-
miner exhibits a more adjunct like behaviour in that its
position is less fixed than that of the central determiners.
But even more interesting, from a semantic point of view,
the possessive introduces more content than the central

b. *Musene havdeboet laenge.
Mice-thehad livedlong

c.*Musene boedeog det gjordede nede determiners, in that it additionally introduces a posses-
Mice-thelived andthatdid theydown sive relation, suggesting that it is an adjunct. So again we
underkakkengulvet. find a construction type with hybrid properties.

underkitchen floor

7 Formalization
The data in (24) indicate that the phrasede under

kgkkengulvein these examples functions as a compleTo account for an analysis of trsédder ogconstruction
ment of the verb. However, it retains properties characs both a coordinated and a subordinated construction,
teristic of adjuncts. The internal structure of the phrasee set up a hierarchy of phrases. Firstly, we assume that
is not selected by the verb, any phrase denoting a placeordinated phrases split into two typ&sre-coord-ph
may satisfy the verlbo. The phrase occupies the sameand pseudo-coord-phthe sidder-og-phbeing a subtype
position in the sentence among the (other) adjuncts eveifithe pseudo-coord-pfas shown in (28).

if it functions as a complement.



(28) coord-ph

core-coord-ph pseudo-coord-ph

Sidder—og-phA.. .

Similarly, we assume that phrases containing a head

and a copredicate split into two typgsseudo-coord-ph
andcore-hd-copred-phagainsidder-og-phbeing a sub-
type of thepseudo-coord-pfas shown in (29).

(29) hd-copred-ph

pseudo-coord-ph

core-hd-copred-ph

sidder-og-ph

When we fit these subhierarchies into a larger phrase

hierarchy we get the hierarchy shown in (30).

(30) phrase

/\

coord-ph hd-ph

TN

hd-val-ph hd-adj-ph

PN

hd-subj-ph  hd-comps-ph

TN

hd-copred-ph  hd-obj-ph

core-coord-ph

core-hd-copred-ph
pseudo-coord-ph

sidder-og-phA.. .

The hierachy allows theidder-og-phand other pseu-

(31) [phrase
[head-comp-struc
DTRS | HEAD-DTR Sign
COMP-DTRSlist(phrase)
(32) [phrase

DTRS | HEAD-DTR phrase

[head-adj-struc
ADJUNCT-DTR phras

[phrase
[head-filler-struc
e

(33)

DTRS | HEAD-DTR phrase

FILLER-DTR phras

Different features are used for different non-head
daughters. A commonly used alternative is to use the
NON-HD-DTR feature for representing non-head daugh-
ters of the types above as shown in (34).

(34) [hd-ph
HD-DTR Sign
NON-HD-DTR phras

For representing coordinated phrases, a type is typ-
ically used with completely different features, notably
with noHD-DTR feature, as shown in e.g. (35), also from
(Pollard and Sag, 1994).

(35) [phrase

coord-struc
DTRS | CONJ}DTRSset(sign)
CONJUNCTION-DTR Word

Such representations do not allow hybrid phrases that
are subtypes of both headed phrases and e.g. coordinated
phrases, as they will inherit two distinct sets of features.

Instead we propose a generalized list-valneds fea-
ture introduced at phrase level as shown in £36)

(36) [phrase ]
DTRSlist(sign)

On such an analysis both headed phrases and coordi-
nated phrases will inherit theTrs feature and conse-
quently a subtype of the two will inherit the same feature
from both its supertypes.

With this way of representing daughters, hybrid
phrases can be assumed to inherit constraints placed on

docoordination constructions, to inherit contraints exits supertypes. One such constraintrise HEAD FEA-

pressed on both headed and coordinated phrases.

7.1 Representing daughtersin phrases

TURE PRINCIPLE The hybridpseudo-coord-plis both
a headed and a coordinate phrase, and consequergly
HEAD FEATURE PRINCIPLEapplies to the phrase. On an

The analysis in the previous section hinges on a mof@alysis employing a generalized list-valustrs fea-

generalized way of representing daughters in phrases. tUré, THE HEAD FEATURE PRINCIPLE need_s reformu-
Typically, daughters are represented in a way thdation, and we express it by the constraint on headed

makes explicit what types of phrase daughter is actualRhrases shown in (37).

represented, as shown in (31) through (33) taken from 2sag et al. (2003) also use a DTRS feature, but in addition

(Pollard and Sag, 1994).

they also have aD-DTR feature.



(37) [hd-ph 9 Conclusion

SYNSEM|LOC| CAT | HEAD [1] . .
sign In this paper we have proposed an analysis of pseudo-
DTRS<|: }| Iist>

coordinations as a hybrid phrase type. This is achieved
by setting up a phrasal type hierarchy, where the type

In other words, we use the convention that the ﬁrsrt)seudo—coord—phs a subtype of botkoord-phandha-

daughter on th@TRsllist is the head daughter. We haveggﬁ:etd_zz and consequently inherits properties from
not chosen the first daughter as the head daughter on the- YPES.

) . . ; The analysis hinges on us not using specific features
oretical grounds, rather from a practical point of view th
. o oo o or daughter types, e.giD-DTR, NON-HD-DTR, CONJ
first element on a list is easily identified.

DTR etc. Instead the more general list-valued feature
DTRSIs used.

We also showed that the hybrid phrase analysis has
a more general application by giving examples of other
In 6 we showed that the hybrid analysis of phrase typesonstructions with hybrid properties, be they distribu-
has a more general application than the analysis of psetipnal or semantic in nature. We showed that phrases con-
docoordination constructions. To formalize the hybridaining adjunct complements and possessive determiners
analysis of adjunct complements and possessive detenight be analysed as instances of hybrid phrases.
miners we need to further develop our phrase type hi-
erarchy. In (38) we propose two more hybrid types, the

SYNSEM| LOC| CAT | HEAD

7.2 Adjunct complements and possessive
determiners
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