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Abstract

The topic of this dissertation is agreement ars# @ssignment, with particular
reference to conjoined noun phrases. The initiadptérs look at the different
possibilities available in such contexts, includagyeement with the features of each
individual conjunct, agreement with the featurenly one conjunct, or agreement
with features computed on the basis of those ofitidévidual conjuncts but not
necessarily possessed by them. We propose a whgnafiing all of these patterns
with a single formal mechanism, later applying saene intuitions to the assignment
(or non-assignment) of case values by a head tdejpendents. Attempts are also
made to explore in greater depth some of the fad¢t@at might influence the choice of
alternative agreement configurations, as well agxtend the scope of the model
which we elaborate as we go along to non-conjoieedronments where variable
agreement occurs. Special emphasis is laid thraigho fluctuations in agreement,
either because the controller has mismatched atsbor because the syntactic
structure and/or the semantic interpretation all@siation. The final conclusion is
that a modular approach to grammar is best placeteal with the empirical facts.
The complexities of the data call for bringing ttge purely morpho-syntactic,
declensional information, syntactic hierarchy, ordad constituency, coupled with
semantics and pragmatics. The successful, apptelyrieegulated, interaction of
these modules is shown to offer a satisfactoryamaiion which is difficult to obtain
by exclusively relying on syntax or semantics alone
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction and General Literature Review

1. Introduction and Overview

Despite long years of extensive research thatbnasght with it numerous
advances in the field, nominal coordination, casé agreement still seem to be a
grey area of uncharted syntactic territory in meggpects. Why do we use a singular
determiner and a plural verb with a pair of congairsingular nouns likthis boy and
girl are...? Why does the determiner have to be plural incaymals contexts in other
languages? Still more confusingly, what makes #sfiae to get either a singular or a
plural determiner with the same noun phrase, instmee language? Are there any
regularities that might govern the choice? Whaeptgreement patterns are there? Is
it a random fact that a speaker who is happy withdentencélim and me tried is
not likely to acceptHim tried? How can we come to grips with these phenomena by
building a consistent theoretical model? Thesesame of the questions to which we
set out to seek answers.

In the introduction, we outline the basic theaatipremises that underlie the
present work and compare the non-derivational, tcaing-based approach to
coordination and agreement that we take to theiential strand of transformational
research. Typological work on agreement will alsat@ire prominently, informing the
general framework which we adopt and sketch otheatnd of the introduction. Each
chapter will contain further discussions of prewoliterature that has particular
relevance to the topic at hand.

Chapter 2 draws data from Serbian/Croatian (S&kvic) and provides a
gualitative analysis of the agreement patterns wihjoined nouns found in this

language. It is concluded that the data necessitatdifications to our theoretical
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model, so that it can offer a better fit for thepancal observations. In Chapter 3, we
embark on a quest for syntactic and extra-syntdatitors that might influence the
choice of agreement pattern with conjoined nounsstiitting ourselves to the
attributive domain, we examine material from Bulgar(South Slavic), analyse it
statistically and attempt to reflect some of thentts that emerge in the formalism.
Chapter 4 briefly revisits some tacit assumptiorsdenin the preceding chapters
regarding agreement with the features of only omejunct; we will justify these
assumptions and assess the alternatives which waaiecitly rejected. Chapter 5
investigates how our model can be extended to cayerement with nouns which are
not simply conjoined wittand We focus on coordinate phrases contaimngevery
or each as well as on collective nouns likgpvernmentand family, quantified
expressions likéen milesand non-conjoined phrases with more than one soch
asa group of peopleThe examples in this chapter come mostly fromliEhgand
Bulgarian. Finally, Chapter 6 goes beyond agreenaewt looks at how the same
intuitions can be applied to government and casgasent. A fairly comprehensive
account of English pronominal case is put forwavih special attention paid to the
assignment of feature values to conjoined phraSkapter 7 brings things to a close

and sums up the findings.
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2. Coordination
2.1. Definition
Haspelmath (2004b: 34) defines coordination aserrely to ‘syntactic

constructions in which two or more units of the saiype are combined into a larger

Fig. 1: Nominal Coordination

NP
NP NP
b_re ad and butter
(Conjunct 1) (Conjunct 2)

unit and still have the same semantic relationf wiher surrounding elements’. The
words bread and butter in Fig. 1 are standardly termed conjuncts conmebte the
coordinating conjunctiorand In addition, the tree diagram represents cootdina
phrases as exocentric: neither conjunct is the bé#ae entire construction. There is
an ongoing controversy about this issue, pittinguists from different camps against
each other, and it will come up again below.

The nominal coordination in Fig. 1 features twam& However, one should
not expect the combined units to be of the samegoay, as has sometimes been done
in transformational syntax (cf. Chomsky (1957), dP&bn (2004: 647)). There is
ample evidence against that (cf. (1) and (2)), Wimakes it preferable to express the

constraint in functional, rather than categoriginis (Peterson (2004: 650), Dik
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(1968: 28-9), Sag et al. (1985), Huddleston anduRul2006: 200-2); and Yatabe
(2004)). It is the equivalence of grammatical fielsd such as subject, object or
subject complement (a. k. a. predicative complejntvatt is important, and not the
syntactic category of the conjuncts.

(1) The article waqvery long (AP) andof little relevance (PP)]. [Huddleston and
Pullum (2006: 200)]

(2) He can see yolthis afternoon (NP) or on Tuesday (PP)]. [Huddleston, Payne
and Peterson (2002: 1275)]

It is not at all obvious how to label a coordingterase with heterogeneous
components (cf. Farkas and Ojeda (1983: 669-67d )Yatabe (2004)). Combinations
of an NP and PP may be unimaginatively, but nothesseaccurately, labelled as
NP/PP-coordination (Huddleston, Payne and Pete(@02: 1275-6); see also
Hudson (1988: 317)). Strictly speaking, even aipgiof two NPs should be given
the tag “NP-coordination”. As Huddleston, Payne &aderson (2002: 1276) note, an
NP-coordination is not equivalent to an NP — it bane the same range of functions,
but it does not have the structure of an NP. Thik prove crucial in chapters to
follow. Leaving coordinations of unlikes and namuigputes aside, we will only be
concerned with conjoined nouns, NPs and pronounshi® rest of the exposition.
Although we will not encumber the notation with tin@ovative designation of “NP-
coordination”, this is what will be implied.

Yuasa and Sadock (2002) (quoted in Haspelmath 4(20@4)) list the
following five criteria which can determine if sotheng is a coordination:

* Reversibility — the truth conditions remain unatéet if the order of the
conjuncts is changéd

» Coordinate Structure Constraint (cf. Ross (1967))he conjuncts of one

This criterion is problematic. Examples of what areloubtedly coordinations (e.§he had a cup of
tea and made dinngrchange their meaning if the order of the confsiris reversedShe made
dinner and had a cup of taSee, for example, Kuhn and Sadler (2007).
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coordinate structure cannot be questioned sepwarafgl would be

ungrammatical to askWho did Peter see Mary and _); ?

* No backward anaphora is allowed — a pronoun infitlse conjunct (e.g. the
first clause) cannot co-refer with a full NP in teecond conjunct (e.g. the
second clause);

* Multiple conjuncts are possible;

» All conjuncts are equally asserted.

Having thus briefly introduced coordination, wellwgroceed to discuss and
assess how it is tackled in transformational amattn@nsformational syntax (Section
2). We will then define agreement, the other magmcept central to this dissertation,
as well as the way it is formalised in differenh&ctic theories (Section 3). Finally,
Section 4 sketches out the non-transformationatcam that we adopt in a little

more detail.

2.2. Transformational Approachesto Coordination
2.2.1. Endocentric Conjoined Phrases

According to Fig. 1 above, the two paired nounmsnf@a headless, exocentric
constituent. Some transformational accotinfscoordination, however, insist that it is
not an exocentric construction and postulate aurantijon phrase (CoP/ConjP). The
conjunction phrase is said to conform to X-bar tgeand is headed by the
conjunction, as shown in Fig. 2 (cf. Johanness88§811-2); Aoun, Benmamoun and
Sportiche (1994); Zoerner (1995); Munn (1999: 66Rgbuschi (2005: 446); for
criticism, see Borsley (2005: 475)). The conjurares believed to occupy the specifier

and complement positions in the ConjP. At firstngk, this view seems quite

*There is no consensus on the treatment of coordstatictures even within transformational syntax.
Cormack and Smith (2005), for example, argue thatconjuncts are best seen as adjuncts, rather
than complements and specifiers. Another proposallves a “Boolean Phrase” which is adjoined
to the first conjunct [NP1 [B NP2] (Munn (1999: §h4
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appealing, as it gives conjunctions phrasal pragast (similarly to prepositions or

auxiliaries), and thus achieves consistency foplatasal categories.

Fig. 2: Johannessen’s (1998, 1996: 669) ConjP
ConjP

A

Conjunct 1: Conj

(Specifiery —
Conj Conjunct 2
(Head) (Complement)

If conjunctions were really heads, we would exgleim to meet the criteria
for head-hood. However, the various tests devigathte produce rather inconclusive
and ambivalent results. Unlike other endocentree fieaded) phrases, the ConjP does
not describe its head (cf. Johannessen (1998: )/ Heavy stonefor instance, is a
description of the head noustone and not ofheavy towards the hotelis a
description of a direction encoded by the preposé#i head, and not of a hotel. By
contrast,a boy and a girlis not a description of a type ahd (although, it may be
construed as a description of ‘collectivity’, ahidonessen argues).

Whereas other endocentric phrases show agreemetnbled by the head, no
such agreement exists in ConjPs. Nor are conjumgtibe elements in the ConjP

which determine the morpho-syntactic propertieshef phrase (Johannessen (1998:
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78)). Borsley (2005: 466) points out that a ConjRlgsis has difficulty explaining
the fact that both conjuncts usually share featahesacteristic of the whole phrase,
since specifiers and complements do not normalsess the same features as the
constituents that contain them.

Conjunctions may be argued to subcategorise thgucts, but they cannot
stand alone as what Johannessen (1998: 81) dulmistnbutional equivalent of the
whole phrase. While it is possible to ude isto replaceHe is reading a boqkit
would be unthinkable to sdye andfor He is reading and writingSimilarly to other
heads, conjunctions are generally obligatory, butase the conjuncts. It is also
problematic to treat conjunctions as obligatory dsgain the face of asyndetic
(conjunctionless) coordinated phrases. The solubbpositing empty conjunctions
offered by Johannessen (1998: 84) seems more ligehaically convenient way out
of a tricky situation than a faithful reflection tife empirical facts.

Coordinate phrases can have a theoretically uddnnumber of conjuncts,
which goes against the principle that heads noynpddice restrictions on the number
of their complements and specifiers (Borsley (20866)). The transformational
solution is to embed multiple ConjPs in order togate as many conjuncts as
required. Borsley objects to this artificial remedhecause an embedded ConjP is
proved to be a non-constituent (i.e. the phidsmb and Sanm | met John, Jacob
and Samdoes not behave as a single syntactic unit). Wbdenplements and
specifiers are expected to be maximal projectitims, is not always the case with
coordination —like is not a maximal projection ikle liked and admired his wife
(Borsley (2005: 471)).

Johannessen (1998) seeks additional support ®rctnstituent structure
proposed in Fig. 2 from what she calls unbalancedination, showcased in (3).

(3) She and him will drive to the moviegJohannessen (1998: 16)]
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Roughly speaking, it is claimed that the conjumetiwhich is the head of the
conjoined subject in (3), receives nominative caisé only passes it to the conjunct
occupying the specifier slot (that is, the inittade) via the mechanism of Specifier-
Head agreement, which is central in Minimalism. Bagond pronounh{m in (3)
above) is left to its own devices and can host enet the default case form is
(accusative in Present-Day English). We demonsima@hapter 6 that this analysis in
terms of Spec-Head agreement is implausible. N&t daes it fail to account for
having two nominative (or accusative) subjects moa-stipulative manner, but there
are also subjects made up of an unambiguously atteegpronoun, followed by an
unambiguously nominative one (i.e. the reverse alfadnessen’s prediction; see
Chapter 6 for more). Although the conjunction isuased to be the head and has to
have its specifier (i.e. the first conjunct) ‘agresth it, even Johannessen (1998: 119)
concedes that the conjunction cannot assign cavat W more, the mechanism of
agreement which relies on sharing features betweermead and the specifier does
not hold in other contexts. The head and the speafin differ in number, as the
following noun phrase illustratethe children’s roon{Borsley (2005: 476)).

At first sight, some constituency tests might sgigthat the conjunction
forges close links with the second conjunct (Huslie, Payne and Peterson (2002:
1277)). The two of them can be moved together, exaothstrated in (4) and (5).
Secondly, coordinators such asd, orandbut can be placed at the beginning of a
sentence, as in (6). Thirdly, the natural intormattoeak comes before the conjunction,
and not after it (Huddleston, Payne and Peterso@2:21277)).

(4) a.They allowed the othetsut not me a second chance

b. They allowed the others a second chabgenot me. [Huddleston, Payne
and Peterson (2002: 1277)]

(5) a.Did the bos®r_her secretary tell you that?

b. Did the boss tell you thatr her secretary? [Huddleston, Payne and
Peterson (2002: 1277)]

(6) She thoroughly enjoyed iAnd so did her mother. [Huddleston, Payne and
Peterson (2002: 1277)]
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However, such evidence is not unassailable. Thialiindin (6) can equally
plausibly be deemed a sentential adjunct. Likew@d. and (5)b. may be treated as
elliptical clausal coordinations more akin to ateughts, as opposed to noun
coordinations with a dislocated second conjuncie Tdct thatlohn and Maryis a
conjoined phrase which serves as subject is evidemt the plural verb agreement in
(7)a. If what is supposed to be a constituent consistihghe conjunction and the
second conjunctafid Mary) is moved, as in (7)b., then the agreement mar&mthe
verb only singles oulohnas subject, leavingnd Maryas an afterthought attached to
the clause, but without really belonging té. iMovement totally fails in (8) (M.
Dalrymple, p.c.).

(7) a.John and Maryvere elected.
b.Johnwas elected and Mary.
(8) a.John and Mary resemble each other.

b.*John resembles each other and Mary

Although they believe that the conjunction and $keond conjunct do form a
unit, Huddleston and Pullum (2005: 230) point duttit is inadmissible to prepose
such a putative constituent, as demonstrated a,(@hich stands in sharp contrast to
a subordinate clause, shown in (9)b. So the omdiytteat supports the claim that the
stringand Marysomehow works together turns out to be on rathakys ground. It is
well known that one test is seldom enough to estialolonstituency — we usually need
the converging evidence of at least several indégentests (cf. Carnie (2007, ch.
3)).

(9) a. *But they are not members, they attended the dinfiémddleston and
Pullum (2005: 230)]

b. Although they are not members, they attended theedi[Huddleston and
Pullum (2005: 230)]

SWhile it is sometimes possible for verbs to agrethwnly one conjunct of a coordinate subject,
resolved plural agreement is usually also an opfitnis is not the case here. Cf. Chapter 2, as well
as Chapter 4, on ellipsis and single-conjunct agesg.
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2.2.2. Conjunct Deletion

Transformational syntacticians often maintain thatcoordinate phrase is
derived through deletion or so called “constituettuction” (cf. Johannessen (1998))
—that is, (10)a. is taken to be a product of (18)wvever, (11)a. cannot have resulted
from (11)b., because the verb in (11)a. is plucél (7) above). The potential sources,
given in (11)c., are ill-formed (cf. Johannesse@9&: 61)). Furthermore, there is no
way the example in (8) above could have startecdsuivo separate clauses with non-
conjoined singular subjects.

(10) a.John and Mary went there

b.John went there and Mary went there
(11) a.John and Mary are happy

b.John is happy and Mary is happy.

c.*John are happy and Mary are happy
(12) a.John and Mary went swimming.

b. John went swimming and Mary went swimming.

A transformation according to which (12)a.a shorthand for (12)b. can only
be upheld if we interpret the output sentence R)glto mean that John and Mary
went swimming separately. If, however, John andyMaent swimming together, it
would be impossible on semantic grounds to obdaimn and Mary went swimming
(together)from John went swimming (togethexipdMary went swimming (togethér)
(cf. Lakoff and Peters (1969) and Borsley (20051)4&ee also Gleitman (1965:
268)).

There is extensive literature on the problems iragisfrom deletion
transformations; see Klima (1964: 9-10), Gleitmafg5s: 268, 289-92), Dik (1968:
80-91), Lakoff and Peters (1969), Lakoff and Rd€¥70), Schachter (1977), Gazdar

et al. (1982), Hoeksema (1983: 67-8), Sag et &8%1 134-5), Quirk et al. (1985:

“While it is clear thatlohn and Mary went swimming togetherbest viewed as a coordination of
nouns, as opposed to a coordination of full semtemchich have undergone deletion, we would not
insist that sentential coordination and ellipsi® auled out in principle. Indeed, there are
constructions which should be analysed in this (g&®ge the previous section and Camacho (2003,
Chapter 3)). Unlike transformational theorists sashCamacho, however, we do not envisage an
opeartion of reduction/deletion, but just ellip& Chapter 4 of the present work).

21



935-945, 1347), van Oirsouw (1987), Cremers (199@p. 2), Lasersohn (1995),
Baker (1995: 509-510), Bayer (1996: 585), Petef2004). We will return to issues

of deletion and ellipsis in Chapter 4.

2.2.3. Summary

Above we saw that there is little justificationr foharacterising coordinate
phrases as endocentric entities which might bevel@rvia deletion in what starts out
as sentential coordination. In contrast to schawldransformational syntax like
Principles and Parameters or Minimalism, which temduperimpose a stratified X-
bar template onto what they call Conjunction Prsasenstraint-based approaches
like Lexical-Functional Grammar or Head-Driven Flg&tructure Grammar take as
their point of departure the notion that coordinstieictures are exocentric, putting
each conjunct on an equal footing (see Borsley%2@62); also cf. Dik (1968 52-4)
for a more theory-neutral discussion in favour offlat structure for conjoined

phrases). We can now move on to the phenomenogreément.

3. Agreement
3.1. Definition

Agreement is generally taken to refer to ‘somdesyatic covariance between
a semantic or formal property of one element afdr@al property of another. For
example, adjectives may take some formal indicatiothe number and gender of the
noun they modify’ (Steele (1978: 610), quoted inrté&dt (1991: 105); cf. Corbett
(1988b: 24)). Note that the definition explicitlyates that the covariance may be
sensitive either to a semantic or to a formal prigpef one element, but at the same

time it has to “activate” a formal property of tbther element. This will turn out to
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be essential for the theoretical analysis whichmkesketch out in the next section, as
it aims to capture those two instantiations of agrent — formal and semantic.

The important factors to consider when workingagneement are as follows:
the controllers (the constituents that determinee@gent), targets (the constituents
that agree with the controllers), domains (e.g. thwle agreement is within the
boundaries of the NP, the clause, etc.), the ageaefeatures (e.g. person, number,
gender), and the conditions on agreement (e.g.ayiroould be a possible condition
exerting an influence on agreement patt®r¢ef. Corbett (2006)).

Corbett (2003a: 151-2, 2003b) writes that, likengnather linguistic concepts,
agreement is not a well defined, but rather a fuzagegory. He does not find it
particularly fruitful or plausible to try to delimihe extremes of the category. Instead,
he adopts a ‘canonical’ approach, which groupsiridesputable instances as a core
and then adds some less prototypical ones whichmame marginal and therefore
gravitate to the fringes. There are different ciddo determine what is canonical
agreement — they never conflict but converge, ttresting ‘a multi-dimensional
space within which particular constructions canldimted’ (Corbett (2003a: 152)).
The criteria for canonicity can be summed up ire¢hoverarching principles (taken
from Corbett (2003a: 151-2) and Corbett (2003b,3200645):

» Canonical agreement is redundant rather than irdtves

» Canonical agreement is syntactically simple;

* The closer the expression of agreement is to caabfie. affixal) inflectional
morphology, the more canonical it is as agreement.

There is a raging controversy about the statwaphora, for example. Many

researchers would refuse to recognise it as adf@greement. However, the same

*For instance, it has been observed that animaté&ratiens are more likely to have semantically
justified agreement than inanimate ones (Corb@&®§226)). We return to this in Chapter 3.
®Cf. the original sources for more detailed disaussif these and other criteria.
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features are usually involved in anaphora and tivartance in gender and number of
adjectives and nouns; Corbett's Agreement Hierafsleg Section 4.2 below) shows
that clause-internal and clause-external agreemenpoints on the same scale, so
they should consequently be perceived as belonginthpe same phenomenon (cf.

Corbett (1991: 112)).

3.2. Agreement in Transformational and Constraint-Based Syntax

Agreement rarely received much attention in edrgnsformational Grammar
as an object of study in its own right. Insteadydis frequently harnessed as a test for
exploring what were seen as trickier topics, likbjsct-raising for instance (Corbett
(2006: 114)). When considered a viable researclearmalr in itself, agreement was
transformationally handled by copying feature valirem one phrase-structure node
to another (from controller to target) (cf. Pollamdd Sag (1988: 237) and Corbett
(2006)). By contrast, non-derivational offshootsgainerative syntax like LFG and
HPSG do not model agreement as feature copyingeads they assume that two
elements which participate in an agreement relgtiowvide partial information about
a single linguistic object (Pollard and Sag (19887)). In other words, agreement in
constraint-based theories is treated as multipkcifpation of compatible feature
values by a controller and target (Bresnan (20B8apc8); Dalrymple (2001, chap. 5),
Pollard and Sag (1994, chap. 2), Corbett (2006), \W=chsler and Zlati(2003: 7)
and Dalrymple and Hristov (2010: 186)).

In a pro-drop language like Bulgarian, ItalianRwlish, it is unclear where the
information on a verbal target was “copied” frora,the subject is often not expressed
overtly (cf. Pollard and Sag (1988: 240) and Pdlland Sag (1994, chap. 2)). This
poses a challenge to the mechanism of directiealife copying. Alternatively, the

controller can be present but underspecified, whighnot easy to explain in
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transformational terms eittefcf. The sheep is/are in the field). In later Minimalist

work, copying was replaced by feature checking,ctwhias brought the theory closer
to the intuitions of feature co-specification, liubas the undesirable consequence of
deleting or eliminating the features of the tarf@&rbett (2006: 116)).

The brief discussion in this section has demotesirahat constraint-based
syntactic frameworks are generally better equippged deal with agreement
phenomena. However, the co-specification of featigeot without its pitfalls either,
especially when it comes to agreement mismatchkshwvill be the main topic of
our subsequent discussion (cf. Corbett (2006: 1T9)¢ fundamental underpinnings
of our theoretical affiliations have now been demthiand we are ready to introduce

the model that we will be working with for the reftthe exposition.

4. The Formal M odel
4.1. Concord and Index Features

As mentioned in the introduction, it is puzzlingoeigh that the English NP
boy and girlshould be simultaneously compatible with a singdeterminer (e.g.
this) and a plural verb (e.@re). A plural determiner is disallowed in Englistthese
boy and girlis ungrammatical. Another curious fact is that ¢here nouns in
Serbian/Croatian that take feminine singular attnle targets, but at the same time
agree with neuter plural verbs (cf. Wechsler aratiZz(2003)).

A model designed to explain such “oddities” iseoffd in Wechsler and
Zlati¢’s book The Many Faces of Agreemelitfollows a line of research that can be

traced back to the work of Pollard and Sag (19884) and Kathol (1999). Wechsler

"For a treatment of underspecification in the sgtbha constraint-based theory, see Dalrymple, King
and Sadler (2009). For other problems with derdrathased accounts of agreement, see Pollard
and Sag (1988: 238-242) and Pollard and Sag (19%+. 2). For a short sketch of how agreement
is handled in recent Minimalist literature, see &ak008, esp. chap. 2) and the references cited
there.
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and Zlat¢ (2003: 3) point out that the agreement features wbun are not arbitrary,
but closely related to its semantic and morpholalgicoperties (Wechsler and Zati
(2003: 4-5)). There is interplay between meanirgy §emantics) on the one hand, and
morphology (e.g. declension classes) on the other.

Agreement has been traditionally classified acogrdo numerous criteria.
For example, we can split it into syntactic or satitaagreement, i.e. matching the
form or the meaning of the controller (e.fhe committee has/have decided.
Corbett (2006: 155)). Wechsler and Zg2003: 8-9) differentiate between anaphoric
and grammatical agreement, and between pragmgtitagigered (pragmatic) and
grammatically triggered (grammatical) agreement.e Tlatter can in turn be
subdivided into index and concord agreeieiechsler and Zlati (2003: 10)
believe that ‘index agreement involves sharingeférential indices that are part of
the semantic content of a nominal’. These refeaénitdices are important in
semantic interpretation, but are not restrictedtlo Index features are defined as
grammaticalisations of semantic and pragmatic amefpaconditions (Wechsler and
Zlatic (2003: 11)). On the other hand, concord is desdrilas ‘the sharing of
morphosyntactic head features between certain nkgsid elements’ (Wechsler and
Zlati¢ (2003: 14)).

Wechsler and Zlati(2003: 14-15) also note that index and concordemment
comprise different features. Index is associateth werson number and gender,

whereas concord incorporatease number and gend@ The general idea of the

8See Corbett (2006) for a similar classificationrig@t (2000: 187) talks about syntactic and sernanti
agreement, which roughly correspond to concord wtieéx, respectively. The concord-index
dichotomy resembles Bloomfield’s distinction betweeoncord’ and ‘congruence’ (Bloomfield
(1933: 191), quoted in Corbett (2006: 6)). Howewamcord and agreement are sometimes used
interchangeably (cf. Quirk et al. (1985), Corbd®41)). See Pollard and Sag (1994: 24-7, as well
as chap. 2) for the original definitions of thentsrindex agreement, syntactic agreem@fitwhich
case concords a subtype), angragmatic agreemenh HPSG; cf. the discussion in Kathol (1999:
227ff).

°Dummy elements, for example, do not have a semamtcpretation, but they still receive index
features (cf. Wechsler and Ziat2003: 13)).

Y%See Corbett (2003b, Section 2.3) on the issue ethen case matching is actually agreement. Nouns
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model is that an inflected noun has a set of ma@phactic (concord) features
including number, gender and case specificationodn phrase also has a referential
index with its own information about person, numlaexd gender (Wechsler and
Zlati¢ (2003: 16)). While concord is more closely aftéid with morphology, index is
more semantics-related (cf. Kim and Sells (2002-17)).

Concord is generally assumed to operate within, MPPgreas index is usually
active outside the NP domain. In Serbian/Croatianjnstance, the concord feature
normally determines the inflection on attributivaggets, while the index feature is
often responsible for agreement with pronouns andef elements (verbs and
auxiliaries) (Wechsler and ZI&ti(2003: 17)). It is worth emphasising that concord
does not have to remain within the NP, howeverthtnsame way, index agreement
can work NP-internalf{. And yet, concord features, unlike index, are @ilable for
cross-sentential anaphora (Wechsler and &I&2003: 16)). There is interaction
between the following “layers” of agreement presdnh (13):

(13) Wechsler and Zlatis (2000: 800) model of agreement:
declension <=xoncord <=>index <=> semantics

All feature values in the chain in (13) above witirmally correlate. Wechsler
and Zlat¢ (2000: 800) illustrate this default scenario widgular Serbian/Croatian
nouns like Zena‘woman’ or knjiga ‘book’, in which all types of information
coincide: they belong to the second declension rigmai class, trigger feminine
concord, have feminine referential indices, andseguently go with feminine bound

pronouns. Although concord and index features apeaed to match, this is not

have no inherent case and it is debatable whethlerassigned to the head of the NP, which then
triggers agreement on its dependents, or whethtbr fmuns and, say, adjectives are assigned case
directly by the governor.

YThis should allay fears that the split between coti@nd index might entail a claim that NP-internal
agreement is intrinsically somehow different frore-sxternal agreement. As discussed in Section
3 above, there is no evidence to justify such paning (cf. Corbett (2006: 228-9), Corbett (1998:
36), Wechsler and ZI&ti(2003: 92), and Baker (2008: 108)). On the comtrarelative pronouns,
for instance, are NP-internal, but do not patteith attributive modifiers (Corbett (2006: 228-9)).
We return to this issue in Chapter 2.
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always the case, and it is interesting to observat\wwappens when they do not align
neatly (cf. Wechsler and ZI&t{2003: 49)).

One such exception is the concord-index discrgpamacecatype nouns in
Serbian/Croatian, which agree with feminine singuladifying adjectives and neuter
plural or masculine plural anaphoric pronouns. Adot to Wechsler and Zlati
(2003: 60), the Serbian/Croatidecatype collective nouns provide evidence for the
separation of concord from index features, becdlsg trigger different agreement

on the two classes of target.

4.2. Typological Hierarchies

We have seen so far that languages can chooserdoocindex features for
indicating relations between the subject and tleglipate, a noun and a determiner, a
noun and a modifier, and so on (Wechsler and Z[@003: 84)). There is a tendency
for attributive targets to pick out concord, and firedicative targets to pick out
index. However, it will be demonstrated in the nse&ttion, as well as in Chapter 2,
that this need not be the case (as pointed out edbolhere are intriguing
correspondences between the agreement target artglpa of agreement. Based on
cross-linguistic observations, Corbett’'s Agreemetierarchy, reproduced in (14)
below, predicts that semantically motivated agregmell increase monotonically at
the expense of syntactic agreement in the ordexsho (14) (Corbett (1979, 1981b,
2006: 207 and elsewhere)). In line with the deifomis of concord and index, the latter
has greater semantic justification than the fornuamspite the fact that both are
grammatical features.

(14) Corbett’s Agreement Hierarchy:
attributive < predicate < relative pronoun < peagronoun

For example, if the attributive target exhibitsnwctic (i.e. concord)

agreement, a predicative target may select either siyntactic (i.e. concord) or
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semantic (i.e. index) features. If, however, therikattive target is semantically
justified, the predicate is virtually certain tosalmatch the semantic (i.e. index)
feature. This hierarchy is claimed to be univerdabrbett (2006: 230-1) also
elaborates a sub-hierarchy, called the Predicateartihy:

(15) The Predicate Hierarchy (originally proposed by Gay
verb < participle < adjective < noun

What the Predicate Hierarchy tells us is that ‘Bomy controller that permits
alternative agreements, as we move rightwards atbagPredicate Hierarchy, the
likelihood of agreement with greater semantic jicgttion will increase
monotonically’ (Corbett (2006: 231)). The effecte @retty much the same as those
of the Agreement Hierarchy mentioned above. Thes&atthies will prove
particularly useful in Chapter 2, where they wil @dnalysed in greater detail. We now

return to the task of fleshing out the formal moafehgreement which we adopt.

4.3. Lexical-Functional Grammar

Wechsler and Zlatis (2003) ideas are taken up and developed in ki
Dalrymple’s (2004) article ‘Determiner AgreemenidaNoun Conjunction’. Special
attention is paid here to the behaviour of the coth@nd index features in conjoined
environments. Before we launch into all the sulgethowever, we first need to be
familiarised with the theoretical framework in whithe model is situated.

King and Dalrymple (2004) make use of the fornmalisf Lexical-Functional
Grammar (LFG) in order to express their generatisat’. In addition to constituent-
structure (c-structure), which in many respectemddes phrase-structure trees in
other theories, LFG postulates another level otastic representation — functional
structure (f-structure). F-structure is the plazaddress grammatical relations such as

subject and object, as well as agreement. F-stegtare attribute-value matrices

2Eor introductions to LFG, see Bresnan (2001), Dajile (2001) and Falk (2001).
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enclosed in square brackets (see Fig. 3 below).vahes of an attribute like number
(NUM), for instance, might be SG or PL. Alternativethe value of an attribute may
be supplied by an embedded f-structure; for exanpéevalue of SUBJ will be the f-
structure of the noun that functions as subjecthénframework of Lexical-Functional
Grammar, index and concord are also features inetlen of functional structure.

LFG is a non-transformational approach to syntastead of transformational
operations, it appeals to constraints which canatteched to word forms. The
constraints usually list the lexical and grammatecantribution of the item, including
its number, case and gender features (where rd)evais such lexical entries that
specify the agreement restrictions a grammatiaath fcan impose. The entry fehis
in (16) states thathis will contribute to the structure above it, signifidy (1), the
value of the specifier (SPEC) attribute, in additim a singular concord number
feature, requiring the concord of the noun with ebhit combines to be singular. The
nounboy is associated with the syntactic predicate (PREDpaoy’, in addition to
possessing a singular concord number. Since boté toun and the
determiner/specifier in the f-structure in Fig.r@ gingular, the string is grammatical.
The f-structure forthis boyalso shows that the phrase as a whole has a singula
concord number, as well as a singular index.
(16) Lexical entries and constraints (from King and Bahple (2004: 72)):

this  ( SPEC) = ‘THIS’

(TCONCORD NUM) = SG
boy (PRED) = ‘BOY’
(TCONCORD NUM) = SG

Fig. 3. F-structure representation for the phrase “this boffrom King and
Dalrymple (2004: 72)):

SPEC "THIS'

PRED "BOY"
CONCORD [NUM SqG|

INDEX [NUM SG
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If the features of the noun and the determiner inadmpatible values (e.g.
singularthis and pluralboyg, the resulting f-structure specification wouldveano
solution, as the value for the NUM feature cannetsingular (as required by the
determiner) and plural (as required by the headhhat the same time (King and
Dalrymple (2004: 72)). This ensures that phrasks ithis boys are marked as
ungrammatical.

At the level of f-structure, LFG models coordingibrases as sets — ‘the
functional structure of a coordination of constitteeis the set of functional structures
of the coordinated elements’ (Peterson (2004: 65T))e distinction between
distributive and non-distributive features is imjamt for the operations performed on
sets, as will become clear bef6wThe members of the set in Fig. 4 are the congunct
boy andgirl, tagged a$ andg respectively, whereas the coordinate phrase ise¢he
labelledbg. The curly brackets indicate that what we havedamshem is a set which
can have a theoretically unlimited number of memsbdihe constituent structure
assumed for two conjoined nouns will be as in FHg(in accordance with the
discussion from previous sections). The rule ttzst ¢penerated this string is given in

(17).

Fig. 4: A set of conjuncts at f-structure (following KingdaDalrymple (2004)):
bgl P:|PRED:'BOY |
g:[PRED:'GIRL |

13ct. Lasersohn (1995) for a discussion of the mdoenal) semantic side of distributive and non-
distributive interpretations — as seen in (i) aifij¢l fespectively.
0] John and Mary are asleep.
(i) John and Mary are a good couple.
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Fig. 5: Noun Coordination

“

N =
€T ! €T
and
boy girl

(17) Phrase structure rule from Dalrymple (2001) (alseenm in King and Dalrymple
(2004: 73)):

N — N Conj N

let 1=l et

According to the rule in (17), each daughter na&l@ member of the set
represented by the mother node, as spelled obieipet annotation under the nouns.
These annotations provide the links between c- festducture. Thet=| equation
under the conjunction means that the relevant featassociated with the conjunction
are also associated with the mother node (King Raldymple (2004: 73-4)). The

downward arrow refers to the current node, whetieasipward-pointing one refers to

the node above.
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4.4. Concord, Index and Coordination

As mentioned in the previous section, sets canhagacterised by two types
of features. Non-distributive features pertain etas a whole. Distributive features,
on the other hand, can only belong to the individnambers of the set (in our case,
the conjuncts) (King and Dalrymple (2004: 74)). &iand Dalrymple (2004: 74-5)
propose that index is non-distributive, while comtis distributive.

In this way, an important property of concord teas, which makes them
different from their index counterparts, is thaeyhare always confined to the
specifications of individual conjuncts (King and I[Bawple (2004: 77)).
Consequently, concord agreement in cases of cadrdimis determined by the
concord features of the members of the set (Kirg@alrymple (2004: 77)). Only if
the concord of each conjunct is, for example, dergwvill the conjoined phrase be
allowed to agree with a singular target that cabeut concord. Each individual
conjunct has its concord value, but the coordiphitese as such has none (King and
Dalrymple (2004: 76); cf. Fig. 6).

By contrast, the set corresponding to the ewmi@dinate structure can have
index features of its own which need not matchintilex of all its members (King and
Dalrymple (2004: 74)). A pairing of nouns is themef treated as plural, no matter
whether the conjuncts are singular or not. Thexrfdature of a conjoined NP reflects
the number of entities it refers to (King and Daipfe (2004: 75); cf. Fig. 6). If it
refers to a single entity it will have singular exd but if it refers to more than one, the

index will be plural (King and Dalrymple (2004: 71)
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Fig. 6: F-structure for the coordinate phrase “this boy agdal” (from King and
Dalrymple (2004: 77)):

SPEC' THIS{NONDISTRIBUTIVE FEATURE OF|c
INDEX | NUM PL|(NONDISTRIBUTIVE FEATURE OF ¢

[ g
PRED 'BOY
. b: |CONCORD |NUM SG| (MEMBERS OF ¢
| INDEX  [NUM SG|
[ PRED  'GIRL' |
g: |CONCORD |NUM SG|
| INDEX [NUM S ]_J

It becomes evident from Fig. 6 that the cbias two non-distributive features:
the SPEC attribute, whose value is ‘THIS’, andghgal INDEX characteristic of the
entire coordinate construction (King and Dalrym(®2804: 77)). According to the f-
structure, distributive features, such as the cahaaf each individual conjunct,
cannot be associated with the celin the representation above, the plural indethef
phrase as a whole is responsible for the (indergeagent between the subjebts
boy and girland a plural verb (e.@re). By contrast, the determinénis must be
compatible with the concord features of each cantjyief. *these boy and girl
*this/*these boy and gir)sthis/*these girls and bgd¥*. King and Dalrymple (2004:
77) note that ‘any requirement that holds of aritigtive feature of a set must hold of
each member of the set’. In other words, if therdomate phrase is expected to have

singular concord, then each of its constituentsttase singular concord as wall

YCorbett (2000: 200) considers phrases lkis man and womaas instances of closest-conjunct
agreement, claiming thahis agrees only withman King and Dalrymple (2004) point out that if
this were closest-conjunct agreement, it would &teinal to saythis boy and girls or *these boys
and girl; the alleged ungrammaticality of such combinatipmgves that an analysis involving
closest-conjunct agreement is not viable. Corlett.Y, however, reports numerous attestations of
the former pattern on the Internet (itleis boy and girls which would make distributive agreement
redundant in such contexts. Different idiolects migmploy different strategies.

®Unlike Dalrymple and Kaplan (2000) and King and iaiple (2004), Peterson (2004: 645) argues
that grammatical functions such as subject or abgge always distributive, whereas lexical
properties like person, number, gender and caseneaer distribute across coordinate structures.
Peterson (2004: 650-1) also cites as evidencedbalimation of two singular conjuncts triggering
plural agreement, as in (i).

(i) this boy and girl are.

Indeed, the number specification of the plurabwaate does not require each of the conjuncts to be
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To sum up, the determindris in this boy and girlare wants the value of the
concord number to be singular (King and Dalrym@e04: 78)) — since concord is a
distributive feature, this requirement is passedvrdao each conjunct. Index,
however, is non-distributive and takes into acccwow many entities the conjoined
NP refers to (see below for a discussion of feateselution). So, the index of the NP

this boy and giris plural, which explains the agreement with thea verb.

45. Inter- and Intra-Linguistic Variation in Terms of Concord and Index
Agreement within NPs

King and Dalrymple (2004: 83) do not expect tHatlaterminers will behave
like Englishthis, looking out for the singular distributive concoiehlture. In their
paper, they note that both concord and index aadadole for NP-internal agreement
(more discussion to follow in Chapter Z)he on the other hand, is interested in
neither of the properties. The model (King and alple (2004: 83)) anticipates the
following four patterns for number agreement widtedminers, each of which will be
reviewed in turn below:

a) determiners requiring neither concord nor indgreement (e.ghe);

b) determiners requiring both concord and indee@gent;

c) determiners requiring concord agreement (hig/thesg

d) determiners requiring index agreement.

plural. However, Peterson’s proposal fails to actduar the fact that the determiner in (i) agrees
with the distributive number of each conjunct. hd likewise be hard to explain single-conjunct
agreement, as the features of the separate cosjshctuld not be visible at the level of the
coordinate phrase (cf. Chapter 2). Peterson (26@4) dismisses single-conjunct agreement as a
‘gap’ in the grammar, which does not shed muchtlaghthe phenomenon.
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4.5.1. Systemswith no Number Specifications

The first, and most permissive, category is cosgutiof determiners which
place no restrictions on either the index or thecood features of the nouns with
which they co-occur. This is the case of the Enhglgefinite article, which is
compatible with non-coordinated singular noutise (boy, non-coordinated plural
nouns the boy}, coordinated singular nounth¢ boy and gi), coordinated plural
nouns the boys and girls and coordinated singular and plural nouthe (boy and
girls)*®. The Georgian determiness ‘this/these’ and the Armenian demonstratives
ais/aid ‘this/these/that/those’ are claimed to work in ayveamilar to Englishthe
(King and Dalrymple (2004: 85)). The behaviour ofls targets can be accounted for
if their lexical entriesdo not include any index or concord number infoforgtas
shown in (18) (King and Dalrymple (2004: 88)). dtimportant to stress that, unlike
this, the specifies no concord value. Since there are revaet specifications, the
definite article can surface with mixed conjunets,indicated in the f-structure in Fig.
7.
(18) Lexical entry for English “the” (King and Dalrympl@004: 82)):

the (1 SPEC) = ‘THE’

Fig. 7: F-structure for “the professor and students” (aft&ing and Dalrymple
(2004: 82)):

SPEC 'THE'
INDEX | NUM PL|

PRED 'PROFESSO
p: |CONCORD [NUM S@
INDEX [NUM Sg

PRED ' STUDENTS]
s: |CONCORD [NUM PL]
INDEX [NUM PL]

)

rhis goes to show that different determiners of slaene language may participate in different
agreement patterns, favouring a lexicalist apprdiien_FG (cf. King and Dalrymple (2004: 85)).
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4.5.2. Index and Concord Systems

The second, and most restrictive, category is mgaeof determiners that
impose both concord and index requirements on dies with which they occur. In
the singular, such targets want index (and reduhdaancord) agreement, and in the
plural, they want concord (and redundantly indegieament (King and Dalrymple
(2004: 85)). In the singular, both the index (te&erence of the NP as a whole) and
the concord (the number specification of each awtjuhave to be singular, which
means that such a system would only license phtksemsy friend and colleagui
the two roles are filled by the same individual. (€19)). Singular determiners
requiring both concord and index agreement canappith non-conjoined nouns but
are disallowed with conjoined ones (unless the s@re co-referential). On the other
hand, a plural determiner is only compatible witbhral nouns, and cannot step in
when one or more of the conjuncts is singular (Kang Dalrymple (2004: 85)).

German definite articles are claimed to functidke Ithat: the masculine
singular formder ‘the’ is only acceptable with conjoined singularuns referring to
the same individual, as shown in (19). A plural erdvalue results in
ungrammaticality, as shown in (20)a. In these enstances, the determiner needs to
be repeated, as in (20)b. In the plural, both plaoacord and index are a sine qua

non, which means that conjunction is only possitaté plural conjuncts, as in (21).

(29) der Prasident und  Vorsitzende
the.M.SG president(M)[SG] and chairman(M)[SG]
‘the president and chairman’ [King and Dalrym({®804: 93)]
(20) a. *der Hund und  Kanarienvogel

the.M.SG dog(M)[SG] and canary(M)[SG]
‘the dog and canary’

b. der Hund und  der Kanarienvogel
the.M.SG dog(M)[SG] and the.M.SG canary(M)[SG
‘the dog and the canary’ [King and Dalrymple (2003-4)]
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(1) a. die Hund-e

the.PL dog(M)-PL
‘the dogs’

b. die Hund-e und Kanarienvogel
the.PL dog(M)-PL and canary(M)\PL
‘the dogs and canaries’

C. *die Hund und Kanarienvogel
the.PL dog(M)[SG] and canary(M)[SG]
‘the dog and canary’

d. *die Hund-e und Kanarienvogel
the.PL dog(M)-PL and canary(M)[SG]

‘the dogs and canary’ [King and Dalrymple (2004)]

The system that imposes both concord and indetxiatesns can be thus
formally summarised as follows:
(22) Determiners imposing both index and concord requeets (from King and
Dalrymple (2004: 85)):

Singular determiner: 1(CONCORD NUM) = SG

(t INDEX NUM) = SG
Plural determiner:  {(CONCORD NUM) = PL
(t INDEX NUM) = PL

4.5.3. Concord Systems

Agreement can exclusively pick out concord feaurdisregarding index
altogether — above we zoomed in on the English dstmativeshis/thesethat/those
(cf. Chapter 5). The singular target “feels condble” with singular nouns and with
coordinate structures in which each conjunct igder. The plural target is reserved
for plural nouns and coordinate structures in wtaakh conjunct is plural (King and
Dalrymple (2004: 86)). Another such determiner nmrad in King and Dalrymple
(2004: 90) is Hindi/Urduwah ‘that’, which also thrives on singular concord.idt
compatible with coordinated singular nouns, butwibh coordinations where one or
more of the conjuncts is plural. The formal repneggon of a concord system is
given in (23).
(23) Determiners imposing distributive concord requirense (from King and
Dalrymple (2004: 86)):

Singular determiner (e.this): ( CONCORD NUM) = SG
Plural determiner (e.ghesd: (1 CONCORD NUM) = PL
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4.5.4. Index Systems

The fourth conceivable scenario involves determsinthat prefer index
agreement inside the NP, at the same time ign@ongord. What is interesting about
index systems is that they allow plural targetshwitbordinated singular nouns
(because the index of the whole NP is plural) (Kamgl Dalrymple (2004: 86)). This
is the case in Hebrew. Such a system will prevepaieing of singular nouns from
combining with a singular determiner — due to theg index (King and Dalrymple
(2004: 86)§". However, a singular determiner will be licit kfet two conjoined nouns
describe one and the same person/object, whichsrteahthe index is singular. The
formal representation of the relevant constramgven in (24).
(24) Determiners imposing index agreement (from King Battymple (2004: 86)):

Singular determiner:1(INDEX NUM) = SG

Plural determiner:f{(INDEX NUM) = PL

It should be acknowledged that index systems ass Icommon cross-
linguistically. The default tactic for agreementthimn the NP is the deployment of

concord features, and not index, in accordance Wi#thsler and Zlatis (2000,

2003) original proposal (see also King and Dalryan(2004: 86)).

n fact, things are not always as straightforwasdhat. It is sometimes possible to get eitheruaapl
or a singular determiner that agrees with two cioejd singular nouns. This can happen in
Bulgarian and will be discussed in Chapter 3.

39



5. Resolution and Partial Agreement

When faced with a mismatch of features in the dimate phrase, for example
when the conjuncts differ in gender and/or numbserguages can choose from two
agreement strategies: resolution or partial agreeieé Corbett (1982, 1983b, 1991,
2006) and Wechsler and Zla{2003: 171)). In resolution, the features of ardowte
NP are computed on the basis of the features dfi@lhouns. In partial agreement, on
the other hand, the target agrees with one conjanist and remains blind to the
other(s), as in (25), which illustrates agreemeittih Whe closest of two controllers in
English.

(25) a.Thereisatable and three chairs
b. Therearethree chairs and a table.

An example of the former strategy is the way iniohtwo singulars in
English give rise to plural agreement, aghis boy and girlare. Thus, index can be
considered a resolving feature — we will go intorendetail in Chapter 2. Both gender
and number are subject to resolution in French. Tewinine conjuncts resolve to
feminine plural, whereas a coordination with atsteane masculine noun triggers
masculine plural agreement — the masculine theze@onerges as the default or
unmarked gendé&t (Wechsler and Zlati(2003: 173)). A summary of the French rules
is given in (26).

(26) Gender and number resolution in French:
FPL.F+F
M.PL: elsewhere (M + M or M + F)

Various feature computation mechanisms have bempoped in the

literaturé®. Dalrymple and Kaplan (200%) for example, develop a theory of feature

18However, default agreement should not be confusél kesolution (for default agreement, cf.
Vincent and Bdrjars (2008)). The unmarked or deffarim is the form in which agreement targets
appear when the controller lacks the necessaryirfesit for example, when the controller is a
clause, which does not have person, default thexkgn morphology comes to the rescue (cf.
Chapter 5). It is also important to emphasise thatunmarked gender is not the same as the
resolved form (cf. Corbett (1991) and Vincent ariitj8rs (2008: 304)).

19¢ct. Farkas and Ojeda (1983) for early work on nesoh in GPSG, as well as Sag et al. (1985: 153-5)
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resolution based on the operation of set unionimpiemented within the framework
of Lexical-Functional Grammar. The situation in ek can be captured by the
notation in (27).

(27) Formalising gender resolution in French (Dalrympled Kaplan (2000)):
Masculine ={M} Feminine ={} {M}+{}=M

Masculine, which overrides the feminine, is sigrdfby a set consisting of a
member M. The feminine, on the other hand, is dahbl the empty set. In this way,
it is easy to figure out that the empty set (ieninine) combined with another empty
set (i.e. another feminine noun) yields feminineesagient. Likewise, masculine plus
masculine returns masculine, as does an encouhtst with the empty set. The
situation in Icelandic, where heterogeneity of gand settled with the neuter plural
form, is accounted for in (28) Crucially, the neuter is assumed to be a setistms
of M(asculine) and F(eminine). This gives the rigtedictions for Icelandic.

(28) Gender resolution in Icelandic (from Dalrymple akdplan (2000)):
M ={M} F ={F} NT = {M,F} => {M} + {F} = MF

However, Dalrymple and Kaplan’s (2000) systemsfaibr Slovene, and
Serbian/Croatian, where two neuters resolve to uliagc(i.e. NT + NT = MASC)
(cf. Chapter 2, Corbett (1982) and Wechsler andi&Z(@003: 174)). Such problems
can be overcome by appealing to the distinctiorwbeh syntactic and semantic
resolution (Wechsler and ZIat{2003: 174)). Corbett (1991: 269) writes that ‘den
resolution by the semantic principle involves refere to the meaning of the
conjoined elements even if this implies disregasd their gender. The syntactic
principle operates according to the gender of ttrgained items irrespective of their

meaning®. It becomes evident that Dalrymple and Kaplan'sdge computation

for early GPSG person and number resolution ruddsvant to English; see Sag (2003) for
resolution in HPSG.

“See Wechsler and ZIat{2003: 172), Dalrymple, King and Sadler (2009) afidcent and Borjars
(2008) for criticisms and refinement of DalrympledaKaplan’s (2000) model.

ZAlthough it is not clear whether this is resolutmndefault agreement in cases of feature clash.

ZAnother strategy for defusing conflicts between flatures of conjuncts might entail relying on
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mechanism deals only with the syntactic varietym&atic resolution is the more
basic phenomenon, though, and must be understmid\Wechsler and Z|&ti(2003:
176)).

Going back to the state of affairs in French, @trk{1991) claims that
coordinating inanimates sets syntactic resolutiomotion (such as the one proposed
by Dalrymple and Kaplan), whereas coordinating at@® activates semantic
resolution. When there is a mismatch between gramahand natural gender, the
resolved features are determined by the latter tyfpeesolution, not the former.
Bringing together a feminine word typically dengtia male (e.gsentinelle'sentry’)
and a feminine word denoting a female (éegaméwife’) produces masculine, rather
than feminine, plural features. Similar results asported for Icelandic and
Serbian/Croatian (cf. Wechsler and Zg®003: 177-8) and Chapter 2 herein).

Wechsler and Zlatis theory of resolution relies on set intersectiand
attempts to reflect the distinction between thetagtiic and the semantic principle.
The idea behind intersection is that, if you cooatle two feminine nouns, their
femininity is what they have in common (hence tbajcined NP is also feminine).
This has parallels in the real world (cf. Wechsled Zlaté (2003: 183)). The revised
formal treatment of gender resolution in Frenchpissented in (29), where the
unmarked status of the masculine gender is ackmigetk by labelling it ‘non-
feminine’.

(29) Gender resolution in French (Wechsler and Z1§#003: 183-4)):

fem {F}

masc NON-FEM

{F} Nn{F}={F}
{Fy n{}={}

purely phonological information. Due to syncretismtarget may be ambiguous in the morpho-
syntactic information it encodes and thus satibfygeparate requirements of both controllers — see
Pullum and Zwicky (1986); on feature indeterminagge Dalrymple, King and Sadler (2009) and
Yatabe (2004).
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Turning to Serbian/Croatian, Wechsler and Zlaxkclude inanimate nouns
from the computation of the resolved features bseamanimate nouns do not have
an extra-linguistic reference to sex. This is aabik by designating the neuter an
empty gender (e-gender). There is also a semagender, the feminine, whereas the
masculine is once again treated as non-feminir®. i(@istrates how this approach
can be implemented for Serbian/Croatian, makingaisset intersection, as well as
additional intersection with the set of s-gendetdees in order to remove e-genders
from the output. The masculine, represented byethgty set, will always be the
outcome of the intersection operation, except fases where all input forms are
feminine. The intersection of two neuters alone Mquroduce neuter, but, further
intersection with the semantic gender feature gfrgsults in the empty set. At first
sight, this operation might seem a little mystesi@nd esoteric, but it is needed for
the machinery to work (for this particular langupg&rguably, this move was indeed
inspired by a desire to incorporate semantics & firmalism, with the feminine
considered more tangible and semantically justiffeh the unmarked, less specific,
“elsewhere” masculine (at least in cases of anirdat®tation).

(30) Gender resolution in Serbian/Croatian (Wechsler Zhati¢ (2003: 185)§*

a. set of s-gender features

Gs = {F}

b. Set representations of the genders

FEM: {F} (< ‘female’)

MASC: { } (<'non-female’)

NT: {N} (e-gender)

c. Calculating gender for plural referents

MASC & MASC =MASC {}N{} NGs={}

FEM & FEM = FEM {F} N {F} N Gs={F}

NT & NT = MASC {N} N{N} N Gs={}

MASC & FEM = MASC {} N {F} N Gs={}

MASC & NT=MASC{} N{N} N Gs={}
FEM & NT = MASC {F} N {N} N Gs={}

%Gender resolution rules in Serbian/Croatian wibaeature prominently in Chapter 2.
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In its idiosyncratic way, this approach takes actoof the insight that both
semantics and morphology matter in resolution.hlist successfully explains the
patterns attested in Serbian/Croatian and Icelantlich dogged previous treatments.
Wechsler and Zlati (2003: 192) believe that coordinate phrases aoceexxric and
therefore lack inherent gender. That is why theydte trigger semantic agreement
whenever possible (e.g. when they denote animals¢n semantic agreement stalls
(e.g. because the referent is inanimate) recoursst rbe had to the above
computational mechanisms.

Finally, Corbett (2006: 256) observes that resofutconstitutes semantic
agreement, whereas singling out the closest cohjuwonstitutes grammatical
agreement. Consequently, he expects that the dedisigo for one or the other will
be constrained by his Agreement Hierarchy preseatee. Semantic factors can
also affect the choice of resolved gender, as agNvhether to opt for resolution or
single-conjunct agreement, as demonstrated by ithatien in Latin (Kihner and
Stegmann (1955: 44-52), Corbett (2006: 252); cfafiiér 3 on Bulgarian). Latin has
three genders and admits both closest-conjuncteagret and resolution. When
resolution occurs, same-gender nouns take tarfigtsitogender. If the genders do not
match, the resolved form depends on whether therifes to humans or not — the
masculine is recruited for humans and the neuteném-humans. If the conjoined
phrase contains both humans and non-humans, closgsinct agreement is

preferred (or, more rarely, resolution resultingy@uter plural agreemefit)

*The gender resolution system operating in a givaguage is also constrained by the gender
assignment system of that language, as suggest€drbgtt (1991: 306).
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6. Conclusion

This chapter has introduced the major conceptswiiabe the focus of our
attention for the rest of the dissertation, notatmprdination and agreement, as well
as how they are tackled in different syntactic the=o Furthermore, we have outlined
the model that we will be guided by and will deyela chapters to follow. To repeat
Wechsler and Zlatis (2003: 94) dichotomy, a noun can have up to ‘tsets of
grammatical agreement features, one associatedthetimnoun’s form (CONCORD
features) and the other with the noun’s meanind@NX features)’. Languages can
use these features in various ways. In Chaptee2yiv explore how such a syntactic
bifurcation can lead us to a better understandinth® complex agreement patterns
with conjoined nouns, building on the work discuskere. Chapter 3 is dedicated to
factors which have a say on what pattern gets tegleevhereas Chapter 4 takes a
closer look at partial agreement. Chapter 5 takesex and concord beyond
coordination, whereas the final chapter offerseattnent of case government in the

same spirit as the treatment of agreement.
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CHAPTER 2
Concord, Index and the Range of Agreement Patterns
1. Introduction
This chapter expands and modifies the LFG modekadrdination and

agreement outlined in Chapter 1. Agreement withfdaures of just one conjunct
presents a challenge for this model because thefeatures which it currently makes
available are those of the coordinate phrase asaéevor those which are shared by
all conjuncts. We evaluate previous LFG work o1 topic and point out problematic
issues arising from the treatments of single-cortjtagreement which are offered
there. We then look at data from Serbian/Croat{&outh Slavic) in order to answer
some questions about single-conjunct agreementhwiave been left unresolved by
earlier authors and in order to arrive at a bettergrated and more consistent theory
of agreement by introducing alterations to the faliem we currently have. As we
will see later in the chapter, Serbian/Croatianst®aa very complex system of
intricate agreement patterns against which our tgodanodel of agreement and

coordination can be tested.

2. PreviousWork on Single-Conjunct Agreement
2.1. Transformational Approaches

Before discussing how LFG’s constraint-based theufr coordination and
agreement tackles the phenomenon, we will takee# lbok at some transformational
research in this area. Aoun, Benmamoun and Speri{t894), for example, claim
that first-conjunct agreement with subjects in Mman and Lebanese Arabic is
ultimately derived from a coordination of two clagsn which the first conjunct starts

out as the subject of the first clause, while theosid conjunct starts out as the subject

YIn order not to clutter up the presentation, we tgedesignation “Serbian/Croatian”, as opposed to
the more politically acceptable designation “Semftxoatian/Bosnian”, because our material
mostly comes from the Serbian variety, with a fergafian examples.
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of the second one. Subsequently, all of the seactengse undergoes deletion, apart
from its subject (cf. Munn (1999: 644), Lakoff aRdters (1969), as well as Chapter 4
herein, for arguments against this).

However, Aoun, Benmamoun and Sportiche’s (1994)nsfiaamational
analysis of single-conjunct agreement in termslafisal coordination does not work
for other languages because of the possibility pding patterns in the same clause.
Some targets may be exclusively interested in andisished conjunct while others

may pick out the resolved features, as in (1) below

(1) Gwelaist ti a’'th frawd eidiunain. [Welsh]
Saw.2SG 2SG and.2SG brother 2PL self
2SG [2SG and 3SG] 2PL
‘You and your brother saw yourselves’ [Kuhn andl8a(2007: 2)]

The existence of single-conjunct agreement withenNIP is also troublesome
for such a view (cf. Munn (1999)). In addition, €heand German data from
Johannessen (1996) show that such a reductiongsttnient of first-conjunct

agreement is cross-linguistically untenable (cfnM1999: 645)).

2.2. Work within LFG
In typological and constraint-based frameworkshbieature resolution and

single-conjunct agreement are normally recogniseth@ependent strategies in their
own right, with no need to derive anything from arging structures. The verb in
(1), for instance, agrees only with the first comgy while the anaphoric pronoun
‘yourselves’ matches the resolved features of tpeordinate NP. Sadler (1999) and
Kuhn and Sadler (2007: 3) draw attention to theé fhat agreement with just one
noun of a coordinate NP poses a problem for theentiLFG architecture, as it only
allows access either to the resolved featureseottiordinate NP as a whole or to the
distributive features which are alike for each cmei (cf. Chapter 1). However,

single-conjunct agreement uses neither the formbich would be masculine plural
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in (2)), nor the latter, as shown in (2) for Czech.

(2) Na rohozce seth keka a pes. [Czech]
On mat was.sitting.F.SG [cat.F.SG ang).MloSG]
‘A cat and a dog were sitting on the mat.” [Kuhmd&adler (2007: 3)]

The distinction between distributive concord ansbheed index cannot help
us here, because the conjuncts have different con@ues — one is masculine and
the other feminine. If they were both feminine tivee would be able to say that the
verb agreed with the distributive concord featwesach conjunct, but this is clearly
not the case. Neither can resolution be of any asdghe verb does not mirror the

resolved masculine plural index of the entire cowte phrase.

Therefore, Kuhn and Sadler (2007: 14) introducgered sets, which they
label ‘local f-structure sequences’. These ordesegliences are meant to replace the
traditional LFG unordered sets utilised for cooedenstructures (represented by curly
brackets). The motivation behind this innovation is that tway constituents are
sequentially strung together does seem to mak#eaatice in coordination — it is not
one and the same thing to ddg went home and had dinnemdHe had dinner and
went home(Kuhn and Sadler (2007: 14); Quirk et al. (1985092 Furthermore,
relative position does matter in sentences likeet Sugand her sister.,which is

well-formed, unlike ¥ met her sister and Sye (Kuhn and Sadler (2007: 14))

’As already stated in the previous chapter, foll@wiVechsler and Zlati (2003), both index and
concord belong to the category of syntactic agredrfeatures, but index is more semantics-related
(traditionally callednotional or semantic agreeméntwhereas concord is more closely affiliated
with declension (traditionally referred to gsammatical agreementAs proposed by King and
Dalrymple (2004), in coordinate structures concerdassumed to be distributive (i.e. a target
requiring concord agreement checks the concordirfesibf each conjunct), whereas index resolves
(i.e. it is computed to give an index feature amged with the coordinate structure).

3ralk (2006) also acknowledges the necessity ofriafgto order in f-structure, especially when it
comes to single-conjunct agreement with coordihds. He considers this to be a valid reason for
postulating a new level of representation in thehisecture of LFG; this new level of representation
is supposed to deal with agreement phenomena acdlled grammatical marking structure (g-
structure). Such a proposal is deemed superflueus, las it multiplies notation beyond necessity.
Therefore, we treat agreement at the f-structurel levhich is the established LFG practice.

“Lakoff and Peters (1969: 123) argue that coordimais usually symmetrical, as iohn and Harry
drank a glass obeer togethervs. Harry and John drank a glass of beer togeth&pparent
counterexamples likelarry robbed a bank and drove gfvhich is different fronHarry drove off
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Corbett (2006: 170) also believes that single-cocjagreement constitutes proof that
linear order, rather than simply vertical syntacsiratification, plays a part in

agreement.

Kuhn and Sadler's proposal aims to offer a coasist FG account of the
three agreement possibilities available to conpipéirases (cf. Kuhn and Sadler

(2007: 15)):

* Agreement can be with properties of the coordiséitecture as a whole (e.g.

resolved index features);

e Agreement can be with common properties each iddaliconjunct possesses

(e.g. distributive properties like concord featyres
* Agreement can be with properties of only one coctjun

Therefore Kuhn and Sadler (2007: 15) distinguisé following types of

features:
(3) Kuhn and Sadler’s (2007) classification of features

resolved (no-distributive

< __~ distributive [defaul

conjunc-level \overla __— proximity-base:
) g
left-periphere

The typology envisions either resolved (non-disttive) or conjunct-level features.
In turn, conjunct-level features can be eitherrilsative, which is the default, or
overlay. Overlay features can be either proximigdd (as in closest-conjunct
agreement) or left-peripheral (which handles fustimnjunct agreement with the

leftmost conjunct). Since Kuhn and Sadler’s setsaadered, it becomes easy to refer

and robbed a bankare due to different underlying representatidrtse latter case is said to be
derived from the conjunction of ‘and then’, withhé&n’ subsequently deleted. That is why
interchangeability is not allowed. The present autis reluctant to accept such transformational
explanations for the reasons set out above.
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to the first or last constituent, or fr, in their local f-structure sequences (Kuhn and
Sadler (2007: 173) The revised version of the coordination rulepmsed by Kuhn
and Sadler (2007: 17) is given in (4) (cf. ChaptprThis is exemplified with a c-

structure (5) and f-structure (6) borrowed from shene source:

(4) Modified version of the coordination rule, followituhn and Sadler (2007):

NP — NP CONJ NP
lersg?  Ifsg (M%) |ersq?
=1

(5) c-structure for example (2) (from Kuhn and Sad2€0(7: 17)):

S
//\
(1SUBJ)H
PP 1=| NP
/NT !
TS ql 8Ifs
lfs |qu(T’ M*) q
N T:l N
CONJ
na rohozce Sedla kocka pes

on mat _was.sitting cat dog
(Tsubj gnd)=f (Tgnd)=f and (Tgnd)=m

°See Hudson (1988: 317) for a Word Grammar anabfsimordination which also makes the leftmost
and rightmost conjuncts available by treating atsuas strings of words in which order matters.
However, he does not consider single-conjunct ageee.
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(6) F-structure for (2) from Kuhn and Sadler (2007):
n ||

PRED ' sit((SUBJ))"
CONJ-FORM AN D
GEND M
NUM PL
( )
PRED 'cat’
SUBJ GEND F
NUM  SG
PRED 'dog'
GEND M
LNUmM sG]
| ) lI

2.3. Some Unresolved | ssues

Kuhn and Sadler’s (2007) paper is undoubtedlygaificant improvement, but
some unresolved issues still remain. Although Kahd Sadler maintain that their
classification is compatible with the concord amalex dichotomy, we run into
problems when we try to map one onto the othempdisted out above, index features
are generally declared to be non-distributive —dberdinate phrase has its own index
over and above the index of the individual conjan@&y contrast, concord features
are generally classified as distributive, applyiteg all conjuncts (cf. King and
Dalrymple (2004) and Wechsler and Ztaf2003)). We should then define index as a
non-distributive feature at the level of the conade construction, and concord as a
distributive conjunct-level feature in Kuhn and &a&@ (2007) typology. This leaves
us with the question of what happens in caseswglesiconjunct agreement.

From our discussion so far, we would be led taebel that, since we find
resolved index at the level of the coordinate piyrabe index properties of the

individual conjuncts have become inaccessible amdsible after resolving (in
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compliance with King and Dalrymple (2004) and threngral architecture of LFG).
So, we would expect that Kuhn and Sadler’s confleatl nodes will have to do with
concord, which can be either distributive (wher@amet requires the concord to be
the same for all conjuncts) or overlay (in whiclseghe agreement target is interested
in the concord of only one of the potential conexd). Indeed, J. Kuhn (p.c.), as well
as the layout of features in the paper, suggeatssihgle-conjunct agreement should
be restricted to concord, with distributive and ey being subtypes of concord. In
other words, we would arrive at the following mappiin which the only available
agreement features of the coordinate phrase arestdved index and the concord of
the individual members. This much is implied by treginal configuration of Kuhn

and Sadler’s classification.

(7) Expected mapping of concord and index onto Kuhn &adiler's (2007)
classification (to be modified):
resolved (=no-distributive inde)

< _— distributive (concorc
conjunc-level

roximity-based(concor
(=concord) \overla) P ’ (
\Ieft-peripheral(concor(

But is this really so? Is there a way to determumether it is index or concord
that actually participates in single-conjunct agneat? Kuhn and Sadler (2007) do
not explicitly discuss this matter, and it does hetome entirely clear from their
paper what their actual position is. However, iemme that they correctly (but
implicitly) assume that index is also available folosest-conjunct agreement.
Example (21) on p. 11 of their article illustratghject-predicate agreement with the
person of the closest conjunct. Person is beligeetlelong to index, and not to

concord (cf. Wechsler and Zlat(2003) and Chapter 1). Therefore, this example,
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repeated as (8) below, must show closest-conjgreeanent in index, similarly to the

sentence in (1) (although this is not explicitlgtet! in Kuhn and Sadler’s work).

(8) Dw i a Gwenllian heb gaeln etalu. [Welsh]
am.1S [1S and Gwenllian] without get 1PL pay
‘Gwenllian and | have not been paid.’ [Kuhn and I8a¢{2007: 11)]

Moosally (1999) and Villavicencio, Sadler and Aich@2005: 4-5) report
closest-conjunct agreement with what must be tliexnfeatures in the language

Ndebele. In addition, English existential constiats like Thereis a man and two

womenin the roommust likewise be instances of single-conjunct xndgreement, as
those are the features which are normally activésider the NP in English
(Villavicencio, Sadler and Arnold (2005: 5-6); é¢ing and Dalrymple (2004) and
Chapter 5 of this dissertation). F-structure (22)Kuhn and Sadler (2007: 11),
repeated in (9) below, shows that the unresolvedxrof the first conjunct is made
available for single-conjunct agreement

(9) Kuhn and Sadler’s (2007: 11) example (22), whicthesf-structure for (8) above:

[ ]
NDEX | PERS {S;]

[NUM  PL
AGR

PRED ' pro’ PRED 'Gwenllian’

PERS [s}] PERS [EI]]

INDEX INDEX

NUM SG NUM SG
AGR 11 AGR )

It will be demonstrated in subsequent sectionshib#t concord and index can
in fact participate in single-conjunct agreementuhK and Sadler's (2007)
classification is therefore best seen as a claasihn of agreement patterns, because
if it is regarded as a typology of features, oné #re same feature will be disallowed

to occupy different slots. In order to establishydrel reasonable doubt what

®The empty box opposite the person attribute ofndame “Gwenllian” reflects the unmarked status of
the third-person as non-speaker (=S), and non-hdaraay also be conveniently taken to indicate
that nouns have no inherent person (unlike pronjouns
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properties are involved in the different agreenpaiterns, we will be examining data

from Serbian/Croatian (South Slavic)

3. The Serbian/Croatian Data
3.1. Resolution Rules and Some Agreement Templates

Serbian/Croatian preserves a rich morphologicalesys with three genders
(masculine, feminine, neuter), singular and pluainber, as well as seven different
cases, albeit with a certain amount of syncretiss,will become clear below.
Therefore, it is a good testing ground for theoaéagreement like the one described
here. We will first give a brief outline of someagmmatical characteristics of the
language which will be used in the subsequent arsabf our data.

The following resolution rules operate in Serb@uatian (cf. Corbett (1982:
356-360) and Chapter®)
(10) Resolution rules in Serbian/Croatian (from Wechsled Zlati: (2003: 174)):

F+F— F.PL

elsewhere-> M.PL
The combination of two feminine nouns produces fena plural agreement.
Otherwise, i.e. when at least one conjunct is eotifiine, gender always resolves to
masculine. This South Slavic language permits thadloWing agreement
configurations with conjoined NPs (among others):
(11) SSme agreement patterns with coordinated nouns mbi&®Croatian (from
Wechsler and Zlati(2003: 54)):

[F.SG + F.SG] F.PL predicate (as expected; atwgrob the resolution

rules presented above)
[SG + NT.PL] NT.PL predicate (single-conjunct egment)

The first template in (11) is a schematic represtéon of a coordinate NP

made up of two feminine singular conjuncts. A feménplural target is “tuned in” to

'Some of the findings presented in subsequent sectitso appeared in Dalrymple and Hristov (2010).
®#These resolution rules will be somewhat modifietbive but the modifications are irrelevant for our
present purposes, as they have no bearing on this pee will make here.
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the resolved feminine plural features of the camath NP as a whole (as expected
from the resolution rules in (10)). The second falanillustrates closest-conjunct
agreement: a pairing of a singular and a neuteaphoun is placed side by side with
a neuter plural predicate which agrees only with tonjunct closest to it. The
resolution rules in (10) stipulate that the resdl¥eatures of the coordinate NP are
masculine, and not neuter, so the target does atithnthe resolved features, but only
the neuter gender of the second conjunct. It isomamt to emphasise that neuter
plural targets ‘cannot result from the operationhaf resolution rules’ (Corbett (1982:
371, 376); cf. Chapter 1 above). Sentences (12)EH)ddemonstrate that two neuters
resolve to masculine plural. Therefore, examplg i Wechsler and Zlati(2003:
54), as well as (15) from the present author'sdfi@rk, must be instantiations of
single-conjunct agreement.

(12)

Njegov-o mest-0 u razvitku kasabe i njegov-o
his-NT.SG place(NT)-SG in developmenof.town and his-NT.SG

znatenj-e u Zivotu kasablija  bi-l-i su
importance(NT)-SG in life of.mbitants be-PPRT-M.PL AUX.3PL
onakv-i kako smo ih napreukratko opisa-I-i.

such-M.PL as AUX.1PL them befordriefly describe-PPRT-M.PL

‘His place in the development of the town and mgpartance in the life of the
townspeople were as we briefly described them abd@orbett (1982: 357)]

(13)
Ogledal-o i nalivper-o su bi-1-i/*bi-l-a
mirror(NT)-SG and fountain.pen(NT)-SG AUX.3PL e-PPRT-M.PL/*-NT.PL

na stolu.
on table

‘The mirror and the fountain pen were on the taljM/echsler and Zlati (2003:
174)]
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(14) Ov-a varosic-a I sv-a sel-a su
this-F.SG town(F)-SG and all-NT.PLillage(NT)-PL AUX.3PL

poplavljen-a/?poplavijendi
flooded-NT.PL/M.PL

‘This town and all the villages were flooded.’ [Wister and Zlati (2003: 54)]
(15)
Nov-a keéra i kol-a su kosta-I-a®° punc’

new-F.SG house(F)-SG and car(NT)-PL AUX.3PL deBRT-NT.PL a.lot.
‘The new house and car cost a lot.’ [informant]

In (15), the adjectivenova ‘new’ ends in-a, which is ambiguous between
feminine singular and neuter plural. The endingkmnaoncord agreement wikuca
‘house’ (feminine singular); it might arguably alé® compatible withkola ‘car’
(neuter plural), as it can be interpreted as nepital too, and the context tells us
that the modifier applies to the car in equal mestéuBecause of the plural auxiliary
verb, the predicative participle is best treatechaster plural, and therefore it must

agree with its closest conjunct ohly

3.2. Nounswith Mismatched Index and Concord; Preliminary Findings

Having introduced some of the agreement patterite woordinate noun
phrases in Serbian/Croatian, we can now proceed poeliminary assessment of
relevant data whose aim is to establish whethisrabncord or index that is involved
in single-conjunct agreement. The material was d&ted by conducting Google
searches on the Internet. The examples were them ¢o three native speakers of
Serbian who evaluated their grammaticality and deblwith the glossing. Additional

sentences were elicited from the native informants.

°Cf. Arnold, Sadler and Villavicencio (2006: 7-8)rfsimilar examples from Portuguese, as well as
Corbett (1988a: 19) for more on agreement patt@ndsresolution in Serbian/Croatian.

°The informant points out that it is more standandhave the resolved forrko$tal-i which is
masculine plural; the neuter plural, though, is oamly used.

“ynless otherwise indicated, the data have beeaatetl by the author.

2See Dalrymple, King and Sadler (2009) for an LF&tment of similar cases.

Y¥These issues, including the ambiguity, will be dised at great length below.
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It is an obstacle for the present investigaticat toncord and index normally
coincide. In order to tease them apart, we triedirntd Serbian/Croatian conjoined
phrases which would foster closest-conjunct agre¢nieit where each conjunct has
different values for its concord and index attrésitFollowing Wechsler and Zléati
(2003: 86), the nouns that were selected for thalyais all have concord-index
mismatches, as shown below:

* deca‘children’ (feminine singular concord and neutérrpl index);

» braca ‘brothers’ (feminine singular concord and neuterg index);

e gospoddgentlemen’ (feminine singular concord and maswiplural index);
* unuwad ‘grandchildren’ (feminine singular concord and tegplural index).

These concord-index misalignments arise from #uot that the nouns above
belong to a declension class (usually feminine dany which is in direct
contradiction to their plural semantiésAs a result, such controllers tend to co-occur
with feminine singular NP-internal targets, but matly trigger more semantically
justified (i.e. plural) agreement outside the NRy.(en verbs and pronouns). Our
searches turned up many examples like (16) beldwchvconfirms that a relative
pronoun can agree with the resolved masculine lpfeedures of the coordinate NP.
However, there were also examples that seem to stlogest-conjunct index
agreement on the relative pronoun. One of thenvengn (17).

(16)
Stranc-i [ gospoda, koj-i su dos-I-i
Foreigner(M)-PL and gentlemen who-M.PL JABPL come-PPRT-M.PL

‘The foreigners and gentlemen who came’ [web]
www. hr.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lindo (accessed on 20 March 2009)

“This split between grammar and semantics goes toathe earliest attested stages in the history of
the South Slavic dialect continuum, represente@layBulgarian/Old Church Slavonic (a language
approximating the ancestor of today’'s Balkan Slamddeties). For more information, cf. Huntley
(1989).
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(17)
Njihov-a deca i udad koj-a su rexlja u drugoj
their-F.SG children and grandchildren who-NT.PL)XABPL born-NT.PL in another

drzavi®
country
‘Their children and grandchildren who were bormiher countries’ [web]

www.durmitorcg.com/forum/viewtopic.php?f=9&t=6064&ast=0&st=0&sk=t&sd=a
(accessed on 20 March 2009)

In (17), the same ending is again ambiguous between feminine singular and
neuter plural; it is first analysed as femininegsilar in njihova ‘their’, since
determiners are normally tied to concord, and bdé¢ca ‘children’ and unuwad
‘grandchildren’ have feminine singular concord. Hmer, -a is glossed as neuter
plural in the relative pronourkdja ‘who’) and the past participleddjena‘born’),
because the relative pronoun triggers plural, aod singular, agreement on the
auxiliary verb in the relative clause. Since we {daexpect the resolved features to be
masculine plural, the relative pronoun in (17) miustan instance of single-conjunct

agreement with the (neuter plural) index featurethe closest conjuntt We have

15Koja (NT.PL/F.SG) can also beji (M.PL) androdjena(NT.PL/F.SG) can also tdjeni (M.PL)
(C. M. MacRobert's Serbian informant). Not all cdmdtions of resolved and single-conjunct
agreement are possible in this example and anatogonas below; the relative clause verb must
agree with the relative pronoun, and the predieapiarticiplerodjen-a/i ‘born’ is virtually certain
to be masculine plural if the relative pronoun iasculine plural. Agreement patterns in such
constructions obey Corbett’'s Agreement and Pregliglérarchies introduced in Chapter 1 (Corbett
(2006 and elsewhere)).

®Instead of subscribing to what we believe to be dbeect view, namely that, due to syncretism,
Serbian/Croatian has two homophonous relative pmosikoja, one with F.SG concord and index,
and the other with NT.PL concord and index, we cammle out the theoretical possibility that
there is a third relative pronodkoja, which has F.SG concord and NT.PL index. This natsmed
relative pronoun could then be claimed to agreecancord with the F.SG properties of the
antecedent (‘grandchildren’) and in index with filaral auxiliary verb inside the relative clause.
This would mean that our example above is actuadtyan instance of closest-conjunct agreement
involving the index feature. We cannot eliminatés tipossibility, although it seems unlikely.
Positing another relative pronoun with mismatcheatires is not empirically justified and violates
Occam’s Razor, which states that entities shoutdaanultiplied beyond necessity.

Alternatively, we could argue that Serbian/Craathas only one relative pronoun with the
form koja, which has F.SG concord and NT.PL index. On thalysis, the pronoun would always
agree in concord with feminine antecedents anddex with neuter antecedents. What is more, the
relative clause verb would have to sometimes phhe index and sometimes the concord of the
relative pronoun. All of these are inelegant andotktically undesirable consequences. Most
importantly, we have examples of closest-conjumtiek agreement which is unmediated by
relative pronouns (cf. later sections). Therefon, claim that closest-conjunct index agreement is
attested in Serbian/Croatian remains valid.
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other similar examples, but before we turn to thesneed to justify the treatment of

the syncretic ending, making a robust case for it.

3.3. Justifying the Analysis of the Ambiguous—a Ending

It emerged above that the suffixin Serbian/Croatian can mark feminine singular
or neuter plural. Before pressing ahead with thenrii@e of our argument, we need to
take a brief detour in order to shed some lighthenrationale behind our treatment of
the ambiguousa ending. When it serves as an exponent of agreewigmtiecatype
nouns, we choose to analyse it as feminine sing@&NCORD) if it appears on
attributive adjectives or determiners, and as mepiigral (INDEX) if it appears on
relative pronouns and predicative past particifleamed up with plural auxiliaries).
It must be conceded that this analysis is not utnowersial (cf. Corbett (1983a) and
Wechsler and Zlati(2003)). The first decision to defend will be wivg consider the
syncretic-a on nominative relative pronouns as neuter pluaher than feminine
singular. We then go on to motivate the same chwitle regard to the predicative
past participle. We will finally adduce evidencerfr Corbett’s typological hierarchies
and discuss attributive targets too.
(18) deca koj-a su tada bi-l-a

children who-F.SG/NT.PL AUX.3PL there be-PRRBG/NT.PL
‘the children who were there’ [Corbett (1983a:]78)

(19) deca koj-u vidite
children who(m)-ACC.F.SG you.see
‘the children whom you can see’ [Corbett (1983)] 7
(20) deca koj-e / koj-ih se Svi boje

children who(m)-GEN.F.SG/who(m)-GEN.PL REFU al fear
‘the children who everyone is afraid of’ [CorbglB83a: 79)]

While the relative pronourkoja ‘who’ and the participlebila ‘been’ are
indeterminate in (18), perhaps feminine singular p@rhaps neuter plural, the
accusative form is unambiguously feminine singubs,shown in (19). This goes

against treating the nominatikeja in (17) and (18) as neuter plural (as opposed to

59



feminine singular). What is more, informants do aotept a neuter plural relative
pronoun in the accusative (Corbett (1983a: 79))d Amet, a choice exists in the
genitive between the feminine singular and the ghluwhich is the same for all
genders, as shown in (20).

Since the accusative relative pronolnj() triggers no agreement in the relative
clause comparable to the agreement triggered bydtsinative counterpart, it is
treated as feminine singular in accordance with uteequivocal morphological
marking. However, when the relative pronoun ishia hominative, it takes a plural
auxiliary verb éu). The plural verb is the strongest argument tipest the balance in
favour of the neuter plural interpretation, couplsih the availability of both an
unambiguously singular and an unambiguously plprahoun in the genitive (cf.
Corbett (1983a: 78) and Wechsler and ZI&%003: 56)). Consequently, it can be said
that the agreement dioji-relative pronouns in Serbian/Croatian vacillatesween
index and concord, depending on the case form, thighnominative sensitive to
index, the accusative to concord, and the genitiveither (Wechsler and Zlati
(2003: 56)). Wechsler and Zlatattribute this inconsistent behaviour to the taet a
relative pronoun is simultaneously an NP-internalifier (so concord agreement is
expected), and also a pronoun (with pronouns usud#rested in index).

The past participleloSla‘come’ in (21) can also be analysed either as femin
singular or as neuter plural. Moreover, the agregnn clearly feminine in non-

nominative cases involving what Wechsler and Zlerm “secondary predicates”, as

in (22).
(21) Ta dobr-a deca su dos-I-a.
that.F.SG good-F.SG children AUX.3PL come-PPRITRNL/F.SG
‘Those good children came.’ [Wechsler and Z162003: 51)]
(22) Ja smatram decu gladn-om/*gladn-im.

| consider children hungry-INST.F.SG/*lgyrINST.PL
‘| consider the children hungry.’/ ‘I think the d¢tiren are hungry.’
[Wechsler and Zlati(2003: 53)]
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However, Wechsler and Z|ati(2003: 54) demonstrate that primary, (21), and
secondary, (22), predicates are different in thatformer pick out index, while the
latter pick out concord. Their verdict rests on thécome of a somewhat intricate
litmus test. We know that a pairing of two feminisggulars produces resolved
feminine plural agreement; by contrast, combiniegnihine singular with neuter
plural results in neuter plural closest-conjuncteagnent (cf. Section 3.1.). Keeping
that in mind, we can bring together a noun of g#petofdeca(F.SG concord, NT.PL
index) and a feminine singular noun. A neuter plpeaticiple will be a sign of index
agreement, whereas a feminine plural participlel witlicate resolved concord
agreemerif. To avoid complications with animate nouns, Weehsind Zlat use
dugmad'buttons’ (F.SG concord, NT.PL index) for theirpeximent. Their findings
are repeated in (23).

(23)
Moj-a igl-a I va plava dugmad su
my-F.SG needle(F)-SG and all blue buttons AUX.3PL

nesta-l-a/*nesta-l-e/*nesta-I-i.
disappear-PPRT-NT.PL/*-F.PL/*-M.PL

‘My needle and all the blue buttons have disappgkare
[Wechsler and ZI&ti(2003: 55)]

According to the grammaticality judgements in (23)e participle nestala
‘disappeared’ clearly shows index, and not concadgreement. If the concord
features were active, the feminine plural form wibbk acceptable (assuming that
concord resolved), but as we can see, it is ruled This leads Wechsler and Ztati
(2003: 55) to conclude that secondary (non-finpeddicates care about concord,
while primary non-finite predicates agree in index.

Additional support for the neuter gender and thergl number of the past

"Wechsler and Zlati(2003) seem to assume that concord, just likexinden resolve (i.e. the concord
features of a conjoined phrase can be computedherbasis of the concord features of each
conjunct). King and Dalrymple’s (2004) model, oretlother hand, precludes concord from
resolving. This controversy needs empirical testing we will return to it later in the chapter.
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participle in examples like (17), (18), (21) an@)X2Zomes from Corbett's Combined

Target Hierarchies, repeated in (24) for converadiat. Chapter 1).

(24) Corbett’s (1983a: 88) Combined Target Hierarchies:
greater likelhood of semantically justified agrestn-————»

noun
adjective
participle
aftributve  predicate  relative pronoun _ personal pronoun
(nominative)  (finite verb)  (nominative) (nominative)
oblique oblique oblique

Typological research has verified that the liketiloof agreement with greater
semantic justification will increase monotonicalyith no corresponding decrease, as
one moves rightwards along the hierarchy (Corld79, and elsewhere)). It would
be a violation of Corbett’'s otherwise overwhelmingkceptionless generalisation to
think of the relative pronoun in (17) and (18) aminine singular, of the verb in the
relative clause as plural, and then of the pattcgs feminine singular again; this
would mean that the relative pronoun exhibits gratical agreement, the finite verb
switches to more semantically-driven agreement, #oed participle goes back to
grammatical agreement. Such breaks are predictdaetampossible by Corbett’s
cross-linguistic observations which are based ota deom numerous languages,
including Slavonic in particular.

It is worth mentioning, however, that the Agreemantl the Predicate Hierarchy

have two possible application domains (as notedambett (1983a) and Corbett
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(1986: 1017-8)). The Agreement Hierarchy (attribyteedicate, relative pronoun,
personal pronoun) was found to always apply atlével of the corpus. In other
words, the total number of semantically agreeings@@al pronouns in a large
collection of texts will exceed the total number s#mantically agreeing relative
pronouns, which in turn will exceed the total numlzé semantically agreeing
predicates, and so on and so forth. By contrast,Atpreement Hierarchy does not
always work within the bounds of individual sentesiclt has been established that it
invariably constrains attributives and predicatesf the attributive matches the
semantic features of the controller, the predidatenever allowed to match its
syntactic features (if different), but not vice sa&r However, the same cannot be said
about relative pronouns and predicates. Corbet83d9 65-7) has proved that a
relative pronoun can host more syntactically justifagreement than the predicate of
the same sentence, as in (25), which, as it happenses from Serbian/Croatian.

(25)

Dva tima, koja™® se nalaze u  donjem delu tabele,
Two teamswhich.DUAL REFL find in the.lower part okthable,

Radntki 1 Olimpija, u Kragujevcu na ke$n terenugra-I-i

Radni&ki and Olimpija, in Kragujevac on a.diffit pitch play-PPRT-M.PL
su prljavo i nesportski.

AUX.3PL dirtily and unsportingly [Corbett (1983a: 64-5

‘The two teams which find themselves in the lowart pf the table, R. and O., played
dirtily and unsportingly on a difficult pitch in K.

Unlike the Agreement Hierarchy, the Predicate Hwdrg undeniably holds at
sentence level as well (cf. Corbett (1983a: 87)thi a clause, semantic justification
increases in the following order: finite verb, paple, adjective, noun. Corbett argues
that the participleprovodila ‘spent’ in (26) must be neuter plural, not femain

singular; otherwise, the finite verb would have emgnent with greater semantic

®Due to yet another syncretism, the phonologicapshat this pronoun also happens tokoga. We
will not go into detail, as this is not our maimeern. See Browne (1993) for more on the remnants
of the old Slavic dual in Serbian/Croatian.
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justification than the participle, which would coatene the robust Predicate
Hierarchy in the clausal domain of its application.
(26)
sv-a drug-a deca... provodi-l-a su
all-F.SG/NT.PL other-F.SG/NT.PL children sperfdRT-F.SG/NT.PL AUX.3PL
‘all other children... spent’ [Corbett (1983&)B
Finally, we treat thea ending on attributive modifiers or determiner®lév-a
‘all’, or drug-a‘other’, as feminine singular, rather than neuterad, for two reasons.
Firstly, non-nominative attributive targets with ums like deca ‘children’ are
unambiguously feminine singular, as in (27). Setgndttributive targets do not
trigger any agreement to merit a split analysis parable to the one proposed for

relative pronouns.

(27) kad sam video njegov-u  dec-u
when AUX.1SG seen his-F.SG.ACC children-ACC

‘When | saw his children’ [web]
www.mojheroj.com/dobrotvori/195.htnfaccessed on 12 Sept 2011)

We have thus provided evidence as to why the rmisly syncretica ending on
relative pronouns and predicative participles stidnd analysed as neuter plural, and
not as feminine singular. Despite indisputably feme singular accusative relative
pronouns, nominative forms are taken to be neutealpon the basis of the plural
agreement they induce on the verb in the relatiese, as well as on the basis of the
unambiguously plural option in the genitive. Pradiie participles and adjectives
ending in—a are also treated as neuter plural if they co-owgtir a plural finite verb,
because it would be a violation of Corbett’s hiehgrto postulate a predicate made
up of a plural finite verb and a singular partieigr adjective. However, nominative
attributive targets agreeing with nouns li#eca ‘children’ are glossed as feminine
singular, because the non-nominative cases hawntmoeersial marking and there is

no other agreement with attributive elements (coaidga to the agreement on the
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relative clause verb) to warrant a split analysis.

4. Agreement Patternsin Serbian/Croatian
4.1. Resolved and Single-Conjunct Agreement with Index Features

Over the course of the previous sections, we lhearmed that the ambiguous
—a morpheme on the relative pronoun in (17) abovepmrthe predicate in the
analogous (28) below, stands for neuter genderpamdl number. Moreover, neuter
plural cannot have resulted from the operationesblution rules, and must therefore
flag up agreement with the closest conjunct. Sthe¢ conjunct nwad) is feminine
singular in concord, but neuter plural in index, se&m to have found examples of
single-conjunct agreement geared towards indexifesit
(28)
Moj-a deca i umad su se odroditf-a

my-F.SG children & grandchildren AUX.3PL REFL becaestranged-PPRT-NT.PL

‘My children and grandchildren have become estrdrige [web]
www.stareguslejavorove.com/prljava%?20rabota.fdotessed on 20 March 2009)

And yet, both conjuncts in (17) and (28) projecs®. concord and NT.PL
index, so the target might be taken to co-vary \bitlth controllers, rather than just
the nearest one. According to Browne (1993: 358ybi@n/Croatian has an extra
resolution rule which decrees that two neuter pdurasolve to neuter plural (instead
of masculine plural, as we have assumed so fanyieiw of this assertion, it might
seem a better idea to treat the patterns in (1d) (@8) (i.e. [NT.Plist conjunct +
NT.PLsecond conjundt NT.PLiarge) @s instances of resolution or distributive agreem
with each conjunct.

Further data are needed to determine what theat@modution is. In (29) and
(30) below, there is a feminine singular first aogt and a neuter plural second

conjunct, side by side with a neuter plural verbagk. The marking on the participle

Odrodila (NT.PL) can also bedrodili (M.PL) (C. M. MacRobert's Serbian informant).
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in (29), or the predicative adjective in (30), canbe plausibly linked to the influence
of a resolution rule whereby a neuter plural targenforms to the resolved (or
distributive) features of two neuter plural co-orate nouns, because the first noun
has neither neuter nor plural properties.

(29)

Moj-a suprug-a i deca su staja-l-a pored vrata

my-F.SG wife(F)-SG and children AUX.3PL stand-PPRTL in.front.of door

[ plaka-I-i su
and cry-PPRT-M.PL AUX.3PL

‘My wife and children stood in front of the doordharied.’ [web]

http://forumsr.poznanici.com/viewtopic.php?f=16&#211 &p=39122(accessed on 06
April 2009y°

(30) Majk-a i deca su jako osetljiv-& na svetlo

mother(F)-SG and children be.3PL very sensitiiePL to daylight

‘The mother and children are very sensitive todaglight.’ [web]
http://www.Kkurir-info.rs/clanak/kurir-07-05-2008[tee-mracnog-podruma
(accessed on 06 April 2009)

Crucially, (29) shows what we claim is closestjooit index agreement (on
stajald) and resolved agreement (plakali), happily living together! It would be
strange to find two different resolution rules affeg the same constituent in the
same sentence — one producing neuter plural, andtbier masculine plural, features.
Therefore, we can safely conclude that our treatrobthe above examples as tokens
of closest-conjunct agreement with index remainslvH is still suspicious, however,
that all the targets and controllers in (29) amg) @d in—a. Could this point to some
sort of phonetic conditioning which allows a targetend in-a (ambiguous between

F.SG and NT.PL) if all the controllers also end-a(and are either F.SG or NT.PL,

2OA curious thing to note about this example is waapping the places of the two conjuncts can only
give rise to resolved agreement, as in (i), whicpp®rts analysing (29) as closest-conjunct
agreement. This observation is courtesy of C. McRtbert.
(i) Moj-a deca i suprug-a su staja-l-i
my-F.SG children and  wife(F)-SG AUX.3PL relaPPRT-M.PL
‘My wife and children stood’
Zosetljiva(NT.PL) can also besetljivi(M.PL) (C. M. MacRobert's Serbian informant).
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or both)? The answer to this question is no. Nohalins in examples (31) and (32)
below have the ambiguoua suffix.

(31)
Bebe i deca su uvek gladn-&
baby(NT)[SG] and children.F.SG/NT.PL be.3PLaw hungry-NT.PL

‘The baby and the children are always hungry.’ elplv
http://www.stokke-stroller.com/sr-rs/stroller-admifiravelling-with-your-child.aspx
(accessed on 06 April 2009)

(32)
Bebe i deca su [...] izlozen-a
baby(NT)[SG] and children.F.SG/NT.PL AUX.3Pé&xposed-NT.PL

toplotnom  udaru.
to.heat to.stroke

‘The baby and children are exposed to heat stroke[iveb]
www.mojabeba.confaccessed on 06 April 2009)

In (31) and (32),bebeis neuter singular, sgladna ‘hungry’ or izlozena
‘exposed’ cannot be due to a resolution rule offtren NT.PL + NT.PL— NT.PL.
Distributive agreement is ruled out too, becausentbuns differ in number. Neither
can this be some kind of phonetically conditiongdeament whereby a target that
ends in—ais acceptable if all controllers end &, irrespective of their grammatical
features. So the patterns in (17), (28), (29), ,(3B1) and (32) must exemplify
closest-conjunct agreement in which the verb phimsensitive to the neuter plural
index values of the second conjudeta

Nevertheless, suspicions might still linger, desghe evidence marshalled
above. All of the examples are built around eitheuter or feminine controllers (or
controllers which are ambiguous between F.SG andPNT and the target can always
be interpreted as neuter plural or feminine sing@auld it be the case that the target
is indeterminate and can adjust to both? Should me¢ leave the target

underspecified? The material in (33) can dispes¢hangering doubts. The masculine

#Gladna(NT.PL) can also bgladni (M.PL) (C. M. MacRobert’s Serbian informant).
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gender of the first conjunct precludes the posgjbihat the relative pronoun could
somehow agree with both a feminine and a neutejunon Therefore, the only
logical inference is that (33), as well as the othienilar sentences in this section,

illustrates single-conjunct agreement with the xnfEatures.

(33)
TinejdZer-i i deca koj-a preglasno i pfestoslusa-ju

teenager (M)-PL andchildren who-NT.PL too.loudly and too.oftelisten.to-3PL

muziku putem MP3 playeraiskira-ju da ogluve 30 godina ranije od
music  on MP3 player risk-3PL ~ COMP go.deaf 30 years earlier than

generacije svojih  roditelja.
generaton of.their parents

‘Teenagers and children who listen to music on NR¥ers too loudly and too often
risk going deaf 30 years earlier than their pareggreration.’ [web]

www.zdraviilepi.com/Magazin-deca!P7.asaccessed on 17 Nov 2009)

There are also uncontroversial attestations aflved index agreement, for
instance in the second clause in (29) above, dsasd€B4) below. The first conjunct
in both of them is feminine, while the second aé-iSG in concord and NT.PL in
index. The predicate is masculine plural — it agreeither with features shared by
each conjunct (distributive agreement), nor withtdees of the nearest or furthest
conjunct. The target matches the resolved mascplmeal index of the coordinate
NP. Examples (29) and (34) demonstrate theta‘children’ behaves like a neuter
plural noun, and not a feminine singular one, whaomes to resolution. It is clear
that the features afeca‘children’ which resolve are its neuter plural inderoperties,
rather than its feminine singular concord. Theelattould have given feminine plural
agreement. This vindicates the claim from Sectio® that (primary) predicates

normally pick out index.
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(34)

Zen-e [ deca su -bi-| spasen-i
woman(F)-PL and children.F.SG/NT.PL AUX.3PL AUX{RP-M.PL saved-M.PL
‘The women and children were saved’ [web]
www.cafe.ba/.../13612_Britanci-vise-stradali-naafiku-zbog-lepih-manira.html
(accessed on 06 April 2009)

The patterns that have been highlighted so fanigisection include resolved
agreement and closest-conjunct agreement, both initbx. Serbian/Croatian also
admits furthest-conjunct agreement (cf. Corbet861998-9) and Corbett (1988b:
26-7)). As pointed out above, a combination of fame and neuter nouns triggers
masculine resolution (cf. (34) and Corbett (19882t)). For that reason, the NT.PL
verb in (35) must have remained oblivious to treoheed features of both conjuncts.
The target must have only registered the attribafdbe first one, which happens to
be the conjunct furthest away from it. Since veales usually interested in the index
of their subjects, we are most likely dealing wéh instance of furthest-conjunct

agreement involving index features. In addition5)(3s remarkable for hosting

closest- and furthest-conjunct agreement in theessentence.

(35)23
Ona stalna, duboko urezana svijetla (0tipl sjene (fem pl) koje (fem pl)
those constant, deeply cut ligimispl) and shade$em pl) which (fem pl)

je naslikao umjetnikov kist  bila (nt pl) siaca (nt pl) od realne svijetlosti
has painted the artist's brush wéamepl) strongefnt pl) than real light

‘Those constant, deeply cut lights and shades ¢aily the artist's brush were
stronger than real light' [Corbett (1983a: 10Q¢rbett (1983b: 180)]

A short summary of how our analysis has proceesléqdl order at this point.
We first established that single-conjunct agreenmeiproblematic for our theoretical

framework in its current state. Although concord amdex participate in distributive

*This sentence comes from the ljekavian dialect efbln/Croatian/Bosnian, unlike most of the
others in this chapter, which are from the Ekawdéiect (also cf. (42) below). For more examples
and discussion of furthest-conjunct agreement,Gabett (1983a: 101) and the references cited
there. Corbett notes that furthest-conjunct agreenee rare. We do not know much about the
conditions governing this particular pattern, buseéems to occur mainly with inanimate nouns.
Besides, the controller always comes before thgetar
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and resolved agreement respectively, we do not kmbat to do with single-conjunct
agreement. In order to find out what features atwein such cases, we chose nouns
with concord-index mismatches likkeca‘children’ — such controllers have feminine
singular concord and neuter plural index. We preskexamples where conjoined
noun phrases containing mismatched nouns co-octwvith a neuter plural target
and subsequently justified why the target shouldvieved as neuter plural, as
opposed to feminine singular. The neuter pluraddawas then shown to agree with
the index features of the closest controller — Itggmm was ruled out because the
resolution rules of Serbian/Croatian never leadnéuter agreement; distributive
agreement was likewise discarded because the aisjimsome of the examples had
different attributes. Crucially, we demonstrated #vailability of index for resolved
and furthest-conjunct agreement. Now that indexleen examined in a little more
detall, it is time to direct our attention to conrd@nd the agreement configurations it

can enter.

4.2. Distributive and Closest-Conjunct Agreement with Concord Features

Apart from index, concord is also at the dispagdhnguage users when they
opt for agreement with a distinguished conjunctosébt-conjunct agreement with
determiners and attributive modifiers is atteste@erbian/Croatian, as shown in (36)

(Browne (1993: 355)).

(36)

Njen otac [ majk-a su dos-I-i
her[M.SG]  father(M)[SG] and mother(F)-SG AUXI3P come-PPRT-M.PL
‘Her mother and father came’ [Browne (1993: 355)

(37)

Njen-a sestr-a [ majk-a su dos-l-e.

her-F.SG sister(F)-SG and  mother(F)-2®)X.3PL  come-PPRT-F.PL
‘Her mother and sister have come’ [Browne (18%68)]

(38)

Njen-o d(ij)et-e i tele su dos-I-i.
her-NT.SG  child(N)-SG and calf(N)[SG] AWBPL come-PPRT-M.PL
‘Her child and calf have come’ [Browne (1993: §55
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At first sight, the attributive elements in (3H)da(38) might seem to require
each conjunct to have the same properties: femisingular in (37) and neuter
singular in (38). But as we saw in (36) above, asdve shall see in (39) and (40)
below, attributive targets only insist that the sgst conjunct should match their
specifications. They do not seem to care abountimber and gender of the furthest
controller, which may or may not replicate those tbé initial one. So, even
constructions like (37) and (38), which on the scef appear to obey the dictates of
distributive agreement, should be treated as dlasegunct agreement where the
second noun just happens to have the same feasitée first. This is confirmed by
Corbett (1979: 206-7), who also analyses the atikib domain in Serbian/Croatian
in the same way (cf. (39) and (40)). Furthermote tingrammaticality of the
masculine plural in (39) probably entails thatstimpossible to discover resolved

agreement on an attributive modifier (this issukt m@ revisited below).

(39)
najsvirepije (fem pl) (*najsvirepiji- masc pl) kazifem pl) I mucenja (nt pl)
the cruellest (fem pl) (*masc pl) punishments (fem pl) and tortures (nt pl)

(Andri¢, Travnicka Hronikd [Corbett (1979: 206)]

(40) Sve njegov-e molb-e (fem pl) [ uveranj-a (ht p

all his-F.PL prayer(F)-PL and  assurance(NI)-P
ni-su pomaga-I-i (masc pl) nistgAndric, Anikina Vremenp
NEG-AUX.3PL help-PPRT-M.PL at.all.

‘All his prayers and assurances did not help at diCorbett (1979: 206), and Corbett
(1991: 283)]

On the basis of the data above, supplemented by kaowledge of
Serbian/Croatian grammar in general, we acquiréreanty but more or less solid,
evidence that closest-conjunct concord agreemestargg us in the face here. There

are several logical steps involved:
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* We know that nouns likdeca‘children’ are characterised by feminine singular
concord and neuter plural index. A nominative {fatttive) adjective or
determiner in a phrase headedd®cagets the infamousa ending, which can
be either feminine singular or neuter plural.

* However, all oblique attributive targets are unagnbusly feminine singular,
so we infer that agreement in the NP-internal donmaiust operate with
concord, and not index, features (cf. Section BB@orbett (1983a: 81)).

* Applying this reasoning to the material from thexton, we have obviously
encountered agreement on the attributive elemehtshwis neither resolved
(that would be masculine plural) nor distributiVderefore, it must be closest-

conjunct concord agreement.

To recapitulate, some non-nominative relativenptms are clearly feminine
singular, but we still categorise nominative onasljiguous between F.SG and
NT.PL) as neuter plural, because they trigger plaggeement on the verb in the
relative clause and because there exist unconsialigr plural genitive forms (cf.
Section 3.3). By contrast, attributive determiremgl modifiers are invariably glossed
as F.SG. Although in the nominative they could libee F.SG or NT.PL, they are
certainly F.SG in the other cases. In additionrehe no agreement with attributive
targets (comparable to the plural finite verbs oalgd by nominative relative
pronouns) to justify a split analysis whereby noative attributive items are treated
as NT.PL, and non-nominative ones as F.SG. Forstlee of consistency and
simplicity, and in the absence of evidence sugggstitherwise, we consider all
attributive targets F.SG.

This means that, apart from index, concord cao &k a proximity-based

feature recruited for closest-conjunct agreemelné Serbian sentence in (41), and the
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Croatian one in (42) below, both of them with mischad nouns, demonstrate that
the accusative relative pronoun can pick out threcord of the controller nearest to it

(cf. Section 3.3 above). However, the pattern ih) (@nd (42) can be regarded as
distributive concord agreement, because all thegteasearches conducted so far with
the parameters “* i decu/utad koju” “* and children/grandchildren who-

F.SG.ACC” only return results in which both conjt;ishare feminine singular

properties. In the absence of counter-examplesyitde assuming that the relative

pronoun in (41) and (42) imposes distributive cada@strictions, but more research
is needed to verify this.

(41)

dobiti minimum materijalne i egzistenki@ sigurnosti za svoj-u
to.get minimum material and existential security for own-F.ACC.SG

porodic-u i dec-u koj-u ima-te
family(F)-ACC.SG andchildren(F)-ACC.SG who-F.ACC.SG have-2PL
u Australiji

in Australia

‘To get the minimum material and existential segufor your family and children
whom you have in Australia’ [web]

http://www3.serbiancafe.com/eng/diskusije/mesgdetsu-deca.html (accessed on
10 Aug 2010)

(42) to je zivi  otrov i opasnost za nas-u
it is real poisonand  danger for our€@ASG
dic-u** i unucad koj-u mora-mo...

children(F)-ACC.SG andgrandchildren(F).SG who-F.ACC.SG must-1PL

‘It is a real poison and danger for our children gnandchildren whom we must...’
[web]
http://limun.hr/main.aspx?id=540539&Page=(accessed on 10 Aug 2010)

*This Croatian sentence contains the Ikavian fdion, as opposed to Ekavialecu typical of Serbia.
The dialect division has to do with the reflexestaf Old Slavigat vowel, which comes out as /e/
in Ekavian, /i/ in Ikavian, and /ije/ in ljekavian.
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5. Fixing the Formalism

We have come across the following agreement petiarSerbian/Croatidn

e agreement with the resolved index features oktitee coordinate phrase
(34);

* agreement with the index features of the closesjucat (32);

» possibly, agreement with the index features offtindhest conjunct (35);

e possibly, agreement with distributive concord feasushared by each
individual conjunct (41), (42);

* agreement with the concord features of the clasagunct (39).

The significance of the data lies in the revelattbat neither concord nor
index seems to be averse to single-conjunct agmgenidese findings call for
introducing modifications to the treatments offeiadearlier LFG work. King and
Dalrymple’s (2004) insight about distributive anonrdistributive features takes care
of resolved agreement with the index of the entioerdinate phrase, as well as
distributive agreement with concord properties Whace identical across the board.
However, their paper does not address agreementonly one conjunct. Kuhn and
Sadler's (2007) proposal, on the other hand, makes features of individual
conjuncts accessible to targets, thus enabling usaddel single-conjunct agreement.
However, both analyses need to be adjusted angratésl so that we can adequately
account for the material that we have presented. Hi€ng and Dalrymple’s (2004)
definition of index as a non-distributive featumedaconcord as a distributive feature
needs to be revised, so that the ability of indexrdsolve would not make the

individual index features of each conjunct unavwdédafor agreement. Kuhn and

“See Corbett (1983c) on the factors that deternfisechoice of pattern in Serbian/Croatian, notably
animacy and the relative order of the subject &edpredicate (cf. Chapter 3 herein on Bulgarian).
Animacy and subject-predicate order generally mvesolution (Corbett (1983c: 96)).
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Sadler's (2007) classification also needs to beatgat in order to allow the same
feature to belong to more than one type (i.e. xeshldistributive, overlayj. What is
more, we believe that Kuhn and Sadler's classificatis best thought of as a
classification of agreement patterns or ways oflyapp agreement constraints, and
not as a classification of features. A feature sacliNDEX or CONCORD can agree
in a “distributive”, “resolved” or “overlay” manner

The notation below represents the constraintscaged with the agreement
patterns which a given target can be plugged?intm other words, a target will
impose one of the following types of restrictioredihiting the kind of controller it is
compatible with.

- (f INDEX): the INDEX features of a non-coordinatdrpse, or the resolved
INDEX features of a coordinate phrase. This isgtandard interpretation of this
expression from previous LFG literature.

- (fo INDEX): the INDEX features of a non-coordinate g, the resolved INDEX
features of a coordinate phrase, or the index ef lgftmost conjunct of a
coordinate phrase. This accounts for optional shtgihjunct agreement with the
leftmost conjunct, as indicated by the bracketsiadahe subscripted “L".

- (fL INDEX): the INDEX features of a non-coordinate abe or of the leftmost
conjunct of a coordinate phrase. This will be tlo¢gation to use with a target that
participates in obligatory single-conjunct agreetweith the leftmost conjunct.

- (fr) INDEX): the INDEX features of a non-coordinate e, the resolved INDEX
features of a coordinate phrase, or the INDEX @& tlghtmost conjunct of a

coordinate phrase. This handles optional singlgucmt agreement with the

rightmost conjunct.

*Maybe that was Kuhn and Sadler’s original intentiout as it stands, their model does not explicitly
state that index, for example, can be interpreted gesolved and an overlay attribute at the same
time.

"I am indebted to my supervisor, Prof. Mary Dalryepfor the ideas about changing the formalism.
The enriched notation can also be found in Dalramguid Hristov (2010).
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- (fr INDEX): the INDEX features of a non-coordinate @& or the rightmost
conjunct of a coordinate phrase (obligatory sirgejunct agreement with the
rightmost conjunct). This will be the constraint desociate with a neuter plural
relative pronoun likdoja. The notation will capture the fact thaidja can co-occur
with a non-coordinated noun that has neuter plumdiex or, when in the
environment of conjoined nouns, it has to agreé wWie neuter plural index of the
rightmost one (i.e. the one closest to it).

- (f CONCORD): the CONCORD features of a non-coortinpghrase, or the
CONCORD features of each conjunct of a coordinateage (the standard
interpretation of this expression from previous Lii€rature).

- (fL CONCORD): the CONCORD features of a non-coordingltease or the
leftmost conjunct of a coordinate phrase.

- (fr CONCORD): the CONCORD features of a non-coordingltease or the
rightmost conjunct of a coordinate phrase.

As we saw in Section 4.2, when all conjuncts hérgesame concord features,
optional closest-conjunct agreement becomes indisishable from obligatory
closest-conjunct agreement, which makes drawindp sudlistinction redundant. In
addition, our system eliminates the possibility aitributive index or resolved
concord. For the time being, we do not envisagd $uther complications, in line
with the findings above. However, we will explo@sewhat inconclusive data below
which suggest that concord might potentially reeaolks more research is needed into
that, we opt for the simpler notation here, butv@uld not be inconceivable to add
extra constraints in the same spirit to take cafe say, resolved concord or
distributive index.

The expressionf is defined as follows:
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(43) Formal definition of the expressiogp)f
fo=f ¢*
[ &)<f—]

(In words: ‘fy is an f-structure possibly embedded within f aseanioer of a

set. If f) is embedded as a member of f, it must be the stimember: this

is accomplished by the off-path constraint, whitdtes that there may not be
any (other) members of the same f-structure seguivat f-precede(f.’)

The formal notational conventions have the follogvirmeaning (see

Dalrymple (2001, chapter 5), and Dalrymple and tdxig2010: 198-9)):

- The set-membership symbelcan be used as an attribute to non-
deterministically pick out one of the members dfed. ¢* picks out
an arbitrarily deeply embedded member, to accownt rfested
coordinate structures whose conjuncts are thensete®rdinate
structures.

- Constraints appearing under attributes in a funeliauncertainty
path are off-path constraints, regulating the ddires through
which the path may pass. The symbkelin an off-path constraint
refers to the f-structure which contains the atiigbon which the off-
path constraint appears, and the symbalefers to the value for that
attribute.

- The symbol <f denotes the relation of functionaégadence, a
relation that holds between two f-structures ifu@bly) a linear

precedence relation holds between the constituienttsre nodes

that correspond to those f-structures.

The definition of fryis similar, the only difference being the reverdguecedence

requirement (for more details, see Dalrymple andstBv (2010: 198-9)). The

definition of f_, on the other hand, is a little more elaboraté& ageds to isolate the
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closest conjunct in a coordinate structure and doépermit reference to the features
of f if fis itself a coordinate structure.
(44) Formal definition of the expression f
fi= f g* :(fLe)
- e)<t—]
(In words: f is an f-structure possibly embedded withas a member of a set. |f
is embedded as a member fpfit must be the most deeply embedded leftmost
member. See Dalrymple and Hristov (2010: 199))
The expressiorkfworks in an analogous way. Finally, a target ttaatipipates
in closest-conjunct agreement can come beforeter tife controller. For example,
determiners and attributive adjectives in Serbiao@@an or Bulgarian normally
precede the head noun, but they are also allowédlltav it (cf. Browne (1993:
346) and the next chapt®t) In such cases, we will need to refer to the clbse
conjunct independently of whether it surfaces tl#it or to the right of the target.
This is achieved in (45) by appealing to the relatbetween the f-structure of the
agreement target, labelled wighand the f-structure of the controlfeiThe closest
conjunct is the leftmost one if the target is oe kkft, and the rightmost one if the
target is on the right. The definition in (45)a.faa obligatory closest-conjunct

agreement, whereas (45)b. covers optional closegtiect agreement. Both

definitions rely on the ones already developed abov

(45)
a.Formal definition of the expressiogt f  b. Formal definition of ).
fe= {fuil<fo fo= {fu:l<fy
|t fr <r I} | Ty * fmy <t 1}

With these modifications in place, we can go baxlexample (17), repeated in

(46), and examine the mechanics of agreement there.

2t would also be instructive to remember phraskstlie matters pendings. the pending matterso
there is a certain amount of wiggle room even language as syntactically rigid as English.
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(46)

njihov-a deca i ufad koj-a/-i su
their-F.SG children and grandchildren vMib.PL/-M.PL AUX.3PL
rodjen-a/-i...

born-NT.PL/-M.PL

‘Their children and grandchildren who were borndther countries]’ [web]
(47) Constraints for the determiner njihova ‘their’:

njihova

(1 PRED) = ‘their’

(1c CONCORD GEND) = F

(1c CONCORD NUM) = SG.

The relevant constraints for the determiner inngxla (46) are given in (47).
These constraints ensure tingihova ‘their matches the concord gender and number
of the conjunct closest to it (irrespective of tfaet that the other conjunct also
happens to have the same features). By virtue efetjuations, the targejihova
‘their’ requires the noun next to it to have femimisingular concord. As discussed
above, we prefer this analysis to distributive agrent, because there are
unambiguous cases in which the determiner agraéshe first controller only.

In order to account for the closest-conjunct in@gxeement on the relative
pronoun, we need the constraints associated kajh which are provided in (48).
They tell us that this relative pronoun picks dwé heuter plural index features of its
closest conjunct — in our case this is the rightnoog. Of course, the definition ¢
makeskoja compatible with a neuter plural non-coordinatedmtno. What we want
to capture is that, in the context of a coordinate@struction,koja must only pay
attention to the rightmost noun, which has to betereplural.

(48) Constraints for the relative pronoun koja ‘who’:

koja

(1 PRED) = ‘who’

(1r INDEX GEND) = NT

(1r INDEX NUM) = PL.

A masculine plural relative pronoun and predicat also licit in (46). They

are sensitive to the resolved index features ofctingoined NP. Consequently, the
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pronoun will be fitted with the constraints given(#9), which inform us thatoji is
happy either with a masculine plural non-coordidateun or with the resolved
masculine plural features of a coordinate NP.
(49) Consl'graints for the relative pronoun koji ‘who’:

I((TO JIIDRED) = ‘who’

(1 INDEX GEND) = M

(1 INDEX NUM) = PL

A situation where a pairing of a non-masculine andnasculine plural
controller (in that order) is followed by the makice plural relative pronoun might
arguably be perceived as closest-conjunct agreemanth, however, can hardly be
teased apart from the outcome of resolution. Femimplural targets, on the other
hand, may be unambiguously linked up with the ngbdét conjunct only (e.g. when
resolution would have resulted in masculine plyrat)with the resolved features of
the conjoined phrase. Thus, the feminine pluratied pronoun will be regulated by
the principles of optional single-conjunct agreemeén fact, we could coerce the
whole series ofkoji relatives to specify optionalrf agreement for the sake of
uniformity and consistency across the paradigms Thiempirically adequate for the
feminine plural form. The neuter plural pronoun Webthen be permitted to access
resolved features, but as the resolution rules dvoeler feed it a neuter gender, this
pattern would be excluded anyway. The masculinativel pronoun would be
redundantly allowed to agree with the rightmostjenat (cf. Dalrymple and Hristov
(2010: 203)). The blankeixf analysis, however, entails a lot of redundancy iand
therefore discarded as inelegant.

We do not insist that a feature should behavleaersime way all the time. It is
not expected that, say, INDEX agreement will alwhgswith the resolved INDEX

features of the coordinate phrase. At least fobi@afCroatian, however, we have up

until now implicitly assumed that one and the sagnemmatical form (e.g. the
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relative pronourkoj-i ‘who-M.PL’) will consistently impose the same méstions, for
instance always agreeing with all of the resolvetkk features of a conjoined phrase
or the index features of a non-conjoined phrasenbBwis does not have to be the
case, though. Surprising as it may seem, therédgece that a single item could join
different types of agreement configuration withigigsen domain (cf. Arnold, Sadler
and Villavicencio (2006) and Section 6.2). In (20)d (51) below, we adduce two
examples in which a verb replicates the resolvedber of a conjoined phrase, at the
same time agreeing in person with the second cohpmly. This would necessitate
two different constraints for the same item: onerfomber agreement (resolved) and
one for person agreement (closest-conjunct). Maseudsion on this will follow in
Section 6.3 below.

(50) [German]

wenn du und deine Schwester eine tichtige Rontiehr bekommen werd-en...

when you and your sister a googbortion more get will-3PL

‘when you and your sister will get another goodtioor [Corbett (1983a: 182-3),
cited in van Oirsouw (1987: 235)]

(51) [French]
... comme I'ont montré Ferdinand Brunot et -méme
as it-have.3PL  shown Ferdinand Brunot d anmyself

‘As F. Brunot and | have shown’ [Corbett (1983a:243, cited in van Oirsouw
(1987: 235)]
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6. Residual Problematic I ssues
This section is dedicated to some further setbacissng from the data. We

first slightly adjust the resolution rules we haeen working with. We then turn our
attention to the existence of NP-internal indexeagnent, which is relatively

straightforward and is not unheard of (cf. King d&walrymple (2004) and Chapter 1).
More problematic, however, is the “trespassing’tofcord outside the NP domain,
which remains a mystery under the current accoudtcalls for lifting the ban on NP-

external concord. Even more troublesome is thenpiadefor concord to resolve, but
the evidence there is inconclusive. After discugsali of these matters, we give a

more comprehensive summary of the agreement patieund in Serbian/Croatian.

6.1. Modified Resolution Rules

It was asserted above that Serbian/Croatian hadjemeral resolution rules. If
all conjuncts are feminine, we end up with feminpiaral resolved features. Any
other combination triggers masculine plural agregmiowever, things are a little
more complicated than that. Feminine nouns in &erffiroatian fall into two
declension classes. Most of them end-ain the nominative singular (cf. Section
3.3). The second, less numerous, group is compasaduns with no ending in the
nominative singular (Corbett (1988b: 44))lakomislenostcapriciousness’ in (52)
below belongs to the second group. If one of the feminine conjuncts is like
lakomislenostcapriciousness’, then the resulting resolutiomdgr might in fact be
the masculine, as becomes evident from (52) (cfb€to(1983c: 98, 1988b: 44) and

Gudkov (1965)).
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(52)
Vreda-I-i su ga nebrig-a i lakomislenost
offend-PPRT-M.PL AUX.3PL him carelessness(F)-S@ aapriciousness(F)[SG]

Tahir-beg-ov-a
Tahir-beg-POSS-F.SG

‘The carelessness and capriciousness of Tahir-fegded him.” [André, quored in
Corbett (1982: 358), also in Corbett (1983b: 208) €orbett (1988b: 44)]

We will need to revise our resolution rules accogty. The revised rules will look as
follows (from (Corbett (1983b: 203); cf. CorbetB@R: 356-360, 1986: 1012)):

e If all conjuncts are feminine, then the femininenfiowill be used; if at
least one of the conjuncts is a feminine ending iconsonant, then this
rule is optional;

» Otherwise the masculine will be used.

Feminine nouns ending in a consonant hardly eeao animates, so the
feminine resolved gender does not have much semjastification here. This might
be the reason why agreement sometimes defaultsetonsculine (Corbett (1983b:
204, 1983c: 101)). Corbett (1983b: 204) suggesit $lerbian/Croatian is moving in
the direction of the following semantic feature-qautation system:

« If all the conjuncts refer to females, the feminfioem is used,

» Otherwise the masculine form is used.

These generalisations are confirmed by (53), whex@ grammatically feminine

nouns have resolved to masculine plural due ta thanimate nature, even though
both end in —a (cf. Corbett (1983c: 98) and thermices cited there). While such
cases are still rare, they are attested. By cdnttasbett (1983b: 205) reports that he
iIs not aware of any instances of masculine resoagrdement with feminine nouns
referring to persons. In Section 6.3 below, it wik demonstrated that if both
conjuncts denote females, the conjoined NP canivedeminine plural resolved

features, even though one of the conjuncts maybeoa member of the feminine
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gender class. This means that additional semaatist@ints have to be incorporated
into the resolution principles, so that the indéxhe coordinate phrase would no be
always mechanically calculated simply on the bafishe index of the individual
conjuncts (as already pointed out in Chapter 1js @bes not undermine the analysis
outlined above, but it will prove vital in tacklingome of the thornier agreement
patterns we shall encounter in later sections.

(53)

Stul-a I Stak-a bi-I-i su Sveo S
a.wooden.leg(F)-SG and crutch(F)-SG be-PPRT-M.PLAUX.3PL all that

je tadasnj-a medicin-a  mog-l-a da mu rup
AUX.3SG of.that.time-F.SG medicine(F)-SG can-PHR$G COPM to-him offer

‘A wooden leg and a crutch were all that medicésee of that time could offer him’
[Popovi, in Corbett (1983b: 204), also in Gudkov (1974J &orbett (1982: 359)]

6.2. Index Agreement within the NP and Concord Agreement outside the NP

The plural nourzanatlije‘artisans’ in (54) is feminine in form but mascuin
in meaning (cf. Barlow (1999: 193)). Similarlygazda ‘master’ in (55) is
grammatically feminine, but typically denotes a en@df. Corbett (1986: 1005, 1988b:
35), Barlow (1988: 121ff), Pollard and Sag (1994))9As we can see from (54) and
(55), both feminine (concord) and masculine (indagdeement are perfectly fine in
the NP-internal domain (cf. Chapter 1, Pollard &af (1994: 97) and King and
Dalrymple (2004)).

(54) ov-i privatn-e zanatlij-e

these-NOM.M.PL  private-NOM.F.PL artisan(F)-NOM.P

‘these private artisans’ [Corbett (1988b: 49), tedan Barlow (1999: 193)]
(55) nas-e/nas-i gazd-e

our-NOM.F.PL/-NOM.M.PL master(F)-NOM.PL
‘our masters’ [Corbett (1988b: 35), quoted inl&al and Sag (1994: 97)]
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There have also been reports of attributive agesnm person (cf. Wechsler
and Zlaté¢ (2003: 15) and Baker (2008: 114)). This either msetnat person should
not be left out of the concord cluster of featuoesmore plausibly, that index is at
least partially active in that domain. Since indBes not include case in Wechsler
and Zlatt’s (2003) model, a claim can be made that gendémamber agreement in
(54) and (55) is with the index feature, whereasecagreement remains sensitive to
concord. As mentioned above, it is not unprecedkttgropose an analysis whereby
one and the same target picks up different prageerif its controller (cf. Kathol
(1999: 240), as well as examples (50) and (51) @pbov

More fundamentally, the very existence of two gmeatical types of
agreement, which entails partitioning the concdpspace into NP-internal and NP-
external aspects, has been questioned (cf. Bak@8(2.08), Corbett (2006: 228-9),
Corbett (1998: 36), quoted in Wechsler and ZI&#003: 92), and the discussion in
Chapter 1). Baker argues that the agreement dbudive adjectives and on verbs is
not intrinsically different and we should not digjuish separate features for the two
domains. While there is no doubt that NP-interrgmeament is the same phenomenon
as NP-external agreement, it would not be a goe@ iempirically to completely
dispense with concord and index (or at least tvabirdit properties, whether they be
labelled concord and index, grammatical vs. seraagieement, etc.). This in no way
destroys the unity of the phenomenon — index amtcaam are just bundles of
attributes available for targets to form bonds withmight be convenient if things
were easier, with one of the bundles operative iN€mnally and the other elsewhere,
but this does not comport with the data. Some laggs might work like that — in
Chapter 6, we argue that English is such a langudgeever, there should not be a
strict requirement to this effect, especially ire ttace of empirical evidence to the

contrary.
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Above we demonstrated that (at least partial) xndgreement may occur
within the NP. It is also possible for targets alg#sthe NP to access concord features.
As noted by Wechsler and Zlatf2003: 76), it is damaging to their analysis, amd
Corbett's Agreement Hierarchies, that a singulabvie grammatical, alongside a
plural one, in the Serbian/Croatian sentence in. (56
(56)

Moj-a undad je/su cul-a.
My-F.SG grandchildren AUX.3SG/AUX.3PL study-PPRIT.PL?/F.SG?
‘My grandchildren have studied.’ [Wechsler andti¢l (2003: 76)]

Readers will remember thahwad ‘grandchildren’ projects feminine singular
concord and neuter plural index (Wechsler and Zi&003: 86)). The singular verb
option points to concord agreement on the prediedtech goes against Wechsler and
Zlati¢’s (2003: 53-4) assertion that primary predicates@mmitted to index, rather
than concord (cf. Section 3.3). The form of thetipgale ucila could be interpreted
either as feminine singular or as neuter pluralliasussed in Section 3.3; if we get a
singular auxiliary, it is of course preferable teat the participle as feminine
singulaf®. The examples below, this time with the peculialfective noungospoda

‘gentlemen’, cause even greater concern.

(57) |1 ov-a gospoda izbra-l-a us
and  this-F.SG gentlemen choose-PPRT-F.SG AUX.3P

‘These gentlemen also chose...’ [web]
www.riznica.ihjj.hr(accessed on 20 March 2009)

(58) Mlad-a gospoda  su e s poe-l-a buditi
young-F.SG  gentlemen AUX.3PL REFL begiRFH-.SG to.wake.up

‘The young gentlemen began to wake up...’ [web]
www.coolinarika.com/forum/viewtopic.php?id=18ccessed on 20 March
2009)

“However, Corbett (1986: 1021) writes that ‘in agneat with conjoined phrases, the finite verb may
be singular and the participle plural’. ExamplemnirCzech and Old Church Slavonic can be found
in Corbett (1983a: 214).
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The preferred glossing for the ambiguows ending in (57) and (58) is
feminine singular, even for the verbal predicalidse other alternative, neuter plural,
is ruled out, becausgospoda‘gentlemen’ does not possess any neuter features
whatsoever: it belongs to a declension class tsgas it feminine singular concord,;
at the same time, it refers to a group of malesd, ianaccordingly equipped with a
masculine plural index (cf. Wechsler and Z42003: 86)). Judging by the concord-
index mismatch, the participle seems to exhibitcood, and not index, agreement,
contrary to expectations. It should be pointed that the auxiliary verb is plural in
both cases, consequently matching the index, amdcorcord, thus contravening
Corbett's Predicate Hierarchy. This is the mostbfgmatic issue for the feminine
singular analysis, making our arguments inconsisteetause the plural auxiliary has
up until now furnished the most persuasive evidancavour of classifying thea
ending as neuter plural. Following the same lingeaisoning, we might say thaa
stands for neuter plural here as well. Howeveaemnains unclear where those features

would come from. For now, this matter remains Uvesh

6.3. Can Concord Resolve?

In order to test if concord could resolve, we askenative informant (Sandra
Scepanow) to provide grammaticality judgements on the pbsdssted in (59) below
(readers are reminded that batkca ‘children’ and unuwad ‘grandchildren’ have

F.SG concord and NT.PL index):

(59) a. dobr-a deca [ ufad
good-F.SG/NT.PL  children and grandchildren

b. *dobr-e deca [ ufad
good-F.PL children and grandchildren

C. obr-i deca [ utiad
good-M.PL children and  grandchildren

In (59)a., we find closest-conjunct (or distrilvaf) agreement with the

feminine singular concord features. This is theenglausible interpretation, as non-
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nominative modifiers are unambiguously feminine #mere is no reason to believe
that the nominative behaves differently (cf. Corl§@983a: 77) and the discussion in
Section 3.3 above). The less likely alternativeolm@s treating the adjective as neuter
plural and claiming that this is closest-conjunat (istributive) index agreement.
Section 6.2 demonstrates that this possibilityoisaompletely ruled out. (59)b. would
be an instance of resolved concord agreement. Als bonjuncts have feminine
singular concord, if it were to resolve, it would/g feminine plural (but also see
Section 6.1 for additional complications). (59)tustrates resolved index or semantic
resolution (see Section 6.1). Since both conjurnase neuter plural index, the
computation of the index of the conjoined phrasexpected to return masculine
plural features. From the judgements presente89ja(, it emerges that concord (or,
potentially, index) can unproblematically agreeaiclosest-conjunct (or distributive)
manner, which conforms to the data and analysearaéy now familiar with. As
becomes evident from (59)b., attributive modifiezannot detect any resolved
concord, since a feminine plural adjective is ungratical. (59)c. shows that index
(or, potentially, semantics) is subject to feataomputation and can operate within
the NP, which is nothing new either.

The informant work suggests that concord featunes reot recruited for
resolution, but there were surprising results fraum Internet searches for agreement
involving concord-index discrepancies. The resoleedcord seems to be active in
(60). If this is the case, then the empirical daianot be squared with the definition
of concord as a property which does not resolveKiclg and Dalrymple (2004)).

(60)
Mlad-e gospbic-e | gospoda  su .se.odazva-l-e ...

young-F.PL lady(F)-PL and gentlemen AUX.3REFL respond-PPRTF-PL

“Young ladies and gentlemen responded...’ [web]

%This sentence is deemed quite peculiar and unbsuadtive informants (C. M. MacRobert (p.c.)).
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www.ceeol.com/aspx/getdocument.aspx?logid=5&id=888a-de7c-4d92-a73f-
7d45a84e6ed(@ccessed on 20 March 2009)

The word gospdiice ‘ladies’ is unambiguously feminine plural, as et
adjectivemlade ‘young’. Gospoda‘gentlemen’ has feminine singular concord, but
masculine plural index. According to the resolutiues above, a feminine plural
agreement marker, such as the one on the pastiplkatican only be due to the
combination of two feminine nouns. Therefore, itshbe the concord, and not the
index, ofgospodagentlemen’ that has resolved (cf. Villavicenc&adler and Arnold
(2005: 9)). An alternative explanation is put fordiain Arnold, Sadler and
Villavicencio (2006). On their analysis, examplakel (60) might indeed show
closest-conjunct concord agreement in gendertfieepredicate is feminine because
gospodahas feminine concord); at the same time numbeeesmgent is with the
resolved plural features. We witnessed an analogibuagtion in (50) and (51) above.
In Portuguese, there is likewise a choice betwesalution (feminine if all conjuncts
are feminine and masculine otherwise) and closagtioct agreement (Arnold,
Sadler and Villavicencio (2006: 8-9)). Interestingihe following pattern is attested
in Portuguese:

[Nm.sc conj Ne.sd ADJF pL

This configuration highlights a similar split —gtenominal closest-conjunct
agreement in gender, with simultaneous number uéeal (the individual conjuncts
are singular but the adjective is plural) (Arno&hdler and Villavicencio (2006 8-9),
cf. Munn’s (1999: 658)).

On the other hand, Corbett (1991: 282) mainténas ‘[number and gender
resolution] are interrelated in that if one typer@$olution rule operates then all must
operate where possible. Given a subject consistirrgfeminine singular and a neuter
singular noun, it is not possible to apply gend=ofution (to give a masculine) but at

the same time to fail to apply nhumber resolutiord ao to have a masculine singular
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predicate’. Although number and gender are rar@pasated when it comes to
agreement and are often cumulatively expressed twghsame morpheme, splits are
not inconceivable. If, however, splits should beoided at any cost, the
Serbian/Croatian sentence in (60) could be put dasia case of furthest-conjunct
agreement, which is also attested in the languaAderthest-conjunct explanation is
viable for (61), but not for (62) and (63). Thetdatcontain no feminine plural
conjuncts and must therefore exhibit resolved ages that can only have resulted

from the input of the feminine concord features I(asy as we stick to mechanical

computation).

(61)

Zen-e i deca odvojen-e su od muskaraca
woman(F)-PL and children separated-F.PL AUX.3Plfrom men

‘The women and children were separated from the' men [web]

http://www.slobodnaevropa.org/content/sljivancampirispitivanje presude/2060613
.html (accessed on 04 June 2010)

(62)
Zen-a i deca koj-e su pada-l-e u nesvest
woman(F)-SG and children who-F.PL AUX.3PL fall-PRR.PL in unconsciousness

‘The woman and children who lost consciousness’ [web]
http://www slobodanavijacima.blogspot.com/2008/09/blog-pos3.1&tnl (accessed
on 01 Jan 2010)

(63) Zn-a i deca su mu bi-I-e
wife(F)-SG and  children AUX.3PL to.him bef®RF.PL

u drugoj prostoriji
in other areas

‘His wife and children were in other areas’ [Web
http://www.ana.rs/forum/viewtopic.php?t=24328&pastd=0&postorder=ascé&start=
15 (accessed on 12 June 2010)

One prospective candidate for undergoing resalusothe feminine concord
of deca ‘children’, which, upon coming into contact withetifeminine singular
concord (or index) of the word for wife, would prad feminine plural agreement.

By contrast, the outcome of feature computationld/tvave been masculine plural, if
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the neuter plural index afeca‘children’ had been used as an ingredient. Crugiall
decadoes not normally trigger feminine plural resolvagreement when conjoined
with a feminine singular noun, as we learned irvimes sections (cf. Corbett (1983a:
80-1)). We can look back to Section 6.1 for anraliéve explanation that does not
rely on resolving concord features. The culpripmssible for the patterns in (62) and
(63) might be the semantics of the woman and damldjprobably all the children
happen to be femaf®. According to the principle of semantic featumemputation,
feminine resolved agreement is permissible proviteat all the controllers are
semantically female, irrespective of their syntaajender (Wechsler (1999) and
Eggert (2002: 27), cf. Section 6.1 above). Thishewn in (64): the phrase for ‘big
girl’ is unambiguously feminine both grammatica{lp concord and index), as well
as semantically. By contrast, the phrase fordiglrl has NT.SG index and concord,
but it denotes a female. This confirms that no fen@ grammatical features are
needed for semantic resolution to take place, sbhdarabsence of compelling evidence
to the contrary, we conclude that the same hasdmagapin examples (61), (62) and
(63), with (60) left as a bizarre performance erior line with the evaluations of
native informantsy.

(64)

Ov-a velik-a  devojk-a i -ov mal-o deveg-

this-F.SG big-F.SG girl(F)-SG and this-NT.#@e-NT.SG girl-DIM(NT)[SG]

su se lepo igra-ligfa-I-i

AUX.3PL REFL well play-PPRT-F.PL/-M.PL
‘This big girl (F) and this little girl (NT) playedell’. [Wechsler (1999: 29)]

*However, it is worrying that ‘there are no unamhigs cases of feminine plural agreement with
decd (Corbett (1983a: 81))

%2There is an additional condition on this kind ofnsatic resolution: at least one of the conjuncs ha
to be syntactically feminine in order for the véottake feminine agreement, as illustrated in (i).

(i) Ov-o moj-e deveg i ov-0 tvoj-e e su se

This-NT.SG my-NT.SG girl-DIM(NT)[SG] & this-NT.SGaur-NT.SG doll(NT)[SG] AUX.3PL REFL

lepo  *igra-l-efigra-I-i
well  play-PPRT-F.PL/-M.PL

‘My girl (NT) and your “doll” (=girl, NT) played w#". [Wechsler (1999: 55), quoted in Eggert (2002:
27)]
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7. Summary. A Comprehensive Picture of Agreement Patterns in
Serbian/Croatian

An attempt has been made in this chapter to slaitthe complex system of
agreement patterns in Serbian/Croatian. In ordéddntify these patterns, we had to
rely ondecatype collective nouns, which are notable for thmismatched concord
and index features. The ambiguows ending on predicative targets agreeing with
such controllersvas taken to be neuter plural, since the otherratre, feminine
singular, gives us unmotivated mixed predicatesclwvhiiolate Corbett's Agreement
Hierarchies, and also because nounsdi&eaact as neuter plurals for the purpose of
resolution (Corbett (1983a: 80-1)). In addition,mpative relative and personal
pronouns compatible witlleca such askoja ‘who’ and ona ‘they’, cannot be
feminine singular because they trigger plural agwe®. Thus, we are left with the
following properties associated witlecaand the like (Corbett (1983a: 80-1)):

e feminine singular CONCORD (attributive domain: ojoie cases);

* neuter plural INDEX (predicate; relative and peorpronouns:

nominative case);

« masculine plural SEMANTICS (personal pronoun: naatiire casey.

Corbett (1983a: 81) observes that there are nonhbigaious instances of
feminine plural agreement witdeca He therefore removes this option from the
oblique case% of the relative and personal pronouns, and sunsestis findings in
the two tables reproduced below. (65) lists varipassibilities, some less likely than

others, whereas (66) only keeps the preferredgretations.

*This is semantic, rather than index, agreementtiseeeneral discussion of Wechsler and Zfti
(2003) model in Chapter 1. Of course, the sematesbe feminine if reference is exclusively to
females.

%*These oblique cases have gender syncretism.
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(65) Agreement Possibilities with deca (from Corbeti3@#: 81)):

attributive predicate relative pronoun personahprm

Nominative  fem sg/nt pl [fem sg]/nt gfem sg]nt pl [fem sg]/nt pl

or

masc pl
Accusative  fem sg - fem sg masc pl/[ fem

pl}/nt pl
Other fem sg - fem sg masc pl/[fem pl]/nt
oblique or pl

masc pl/[fem pl]/nt pl

Note:“/” indicates alternative analyses for a single fdori.

forms occur. [ ] signifies an alternative to beepd

is used when different

(66) Interpretation of Agreements with deca (from Corlfed83a: 85)):

attributive predicate relative pronoun personahprm

Nominative = fem sg/(nt pint pl nt pl nt pl

or

masc pl
Accusative  fem sg - fem sg nt pl/masc pl
Other fem sg - fem sg nt pl/masc pl
oblique or

nt pl

Note:"/” indicates alternative analyses for a single fdori. is used when different
forms occur. () indicates a possible but lesdyiladternative.

Combining Corbett’'s typological generalisations hwithe theoretical constructs

presented so far, we arrive at the picture in (6/here we try to ascertain if concord

or index is active in a given domain, and, if shether the relevant feature agrees in

a distributive, overlay or resolved manner.

*Due to this range of options (F.SG, NT.PL, M.PLyrkiett (1983a: 81, 1986: 1015) concedes that it
is inadequate to talk merely of syntactic and sdimagreement — it is therefore a good idea to
keep the four-way distinction between declensioasgl concord features, index features and
semantics developed by Wechsler and ZIg&D03). Since the non-nominative relative pronoan
be unambiguously feminine, Corbett (1983a: 84)tbamake the stipulation that his hierarchy only
works for the nominative case.
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(67) Agreement patterns in Serbian/Croatian:
+ attested/preferred; ? possible (maybe); ?Relp] — impossible

CONCORD | N D E X
Distributive = Resolved Overlay Distributive Resolved | vebay

? ” + ?? + ?? Pre-modifying
(cf. the det. in (cf. CF | (cf. E) (cf. B;ifthe  (cf. D) (cf. B; if the 32{2?;;‘{2;?
B)*® det. is Nt.PI) det. is Nt.PI)

+ ? ? + + Relative

(cf. F) (cf. Fy’® (cf. (17) above) (cf. A) pronouns

” ? ” ? + + Pre<_ji(_:ative
(cf. B: if (cf. ©) (if the participle  (cf. B) (cf. MPL  (cf. NT.PL gglrggﬁ,'gs and
odrodilais in B is F.Sg) predicate in | predicate in B) (primary
F.Sg) B) predicates)

The letters “A, B, C, D, E, F” refer to the follomg examples which have been discussed above
(respectively in (33), (28), (60), (59), (36) ad@)).

A.

Tinejdzer-i i deca koj-a sluSa-ju muziku
Teenager(M)-PL and children who-NT.PL listerBfeL music
‘Teenagers and children who listen to music’

Moj-a deca i umad su se odrodi-lia/-
my-F.SG children and grandchildren AUX.3PL REFdcbme.estranged-PPRT-NT.PL/M.PL
‘My children and grandchildren have become estedrig

Mlad-e gospfic-e i gospoda su se odazva-l-e
young-F.PL lady(F)-PL and gentlemé&UX.3PL REFL respond-PPRT-F.PL
‘The young ladies and gentlemen responded’

dobr-i deca i unded

good-M.PL children and grandchildren

Njen otac i majk-a

her[M.SG] father(M)[SG] and mother(F)-SG

opasnost za nas-u dic-u i undad koj-u moramo...

danger for our-ACC.F.SG children(F)-ACC.SG &uptahildren who-ACC.F.SG we.must...

We repeat the same table in (68), leaving out tilkely interpretations, in line with

%As pointed out above, positing distributive concaml NP-internal targets in Serbian/Croatian is
actually redundant because of the existence ofestaonjunct concord agreement. What
masquerades as distributive agreement is more egoally handled as another case of closest-
conjunct agreement in which the controllers jugigem to match in gender. Nevertheless, we leave
the distributive analysis open. The same mightyafpthe outlier distributive pattern left in (69).

% The attributive target in example C probably onigpbses agreement constraints on the first
conjunct.

*®The distributive analysis is preferred to one inme of closest-conjunct agreement, because the
online searches only produced results in which bothinal controllers shared the relevant concord
features.

%The noungospodaalso has mismatched concord and index. Its corisdfdSg, so the F.PI predicate
can only agree with what would be the resolved oohéeature (see previous sections).
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the preceding discussion. In (69), we only give pineferred analyses of the data,
without the question marks, which were the topi&ettion 6.

(68) Agreement patterns in Serbian/Croatian (secongiva:
+ preferred ? possible (maybe)

C ONCORD I N D E X

Distributive = Resolved Overlay Distributive Resolve@dverlay

? + + Pre-modifying adjectives or
determiners
+ ? ? + + Relative pronouns
? ? + + Predicative participles and
adjectives

(69) Agreement patterns in Serbian/Croatian (streandiuersion):
C ONCORD I N D E X

Distributive | Resolved Overlay Distributive Resolvedverlay

+ + Premodifying adjectives a
determiners

+ + + Relative pronouns

+ + Participles (primary
predicates)

Essentially, (69) shows that index in Serbian/@amacan undoubtedly agree
in a closest-conjunct manner, as well as in a vesbimanner. We also saw evidence
that it can agree in a furthest-conjunct mannemadad, on the other hand, can
certainly participate in single-conjunct agreementhe attributive domain, which
makes the distributive pattern redundant there. Situation might be different with
relative pronouns which pick out the concord feasunf the antecedent. Our research
so far has revealed that they seem to requireoajuacts to have the same properties,

but more work is needed to verify this. In additieve confirmed that both concord
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and index can be active NP-internally. All of thgsessibilities are covered by the
revised formalism we presented in Section 5. Intamg there were some indications
that concord might be active outside of NPs —wasleave for future investigations.
The material either suggests that resolving condisallowed or there are equally
convincing alternative explanations. We therefayendt envisage including resolving

concord in our model for the time being.

8. Conclusion

After examining a variety of Slavonic agreemerttgras, Corbett (1986: 999,
1988b: 27) draws the following conclusion:

‘The data from agreement with conjoined noun pésasequire a theory to
incorporate the following: resolution rules or thequivalent [...] to cover the cases
where agreement is with all the conjuncts; theitghid identify the conjunct nearest
the predicate, when agreement is with one conjontt. [...] For some languages
there is the additional requirement that it must guessible to identify the first
conjunct’. We believe that our model addressesttabe points and provides an

adequate solution.

96



CHAPTER 3
Factors Affecting the Choice of Agreement Pattern

1. Introduction

Grammatical agreement is not based on purely noesghtactic properties.
Non-grammatical factors often make their presemte &nd a model of agreement
which purports to be able to account for real-laaggs phenomena must have a
mechanism for dealing with such external constsaiint the present chapter, we make
a case for this by using material from Bulgariaoyt® Slavic). Before turning to
Bulgarian, however, we will look at how such prabkhave been tackled in previous
work. We will then outline the relevant charactecs of Bulgarian NPs in relation to
coordination and agreement, as well as the normaibsition on what the agreement
patterns with coordinated nouns should be. We wdl on to present naturally
occurring Bulgarian data, as well as data obtaiheough fieldwork, demonstrating
interesting variation which seems to be influenbgdhe animacy of the controllers,
among other possible factors. After analysing asults, we will give pointers to
some typological literature on animacy as a seroardtegory affecting agreement
and focus on the status of animacy in Slavic inegain and Bulgarian in particular. At
the end of the chapter we will explore potentialysvaf incorporating our empirical

findings into the LFG model which has been endoteze.
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2. Previous Work on Semantic Factors which Influene Agreement: Natural and
Accidental Coordination

The behaviour of adjectives in Finnish poses dlemge for the constraint-
based theory of coordination and agreement destrilpe previous chapters.
Apparently, a plural adjective is grammatical wattnjoined singular nouns in some
cases but disallowed in others. The distributiothefsingular and plural adjectives is
governed by the distinction between what is termmeatural and accidental
coordination (Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2006)). Natucoordination implies a
salient and close relation between two nouns wioftn appear together, as for
exampleman and womamlo (Walchli (2005: 1), Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (80
825)). On the other hand, a pairing of nouns wlaith not often placed side by side
(e.g.house and pgits called accidental coordination (cf. Haspelm@®04b: 12-3)).

It is important to emphasise that the divisionwsesn natural and accidental
coordination is a semantic one, which, howevennset® be reflected in the syntax of
certain languages. In German, for instance, itossfple to leave out determiners in
cases of natural coordination (1), while this isgally discouraged with accidental
coordination (2), similarly to what we observe imghsh husband and wifecf.
Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2006: 831) and Heycock Aadhparelli (2003)).

(1) Natural coordination in German

Sonne und Mond

sun and moon

‘the sun and the moon’ [Dalrymple and Nikolaeva(d@: 831)]

(2)  Accidental coordination in German

der Mond und  ein Sechser

the moon and asixpence

‘the moon and sixpence’ [Dalrymple and Nikolae28Q6: 831)]

The Bulgarian subordinator/complementiser (COMR/a and the English
infinitival markerto can be omitted from the second conjunct if it igularly found

in the company of the firstrdad and writg¢, but not if the verbs are not typical

collocates fead and swiry this is illustrated in (3) and (4) for Bulgariaas well as

98



(5) and (6) for English (Walchli (2005: 11)). Howey there are Bulgarian
counterexamples, in which the subordinatefda is missing from what is arguably
accidental coordination (see (7)). This goes tastiat the boundaries delimiting the
two categories are not set in stone, and the ragefaidentified are more akin to

tendencies than to hard and fast rules.

3)
Ha mpueoduwn-a ev3pacm HUsan eeue moorceue oa yeme u nuuie
Na trigodisn-a agrast lIvan W& moZzeSe da cete |1 piSe

on three-year.ADJ-F.SG age(F)[SG] Ivan alreadydcoCOMP read and write

‘Ivan could already read and write when he wasdlyears old’. [Walchli (2005: 11)]

4
Ha  mpueoouwn-a 8v3pacm Hean  eseue Mooiceuie
Na trigodiSn-a azrast lvan ve mozese

on three-year.ADJ-F.SG age(F)[SG] Ivan already could

oa yeme u 0a nuyea

da cete i da pluva

COMP read and COMP swim

‘Ivan could already read and swim when he was tiiezes old’. [Walchli (2005: 11)]

(5) He was abldo read and write

(6) He was abldo read andto swim

(7)  Bunacu 6s1-xa Hawpex

Vinagi bja-xa nastrek

Always be-PAST.3PL careful
oa HeE ce X6aH-am HA 6b0u14-a-ma u cmdaH-am 3a CMAX
da ne se Xvan-at wvidic-a-ta i stan-at za jam

COMP NEG REFL get.caught-3PL on line(F)-SG-DEF badome-3PL for laughter
‘They were always on the lookout lest someone shpull their leg and they should
become a laughing stock’ [Dimitrova (1985: 24)]

In addition, natural and accidental coordinatioa siructure-specific, as becomes
evident from comparing two analogous constructidies:able tois sensitive to the
distinction, butcanis not: cf.He could read and write/could read and swiwialchli

(2005: 11)).
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Similarly to German, Bulgarian and English, thenaatic difference between
the two types of coordination can be significantantain grammatical environments
in Finnis. Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2006: 825) report that Finnish, plural
adjectives are acceptable with two naturally camatid singular nouns, but not with
two accidentally coordinated ones. In order to axplthe behaviour of these
attributive targets, Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (20880) start from the premise that
they require both index and concord agreement; rtteans that conjoined singular
nouns cannot be modified by a plural target, unleskex and concord match.
Consequently, neither a singular nor a plural anjeccan occur (Dalrymple and
Nikolaeva (2006: 841)). A plural adjective is inappriate because the NP has
singular concord. A singular adjective is likewrséed out because of the plural index
of the coordinate unit as a whole.

Most pertinent to the present study, howeverhes éxplanation for the fact
that plural targets are licit with naturally coardted singular controllers. It is
assumed that Finnish specifies a separate funttsbmeture for natural coordination
— a functional structure which in some ways resesitthat of a simple plural noun
(Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2006: 841)). Since pasiriike brother and sistepften
go together, they are perceived as a compounddigy with plural reference.
Finnish typical nominal collocates are therefordieved to possess plural concord
and index (Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2006: 842)yplaral adjective is thus licensed,
because concord and index are aligned. The f-steidDalrymple and Nikolaeva

propose for natural coordination is given in Fig 1.

'For other ways in which natural and accidental diomtion can be reflected in grammatical
constructions in various languages, see Heycock zamaprelli (2003), Haspelmath (2004b),
Heath (2004), Corbett (1983a), Bhat (2004), Lord @naig (2004), and Moyse-Faurie and Lynch
(2004).
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Fig. 1. F-structure for natural coordination (from Dalryngland Nikolaeva (2006:

841)):
PRED "CONJ"
CONCORD [NUM PL]|
INDEX [NUM PL]|

PRED  'HUSBAND
CONJL |CONCORD [NUM S@
INDEX  |NUM SG

PRED 'WIFE '
CONJ2 CONCORD |[NUM S@
INDEX [NUM S@

The absence of curly brackets around the f-strastof the two spouses in
Fig. 1 captures the fact that natural coordinatisnnormally restricted to two
conjuncts, while accidental coordination can impiple contain an unlimited number
of conjuncts (and is therefore represented as arsdbsed within curly brackets)
(Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2006: 841-2); cf. Kuhrd&®adler (2007)).

Having thus briefly outlined the effects which tlsemantic distinction
between natural and accidental coordination carm levagreement patterns, as well
as how those effects can be expressed in the fammalve now turn to a description
of some relevant features of the Bulgarian noumagdrlaying the groundwork for the

discussion of our Bulgarian data in subsequentmsext
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3. Coordination and Agreement in Bulgarian
3.1. The Bulgarian Noun Phrase

In Bulgarian, what might initially seem to be eiravacillation between
alternative syntactic agreement patterns, uporeclospection turns out to be at least
in part influenced by semantic factors. This is twhia established for Finnish above.
However, there is still no neat formal solutionatount for the Bulgarian variation,
comparable to the postulation of different f-stuwes proposed for Finnish by
Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2006). We will revisitshssue at the end of the chapter.

Like its Slavic relatives, Bulgarian is a grammatigender and subject-null
(pro-drop) language, but unlike most other memlodrghe Slavic family, it lacks
declension types for the noun system (Osenova (2003That is why we will only
be looking at gender and number agreement, as ihere agreement in casghis
sets Bulgarian apart from Serbian/Croatian, whiels whe object of investigation in
the previous chapter). The Bulgarian Noun Phrasemgar to its English counterpart
in that it has pre-posed determiners followed byioo@l pre-modifying adjectives
and the head noun. Determiners usually come béfherdnead, with the exception of
the enclitic possessive pronouns and the defimttele which is a suffix attached to
the first nominal element in the string (cf. Osem@2008: 57)). Although adjectives
normally precede the noun, it is also possibleind them post-posed (cf. Scatton
(1993: 223-4)).

Dependent elements agree in number and gender tigtthead noun (cf.

Brezinski (1988b: 84)). In the singular, agreem&mgets distinguish between the

A somewhat artificial distinction is still made ine written standard language between the nommativ
and non-nominative cases of the masculine defaitele, but this only survives in the formal
written style and is not observed by most speakers.

Although we choose to term it a suffix, the Bulgardefinite article can be regarded either as fixsuf
or as a clitic-like phrasal affix (cf. Osenova (80Q47)). More discussion of the article will foNo
in later sections.

“For more detailed information on word order in Biglgarian NP, see Brezinski (1988a), Brezinski
(1995: 180-92) and Osenova (2008). For gender antbar, see Molhova (1992: 68-114).
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masculine (8), feminine (9), and neuter (10) gesdddowever, the gender distinction
collapses in the plural. Plural determiners and ifresd are marked in the same way,

irrespective of the gender of the contrallcf. (11), (12) and (13)).

(8) mosu Ovpeen cmon

tozi grven stol

this.M.SG wooden[M.SG]  chair(M)[SG]

‘this wooden chair’ [invented by author]
(9)  masu OvpseH-a mac-a

tazi grven-a mas-a

this.F.SG  wooden-F.SG table(F)-SG

‘this wooden table’ [invented by author]
(10) mosa 0bPEEH-0 ne2n-o

tova dtven-o legl-o

this.NT.SG wooden-NT.SG bed(NT)-SG

‘this wooden bed’ [invented by author]
(11) mesu  Owpeen-u  cmon-oge

tezi drven-i stol-ove

this.PL wooden-PL chair(M)-PL

‘these wooden chairs’ [invented by author]
(12) mesu  Owpsen-u mac-u

tezi drven-i mas-i

this.PL wooden-PL table(F)-PL

‘these wooden tables’ [invented by author]
(13) mesu  Owpsen-u nezan-a

tezi drven-i legl-a

this.PL wooden-PL bed(NT)-PL

‘these wooden beds’ [invented by author]

3.2. Agreement with Conjoined Nouns in Bulgarian

Agreement is more complicated in the context afrdmation. The focus here
will be placed on singular conjuncts, to the exidnsof plural ones, which are more
straightforward due to the lack of gender distimas in the plural. One strategy
involves opting for a plural determiner which hasge over two singular controllers,
as illustrated in (14).
(14) mesu  Momue u_ Momuue

tezi morte I morée

this.PL boy(NT)[SG] and girl(NT)[SG]
literally: ‘these boy and girl’ (meaning: ‘this pand girl’) [webf

*We ignore the various plural endings of nouns, &l was the definite article. Some exceptions,
including certain numerals, will be considered bel&ee Molhova (1992: 78) and the references
cited there for evidence that plural nouns keep tiender (the Bulgarian equivalentedich/every
agrees in gender with plural antecedents, to@xa&mple (62) in Chapter 5, Section 7.3)
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The index features seem to be active in the ativib domain in (14), where a
pairing of singular controllers is compatible walplural target. Although neither of
the nouns is itself plural, the resolved indexd toordinated phrase is (i.e. there is
more than one member in total), which justifies thmice ofthesé. However, a
singular determiner is also fine in this case, withany change in meaning, as

confirmed in (15).

(15) mosa Momue u  mMomuye
tova mode i monie
this.NT.SG  boy(NT)[SG] and girl(NT)[SG]
‘this boy and girl’ [web]

Since the words for boy and girl in (15) are botuter, it is unclear whether the
neuter demonstrative is interested in both of tlwenonly one of them (cf. Corbett
(1988h: 25-6) for a discussion of similar data fr&uassian). If the nouns differ in
their number and/or gender, a singular target wahmally agree just with the
conjunct closest to it. In (16), we find a sequeota masculine and a feminine noun

preceded by a masculine determiner, while (17) sheWwat happens if the order is

reversed.
(16) mosu 2NaHY u  berom-a
tozi glanc i belot-a
this.M.SG sheen(M)[SG] and whiteness(F)-SG
‘this sheen and whiteness’ [web]
(17) masu KHU2- U KOMNAKmMOUCK cd...
tazi knig-a i kompdisk sa...
this.F.SG book(F)-SG and CD(M)[SG] e.PRES.3PL...
‘This book and CD are...’ [web]

®See Appendix | and Appendix Il for the sources.

"There are indications that masculine plus femimagsolves to masculine. Although we cannot really
tell with most plural targets, some numerals hdwed forms: a) for groups of male persons; b) for
masculine nouns; and c) for feminine or neuterglapuns (see Section 7 below for more details).
Only the masculine personal form is acceptable witombination of a masculine personal and a
feminine noun, as shown in (i) (thanks are due t&#evsky for pointing this out to me; also cf.
Stoevsky (2001) on anthropocentrism and androcenlri

(i) Howcon u Mepu u  0Os-a-ma-ma [D6-e-me
John i Mary i dv-a-ma-ta /*dv-e-te
John and Mary and both-M-PSNL-DEF/*both-F/NTHDE
‘both John and Mary’
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An important thing to note about examples (16) &hd) is that, while the
target formally mimics the leftmost controller, the same time it takes scope over
both of them. This is verified by the fact that teecond conjunct has no other
determiner — i.ethis is the only determiner in the phrase and theretoneust apply
to both nouns (regardless of whose features itréo@dly matches). A noun can
appear with no overt determiner in Bulgarian, thént the interpretation is usually
indefinite. If kompaktdiskCD’ is left bare, without an article or a demordive
pronoun, it will mean ‘a CD’, but this reading isavailable in (17), wher€D can
only have specific reference. There are also caoatiins involving two fully fledged
phrases, with each head accompanied by its owmndigier which agrees with it in

number and gender, as demonstrated in (18).

(18) mosu bro1emun u  noonuck-a-ma
tozi bjuletin i podpisk-a-ta
this.M.SG ballot.paper(M)[SG] and ipeh(F)-SG-DEF.F.SG
‘this ballot paper and the petition’ [web]

Unlike (16) and (17)this in (18) is only compatible with the first noun,tho
in terms of syntactic features and in terms of sgimacope (cf. Osenova (2004)).
The other headroonuckalpodpiska‘petition’, has its own definite articlemal-ta
(=the) suffixed to it — noonucx-a-malpodpisk-ata. We cannot say*masu
noonuckamal*tazi podpiskatathis the.petition’. The pattern in (18) is a cdipration
of two full noun phrases. We will be exclusivelywastigating cases such as (16) and
(17), where the coordinated elements share a taggetring the pattern in (13)
Irrespective of the agreement within the noun géyrathe subject-verb
agreement triggered by it is normally plural, asdicted by Corbett’s hierarchies. In
(19), there is a singular determiner but a pluratby whereas in (20), resolved

features are marked both on the verb and on theepsiwe pronoun. Although

80ne could surmise that the second conjunct in @&J (17) in fact has an invisible ellipted
determiner, so that we are after all dealing wito tcomplete noun phrases, rather than a
combination of two sub-phrasal nouns that sharestarchiner. There are reasons to reject this
speculation which are given in Chapter 4.
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conjoined subjects generally take plural verbs, dimgular is not ruled out either,

especially when the conjuncts are thought of asif as in (21) (Scatton (1993:

227)).
(19)
Mo-[u]-sm 0510-0 u 6ab-a ca ou-n-u...
Mo-[j]-jat djad-o I bab-a sa bi-1-i...
my-M.SG-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandmothe&B-AUX.3PL be-PPRT-PL
‘My grandfather and grandmother were...’ [web]
(20)
Mo-u-me baob-a u 050-0 ca MHO20 000p-U
Mo-i-te bab-a I djad-o sa mnodobr-i
my-PL-DEF grandmother(F)-SG and grandfather@@) be.3PL very  good-PL
‘My grandmother and grandfather are very good.’ [web]
(21) 6 xonama eKHa CMAX u  Kukom

v kolata ekna smjax i kikot

‘in the.car (there) resounded[3.SG] laughter(M§]&nd giggling(M)[SG]®
[Scatton (1993: 227)]

So far, we have established the existence ofdl@nfing agreement patterns
with two conjoined singular nouns in Bulgarian:

- the attributive target either picks out the resdlfeatures of the coordinate

phrase as a whole or the features of the closegtioct;

- the verb agreeing with a coordinate subject is @dignplural, but it can

also be singular in certain circumstances.

Our concern here will be confined to NP-interngtement, with the NP-
external domain left for future work. Having listedese possibilities, one might
wonder what governs the choice between the twonaltives available to attributive
targets. Linguists and prescriptive grammariansresg a preference either for
closest-conjunct agreement or for repeating thgetawith plural attributive elements
criticised as unnatural (Popov (1974: 158ff); Pogb988: 88ff); Osenova (2004)).

Despite normative pronouncements to that effeayever, both the resolved and the

°An alternative interpretation would be that thejeabis actually not “laughing and giggling”, butet
prepositional phrase. This remains to be ascedaiith tests for subjecthood.
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single-conjunct patterns are widely attested, amdaom will be to determine whether
this variation is free, or whether it is constrair®y any factors, and, if so, what these

factors might be. This is what we set out to dthenext section.

4. Presentation of Bulgarian Corpus Data

The corpus data for the present study were celledity doing Internet
searches for specific phrases; a search was ladrfonghe same controllers, first
with a singular and then with a plural determinepoe-modifier (e.qg. firstthis boy
and girl' and then‘these boy and gir). The relevant material was subsequently
recorded (see Appendix I, Part 1), and a comparisas made between the
frequencies of the different targets (singular lra) co-occurring with any given
combination of nouns. The Internet was trusted database, because unlike English,
which has many non-native speakers (in fact moaa tihose who acquired it as a
native language), there is a relatively small numddeforeign learners of Bulgarian;
therefore, the examples were almost certainly predy L1 users, as verified by the
author, whose first language is also Bulgarian.

Searching for conjoined nouns denoting humansegnd produce more
plural than singular targets. For instance, thaghin (22) (with a plural determiner)
appears five times, while there are no “sightingls(23) — the same phrase but with a
singular determiner. Similarly, the two controll@éns(24) turn up seven times with a

plural target, but never with a singular one.

(22) mesu opam u cecmp-a

tezi brat I sestr-a

this.PL brother(M)[SG] and sister(F)-SG

‘this brother and sister’ [5 instances on\ied]
(23) mosu opam u  cecmp-a

tozi brat I sestr-a

this.M.SG brother(M)[SG] and sister(F)-SG

‘this brother and sister’. [0 instances on\iled]



(24)  mworc u  ocen-a®

maz i Zen-a

man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG

‘a man and a woman’

Crucially, a search for ‘my grandfather and graother’ returns 23 results
with a pluralmy and 3 with a singulamy, which means that assigning resolved
determiners to human nouns is at best a tendeeey(2%)).

(25)  mo-[u]-amlmo-u-me 0s0-0" u 6ab-a

mo-[j]-jat/mo-i-te djad-o i bab-a

my-M.SG-DEF/my-PL-DEF  grandfather(M)-SG argtandmother(F)-SG

‘my grandfather and grandmother’

The situation gets even more complicated if onekdofor the frequencies of the
Bulgarian equivalent ahis/these boy and gi# at the time of writing, there are three
attestations of a singular demonstrative pronosrnng26), and only one of a plural
pronoun, as in (27).

(26) mosa Momue u Momuue

tova mobe [ morde
this.NT.SG boy(NT)[SG] and gir(NTYE}[3 instances on the web]

(27)  mesu MomHe u MoMmuye
tezi more i morée
this.PL boy(NT)[SG] and girl(NT)[SG] ihstance on the web]

This is contrary to what would be expected fronalektshing a tendency for

pairings of singular human nouns to take plurajets. The fact that both

19f the attributive element isoux/edin ‘one’, which inflects for gender and number like adjective,
the hits with singular ‘one’ by far outnumber thgstwith plural ‘one’. It is believed that this dtie
to the semantic nature of the target itself. Masewksion appears below.

The opposition between personal and non-persoriaifsrtant on the animacy scale. If, instead of
man and womanwe have names likbohn and Marythe only option is a resolved plural target, as
shown in (i) (A. Stoevsky, (p.c.)).

(i) mesul*mosu [ncon u Mepu
tezi/*tozi DZon i Meri
‘these/*this John and Mary’

It seems that, the more individuated two nourms tve more likely they are to get resolved
agreement, with proper nouns being more individihldtean common nouns, which places them
above the cut-off point above which single-conjuagfreement becomes ungrammatical (see
Yamamoto (1999) for more on animacy and individuatias well as Comrie (1989: 199); cf.
Eggert (2002: 93, 162-3) for similar observatiohswt English).

%n terms of declension, realised via the plurafises and/or the definite articles that they talke
lexemesosodoldjado ‘grandfather’ andoawa/basta ‘father’ behave like a neuter and a feminine
noun, respectively. However, both of them contraddsouline agreement, which makes them
grammatically masculine. We will come back to thier in the chapter (cf. Molhova (1992: 20, 76,
Chapter 1V)).
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conjuncts in (26) and (27) are neuter makes rasolyplural) less likely and at the
same time encourages the use of a neuter singetarnginer which can easily be
perceived as applying to both the boy and the §ldte that all but three of our
examples in Table 1 below feature nouns with hgemeous genders; a difference in
gender seems to foster increased resolution; biasinif the conjuncts belong to the
same gender class, a singular matching target eppede preferred. Some of the
controllers from Table 1 below which have a relalyvhigh percentage of singular
agreement share a gendetivue u momuue/monre i momdée ‘boy and girl’ (both
neuter) anbawa u cun/basta i sin‘father and son’ (both masculine). Nevertheless,
the femininity ofmajka i diSterja‘mother and daughtetias not led to a high number
of feminine singular targets. In other cases, thgh hncidence of single-conjunct
agreement is due to targets likach and one They impose special requirements
which will be discussed in more detail later on.gkneral, it can be concluded that
naturally coordinated, singular, animate nouns Whiifer in gendetendto go with
plural determiners (as long as they are not pratbgesome exceptional targets such

asedin‘one’), as demonstrated in Table 1.



Table 1.Coordinated animate nouns in Bulgarian attestedrenweb:

SG PL SG PL
Thiss/thesg, man, and0 7 | Thisdthese, fatheg, and sopt® 2 3
womarg
Thissglthesg,  man, and3 17 |Thissgthese, motheg and daughter 1 4
woman™* (follow-up search)
Thissd/these, brothey, and0 5 Mysdmyp. grandfathey and 3 23
sisteg grandmother
Thissg/thesg,  sony and0 1 Thissg/these, boyr and girkr 3 1
daughteg
Thissdthese. motheg and0 2 |Sg/PItarget + marand child* 3 1
daughter
Sg/PI target + young man5 8
and young gid

By contrast, conjoined singular nouns with inartengeferents tend to prefer
singular determiners or pre-modifiers which onlytchathe features of the closest
conjunct. There is one instance of a singular taigyeeach of the phrases repeated in

(28) and (29), with no plural targets found witle gtame nouns.

(28) masu BUNUY-A u  Javocuy-a

tazi vilic-a i adic-a

this.F.SG fork(F)-SG and spoon(F)-SG

‘this fork and spoon’ [web]
(29) kanyenapck-o  6rop-o u  cmon

kancelarsk-o bjur-o i stol

office-NT.SG desk(NT)-SG and chair(M)[SG]

‘an office desk and [office] chair’ [web]

Likewise, the controllers in (30) occur nine timasth a singular pre-

modifying adjective, and never with a plural onen €ven occasions, the conjuncts

Yt is worth mentioning that one of the two occudes of a singular determiner with “father and son”
is in a religious context, being an obvious allasio the Holy Trinity; in other words, the form of
the determiner may have been influenced by theutangeference of the coordinate phrase.

A follow-up survey with the same parameters wasi@arout for ‘this/these man and woman’ and
‘this/these mother and daughter’ about a year alfterinitial one. This time the Internet yielded
more examples: we found some singular determinatstlie overall tendency to use a plural
determiner was confirmed.

*The numerous singulars might be due to the fadt‘than and child’ is not a typical collocation. At
least two of the singular instances arouse suspia® they involve determiners like or ong
which do not behave like other targets (see bel@iwpilarly, all the singular targets with ‘young
man and young girl’ areneor each/every
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in (31) are used with a singular target (e.g. &R SG blouse(F)-SG and skirt(F)-
SG), against none on which they agree with a pluoatl. There are five hits for (32),
which has a singular pre-modifier, with no instasoé (33), which is the same phrase

but with a plural pre-modifier.

(30) mywx-a u nucmosem
pusk-a i pistolet
rifle(F)-SG  and  pistol(M)[SG]
(31) ony3-a u  noi-a
bluz-a [ pol-a
blouse(F)-SG and skirt(F)-SG
(32) Hos-a Kblf-a u Kom-a
nov-a &St-a i kol-a
new-F.SG house(F)-SG and car(F)-SG
‘a new house and car’ [5 instances on the web]
(33) mos-u Kbly-a u  Kom-a
Nov-i lkist-a i kol-a
new-PL  house(F)-SG and car(F)-SG
‘a new house and car’ [0 instances on the web]

In many of the above cases involving inanimates,dreference for singular
targets might come from the fact that the conjuridtong to the same gender.
However, not all of them do, so there must be aetation between inanimacy and
single-conjunct agreement. Trawling through mordema suggests that this is only
a tendency too. The nouns in (34), for examplegappix times with a singular pre-

modifying adjective, but there is also an instarwkere they admit a plural

adjective®.
(34) mempaok-a u XUMUKATIK-A
tetradk-a [ ximikalk-a

notebook(F)-SG and pen(F)-SG
Similarly, if one googles (35), a combination ofimmates with a plural determiner,

one gets sixty results. Nevertheless, despiteititye results, the same phrase, but with

%t should be noted that the plural adjective irsthkample was the equivalent of Englighaste
which is not normally predicated of inanimate okgesee (i)). It seems that the notebook and pen
are, as it were, personified, confirming the temmyeto use plural pre-modifiers with animate
conjuncts.

() yeromvopen-u-me mempaox-a u XUMUKATIK-a
celomidren-i-te tetradk-a i ximikalk-a
chaste-PL-DEF notebook(F)-SG and pen(F)-SG

‘the chaste notebook and pen’
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a singular determiner, as in (36), boasts ten timese hits — 603. So, inanimate
controllers like to be in the company of singulatefminers or pre-modifiers, as
shown in Table 2.
(35) saw-u-me ume u  gamunu-s
vas-i-te ime ifamili-ja
your-PL-DEF.PL name(NT)[SG] and surname(F)-SGH#é on the web|
(36) saw-e-mo ume u  hamunu-s
vas-e-to ime i famili-ja
your-NT.SG-DEF.NT.SG name(NT)[SG] and surname(6){603 hits on the
web]

Table 2.Coordinated inanimate nouns in Bulgarian attestadiee web

SG PL SG PL
Thissg/thesg, forke and| 1 0 Sg/Pl target + lowe and| 10 0
spoor™® marriage
Sg/Pl adj + desk and chaiy | 1 0 ngg/PI target + raip and wing, | 19 1
Sg/PIl adj + rifleand pistal, | 9 0 Heavygheavy, rainy and| 11,200 O

windy
Sg/PI adj + blouseand skirt | 7 0 Sg/PI target + sopland bodyr | 13 4
Newsg/news, house and cag | 5 0 Sg/PI| target + [...], sopland| 4 1
bOdy\jT

Thissg/these, box- and [-| 2 0 Sg/Pl target + heart and soy | 41 0
animate]
Sg/PI adj + notebogkand| 6 1 Sg/PI target + appearagcend | 16 3
pert conditionyt
Sg/Pl adj + churcgh and| 1 0 Sg/Pl target + syp and| 6 9
schoolir moon?°
Nicesg/nices,, bag and| 1 0 FridaydFriday, day, and| 1 0
coafr! night:
Yoursgyour,, namer and| 603 60 | Thatgthose, day, and night | 1 0
surname
Thissg/these, day, and| 4 1
night=??

"The high percentage of plural determiners witke u ganurusfime i familija‘name and surname’
may be attributed to two factors. Firstly, thisasnatural coordination of two nouns which go
together very often (as demonstrated by their 'eeqy on the Internet). At the same time, all the
other inanimate pairs here are typical collocatas, but they evince no comparable predilection for
plural targets. Secondly, the pronominal statuthefdeterminer might have boosted the number of
plural targets. More in-depth discussion of thipastponed until the next section.

®There are at least two reasons for closest-conpmetement here — the conjuncts are inanimate and
belong to the same gender class. This goes fenalk-gender nouns in the table.

“In Bulgarian, the adjectivesilen (translated as ‘heavy’) takes scope over both soun more
idiomatic English translation dfilen dizd i vjatir ‘heavy[M.SG] rain(M)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]’
would be ‘strong wind and heavy rain’.

At present | have no watertight explanation whyn'sund moon’ does not follow the general trend. It
is worth mentioning that, when they trigger resdhagreement, the two celestial bodies are often
capitalised and invested with supernatural powers.

At is not absolutely certain that the target haies scope over the second conjunct.
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‘Body and soul’ from the table above is very difiit to pigeonhole, because it
SO to speak straddles the divide between animadyireanimacy (similarly to non-
human animal nouns, to which we will shortly turlt)is unclear if the reference is to
something that is alive according to language ugenseption of the extra-linguistic
world: bodies and souls are not “complete” beirigs people or deities, but at the
same time they are metaphorically seen as “holdimg$erving as containers” of life,
and are therefore not on a par with an ordinaryeabjor abstract concept.
Interestingly, this seems to be reflected in tlagireement patterns, as evidenced by
the relatively high percentage of plural targets.

It is informative to draw a comparison between Yahd soul’ (which in
Bulgarian is actually ‘soul and body’), and ‘heartd soul’. The latter has over forty
singular targets, and no plural ones. Whereas ripgably “more animate” conjunct,
namely ‘soul’, comes first in ‘soul and body’, bmes second in ‘heart and soul’. We
have once again discovered that constituent ordggntrplay a part in determining the
choice of agreement pattern (cf. example (29) (itled footnote) in Chapter 2 on
Serbian/Croatian). It should also be noted thamagrity of singular hits with ‘heart
and soul’ are due to the frequent occurrences ®ffited expressiondt cjaloto si
sarce i dusa” ‘from my whole.NT.SG heart.NT.SG and soul.F.SGganing ‘from
the bottom of my heart’, ‘sincerely’. In additiothe semantic nature of the adjective

‘whole’ must have thrown its weight behind the silay. And yet, there were

2 the target iscoun/edin ‘one, some’, which is inflected for number and gemlike an adjective, we
come across nine tokens ohe.SG day and nighvs. none of @ne.PL day and nightwhose
grammaticality would actually be doubtful (similarlsa/?*yenu oen u nowlcjal/?*celi den i nost
entire.M.SG/?*PL day and night ‘all day and nightAs has already been pointed out, the
preponderance of the singular is due not only #oitlanimate nature of the controllers, but also to
the semantics of the target. This much emergearéliels are drawn witbne.SG/one.PL man and
woman where searches also produce more singular thaalmxamples, but the plural is attested
as well. We believe that, in the caseone night and daythe inanimate nature of the controllers
and the semantics of the target “conspire” in favolithe singular, whereas wittne man and
womanthey work against each other. Comparable effeasreported for conjunctiorafid) vs.
disjunction 6r) (cf. Eggert (2002, ch. 2, section 3.2)).
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examples like ‘my/your etc. heart and soul’, oréafgiant etc. heart and soul’, whose
meaning would not be intrinsically averse to regofu

So far, we have found that conjoined animates faleglominantly plural
targets, whereas conjoined inanimates feel happittr single-conjunct agreement.
However, all the animate nouns we have been examidenote people. From the
relatively scanty corpus data that we have for atsmt seems that they group with
humans, rather than inanimates {Ghble 3. In other words, a pairing of hon-human

animates also tends to co-occur with plural attriguelements, as in (37).

(37) u npubepe 8 ooma cu  ceo-u-me Kpas-a u mene
i pribere v doma sisvo-i-te krav-a i tele
and drive[3SG] in home own own-PL-D&dw(F)-SG and calf(NT)[SG]
‘and to drive his cow and calf back home’ pie

Table 3.Conjoined nouns with animal referents attestednanwel®

SG PL SG PL
Sg/PI target + copand calfr 0  2|Sg/Pl adj. + wolf and fox** 1 1
Sg/Pl target + copand bull, 0 1|Sg/PI adj. + wolfy and bear 1 1
Thissg/these, dog,rand cat 0  1[Sg/Pladj. + stagand dog® 3 0
Mysd/myp. dogyr and cat 0 4|Sg/PI target + he-wqlfand she-wolf| 0 4

The data from Table 3 indicate that the animategmty comprises both
humans andnimals, at least as far as agreement with corjonoeins is concerned
(more discussion to follow below). Arguably, thewks for cows and horses are not

as unequivocal as those for men and women, whiaglddze due to some prototype

2 search forovc-a i agre ‘ewe(F)-SG and lamb(NT)[SG]' produced only thegsievsjak-a ovc-a i
agne‘each-F.SG ewe(F)-SG and lamb(NT)[SG]'. As alreadynted out in several places, words
like ‘one’ and ‘each’ behave differently from otht@rgets in that they favour single-conjunct
agreement, probably because of their meaning. dfy &stributive determiners likesek-i‘each-
M.SG’ do not just favour, but require, closest-comt agreement in gender, imposing the
additional restriction that the conjuncts shouldehan number (cf. Chapter 4, as well as Crockett
(1976: 168, 191-2) for Russian).

**The plural adjective may have been chosen becdugsevolf and the fox from this sentence are
personified (the example was excerpted from a faile).

“The reversal of the trend with ‘stag and doe’ maypht down to the repetition of the same string —
svesten elen i koSut‘aacred[M.SG] stag(M)[SG] and doe(F)-SG’ turns inpall three websites
with results, so this could be a consequence ofingmnd pasting.
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effects — vague as this may sound, people mightrdsed as linguistically more
noteworthy and salient than animis.

Strangely enough, when a person is brought togetitera non-person, the
better suited strategy appears to be the one typfcaoordinated material objects,
namely closest-conjunct agreement (see Table 4)veMer, if we discard the
information from Table 4 due to the same gendethefconjuncts, we are left with
very shaky evidence, on which it is hardly advisabl make predictions.

Table 4. Coordinations of humans and inanimates,
or humans and animals, as attested on the web

SG PL
target target
Sg adj./pl adj. wifeand cag | 2 0
This/these  horge and| 1 0
ridefy
Sg adj./pl adj. horge and| 0 1
ridefy

In order to further assess the animacy effectspgleo searches were

conducted with the following specifications (cf. pgndix I, Part 2):

(38) a. ‘mosu *u *ca b. ‘mesu  * u * ca
‘tozi * | * sa tezi * I * sa
‘this.M.SG * and * are’ ‘this.PL * and *&’

Only the first fifteen Google pages were examiimedach case. The inverted
commas ensure that there will be an exact mat¢arms of wording and sequential
order. The templates in (38) harvest all the materhere something appears after the
singular (a.), or plural (b.), determiner and beftlne conjunctiorand followed by
another arbitrary unit and the third person pldioam of the verbto be This survey
confirmed our expectations regarding the role amay in that the parameters in

(38)a., as well as the analogous ones with femiging neuter determiners, only

26Eggert (2002: 180ff) cites examples suggestingralai animacy continuum affecting agreement in
English (cf. Chapter 5 herein):
(i) The faculty have decided to appoint Grant Kinghef tniversity.
(i) ?The herd are coming this way.
(i) * Grant’s eight-track library were spread out oveetfioor.
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returned relevant sentences featuring inanimatectdbjor concepts (cf. Appendix |,
Part 2). There were no relevant hits for (38)bheytall contained plural nouns. In
addition, we found intriguing coordinations withsangular and a plural controller,
illustrated in (39) and (40). Finally, data excerptfrom texts that have accidentally
come to the author’s attention are listed in AppendPart 3. There are no animate
controllers at all, which might suggest that theg aarer than inanimate ones.
Twenty-three sentences show closest-conjunct agneenas opposed to only two
recorded examples of resolution, in compliance withtrends.

(39) tosu unmepec U  HamepeHu-s

tozi interes inamereni-ja
this.M.SG interest(M)[SG] and intention(NT)-P

ca dobponamepen-u
sa dobronameren-i
be.PRES.3PL benevolent-PL
‘this interest and [these] intentions are benawle [web]
(40)  mosu unmepec u  Haerac-u
tozi interes i naglas-i

this.M.SG interest(M)[SG] and attitudef)-

ca xapakmep-i...
sa xaraktern-i...
be.PRES.3PL typical-PL...
‘This interest and [these] attitudes are typical.. [web]

To summarise, the variation in attributive agreeimeith conjoined singular
nouns seems to be constrained by the followingfact
« the animacy of the conjuncts (animates prefer vesbplural agreement, while
inanimates prefer closest-conjunct singular agre¢me
e the gender of the conjuncts (same-gender conjutectd to take singular
targets of the appropriate gender);

» the type and semantics of the target (determimgectival modifier, etc.).

“’Note that the predicative adjective is plural inthheases, as predicted by Corbett's Hierarchies.
However, we stay within the limits of the NP domhbare.
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5. Presentation of Fieldwork Data (Questionnaire)
5.1. Experimental Design

The aim of the fieldwork was to confirm or refutetobservations on the role
played by animacy and the other factors identiidddve. The null hypothesis was
that they had no discernable effect and the vanatas random. After obtaining
ethical approval from the University of Oxford, gtiennaires with 33 or 34
Bulgarian sentences in which a word is missing vags&ibuted to over 100 students
between the age of 17 and 18 who spoke Standareémd@ligarian and came from
the same region. They were asked to fill in thesmgs word which had to begin with
the provided letter(s). The test sentences cordawe conjoined singular nouns and
the word that had to be inserted was either a whéter or an attributive adjectival
modifier. The idea was to see what agreement chdloe informants would make.
The following variables were taken into account:

» the animacy of the conjuncts,

« the type of coordination (natural or accidental),

» the gender of the conjuncts (same or different),

« the type of attributive target (determiner, adjestietc.),
» the grammatical function of the coordinate NP.

The test items were generated according to thenmedical role of the NP
(subject, subject of an embedded clause, direcécgbprepositional object) and
according to the type of target. For each comhbomatif grammatical role and type of
target (except for two), there were three senteileceplates: one with conjoined
human nouns, one with animals and one with inarégffatThe conjuncts within each

template were transformed so as to yield threeesepttokens: the first one was with

“0nly inanimate nouns with concrete denotation wectuded, as opposed to abstract ones, in order
to avoid further complications and multiplicatiofitbe test sentences.
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naturally conjoined nouns identical in gender (witlo or three exceptions, in which
the same-gender controllers were accidental coatidims), the second with naturally
conjoined nouns of different genders, and the thirtth accidentally conjoined nouns
of different genders. In addition, the sentencesevadesigned to be maximally similar
to each other in length and in the type of verbdu@ecluding person and number

features) etc.

In (41) below, we reproduce a template in whick tonjoined NPs are
subjects and the target is a possessive pronouwtidaing as determiner (expected
my). It tests agreement with nouns with human refegersimilar templates were
created for animals and inanimates in the same rgedival role and with the same
determiner, but they are not displayed here (cpexalix II, Part 1).

(41) Questionnaire template sample:
Mo____ opamue u cecmpuuelopam u cecmpalopamosued u cecmpa mHozo ce

cpuaicam 3a MeH u nomazam 6KvluU.

Mo bratée i sestre/brat i sestra/bratowed i sestramnogo se grizat za men i

pomagat VESti.

M___little brother and little sister (diminutive, both N)/brother and sister (M +
F; natural coord.)/cousin and sister (M + F; accidatal coord.) look after me a lot
and help around the house.

It was hoped that manipulating the conditionshis tvay would ensure that
any potential variation would be due to the vaeabisolated, and not to some
extraneous factor(s) which had gone undetectedrtyTHiller sentences were
generated. The pool of test items was divided twenty blocks of randomly selected
three to four test sentences, where every blodkdec at least one representative of
the human, animal and inanimate categories, uswuatty different determiners/pre-
modifiers and with different grammatical roles. Tiest items from each block were
inserted among the fillers at numbers 6, 14 an{irk®ases with three test sentences)

or at numbers 6, 14, 24 and 30 (in cases of fairsentences). This produced twenty
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versions of the questionnaire. Finally, the fillexgehe even versions were rearranged
(in the same way), so that participants sittingtne»each other would not notice that
they had nearly identical scripts, diverging ireavfplaces only. The plan was to give
every pair of students sitting at the same deslodgh and an even number of the
questionnaire. After a pilot run with five partieipts, it was decided that three more
distractors would be put in, approximately aftemteaces 7, 15, and 25 in a random

order.

5.2. Methodological Problems

Some methodological problems were subsequentliteshobut they do not
compromise the outcome of the experiment. The imémts sometimes copied from
each other, so it might have been more expedienbmioe up with totally dissimilar
fillers, because, despite the rearrangement, thdests realised that they were
identical. In addition, the answers in the cons@htences (the fillers) showed that the
material had not always been read and digestedudigreevery now and then, there
were corrections in the relevant test items. Fetance, a singular target was crossed
out and replaced by a plural one (or vice vershj)s Tmay be due either to too much
conscious thinking about what the “correct” choisgor to priming. We normally
recorded the final decision in such cases.

At least some of the participants were clearly mpatned, as they alternated
between singular and plural targets in what seetodae an arbitrary manner. This
was welcomed as good news, meaning that the quoaesire did work. And yet,
others might have been primed. There were scripereva possessive pronoun was
supplied later in the test, instead of the exped®ohonstrative pronoun that starts
with the same letter, doubtlessly prompted by thanynpreceding possessive

pronouns.



5.3. Results
Below we set out the material dissected accorthbnipe various criteria, and
accompanied by a brief discussion of the signifteanf each relevant factor on the

basis of the data obtained. A summary can be faugpendix Il, Parts 2 and 3.

5.3.1. Animacy

If the results are divided into three groups otim&a humans, animals and
inanimates, and then the totals for each groug@mguted, we end up with insightful
observations correlating with the generalisatioaslenin the previous section.

Table 5.Results grouped according to animacy

SG (N[ SG (% | PL (N) | PL (%)

Humans 57 42.2% 78 57.8%

Animals 37 37.0% 63 63.0%

Inanimates 74| 53.6% 64 46.4%

As shown inTable 5 nouns
with animate reference have a substantially higiescentage of plural targets and
they pattern together. The inanimate group standsiro that the singular targets
outnumber the plural ones. Over half of the attni®i elements agreeing with
animates are plural, whereas over half of thoseeagg with inanimates are singular.
This seems to be solid evidence that the importaridhis variable for agreement
with conjoined controllers is borne out by our expent.

If we collapse people and animals into one joiolhart, we get the figures
presented in Table 6. Performing a chi-square(Bastbar (1998, ch. 10)), gives us
= 6.69 and p < 0.01. Therefore, the null hypothésidiscarded and the results are
statistically significant. In other words, the dilsttion in Table 6 is unlikely to have

arisen by chance (the probability of that is lées1t1%).
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Table 6.Generalised scores
for animate and inanimate
nouns

SG (N) PL (N)

Animate 94 141

Inanimate 74 64

5.3.2 Sameness of gender

Table 7.Results grouped according to sameness of gender

SAME GENDER of conjuncts DIFFERENT GENDER of
conjuncts

SG SG (%) PL PL(%) SG SG (%) PL PL (%)

target target target target
Humans 28 58.3% 20 41.7% 29 33.3% 58 66.7%
Animals 16 43.2% 21 56.8% 21  33.3% 42  66.7%
Inanimates 26 61.9% 16 38.1% 48 50.0% 48  50.0%
TOTAL: 70 57 98 148

SG 55.1% PL 44.9% SG 39.8% PL 60.2%

We now reshuffle the data to bring to the fore gh@mmatical gender of the

conjuncts. The totals in Table 7 demonstrate thatesgender singular controllers

favour a matching non-resolved target; by contr@stplution becomes more likely in

the context of heterogeneous nouns. This howevescures some enlightening

observations to be got if the results are furthglit Snto humans, animals and

inanimates.

There are indications in Table 7 that the effe€taromacy can be reversed if
the conjuncts share a gender. Then human consalerassigned more singular than
plural targets, and it is almost a draw as faraasesgender animals are concerned. It
comes as no surprise that inanimates with idengieatler also receive more singular

than plural targets. It is a whole other storyhié houns differ in gender (or number,

as in one or two cases): then humans and animaist lam overwhelmingly higher

number of plural targets, whereas inanimates hgualdaistributions. This again tells
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us more about the repercussions of animacy thanefiercussions of the coinciding
features of the conjuncts. Taken on its own, howesameness of gender is a
statistically significant constraining factor, ascartained with the Pearson chi-square
test. The chi-square value for the figures fromlh&om row in Table 7 ig? = 7.9,

so it follows that the contribution of samenessgehder is not an epiphenomenon

(p=0.01).

5.3.3. Natural and Accidental Coordination

Table 8.Results grouped according to the type of coordaomati

NATURAL COORDINATION ACCIDENTAL COORDINATION

SG [SG(@®%) PL [PL(®%) SG | SG(%) PL |PL (%)

targets targets targets targets
Humans 31 42.5% 42 57.5% 26 41.9% 36 58.1%
Animals 29 40.8% 42 59.2% 8 27.6% 21 72.4%
Inanimates 37 56.1% 29 43.9% 37 51.4% 35 48.6%
TOTAL: 97 46.2% 113 53.8% 71 43.6% 92 56.4%

The next factor to examine is the type of coordaratRestricting ourselves to
the bottom row of Table 8, we would not be ablel¢ébect any corollaries due to it:
both naturally and accidentally coordinated nouive griority to plural targets. If,
however, we divide the material into different gaiees according to animacy, we
see that animacy favours resolution across thedbddris, however, is caused by
animacy, and not by the strength of the linkagevbeh the conjuncts. We can thus
safely conclude that the extent to which two notygically co-occur is of no
consequence as far as agreement patterns withimedjmouns in Bulgarian are
concerned. The probability that it is noise is F€0.and therefore it is not statistically

significant.

122



5.3.4. Grammatical Function of the Conjoined NP

Table 9.Results grouped according to grammatical function

SUBJECT SUBJECT OF EMBEDDED
CLAUSE

SG SG (%) | PL PL (%) | SG SG (%) | PL PL (%)

targets targets targets targets
Humans 24 | 47.1% 27 | 52.9% 7 | 41.2% 10 | 58.8%
Animals 15 | 45.6% 18 | 54.4% 1|5.3% 18 | 94.7%
Inanimates 18 | 39.1% 28 | 60.9% 6 | 46.2% 7 | 53.8%
TOTAL: 57 | 43.8% 73 | 56.2% 14 | 28.6% 35| 71.4%

DIRECT OBJEC PREPOSITIONAL OBJEC

SG SG (%) PL PL (%) SG SG (%) PL PL (%)

targets targets targets targets
Humans 12 | 26.1% 34 73.9% 14 | 66.7% 7 33.3%
Animals 15 | 46.9% 17 53.1% 6 37.5% 10 62.5%
Inanimates: 42 | 68.9% 19 31.1% 8  44.4% 10 55.6%
TOTAL: 69  49.6% 70  50.4% 28 50.9% 27  49.1%

If we look at the totals in Table 9, i.e. the cdmition of grammatical function
by itself, we can assume with confidence that figadr the NP is on the grammatical
function hierarchy (Keenan and Comrie (1977)), iiae likely it is to take a plural
determiner or modifier, with subjects favouring aleed agreement and objects
having more or less an equal share of each patkéatrix subjects get 73 plural
targets (56.2%), and 57 singular ones (43.8%), @dwesubjects of embedded clauses
get 35 plural targets (71.4%), against 14 singoiaas (28.6%). The latter category is
important because it ensures that this is indeedtahe grammatical role of the NP,
and not about its position in the clause (sincgextd of embedded clauses did not
appear at the beginning of the sentence). In tee chdirect objects, it is a close call,
with the two options pretty much neck and neck ifagabreakdown into different
animacy groups makes the influence of that facterceptible). Finally, closest-
conjunct agreement takes the upper hand when thgined NP functions as
prepositional object, but again it is almost 50:50.

It is very interesting to trace how grammaticaldtion interacts with animacy.
Sometimes animacy behaves as expected and asirewarses any trends that could

be put down to grammatical function. This seembéddhe case with direct objects —
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although the total numbers are almost equal, setiin different animacy groups
reveals that animates predictably prefer plurabeats, whereas inanimates have
exactly the opposite inclinations.

However, it is sometimes grammatical function thatmps the effect of
animacy. This is what happens to subjects. All sctigj no matter whether they were
comprised of people, pets, cattle or material iestithad a higher rate of resolution.
To our surprise, inanimate subjects garnered maone mplural targets (60.9%) than
their human counterparts (52.9%). Humans actingpapositional objects are
diametrically opposed to inanimates acting as sibjelThe majority of conjoined
humans (a staggering 66.7%) combine with singutderdhiners and adjectives when
they are prepositional objects. And yet, animalghiat function do not seem to be
affected in the same way, and cling to their peafee for plural targets (62.5%).

If we bring together subjects of main and embeddadses into one subject
class and do the same for direct and prepositnjalcts, we wind up with the figures
presented in Table 10. This gives us a chi-squérg & 3.99 and p=0.05, which
means that the grammatical function of the conpipiirase plays a statistically
significant role in determining the agreement pattéanything below p=0.10 is
considered to matter statistically).

Table 10.Generalised
scores of subjects
and objects

SG PL
Subject 71 108

Object 97 97
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5.3.5. Type of Target

Table 11.Results grouped according to the type of target

DEMONSTRATIVE POSSESSIVE ADJECTIVE (hewand

PRONOUN PRONOUN other random

(this/thesg adjectives)

SG | SG PL PL SG | SG PL PL SG | SG PL|PL
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

Humans 131 39.4% 20 60.6% 32 451% 39 54.9% 12 38.7% 19| 61.3%

Animals 12 | 48.0% 13 52.0% 23 324% 48 67.6% 2 50.0% 2 | 50.0%

Inanimates 11 45.8% 13 54.2% 28 40.0% 42 60.0% 35 795% 9 20.5%

TOTAL: 36  43.9% | 46 56.1% 83| 39.2% 129| 60.8% 49 62.0% 30 38.0%

Readers will remember that all targets are intaitive position and function
either as determiners or pre-modifiers. The totambers in Table 11 give the
impression that demonstrative and possessive pnsnagreeing with two conjoined
singular nouns are plural most of the time, wher@djectives tend to be singular.
This is true to a certain extent but does notthedl whole story. It is again helpful to
split the nouns into groups according to their adyn

Demonstrative and possessive pronouns favour phurfar every class of
controller. Therefore, no animacy effects are tmbserved with those two types of
target. The reason might be the definiteness wihiela share, thus making the phrase
salient and topicAl. Adjectives, on the other hand, do follow the t®rset by
nimacy. Disregarding the negligible number of atiyes used with animals, it makes
better sense to compare humans and inanimatesatfhimitenos/nov ‘new’ matches
the features of the closest conjunct in the ovemnimg majority of cases when it
modifies inanimates, but it shows resolved agree¢nmethe majority of cases when
attached to humans. This may be due either toferelifce between determiners and
pre-modifiers or to a difference in definitenessiile the pronouns induced a definite
interpretation, most of the adjectives did not. té@er, it should be conceded that in

some of the examples the adjective was definiten 442) (as mentioned above, the

“This could be related to grammatical function; lselow for more discussion.
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Bulgarian article is a clitic or suffix that attashto the first nominal element in the

NP, including adjectives).

(42)

Hos-u-me
Nov-i-te

VYEHUK U
wenik i

yuumenxa 6sxa npuemu 00ope 8 Kiac-a.

Witelka bjaxa prieti
new-PL-DEF schoolboy and teacher were accepédidn class-DEF
‘The new pupil and teacher were welcomed to thestla

dobre v klas-a.

If we collapse demonstrative and possessive praoun one category, we get the

numbers presented in Table 12. We thus arrive etiaquare ofy®> = 11.65. The

probability stands at p<0.001, which means thatjsiically, the type of target is by

far the most powerful factor we have seen s&far

Table 12.Generalised scores
for the different types of target

Pronoun
(demonstr. or
Adjective

SG PL

119 175
pOsSS.)

49 30

5.3.6. Results Grouped by Informant*

Table 13.Results grouped according to the informants

IDENTICAL M1l X E D TARGETS
TARGETS
All All SG targets | PL targets | More PL Equal More PL
targets | targets | with with targets with | number of | targets with
are PL are SG | inanimates | inanimates | animates PL targets | inanimates
PL targets | SG targets | than PL with than PL
with with targets with | animates targets with
animates animates inanimates | and PL animates
targets with
inanimates
Number of
informants: 27 23 12 4 28 17 3
Percentage of
the total
number of
informants? 23.7%| 20.2% 10.5% 3.5% 24.7% 14.9% 2.6%

¥t should be acknowledged that the results miglveHaeen skewed by the fact that there are many
more pronouns than adjectives in total.
#nformants who had only animate nouns in their tjoesaires, or those who had only provided
relevant material for animate nouns, have beeruded (a total number of 7).
%2The percentages add up to 100.1%, instead of 1Q(e@%ause the actual figures were rounded for

convenience.
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This is a tentative attempt to make some specela@@eneralisations about the
mental grammars of individual informants and thd paimacy plays in determining
agreement patterns with conjoined nouns. Each igmestire script contained three or
four test sentences, with at least one exampleuaidms, animals and inanimates,
respectively. Here, we lump animals and humansthegen one group, which we
contrast with inanimates. Table 13 above gives ealkiiown of responses by
informant. For instance, “all targets are PL” usiieformants who exclusively used
resolved determiners and pre-modifiers in theireveht answers, whereas the
explanation in Column 4 means that a given paditigonsistently supplied singular
targets for inanimates, at the same time reserthegplural for animate controllers,
and so on. As can be deduced from Table 13, thgejuénts of many informants
were not affected by such considerations. 27 aht(23.7%) chose the plural for all
targets, whereas 23 (20.2%) went for the singutesss the board. This can either be
due to the absence of animacy effects or to priphogy unfortunately there is no way
to tell which of the two is actually to “blame”.

It is instructive to have a look at what happerieemwwe come up against a
mixture of singular and plural targets in the rewmes of the same person. Such
mixtures show that animacy often serves as a (sunbetous) guide to usage. In an
ideal world where animacy favours resolved plurgteement, and the lack of it
single-conjunct singular agreement, we would ptethat all targets controlled by
animate nouns would be plural and all targets odlett by inanimate nouns would be
singular. The reverse would be very damaging to loypothesis. As the table
demonstrates, we do get some speakers (4 peope5%) who associate plural
targets with inanimates and singular targets witimates, but more importantly, they
are greatly outnumbered by speakers who religiooisgy the dictates of the factor in

the expected way (12, or 10.5%).



There were usually more complicated combinatioowdver; for example,
one singular and one plural target with inanimatesssus one plural target with
animate®®. Another possibility is one singular and one plugaget with animates,
and one singular target with inanimates. In sugdesaonly the plural answers were
taken into account, and the first situation wassifeed as an instance where the two
groups of controller have an equal number of plusabets, whereas the second
situation would be regarded as an instance wherentimber of plural animates is
greater than the number of plural inanimates.

The figures in Columns 6, 7 and 8 hardly need @myment. 17 informants
(14.9%) produced as many plural targets for thst fitass of conjuncts as for the
second. In 28 questionnaires (24.7%), there weree mtural targets with animate
controllers — it is noteworthy that the highest ggatage of informants (24.7%)
preferred this, whereas the ones who opted fordherse were a tiny fraction of the
total — merely 2.6%. In other words, only 3 outldf4 informants tolerated more
plural targets with inanimates than with animafBisis cements the importance of
animacy as a factor favouring resolved plural aged at the level of the individual

speaker.

%This would be a questionnaire containing four tesnhs: two with animate and two with inanimate
conjuncts; there might not have been a valid respdor one of the animate items.

12¢



5.4. Comparison between the Results from the Inteet-Based Corpus Study and
the Questionnaire

Table 14.Generalised results from Internet-based searthes

SG | SG (%) PL PL (%)
Total humans: 20 24.1% 63 75.9%
Total humans of same gender: 6 429% 8 57.1%
Total humans with different gender: 1.20.3% 55 79.7%
Total”® inanimates: 74¢€ 90.3% 80 9.7%
Total inanimates of same gender 295.0% 2 b5.0%
Total inanimates with different gende710 90.1% 78 9.9%

One thing that stands out when comparing the tefwam the Internet corpus
study and those obtained by means of the quesii@snia that the animacy effects
are more pronounced in the former. The chi-squarettie data from the web
summarised in Table 15 below 3§ = 250.83; this gives us p<0.001, pushing the
probability that the variation is random to lesarth0.1%. According to the corpus
data, we can be more than 99.9% certain that thatwan is constrained by animacy.
By contrast, the fieldwork suggested that animaeag wiore than 99% likely to have
affected the distribution, nearly a percent lesge Take-home message is that it would
have been nice to do a bigger survey, but the gamoi hopelessly wide — it just
affects the degree of certainty about the res@tbker factors, such as grammatical
role for example, would have been almost imperbépthad we not consulted
informants, because they do not seem to have méidn ampact on the corpus
material that we collected. The more ambiguous aate of the questionnaire
experiment might to a considerable extent be aitieih to the very nature of the task,

especially the fact that the informants had to makee or less conscious decisions.

*When there were two consecutive searches for thee sghrase, only the results of the second one
were counted, with the results from the first orsearded due to potential overlap.

%The following inanimates were excluded from the mipibecause they would have muddied the
waters with their high numbers or mixed nature:Xlaad [-animate]” and “strong wind and rain”.
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Table 15.Corpus Data (Animacy)
SG SG (%) PL PL (%

Total humans: | 20 24.1% 63 75.9%
Total inanimates:74890.3% |80 9.7%

5.5. Conclusion

It has been confirmed that most of the factorsideatified at the outset did
have a bearing on the agreement patterns with @gonouns. Natural and
accidental coordination was devoid of any such peweut sameness of gender and
grammatical function turned out to be significeiich signs were also shown by the
type of agreement target. Crucially, the important@nimacy for constraining the
choice of agreement pattern has been reassertken Ba its own, animacy did prove
to be an undeniable force, its presence favourgsglved plural agreement and its
absence favouring closest-conjunct agreement. \lghaiore, animacy was found to
cross-cut the effects of the other factors in vatyicate and subtle ways. Animacy
was demonstrated to play a part at the level ofrtiidual informant too, in that the
overall statistics were often reflected in the vndiial responses.

Those variables interact in very complex ways.l&kag sameness of gender,
all the others (the definiteness intrinsic to tipet of target, as well as subjecthood
and animacy) can be united under the heading oé-twprthiness (cf. Comrie (2003:
328ff) and Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2006)). Examaihe influence of pragmatic
factors on agreement, Comrie (2003: 328) concluldas higher topicality or topic-
worthiness of an NP makes it a more likely candidatbe a controller (cf. Corbett
(2006: 197ff)). According to Comrie (2003: 329)piw-worthiness is an inherent
property of an NP that increases the likelihood thavill serve as a topic. Topic-
worthiness refers to the theoretical potential dihguistic unit to become a topic in

actual discourse, whereas topicality can be thowghtas the fulfilment of this
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potential. Comrie relates topic-worthiness to hieglgées of grammatical person,
animacy, definiteness and salience. These aréhathcteristics usually possessed by
the animate nouns from our corpus. This raisesqtestion whether the animacy
hierarchy we have been operating with should beiaed to a hierarchy of topic-
worthiness. Comrie (1989: 198-9) rejects this gmbtsi because there seems to be no
way of defining topic-worthiness independently nfraacy®.

It appears that the more topic-worthy two conjdineouns are, the more
probable it is that they will merit resolved pluegjreement. In turn, animacy is one of
the core (independent) components of topic-wordsnend hence contributes to
resolution, directly or indirectly. The final expment, which we present in the next

section, is an attempt to disentangle topicality animacy.

%0n the links between animacy, definiteness, subgexd, topic-worthiness and topicality, cf. Dahl
and Fraurud (1996: 59), Yamamoto (1999, ch. 2), @®@003; 328ff), Corbett (2006: 197ff), and
Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2006: 834).
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6. Translation Task
6.1. Experimental Design and Methodological Matters

(43) Translation passage:

When | was young, | used to enjoy spending the summer holidays (i)with my
grandmother and grandfather , who waited impatiently for the school year to end, so that |
could come and stay with them. | also looked forward to leaving the dusty city and heading to
the beautiful green countryside. (ii)My grandmother and grandfather _ used to live on a farm
in the country which was just an hour’s drive from my parents’ city home. All sorts of animals
were raised on the farm: cows, horses, ducks and chickens. It was great fun to help look after
the animals and play (iii)in_the nearby wood and field . (iv)My grandparents also had (v)an
old cat and dog . Both of them were so old that they were too weak and lazy to chase each
other. In winter they used to huddle on the hearth, and in summer they basked in the sun in
the garden. (vilMy_grandparents had had (vii)another cat and dog , but they had
disappeared several years before. | cried for days after finding out about their disappearance.

(vii)My_grandfather’s younger brother and sister __, neither of whom was married,
used to live together in the house next door. | really enjoyed visiting them too, because they
knew the most wonderful and magical fairy tales. The house (ix)of my granddad’s younger
brother and sister was even older than (x)my grandparents’ house . In fact, that was the
place where all three siblings had grown up: my granddad and (xi)his_brother and sister
The house had only three rooms, including a dark and smoky kitchen. (xii)The wooden door
and cupboards were creaky, and (xiii)the old brother and sister _ used to have their meals
(xiv)at a decrepit table and chairs . And yet, it was a cosy place, which | associate with some
of the happiest moments of my childhood. | was invariably greeted with a warm smile every
time | visited (xv)the old brother and sister _, whose kindness | will always be thankful for.

Sometimes my own younger sister would accompany me on my country visits, but
she didn’t do that very often. She tended to stay in the city with my parents because we used
to fight all the time and they thought it a good idea to keep us apart for a while, so that we
wouldn’t be causing too much trouble. My mother used to say that we fought (xvi)like a big
cat and mouse . | now regret not being a bit better behaved, but the time spent with my
grandparents in the country has left me with some of my fondest childhood memories.

The data collection method we relied on for ourafisurvey involves a
translation task. A fresh cohort of informants wasked to complete it once ethical
approval had been granted. The passage, preseni{d®)i above, contains phrases
like my grandfather and grandmother the nearby wood and fieldn the English
original, the determiners and pre-modifiers are intbfected for number and gender,
but someone translating into Bulgarian will be ed” to mark these categories on
attributive dependents, choosing either a plursblked target, or a singular one that
agrees with the noun closest to it. The text isualite narrator’s childhood memories
of the summer holidays spent with his grandparemtthe countryside. The main
topical threads that run through the passage argrindparents and the grandfather’s

siblings who used to live next door. Two pairs @tsc and dogs also feature
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prominently, as does a description of the inteabthe house of the great aunt and
great uncle.

The passage was given to 73 informants aged beth@and 18 who attended
the same school in Sofia. No significant variativas detected in the ways the
various age groups approached the assignment nmstef the agreement patterns
chosen, although the younger participants did ebiag far as the older ones and had
trouble with the meaning of some of the less fredjdexemes. Because of that we
received fewer than 73 responses for all our teshs. Another reason is that an
alternative translation strategy was sometimes eyepl. For instance, instead of
using pre-posed possessive pronouns that agreethetthead noun, some of the
participants opted for the more natural and idiacnalternative of having enclitics
that do not vary in form (cf. Section 3 above). Thammatical features and functions
of the relevant phrases in the source language wgererally preserved in the
translations, but that was not always the case. éxample, the word fofield
sometimes appeared in the plural in the Bulgariarsions, andny grandfather’s
younger brother and sistevas on a few occasions renderedmsgrandfather had a
(younger) brother and sisteEvery now and then, the semantics of some wads (
decrepi) was considerably distorted (e.g. to gotd or evenfolding), but that did not
affect our results and is ignored here as irrelevarnere were occasionally
corrections of test items. In such cases, only dbeection was reflected in the
summary of results, because that was the finalcehmiade by the informant, and also
because the two nouns must have been salient efioutife informant to notice that

an intervention was in order.
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6.2. Results

This supplementary experiment was particularlyfulséor separating the
inherent animacy features of the controllers frobedynamic information structure of
a coherent piece of writing with a story line. Avgmary of the results we obtained is
provided in the tables below: in Table 16, the geane listed in the order in which

they come up in the text, whereas in Table 17, #reygrouped according to animacy.

Table 16.Summary of results (in sequential order)

No EXAMPLE SG PL | SG PL
(N) (N) [ (%) (%)
[ Spending the summer holidayéth my grandmother and 4 20 | 16.7% 83.3%
grandfather (FIRST MENTION, PREP OBJ, NON-TOPIC)
ii My grandmother and grandfather used to live (SECOND 6 20 | 23.1% 76.9%

MENTION, SUBJ, TOPIC)

i | Play inthe nearby wood and field(FIRST MENTION, PREP 15 | 9 | 625% 37.5%
OBJ, NON-TOPIC)

iv, My grandparents (SG: 1; PL: 15) 42 11  79.2% 20.8%
% also hachn old cat and dog(FIRST MENTION, OBJ, NON-
TOPIC)
vi, | My grandparents (SG: 0; PL: 13) 18 | 27 | 40.0% 60.0%
vii | had hadanother cat and dog
viii | My grandfather’s younger brother and sister (FIRST 3 31 8.8% | 91.2%
MENTION, SUBJ/OBJ’, TOPIC)
iX | The house of my granddadysunger brother and sister 5 6 45.5% 54.5%
x  Older thanmy grandparents™® house 0 6 0% 100%
xi | The place where all three siblings had grownmag:granddad anc 3 8 27.3% 72.7%

his brother and sister

xii | The wooden door and cupboardsvere creaky (FIRST 5 1 83.3% 16.7%
MENTION, SUBJ, TOPIC)

xiii | The old brother and sisterused to have their meals 8 20 | 28.6% 71.4%

xiv | At adecrepit table and chairs(FIRST MENTION, PREP OBJ, | 8 8 50.0% 50.0%
NON-TOPIC)

xv | Every time | visitedhe old brother and sister 4 13 | 23.5% 76.5%

xvi | We fought likea big cat and mous€FIRST MENTION, PREP | 5 1 83.3% 16.7%
OBJ, NON-TOPIC)

*In the translations, this sometimes appeared abjact, and sometimes as an object.

*Bulgarian does not have a single lexeme doandparents the word npapooumenulpraroditeli
approximates the meaning ahcestorsbut it has different semantics and does not betonthe
same register. That is why the most natural styafegtranslating Englislyrandparentss to use
the equivalent offrandma and granddad
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Table 17.Summary of results (grouped according to animacy)

EXAMPLE SG PL  SG PL (%)
(N)  (N) (%)

HUMANS

Spending the summer holidawgth my grandmother and 4 20  16.7% 83.3%

grandfather (FIRST MENTION, PREP OBJ, NON-TOPIC)

My grandmother and grandfather used to live (SECOND 6 20  23.1% 76.9%

MENTION, SUBJ, TOPIC)

My grandparents (SG: 1; PL: 15) 1 15 | 6.25% | 93.75%

also had an old cat and dog (FIRST MENTION, OBONNTOPIC)

My grandparents (SG: 0; PL: 13) 0 13 | 0% 100%

had had another cat and dog

My grandfather’s younger brother and sister (FIRST MENTION, 3 31 88% @ 91.2%

SUBJ/OBY’, TOPIC)

The house of my granddadjsunger brother and sister 5 6 45.5% 54.5%

Older thamrmy grandparents’ house 0 6 0% 100%

The place where all three siblings had grown upgnanddad andis | 3 8 27.3% 72.7%

brother and sister

The old brother and sisterused to have their meals 8 20 | 28.6% 71.4%

Every time | visitedhe old brother and sister 4 13 | 23.5% 76.5%

ANIMALS

My grandparents (SG: 1; PL: 15) 42 | 11 | 79.2% 20.8%

also hachn old cat and dog(FIRST MENTION, OBJ, NON-TOPIC)

My grandparents (SG: 0; PL: 13) 18 27  40.0% 60.0%

had hadanother cat and dog

We fought likea big cat and mous€FIRST MENTION, PREP OBJ, 5 1 83.3% 16.7%

NON-TOPIC)

INANIMATES

Play inthe nearby wood and field(FIRST MENTION, PREP OBJ, | 15 | 9 | 62.5% 37.5%

NON-TOPIC)

The wooden door and cupboardsvere creaky (FIRST MENTION, | 5 1 83.3% 16.7%

SUBJ, TOPIC)

At adecrepit table and chairs(FIRST MENTION, PREP OBJ, 8 8 50.0% 50.0%

NON-TOPIC)

There are exceedingly complex correlations betwbenintrinsic animacy of

the controllers and the thematic organisation ef tixt, with both factors exerting

some influence. In the opening sentence, the martalks about spending the summer

holidays with his grandparents. The grandmothergmaddfather are first introduced

here: they are prepositional objects and constitete information. For that reason,

they are not the topic of this sentence. The ingivespreponderance of resolved

plural agreement should therefore be attributeth&oinherent animacy of the two

nouns, and not to any possible informational saberNevertheless, it cannot be

denied that the outcome might be due to the fatttie grandparents are one of the

*In the translations, this sometimes appeared abjact, and sometimes as an object.
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main global topics of the whole passage. It is mdadale that we get the same
agreement pattern when the relevant clause is itdfinabout the phrasémy
grandmother and grandfatheyas in (ii)“My grandmother and grandfather used to
live on a farm...”or (iv/v) “My grandparents also had an old/another cat andyto
There, the informants are virtually unanimous amel plural option is chosen more
than 90%, sometimes 100%, of the time.

When the narrator reminisces about playing innéarby wood and field, we
end up with many more instances of singulaarby” than plural‘nearby”, which
must be a result of the immutably fixed inanimat¢ure (in the linguistic sense!) of
the wood and field, coupled with the fact that tteg thematically backgrounded.
Here, the two factors converge and reinforce edloclrs effects.

The situation with“*cat and dog” is of special interest. We find them in
sentence (iv/v)‘My grandparents also had an old cat and dog’ similarly to
“grandmother and grandfatherin the opening lines, the pets turn up for thstfir
time at this point. Although the story goes onup@y more information about them,
they are not yet in the discourse spotlight at thigge (again, just likémy
grandmother and grandfatherin the first sentence). Unlikégrandmother and
grandfather”, however, the animacy status“cat and dog seems to have been too
weak to boost the score of resolution, and theusamgporedominates (cf. Table 17
above). Whereas the participants in the previoysemment treated humans and
animals alike for agreement purposes, the partitgpim the translation task appear to
have preferred closest-conjunct agreement with alsingi.e. animals now band
together with inanimates, rather than humans). Wheather cat and dog are
mentioned in (vi/vii), we discover many more tokesfsresolved plural agreement,

which seems to be an effect of information struetur
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The pairing‘brother and sister”in (viii), as well as in (xi), (xiii) and (xv), is
not only animate but also highly salient in the gaage, which accounts for the
overwhelmingly plural attributive targets that vezord. When we encounter it for the
first time in the opening sentence of the secorrdgraph, catalogued under number
(viii), it is already topical — i.e. it is the infmation peg on which the sentence hangs
and which the rest of the sentence describes;ighihat sets the brother and sister
apart from the way the grandparents and the catlagariginally come on stage.

By contrast, in (ix/x)The house of my granddad’s younger brother antesis
was even older than my grandparents’ hoys#ie animacy status ébrother and
sister” and“grandparents” is at odds with their relatively low degree of maence
(i.e. the sentence is about the house, rather ttergrandparents or the siblings).
Animacy has definitely won out in the casé'@fandparents” (all six targets here are
plural), and has only just taken the upper handny granddad’s brother and
sister”; the increased incidence of single-conjunct agesgnn the latter example
should in all probability be put down to the lowgdee of topicality of that phrase.

In (xii) “The wooden door and cupboards were creakithe wooden door
and cupboards’is just as topical agny grandfather’'s younger brother and sister”
from the opening sentence (viii) of the paragrapmot more topical, because it is
indirectly introduced prior to its first mention.hiE stretch of the text gives a
description of the house and the dark, smoky kitchgefore going on to say
something about the door and the cupboards, sohtdnes been implicitly activated as
typical kitchen furniture even before they are @i}y named (unlike the brother and
sister in the first sentence of the paragrdbhfonsequently, it seems that their
inanimate nature has prevailed here. Their intirssatus as material objects is the

most likely driving force behind the preference ®ingle-conjunct agreement. By

“40Cf. Lambrecht’s (1994) categories of activationypad as his general theory of information struetur
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contrast, phrase (xiv)at a decrepit table and chairs”is neither informationally
highlighted nor animate, so we would expect to aegreater number of singular
targets, but in fact we get a tie (50-50). The arption for the high number of
singulars must be sought in the inanimate natucktha inconspicuousness of the
phrase in the overall scheme of the plot, while ¢lg@ally high number of plural
targets is probably triggered by the plurality bé tsecond conjunct; the latter is an
extraneous factor as far as the present experimenncerned.

Finally, (xvi) “like a big cat and mouse’has prompted more singular than
plural targets either because animals have beatetras inanimates, and/or owing to
lack of prominence. Another plausible reason ig thath conjuncts are feminine.
Readers will remember that if both conjuncts belétmghe same gender class, the
likelihood of having a singular matching targetreeses dramatically. This constraint
was shown to supersede factors like animacy iptaeous experiment.

In sum, our findings suggest that, if a phraseasonably topical in a text, all
its members become relatively prominent, and speakee more likely to pay
attention to them, acknowledging them by means lofap agreement targets.
However, nouns occupying the upper regions of thienacy hierarchy seem to be
intrinsically prominent and therefore receive ag@arnumber of plural targets even if
they are not so topical in a particular sentenagmacy is therefore a factor in its
own right, even if it only contributes to enhangedminence or topic-worthiness (the
potential to be a topic). In the next section, wer in on this category and its place

in Bulgarian grammar.
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7. The Status of Animacy in Bulgarian Grammar

Such deeply rooted cognitive distinctions as thatween animate and
inanimate are frequently mirrored in human languége Dahl (2008: 148-9) and
Yamamoto (1999, ch. 2)). Typological research shtvas animacy is an important
factor influencing agreement in various unrelatwgbage®. Animacy also enjoys a
privileged status in the Slavic family, where itesf conditions case syncretism and
thus qualifies as a sub-gender (cf. (45a.) belowBy contrast, it has not been
discussed in much detail with regard to the soast-eepresentative of the Slavic
group, Bulgarian, which has lost its case declevssighat is more, some 2@entury
Bulgarian linguists explicitly note the diminishewbrphological clout of animacy in
the language, in comparison to its modern Slaviatives or to earlier stages of
Bulgarian itself (cf. Andréin (1942: 88) and Andr&n, Kostov, Nikolov (1972:
169), quoted in Kostadinova (1995: 54)). Howevechsstatements are not entirely
accurate, as we are about to demonstrate.

Grammatical gender is traditionally defined asta syntactic subclasses of
nouns primarily controlling agreement (Gleason ([19827), quoted in Aronson
(1964: 87); cf. Corbett (1988a: 8), Corbett (19910pnsequently, agreement is
essential in establishing the inventory of gramosdtigenders. If they are to be
distinguished on the basis of the patterning of alestrative pronouns or adjectives
(in the singular), then Bulgarian undoubtedly haee: masculine (44a.), feminine

(44b.) and neuter (44c.) (cf. Aronson (1964: 8&&) Section 3 above).

“ISee Corbett (1991: 265), Aoun, Benmamoun and $pert{1994: 197), Haspelmath (2004b: 12),
Bril (2004: 499-500), Mataso&i(2004: 47ff), Dahl (2008: 147ff), Pencheva (200@mrie (1989:
190), Smith-Stark (1974), Croft (1990: 111-7, 1IB30), Eggert (2002: 94ff), de Swart et al. (2008:
131ff), Mak et al. (2002), van Nice and Dietrictd(B); for English, see Rosenbach (2005), Smith-
Stark (1974: 664ff)), Hundt (2004), Quirk et al98b: §5.117), Huddleston and Pullum (2002:
477).

“?See Corbett (1980), Mare$ (1967), Huntley (198@) lamskowski (1986); for Old Church Slavonic,
see Matasovi (2004: 66), Duridanov et al. (1991: 141, 201, 430Huntley (1980: 196-7) and
MareS (1967); for Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian, seeb€r(1988h: 45ff) for Polish; Wechsler and
Zlati¢ (2000: 799); also cf. Crockett (1976, chaps. 3 dpdCorbett (1981a: 59), Corbett (1991:
267) and Corbett (2006: 179) for Russian and a wadge of typological data and generalisations.
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(44) Grammatical gender in Bulgarian on the basis of egnent with attributive
determiners and adjectives:

a. mo3u OvpeeH cmon

tozi ghven stol

this.M.SG wooden[M.SG] chair(M)[SG]

‘this wooden chair’ [invented by author]
b. masu ovpeen-a mac-a

tazi gtven-a mas-a

this.F.SG  wooden-F.SG table(F)-SG

‘this wooden table’ [invented by author]
C. moea 0bpBeH-0 nean-o

tova atven-o legl-o

this.NT.SG wooden-NT.SG bed(NT)-SG

‘this wooden bed’ [invented by author]
d. mesu Oovpeen-u cmoJn-oge

tezi drven-i stol-ove

this.PL wooden-PL chair(M)-PL

‘these wooden chairs’ [invented by author]
e. me3u ()bp@@l—l-u mac-u

tezi drven-i mas-i

this.PL wooden-PL table(F)-PL

‘these wooden tables’ [invented by author]
f. mesu O0vpeen-u ae2n-a

tezi drven-i legl-a

this.PL wooden-PL  bed(NT)-PL

‘these wooden beds’ [invented by author]

On the other hand, we will set up the followingsdes for Russian if we
compare noun phrases in the accusative singulaan Janimate gender (45)a.; 2. a
masculine gender (45)b.; 3. a feminine gender (43)ca neuter gender (45%.
(Aronson (1964: 88)). From this, we can deduce #mathacy has its own inalienable

niche in the grammar of Russian.

(45) Grammatical gender in Russian based on adjectigab@ament in the accusative

singular:

a. bobU-020 Yyenoeek-a
bol's-6go celovék-a
large-ACC/GEN.M.SG man(M)-ACC/GEG
‘large man’

b. 6orvw-oi oom
bol’s-0j dom
large-ACC/NOM.M.SG  house(M)[ACC/NOM.SG]

‘large house’

“In fact, while animacy in Russian is a sub-gendethe masculine in the singular, in the plural it
supersedes the threefold gender division into namsgfeminine and neuter (C. M. MacRobert, (p.

c.).
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C. bonbuL-yio 3a0au-y

bol's-Gju zadku
large-ACC.F.SG task(F)-ACC.SG
‘large task’

d. bonvu-oe OKH-0
bol's-6e okn-0
large-ACC/NOM.NT.SG window(NT)-ACC/NOM.SG
‘large window’

[Aronson (1964: 88)]

Arguments can be advanced in support of analyBuigarian animacy as a
morpho-syntactic feature as well. It appears t@imglto morpho-syntax due to the
existence of a separate ‘count’ plural form of mowvhich is inflectionally distinct
and in the standard language is only available &sauline inanimate nouns when
they follow a numeral (e.g. ‘two courses’); the obyplural form (46)a. can be
contrasted to the regular plural form (46)b. Crligia46)c. shows that the count
plural is (prescriptively) disallowed if the nouashhuman reference.

(46) Plurality in Bulgarian:

a.Count PL form: b. Regular PL form
06-a Kypc-a MHO20 Kypc-o6e

dv-a kurs-a mnogo kurs-ove
two-M course(M)-COUNT many course(M)-PL
‘two courses’ ‘many courses’

c. Count PL form

?06-a  cmyoenm-a

dv-a student-a

two-M  student(M)-COUNT
‘two students’

This evidence is problematic, though. The divecgem the behaviour of
animates and inanimates is better interpreted asrdinate to the opposition of
quantification, and not as an independent gramiatmategory of animacy
(Stankiewicz (1968: 38)). In other words, theraisategory of quantification, which
encompasses the values of singular, plural andtcthun latter marked with its own

morpheme. It should be pointed out that even nal@emoting male persons can, and

often do, have a count form, although this is ddflg proscribed (cf. (46)c.). On this
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view, animacy has no independent status, but is gusemantic condition on the
choices made within the category of quantificatienth lack of it favouring the
dedicated count option.

Less controversial evidence to justify treatingraacy as a morpho-syntactic
feature in Bulgarian comes from the designated oiac personal forms of some
numerals likedv-a-ma‘two-M-PERSON'’ or relative pronouns likeogoto ‘whom’.
Those signal animacy as part of their morphologmake-up and also syntactically
agree in terms of animacy (cf. Englisfno/whom Chapter 5, Section 4). For instance,
the phrase ‘two students’ in (47)a. below has &igarof the numeral ‘two’ that is
only compatible with masculine nouns referring talenhumans (or groups with at
least one male). This “personal” member of the ¢igra is unacceptable with
inanimate controllers (47)b., which require the @enform (see (46)a. above). An
example involving the relative pronolngoto‘'whom’, which imposes analogous co-
occurrence restrictions, is given in (48).

(47) Personal form of numerals:

a.Personal numeral with humans: 06-a-ma cmyoenm-u
dv-a-ma student-i
two-M-PSN  student(M)-PL
‘two students’

b. Personal numeral with non-humans: *0g-a-ua Kypc-a
dv-a-ma kurs-a
two-M-PSN  course(M)-COUNT
‘two courses’

(48) wmwowc-a *oworco-a, KO-20-Mo

maz-a ldzd-a, ko-go-to

man(M)[SG]-DEF  rain(M)[SG]-DEF ~ who-ACC.BG.PSN-RELATIVE

BUO-51-X

vidj-a-x

see-PAST-1SG

‘the man/*rain whom | saw’

On the basis of these observations, it can beedrgjuat Bulgarian animacy

deserves morpho-syntactic recognition. The assegsnté its grammatical
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significance suggests that, as far as the strdconganisation of Bulgarian is
concerned, animacy is equated with the quality moale person” (cf. Kostadinova
(1995: 82)). As pointed out above, agreement iomamt for establishing the number
of grammatical gender classes in a language (cngon (1964: 87), Corbett (1988a:
8), Corbett (1991)). According to adjectival modi8 (in the singular), Bulgarian has
three genders — masculine, feminine and neuterreTaee other agreement targets,
such as the relative pronouns and numerals disgussave, which possess distinct
forms set aside for male humans. We thus arriteeatollowing fourfold elaboration:
masculine personal, masculine non-personal, femjmauter (cf. Aronson (1964: 89)
and Kostadinova (1995)). So, animacy, or more ately “male humanness”,
constitutes a masculine personal sub-gender. TdtdHat grammatical animacy does
not overlap with its semantic incarnation, clincliee point that it has to do with
morpho-syntax (cf. Stankiewicz (1968: 30)). Whamisre, some personified animals
or inanimate objects grammatically behave like ralse personal nouns (see
Aronson (1964: 95)).

In sum, while most Slavonic languages have a mogymtactic distinction
between animate and inanimate nouns which is szhlisy accusative-genitive
syncretisms (cf. the Russian example in (45) ahdelgarian, which lacks nominal
case declension, does not exhibit this distincthom does operate with a possibly
older morpho-syntactic category of male human/persbich was actually present in
Old Church Slavonic/Old Bulgarian and the earlw8tdc languagée’.

In addition, animacy in Bulgarian constrains thesagnent options with conjoined
singular nouns. Examining our data presented inti@ec4, 5 and 6 above, we
discovered that if the controllers denoted animadtes shared target was more likely

to be plural, whereas single-conjunct agreementgileel otherwise. Crucially, the

“ would like to thank Mary MacRobert for bringinkis up and for her help with the comparative and
historical aspect.
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animacy which influences agreement with conjoinedns does not seem to belong
to the grammatical system of the language. Unlikegrammaticalised counterpart,
which is confined to male humans, the animacyititatferes with the said agreement
patterns extends not just to males, but also tafesrand (higher) animéfs
Secondly, animacy is in no way reflected morphwlalty in the context of

coordination. Beard (1995: 59) altogether dismigbes claim that there is such a
grammatical category in any Slavic language, imsteaintaining that it is a semantic
category because no Slavic language, includingotines for which it seems very
central, ‘exhibits any special marker (affix, ettmj animacy, despite the plethora of
Gender, Number and Declension Class markers’. Aljhdt is indeed marked on the
Bulgarian relative pronoun and numerals discus®edey animacy is not flagged up
morphologically in coordinate NPs. Some might caodtehat, since animate and
inanimate conjuncts regularly participate in differ agreement patterns, they will
build their own separate gender classes, but shioi a tenable position because the
preferences for one agreement pattern over the atieejust non-robust tendencies.
Therefore, the animacy affecting agreement withjaioed nouns is not a morpho-
syntactic feature, but a semantic condition on remgender agreeméfit

To sum up, a category such as animacy cannot benhigaously labelled as

purely grammatical or semantic. In Bulgarian, ipears to be:

1. a morphosyntactic featur@n the grounds of special “masculine personal”

forms of numerals and relative pronouns);

“It should be conceded that the status of animadslile dubious because they were grouped with
inanimates in some of the experiments. Furthernitoger” animals like bees might have to be
excluded, so in that respect the animacy whichceffagreement patterns does not completely
overlap with purely semantic animacy.

“*This is similar to the effect animacy has on the w$ the count plural form of nouns in the
prescriptively standard register. Unlike the us¢hefcount form, however, the effect of animacy on
agreement with conjoined nouns is not a resultre$qriptive pressures.
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2. a semantic feature relevant to syntéx semantic condition affecting

grammatical choices, such as the choice of couataplforms, as well as the
agreement choices with coordinate NPs);

3. a purely semantic featife

What distinguishes 2. from 3. is that the formerlymat cover lower animals, for
example. Those instantiations of animacy in Bulyageem to be more akin to points
on a blurry continuum than conceptual spaces wehrecut boundaries. However, it
can be confidently concluded that the animacy whittis as a condition on agreement
patterns with conjoined nouns falls within the reofisemantics. Therefore, the plea
we put in at the beginning of the chapter, namiefit syntax needs to have access to
meaning, remains valid. While it would be bizafreargets in a language only agreed
with potential controllers which referred to redjaatts, our case study has verified
that Bulgarian is more likely to employ resolvedesgnent with nouns which denote
animate beings. This is yet another argument idawf models of grammar in
which syntax has a way of manipulating semantiorimftion. We try to achieve that

in the next section.

“’Corbett (1981: 75) also argues that the semartitife of animacy should be strictly kept apart from
its syntactic reflection if there are discrepandiesveen them.
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8. Formal Analysis
8.1. Index, Concord and NP-Internal Agreement in Blgarian

This section is an attempt to formalise our figdinwithin the theoretical
framework outlined and developed in previous chaptéds already demonstrated,
Bulgarian attributive elements with scope over t@o more) singular nouns can
replicate either the plural (resolved) featuresatif conjuncts or the number and
gender of the closest one. This makes an analyserins of index agreement within
the Bulgarian NP preferable to an analysis whichoives resolved agreement in
index and closest-conjunct agreement in concorgtli if we assume that the index
of two singular nouns is computed to produce plunaimber, then a plural
determiner/pre-modifier must pick out this resolvedlue. This is the only
explanation our model makes available for suchetarghey can result neither from
distributive agreement with the features of eachjuact nor from single-conjunct
agreement with the features of the closest conjuimctaddition, we believe that
concord is unable to participate in feature comiorta(cf. Chapter 2).

On the other hand, we cannot tell for sure whiobpprties single-conjunct
agreement actually utilises: index or concord, bheeahere are no Bulgarian nouns
with obvious mismatches comparable to those attest8erbian/Croatian. Therefore,
it is preferable to rely on the index features tloe single-conjunct pattern as well,
purely for the sake of economy and consistencyceSiplural determiners and
modifiers must make use of them anyway, then singpler and more economical to
stipulate that when agreement is just with the estazontroller, it is also sensitive to
the index features (although they happen to bedhge as the concord ones).

One might ask if the concord-index distinction éxis Bulgarian at all, and if
one cannot do without it. We believe that the folafelaboration into declension,

concord, index and semantics from Chapter 1, Sedtib, needs to be upheld, so that
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we can account for cases likewvuuze/momte ‘girl’, which is grammatically neuter
but denotes females, just like Germdiddchen Hence, the clause-internal domain
will normally be dominated by the neuter, but ferlaway in the discourse a switch
can be made to the feminine (e.g. on a pronoumennext sentence). And yet, the
split here is probably not between index and cahcbut between index and
semantics. Attributive elements wigfirl, as well as relative pronouns and predicative
participles, have to be neuter. Only a personahqua in a different clause is allowed
to be semantically justified.

By contrast, the misalignments in words likeuya/baSta ‘father’ and
osooldjado ‘grandfather’, are either between morphology andncood, or
alternatively, between concord and index. Formalljgwal/basta ‘father’,
cvous/sadija ‘judge’, and cryealsluga ‘servant’, look like feminine nouns because
they end in—a They also take the feminine singular definiteicket —mal-ta.
Similarly, os0oldjado ‘grandfather’ anduuuol/cico ‘uncle’ have the morphological
make-up of neuter nouns and also host the defariiele typical for that gender.
However, all attributive and predicative targets, well as relative and personal
pronouns that co-occur with such controllers havéd masculine (cf. the word for
‘girl’ above).

The Bulgarian definite article behaves like anliéncor phrasal affix which
appears on the first nominal element of the NPhwihich it forms a single word, as
they “move” together and no other units may be riesk between them). If
bawalbasStais the first or only nominal element, it will gehe feminine definite
article: 6awa-malbaStata ‘father-the’ (see (51) below). If there is a prespd
adjective, the adjective will be the landing sitedahe article will be masculine:
oobpu-am obawaldobrijat baSta‘good-the father (see (51)). If we preserve index

agreement within the NP, such nouns can be saidnamifest concord-index



mismatches. The definite article will pick up thencord features of the head when it
attaches directly to it, but will otherwise operatth index. This entails postulating

concord agreement within the morphological/word ritaries of the head noun, but
index agreement elsewhere within the noun phrase (@9)).

Some scholars might argue that the choice doesleymend on grammatical
gender, but on phonological sh&peror example, if a noun ends in a consonant, it
gets the-vm(-am)/-at(-jat) allomorph; if it ends in /a/, it gets thewa/-ta allomorph,
and so on and so forth. It just so happens thatdeemajority of nouns that end in /a/
are feminine, with only a handful of exceptionggelfather, judge andservant Such
“exceptions” combine withmal-ta, not because they are morphologically feminine,
but because of the word-final /a/ vowel. Althoudte tadoption of phonological
principles seems appealing and might successfulty sp the way articles work in
the pluraf®, there is evidence against employing a sound-bamthanism, at least in
the singular.

While most masculine nouns do end in a consomawt are accordingly
assigned thewm(-am)/-at(-jat) variant, as inwrzexap-sm/mlekar-jat ‘milkman(M)-
the’, nposzopey-»mlprozorecat ‘window(M)-the’, there is a sizeable group of mioop

syntactically feminine nouns which also end in asmmant (instead of the usual

“8For more on the Bulgarian definite article, seet®ca(1993: 202), BojadZiev, Kucarov and Ben
(1999: 469-74, 516), Tilkov et al. (1983a: 36-75ff1167-70, 186, 195) and PaSov (1999). Cf.
Ortmann and Popescu (2000), who insist that thaitkefarticle in Romanian and Bulgarian is a
suffix and come up with specifications within thentain of morphology which are in the spirit of
our own.

“In the plural, selection is based on phonologiealagalisations. The allomorph-isa/-ta if the plural
noun ends in /a/, oiel-te if the plural noun has a final /i/ or /e/ (seekdi et al. (1983a: 123) and
Scatton (1993: 202)). Neuter plural nouns usuatlg & /a/ and go withmal-ta, whereas non-
neuter plural nouns often end in /i/ or /e/ and @asequently marked as definite withe/-te, so
the article can be argued to agree in gender (ngatenon-neuter) in the plural as well (cf. Tilkov
et al. (1983a: 103ff, esp. 105) and Scatton (19%®-203) on building plurals in Bulgarian).
Exceptions like the neuter plural foanene/ramene'shoulders’, which has a word-final /e/ and
takes-mel-te, or the masculine plurahbmuwalpatiSta ‘roads’, which ends in /a/ and takesa/-ta,
can be said to change their gender in the pluraléver, this explanation might be too excessive
and theory-driven. This issue aside, plural adyesti numerals and pronouns are consistently made
definite with -me/-te, following the plural agreement marker-/-i-. Muozo/mnogo‘much/many’
selects mol-to, but it ends in /o/, like a neuter singular nouradjective, and is compatible with
plural or singular mass nouns of any gender.
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feminine singular suffixa, just as in Serbian/Croatian — cf. Chapter 2, iSBed.1).

Such nouns, however, require the femininea/-ta article despite their final

consonant, as imo6recm-maldoblest-ta ‘valour(F)-the’, mraoocm-malmladost-ta

‘youth(F)-the’. Lexemes with the same final phoneraa belong to different genders

and are thus compatible with different articlespuc-»m/miris-at ‘smell(M)-the’ and

opuc-maloris-ta ‘fate(F)-the®®. What is more, there are consonantal stems whigh var

in gender, e.gupax/prax ‘dust’ (cf. Burov et al. (1995: 569)). They are sgiimes

treated as masculine and sometimes as feminineivieg the appropriate definite

affix in line with their grammatical gender, degpthe fact that the phonological

shape of the stem remains constant.

The most concise analysis therefore

involves cahcgor

possibly

morphological) agreement between the noun andrtieeaattached to it, in addition

to index agreement for all other NP-internal tastfetin this way, articles will pick

out concord when suffixed directly to the head noamd index if they appear on

another nominal element, as shown in (49). A ditfegward example for a

masculine and a feminine noun is given in (50).rMvagches are illustrated in (51).

(49) Co-occurrence constraints on Bulgarian articleshe singular:

a) MASCULINE
-oml-at (-aml-jat), -al-a(-a/-ja)

b) FEMININE
-mal-ta

c) NEUTER
-mol-to

(1CONCORD GEND)=M
(1CONCORD NUM)=SG
(within N)

{CONCORD GEND)=F
{CONCORD NUM)=SG
(within N)

{CONCORD GEND)=N
{CONCORD NUM)=SG
(within N)

OR:

OR:

OR:

(1INDEX GEND)=M
(1INDEX NUM)=SG
(within NP)

(t1INDEX GEND)=F
G INDEX NUM)=SG
(within NP)

(tINDEX GEND)=N
G INDEX NUM)=SG
(within NP)

*The same idea extends to syncretic numerals Adigsu/parvi ‘first’. In isolation, this form is
ambiguous between masculine singular and plurdlidfmasculine singular, it takes the masculine
singular articles(m)/-ja(t). As expected, it takes the plural artiele/-te when plural.

*IAs opposed to appealing to a combination of geaderphonological make-up, which has been the
traditional approach (cf. Bojadziev, Kucarov anadee (1999: 469-74, 516)).
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(50)a. cmon-vm OvpseHu-am cmon
stol-at darveni-jat stol
chair(M)[SG]-DEF.M.SG wooden[M.SG]-DEF.M.SG  atii1)[SG]
‘the chair’ ‘the wooden chair’

(50)b. mac-a-ma Ovpeen-a-ma mac-a
mas-a-ta gtven-a-ta mas-a
table(F)-SG-DEF.F.SG wooden-F.SG-DEF.F.SG tabl8@)
‘the table’ ‘the wooden table’

(51)a. 6baw-a-ma 006pu-sam baw-a
bast-a-ta dobri-jat bast-a
father(F/M)-SG-DEF.F.SG| good[M.SG]-DEF.M.SG &tt-/M)-SG
‘the father’ ‘the good father’

(51)b. 0s0-0-mo 006pu-sm 0510-0
djad-o-to dobri-jat djad-o
grandadN/M)-SG-DEF.N.SG | good[M.SG]-DEF.M.SG grandadN/M)-SG
‘the grandfather’ ‘the good grandfather’

Returning to the attributive targets we have beamcerned with in previous
sections, a choice exists NP-internally betweemgighe resolved index, which
results in plural agreement, or using the indethefclosest controller (cf. Chapter 2).
The order of some determiners, such as demongratonouns, relative to the head
noun is fairly fixed. Other determiners, such assgssive pronouns, as well as pre-
modifying adjectives, can come either before orerafthe head. We therefore
formulate all the constraints by making referercéhe closest conjunct, as opposed
to the leftmost one.

A possessive pronoun likeeecos/negov'his’ will have four inflectional forms
— M.SG, F.SG, NT.SG and PL. Similarly to their SenfCroatian cognates (cf.

Chapter 2, the singular forms will only be able to partidipan obligatory closest-

*2A notable point of divergence is that, whereas Berand Croatian attributive targets tend to impose
concord, and sometimes also index, requiremergs, Bulgarian counterparts are best analysed as
mostly interested in index. We do not share OseBo(2008: 60) view that what she terms
“semantic” agreement is only available outside N If we take “semantic” as used by Osenova
to mean index in the way it is used here, it becorlear that what Osenova calls “semantic”
agreement can be active within the NP. This is destrated by the option of placing a plural
determiner/pre-modifier in front of two coordinatsitigular nouns, which is semantically justified,
in contrast to the purely grammatical singular foil@senova’s assertion is also invalidated by
examples likevo-[i]-amlmo-a-ma xoneca mo-[j]-jat/mo-ja-ta kolega‘'my-M.SG-DEF/my-F.SG-
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conjunct agreement, as shown in (52). It will al&/ée sensible to interpret the plural
as the outcome of resolution, hence the equatio(B3°.

(52) Agreement constraints imposed by a singular attieutarget:

negov negova
(1 PRED) = ‘his’ ¢ PRED) = ‘his’

(1c INDEX GEND) =M (c INDEX GEND) = F
(1cINDEX NUM) = SG ¢cINDEX NUM) = SG
negovo

(1 PRED) = ‘his’

(1c INDEX GEND) = NT
(1cINDEX NUM) = SG

(53) Agreement constraints imposed by a plural attrizeitiarget

negovi

(1 PRED) = ‘his’

(1 INDEX NUM) = PL

Alternatively, we could assume that all four items(52) and (53) require
optional closest-conjunct agreement (expressed with notation {) INDEX)),
allowing them to work either with the resolved fgat of the NP as a whole or with
the features of the nearest noun. The resolutites mrould then have to prevent the
singular members of the paradigm from accessinghdeessary values (as number
would not normally resolve to singular), wherea® tplural form would be
redundantly permitted to access the plural featofethe conjunct next to it. When
two conjuncts list separate roles or charactessifdhe same person or object, single-
conjunct agreement is obligatory, as becomes eviftem (54). A plural target is
banned, since it would suggest that reference ten@two individuals (cf. Corbett’s
Hierarchies). More discussion will follow below.
(54) Mapus M., usgecmHu-a-ma akmpuc-a U  noaumuk

Marija M.,  izvestn-a-ta aktris-a ipolitik

Maria M. famous-F.SG-DEF.F.SG actress(F)-SG anoditician(M)[SG]
‘Maria M., the famous actress and politician’ [BPpvogramme, 19 Nov 2011]

DEF fellow-student’, where agreement is determibgdhe sex of the referent.
**These constraints will be enriched below.
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There are Bulgarian determiners which seem to mksidbutive (concord?)
agreement (at least in number), e@xu, scuuxulvseki, vsiki ‘each, every, all’. 1 do
not have a solid explanation of such behaviourrtdpam the vague comments about
meaning (cf. Section 4). It is hardly a coincidetizat their English equivalents have
a similar effect and favour singularity, as showif35).

(55) a.This man and woman are/*is trying to find their waack.
b.Each man and woman is/?are trying to find their veagk

(56) a. BCUUKU MbIIC-€ u JHCeH-U
vsicki miz-e i zen-i
all.PL man(M)-PL and  woman(F)-PL
‘all men and women’
b. *gcuuKu MBIHC u IHCEH-A
vskki maz i Zen-a
all.PL man(M)[SG] and  woman(F)-SG
‘all man and woman’
C. *scuuxu MBIHC-€ u JHCeH-a
vsicki miz-e i Zzen-a
all.PL man(M)-PL and  woman(F)-SG
‘all men and woman’
(57) a. 6CeKu MBIHC u Jlcen-a
vseki naz [ Zen-a

every.M.SG man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG
‘every man and woman’

b. *6cexu MBIHC u IHCEH-U
vseki n&z [ zen-i
every.M.SG man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-PL
‘every man and women’

The plural Bulgarian quantifie¢cuuxulvsicki ‘all’ in (56) seeks controllers
which are both grammatically and semantically glura(57), the masculine singular
form ecexulvseki ‘every’ requires distributive number agreement, addition to
matching the gender of the closest conjunct onlhe present model makes it possible
to capture the idiosyncrasies of such targets éencibnstraints associated with their
lexical entries. More discussion of the words feach/every/all’ can be found in
Chapter 5.

The configurations we have seen here are fairyilai to what we saw for

Serbian and Croatian in Chapter 2. The additiomfairmation that we have gathered

152



about Bulgarian is that settling on an appropratget is affected by factors such as
the animacy and topicality of the controller. Ia @urrent state, our model only tells
us what the conceivable patterns are, but doesenable us to incorporate the
generalisations governing the selection of a patt€his is what we try to do in the

final section.

8.2. The Inclusion of Animacy in the Formal Model 6 Agreement

We will focus only on animacy for now, leaving fitr future projects to
formalise in a similar vein the contribution of tbéher variables, like sameness of
gender, grammatical role, etc. Any theoretical ttrest would have to take account
of the fact that those are not hard and fast rldes,approximate tendencies. The
multiple factors, as well as their statistical mafican be expressed with Optimality-
Theory-style violable constraints which are notkesth very high (cf. Eggert (2002:
180ff)). In addition, attaching different restrimtis to different targets in accordance
with their syntactic behaviour will allow us to amkwledge the target effects that
came up in the preceding discussion.

In order to model the influence of animacy, weldaenrich the constraints
associated with the lexical entries of the varitargets, such as the determiner ‘his’
from (52) and (53) above. We will have to decldrat tthese constraints are violable,
for instance with a proviso that the parts of thées which refer to the value of
ANIM ** are optional or somehow weaker.

(58) Constraints for a plural target:
{(1INDEX NUM) = PL, (1ANIM) = + | (1c INDEX NUM) = PL, (1 ANIM) # +}

>} am indebted to my supervisor Prof. Mary Dalrymfgleher help with the notation.

*When we write fANIM) = +, we mean that animacy is a distributiversntic feature characterising
all conjuncts. When we writg ANIM) # +, we mean that not all conjuncts are animatéast one
of them is not, while the others may or may not\léth this stipulation in place, we explain why
coordinated phrases exclusively made up of animaédtern in one way, whereas coordinations
consisting only of inanimates or a mix of animades inanimates pattern differently. Note that this
does not solve the problem of combining a humanamdnimal — we would expect them to work
just like a pairing of persons, but they might ndare research needs to be done on this.
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The equation in (58) is actually a disjunctive eéttwo instructions which
regulate the behaviour of a plural determiner dribattive adjective in different
environments. Gender is superfluous here. TheHha#t(before the vertical line) says
that the chosen target agrees either with the inofexa plural, non-coordinated
animate noun or with the plural resolved index ofc@ordinate phrase whose
conjuncts denote animates. This follows from defin(f INDEX) as ‘the INDEX
features of a non-coordinate phrase, or the reddNBPEX features of a coordinate
phrase’ (cf. Chapter 2, Section 5).

The second half will let such a target agree eith@lusively with the index
features of the nearest conjunct, if the coordinaltease consists of inanimate
controllers (e.g. ‘these chairs and table(s))with the plural index of a stand-alone
inanimate noun (e.gmesu necnaltezi legla ‘these beds’). This follows from the
definition of (f; INDEX) from Chapter 2, Section 5. Most importantilliye absence of
brackets around the subscripted “C” indicates tifate are dealing with a coordinate
phrase, agreement with the closest conjunct igatdry. Resolution is thus outlawed
in the context of two or more singular inanimates.

The constraints for a singular target are analsg@ee (59)). A singular
determiner or attributive adjective operates in #ane manner and in the same
environments as its plural counterpart, the onfietence being that it combines with
singular nouns and always enforces single-conjagtement.

(59) Constraints for a singular target:
(1c INDEX NUM) = SG
{(1ANIM) = +, N1,= N2°°| ({ANIM) # +}

In the simplest scenario, the equations in (59kermthe determiner/modifier
compatible with a singular, non-conjoined noun if@atie or inanimate). Resolution in

Bulgarian never results in singular features, wlésere is a single denotatum

*%N1,;= N2" does not belong to LFG’s notational toolbox -sian informal shorthand signifying that
the two conjuncts are co-referential.
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involved. If two conjoined nouns do not refer t@ ttame person, the overall index of
the phrase will be plural, which means that a demguleterminer will not be
grammatical, even if it were allowed to detect tkesolved features. If the same
individual is being described, the strategy halsd@losest-conjunct agreement (as we
saw in (54) above) — this is taken care of by theai half of the second line of (59),
which permits, say, the singular possessive prorowagree with its nearest animate
controller, as long as the other animate contraleco-referential with it (but not
otherwise, thus banishing singular targets fromt&xts of conjoined animates). The
final part of the notation, after the vertical ljngtates that the target in question
matches the singular index features of the conjmest to it, when the coordinate
phrase consists of inanimates.

In sum, (59) guarantees our singular target a pagsage to the following
“destinations”: a non-conjoined singular noun (agienor inanimate), a pairing of co-
referential, singular, animate controllers, or aripg of inanimate (or mixed)
controllers at least the nearest of which is siagulf we wanted to get rid of the
clumsy notational device of N3N2, which ensures referential identity in (59) in a
rather brutal manner and is not standard in LFG,cagld emend our constraint to
what is displayed in (60).

(60) More LFG-friendly constraints for a singular target
{(1 INDEX NUM) = SG, ¢ANIM) = + | (1c INDEX NUM) = SG, ¢ANIM) # +}

Then the target would be free to agree either tighsingular index of a non-
conjoined animate head, or with the singular resblindex of an NP of the type of
“my friend and colleague”, provided that one perditla both roles. The resolved
index can only be singular when the two (or moighs are co-referential, so the
desired effect of ruling out a singular target witbnjoined, non-co-referential
animate controllers follows naturally, without anged to state the co-referentiality

condition explicitly. The part after the verticahé in (60) is essentially the same as
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(59). Even if (60) is implemented, gender would $tave to be separately specified
as firmly committed to closest-conjunct agreemerd. (“(Tc INDEX GEND) =
MASC”).

In spite of its technical elegance, the alterreatproposal in (60) entails a
claim that the same target simultaneously partiegpa@ resolved and single-conjunct
agreement with its various features. This mighabeberration in terms of typology
and common-sense linguistic intuition, but is nobheard of (cf. Chapter 1, Section 5;
Chapter 2, Sections 5 and 6.1). In addition, adgpthe streamlined notation would
also entail a claim that single-conjunct agreenvemitks differently when two items
are being described (e.g. ‘this man and womant),va@inere there are two descriptions
of the same item (e.g. ‘my friend and colleague/hich it might do in view of the
special semantic circumstances.

Our formalisation from this section is in a way ashaptation of insights that
grammars can actually be gradient (cf. Bresnan Hang (2008)). It might even be
argued that such constraints are extra-syntactidatong to performance, rather than
competence (see Aronoff and Fudeman (2007: 214yyallsas Rosenbach (2008:

163) and the references cited there).

9. Conclusion

In this chapter, we have reaffirmed that syntaxegher self-contained nor
independent of semantic and pragmatic forces. \"&¢ feviewed research into the
influence of natural and accidental coordinationagneement patterns in Finnish and
how this has been represented in the LFG framewbnkas then proved that the
semantic feature of animacy has a significant efd@cagreement in Bulgarian (as in
many other languages). Similar solutions were sbéighthe new findings, again

making use of the flexible formalism of LFG.
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CHAPTER 4

Ellipsis and Closest-Conjunct Agreement

1. Introduction: Two Views on Closest-Conjunct Agrement

Two agreement possibilities with conjoined nouasi¢ng others) have been
discussed so far in the chapters on Serbian/Croatial Bulgarian — either plural
agreement with the resolved features of all indigldcontrollers (1), or agreement
exclusively with the features of the closest one Zhas been taken for granted that
the hierarchical organisation of such examples nesnassentially the same,
irrespective of the pattern chosen. On this viesthl{1) and (2) are coordinations of
two N-bar constituents which do not form a Nound3er— the NP is not complete
until we have added the determiner that takes sowpeboth N-bar units (cf. Fig. 1
and Fig. 2 below). This is to be contrasted to anlwoation of two full NPs,
illustrated in (3) and Fig. 3, where the secondjwact has its own definite article
which is incompatible with the demonstrative promdaf. Chapter 3, Section 312)
Neither will we posit different phrase structuresresponding to different agreement
configurations with other targets, such as attnleuadjectives, relative pronouns or
verbs (unless there are good reasons for it, d8)in We believe that it does not
matter whether the target is plural, as in (1)iogular, as in (2) — the c-structure tree
does not change (Fig. 1 and Fig. 2). In the spiritFG, we deal with the various
agreement alternatives at f-structure. This shbdpter provides argumentation in

support of this claim, both within the NP and odksit.

The representation in Fig. 3 violates LFG’s Lexitategrity Principle, which states that syntactic
rules cannot operate with parts of words (cf. Dalple (2001: 83ff)). Strictly speaking, the definite
morpheme of the second NP should come under thedd, ras it is within the word boundaries of
the head noun (cf. Tilkov et al. (1983a: 26-7) 8ujadziev, Kucarov and Pé&ev (1999: 469)). We
accord it a separate Det node in order to get @imtpacross. For proposals about the phrase-
structural organisation of Bulgarian NPs, includimge diagrams, see BojadZiev, Kucarov and
Pertev (1999: 514ff) and Osenova and Simov (2007: 71ff)
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(1)  mesu 2nany u berom-a

tezi glanc i bieh

this.PL sheen(M)[SG] and  whitenesgRB

literally: ‘these sheen and whiteness’ (meanitigs‘sheen and whiteness’)
(2)  mosu 2nany u berom-a

tozi glanc [ |doca

this.M.SG sheen(M)[SG] and  whitenesgB)-

‘this sheen and whiteness’
(3)  mosu 2nany u berom-a-ma

tozi glanc i beb-ta

this.M.SG sheen(M)[SG] and  whitenesSB-DEF.F.SG

‘this sheen and the whiteness’

Fig. 1 Fig. 2
NP
T NP
Det NE D{\NI
T
tezi N Conj N ‘ / \ |
this.PL ‘ ‘ ‘ tozi N' Conj N
. this.M.SG \ | |
N i N |
‘ e ‘ " alnd b
e yo glanc belot-a

hit F)-SG
sheen(M)[SGwhiteness(F) sheen(M)[SGWwhiteness(F)-SG
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Fig. 3

NP
NP Conj NP
Det/ ‘ ‘\
N' i N' Det
‘ ‘ and |
tozi N N -ta
this.M.SG ‘ -DEF.F.SG
belot-a
glanc Whiteness(F)-SG

sheen(M)[SG]

As is often the case in linguistics, this is rieg bnly position one could adopt.
Some scholars would say that (2) is in fact a pgiaf two full NPs, and Fig. 2 should
therefore look like Fig. 3, rather than Fig. 1, dese there might be an invisible,
ellipted or deleted determiner in front of the sataonjunct in (2). For instance,
Crockett (1976, chaps. 3 and 4) and A. Maykova . pmostulate different
(underlying) constituent structures for resolvedl aosest-conjunct agreement in
Russian, resorting to ellipsis or reduction in tbentext of the latter. Aoun,
Benmamoun and Sportiche (1994) also offer an d&liguction treatment of
subject-verb agreement in Arabic. On the basis h#irt Arabic data, Aoun,
Benmamoun and Sportiche (1994) argue that a verbemuy with the second
conjunct of a conjoined subject merits an analysiterms of clausal coordination,
since lexemes likdoth togetheror eachare not allowed with partial agreement;
neither are verbs requiring plural subjects likeet(cf. Johannessen (1996) and
Lakoff and Ross (1970)). Working on the assumptlaat single-conjunct agreement

is impossible with collective or reciprocal preda&s proponents of this approach



believe that the single-conjunct pattern arisemfem underlying coordination of two
full phrases or clauses, each of which has its canriroller and target, with identical
phrasal or clausal material subsequently deletée. dbservation that collective or
reciprocal predicates cannot just mirror the prbeerof the closest conjunct is
regarded as evidence in favour of this doctrinachgargets are said to co-occur with
an authentic coordination of nouns (or NPs/DPsgeddmg on the domain) and are
not derived via reduction or ellipsis. In the sext to follow, it will be maintained

that this disjunctive proposal is untenable crasgtiistically, and there is a viable

alternative explanation for the phenomena adducéd defence.

2. Closest-Conjunct Agreement within the NP

Let us start with the NP-internal domain. We fsgst out to find targets with
reciprocal meaning that nevertheless exhibit sheglgunct agreement. This in itself
can refute the second hypothesis outlined in theodaction. The search for the
Bulgarian string in (4) produced no results on theernet, whereas the resolved
configuration in (5) was attested on many web pa@es preliminary investigation
proved that it is next to impossible to come acresgprocal dependents that pick up

the features of a distinguished conjunct.

(4)  npeevpnam MBIHC u orcen-a

predirnat F174 i Zen-a

embraced[M.SG] man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG

‘an embracing man and woman’ [no Google hits]
(5)  npeevpuam-u  mvouc u JHCeH-a

predirnat-i niz [ zen-a

embraced-PL  man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG

‘an embracing man and woman’ [many Googld hits

However, such examples do exist, even though @neyard to come by. The
adjectives in (6) definitely apply to both nounsit if (6) had been generated via

deletion or ellipsis and we “recovered” the suppbsemissing instances of
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‘compatible’ and ‘interacting’ in front of the sewd controller, the phrase would
make no sendeThis deals a heavy blow to the ellipsis accoletched out in the

introduction. It transpires that the agreementgpast with reciprocals cannot be
invoked to uphold it. There is independent motwatifor those targets to prefer

resolved agreement, which we go into below.

(6)
cvemMecmum u  gzaumooeticmea-ui xapoyep u  copmyep
savmestim i vzaimodejstva-St xarduer i softuer

compatible[M.SG] and interact-ing[M.SG] hardw@gSG] and software(M)[SG]
‘compatible and interacting hardware and software’
[brochure]
In the light of this evidence, we continue to assuthe same constituent

structure for examples (1), (2), (5), and*@pove, as well as the analogous one in (7)

below.

(7)  masu KHU2- U  KOMRNAKmMOUCK Cd...
tazi knig-a i konkp@isk sa...
this.F.SG book(F)-SG and CD(M)[SG]be.PRES.3PL...
‘This book and CD are...’ [web]

There are further reasons why the second conjun¢2) and (7) could not
possibly harbour an invisible stowaway determifiren though the deictic target in
(2) and (7) agrees only with the first noun in eaele, it takes scope over both of
them, because of the definite meaning of the NFwoAn phrase can lack an overt
determiner in Bulgarian, but then its referencandefinite. If kompaktdiskCD’
appears with no article or demonstrative pronouwjli mean ‘a CD’. However, this
interpretation is unavailable in (7), where the €&nh only be a unique one that is
known from the context of the speech act. When annphrase consists of a
determiner and a head, it is normally the head nbhahcan be omitted, as shown in

(8)a. Ellipsis of the dependent (including an htitive adjective for that matter) is

“Cf. Osenova (2004) on the semantic incongruitiesliifsis in the Bulgarian translations of phrases
like his neighbour and classmagghis neighbour and his classmate

%0f course, diagrams with adjectives will have toosp an extra N-bar node above the conjoined N-
bar. This is where the shared pre-modifiers wilifmerted, in compliance with X-bar Theory.
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ruled out in these circumstances — B’s respong8)im cannot be taken to hint at an
ellipted demonstrative pronoun, i.e. it cannot iynfthis] jacket’. In order to enforce
this reading, we would have to repeat the demamstraronoun. The only plausible
way to construe the actual response given in (8)that it has a zero determiner and
is therefore an indefinite NP meaning ‘a jackethigh is what makes it pragmatically
inappropriate as a reaction to the question in @jdcially, a zero determiner is not
an ellipted definite determiner — it is a membeth# class of Bulgarian determiners
equivalent to the English indefinite article (ciojBdziev, Kucarov and Péev (1999:

469-474, 514ff)).

(8) a.
A: Tosa nanm-o A ucka-ud? B: He, mosa.
Tova palt-o li iska-8? Ne, tova.
this.NT.SG coat(NT)-SG Q wani&2S NEG this.NT.SG
‘Is it this coat that you want?’ ‘Nitnis [one]’
[invented]
(8) b.
A: Tosa naim-o au  ucka-u? B: #He, sxe.
Tova palt-o li iska-§? #Ne, jake.
this.NT.SG coat(NT)-SG Q was NEG jacket(NT)[SG]
‘Is it this coat that you want?’ #No, a jacket.’
[invented]

3. Single-Conjunct Agreement outside the NP

In (6) above, we saw that ellipsis cannot alwagdrhsted as an explanation
for closest-conjunct agreement on attributive terg&here are similar issues with
reciprocal and collective targets in the clausahdm. The first couple of examples
we showcase below are more or less fossilised amimatic, and therefore
controversial, but still worth citing. The verb thar’ in (9) is third person singular,
so it only matches the person and number of the @onjunct. The third person
singular verb is ungrammatical with either conjupatits own, as demonstrated in

(10) and (11).
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9)

CvOp-a ce MAa-0 u eonim-o, om Oausou  oaney.
Sabr-a se mal-o I goljam-o, ot blizo i dale.
gather-PAST[3SG] REFL little-NT.SG and big-$G, from near and far
‘There gathered young and old, from near and far’

[Source: short storfgttp://otkrovenia.com/main.php?action=show&id=11840
(accessed on 10 Oct 2010)]

(10) *2Cwop-a ce Man-o

*?Sabr-a se mal-o

Gather-PAST[3SG] REFL little-NT.SG

‘There gathered young’

(11) *2Cwop-a ce 201M-0

*?Sabr-a se goljam-o

Gather-PAST[3SG] REFL big-NT.SG

‘There gathered old’

This suggests that a two-step process, initiatycgeding from full clausal
coordination with subsequent reduction, cannot Heeen how (9) was generated. A
collective interpretation for the adjectivesio u coramo/malo i goljamo‘little and
big’ (meaning ‘young and old’) is usually availamdaen they are conjoined. If they
appear in isolation, however, it is difficult totge collective reading. Nevertheless,
should one force such a reading, then the non-gmygosentences in (10) and (11)
might conceivably be semi-grammatical, but theyl stimain somewhat degraded,
probably because the individual adjectives can oogér be perceived as
nominalisations denoting a gréugEven if we accepted (10) and (11) as fully well-
formed, there would be insurmountable semanticaales. There gathered young and

old does not mean the same thingTagre gathered young and there gathered-eld

in the first instance, there is one gathering, whsrin the second instance, there are

‘It is useful to compare the nominalised adjectiveso u corsmo/malo i goljamo'litle and big’,
which disfavour a collective interpretation unlébsy appear together, to the expressiamuko
acusolvsicko zivo'(lit.) everything alive’, which is also neutemsjular but always has a collective
sense:

0] Cvop-a ce BCUUK-0 JHCUG-0
Sibr-a se vek-0 Ziv-0
Gather-PAST[3SG] REFL everything-NT.SG alive-SG.

‘Everyone gathered.’
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two, so the allegedly elliptical construction cahhave been derived through ellipsis
anyway. We return to semantic and pragmatic corlidas in Section 5 below.

The sentence in (9) may arguably be dismissed dsozen idiomatic
expression, but even so, before fossilising it ninzste been a productive pattern, as
indicated in the following quotation from a traditel Bulgarian folk song from ca.

17th or 18th c. presented in (12)a.

(12) a.
Cvop-a ce man-o u eonam-o, mypy-u, [omue,
Sabr-a se mal-o i goljam-o, turc-i, Done,

gather-PAST[3SG] REFL.ACC little-NT.SG and big-I$1G Turk-PL Done.VOC

u  owreap-u, oa cu Cmosn-a usnuma-m...
[ kilgar-i, da Si Stojan-a izpita-t...
and Bulgarian-PL COMP REFL.DAT Stojan-ACCtest-3PL

‘There gathered young and old, Turks, Done, and&iu#ns, in order to test Stojan’
[Source: Bulgarian folk song,

http://liternet.bg/folklor/sbornici/bnt/4/165.htmtth://liternet.bg/folklor/sbornici/bnt/
4/165.htm(accessed on 12 Dec 2010)]

(12) b.*Cvop-a ce mypy-u
*Sibr-a se turc-i
gather-PAST[3SG] REFL Turk-PL
‘There gathered Turks’

(12)c. Cvbp-a-xa ce mypy-u
Sibr-a-xa se turc-i
gather-PAST-3PL REFL Turk-PL
‘There gathered Turks’

Example (12)a. is of particular interest due to atiditional conjuncts. The verb
‘gathered’ definitely only agrees with the leftmasintroller, while at the same time
taking scope over all of them. Certainly it woulel lnthinkable to havewsopal/sibra
‘gathered.3SG’ combining with a plural noun likepyul/turci ‘“Turks’: (12)b. is out

because the plural subject needs a plural verb¢chwhigets in (12)c.; (13) is an
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analogue from English The first potential input of the original coordiion, prior to
the deletion operation, i.#There was gathered mysekfould be pragmatically and
semantically anomalous, whereas the second*dinere was gathered several major
officers would break the rules of subject-verb agreementpf@dicates likegather,
cf. Allan (1986: 130ff)).

(13) ...to the luncheon room whetkere was gathered myself and several major
officers of the Knights of Peter Claver and Ladies Auxiliary

[Source:

http://home.catholicweb.com/kofpc/index.cfm/NewsifdD=247034&from=home
(accessed on 25 May 2010)]

4. An Alternative Explanation

Ellipsis has been discredited as an explanatiantduhe material presented
here, but we still need to explain why single-cogfuagreement with reciprocal
targets is vanishingly rare (despite the attestative have discussed). It may well be
the case that the semantics of the target alsc @ayle in the choice of pattern, as
conjectured in Chapter 3. So does the semanticditdérent controllers or
conjunctions (cf. Chapters 3 and 5). Although its @ be acknowledged that
reciprocal lexemes are extremely reluctant to pigdie in single-conjunct agreement,
this reluctance need not be put down to ellipsignein Russian or Arabic. Ellipsis
implies that the reason should be sought in théasyie structure, whereas in fact it
lies elsewhere. Meanings like those of embracingoomning together, for instance, are
highly unlikely to trigger anything other than résml agreement since they
foreground all participants in the event, and st pne of them. In other words, they
presuppose a controller with a plural index, noteraivhether they get it through

coordination, as in (14)a., or through plural numierphology, as in (14)b.

®See Johanessen (1996) for more examples of reaiprilective and distributive predicates that co-
vary with the closest conjunct in Czech and Gern@amacho (2003: 111) provides such data
involving the verb ‘combined’ in Brazilian Portugee
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(14) a. npe2vpHa-m-u MBIHC u JHceH-a
pregirna-t-i n&z [ Zen-a
embrace-PASS.PPRT-PL man(M)[SG] and woman()-S
‘an embracing man and woman’

b. npe2vpHa-m-u xopa
pregirna-t-i xora
embrace-PASS.PPRT-PL people.PL
‘embracing people’

Wechsler and Zlatis (2003) model, which we have been working with
throughout this dissertation, can naturally prethet behaviour of these idiosyncratic
targets in conjoined and non-conjoined contextkealivhereas the ellipsis analysis
cannot be extended beyond coordination. The usagenoe reciprocal or collective
Bulgarian predicates is illustrated in (15), (1@)7) and (18) below.

(15) I1peevprna cel Cvopa ce ysnomo cenolmano u conamolepyna cmyoenmul* mwvorc u
acenal®* moorcl* mwvorce

Predgirna se/S8bra se cjaloto selo/malo i goljamo/grupa studemti’# i
Zena/*maz/*maze

Embraced[3SG]/Gathered[3SG] the whole village/youagd old/a group of
students/*a man and a woman/*a man/*men

‘There embraced/gathered the whole village/yound ali/a group of students/*a

man and a woman/*a man/*men) [invented]
(16)

Cyma ceam ce Hacvopa-n oa nocayua MAAO-U
Suma svjat se afaa-| da poslusa  mlad-i

a.sum world(M)[SG] REFL gather-PPRT[M.SG] COMs$tdn.to[3SG] young-PL

cocm-u

gost-i

guest(M)-PL

‘A large multitude gathered in order to listen be tyoung guests’.
[early 20" c. Bulgarian poem; Javorov (2002: 25)]

(17)

i 06 6ec-b 2pao-v cvObLPA-1-b cA

[ k& vess grad- wbera-l-p $

and AUX.3SG all-M.NOM.SG town(M)-NOM.SG ther-PPRT-M.SG REFL

Kb 08bp-eMdb

Kb dVer-eMb

to gate(F)-DAT.PL

‘And the whole town had gathered at the gates’ [@amov et al. (1991: 363)]

®Transliteration follows Cubberley (1993: 24) andnitley (1993).
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(18) Ilpecvpua-xa celCvopa-xa ce mwvoc u ocenalmwoice u ancenulmvoicelepyna
cmyoenmul ysiiomo ceno
Predirna-xa se/&bra-xa se v i Zzena/mize i Zeni/nmiZe/grupa studenti/?cjaloto selo

Embraced-3PL/Gathered-3PL a man and a woman/mermwann/men/a group of
students/?the whole village

‘There embraced/gathered a man and a woman/menwanten/men/a group of
students/?the whole village’ [invented]

It quickly becomes clear that the third-persorgslar forms can combine only
with controllers that are grammatically singulat Bemantically plural. To translate
this into the parlance of our framework, these étggake controllers with singular
index but plural semantits(see (19) below), as confirmed by the invented
combinations in (15), as well as the attested amg46) for Modern Bulgarian and
(17) for Old Bulgarian/Old Church Slavonic. We shmn(15) that a pairing of houns
like ‘man andwoman’, each with a singular index, does not mbketdriteria from
(19) below, because the first conjunct needs te lpdrral semantics (in addition to a
singular index); hence the singular forms of ‘gatlad ‘embrace’ are unacceptable
with ‘a man and woman’ (see (15)). Co-occurrencih whe word for ‘men’ is out of
the question too — ‘men’ does denote a pluralityitsuindex is not singular (cf. (15)
and (19)). According to (18), the plural incarnasoof these collective/reciprocal
verbs only require a plural index, as stated ir).(20
(19) Agreement constraints of the singular Bulgarianbgeior “gather”/“embrace”:
gather.3SG/embrace.3SG: 1¢SUBJ SEM) = PL

(tc SUBJ INDEX) = SG

(20) Agreement constraints of the plural Bulgarian veitns‘gather”/“embrace”:
gather.3PL/embrace.3PL 1 $UBJ INDEX) = PL

The examples above suggest that we can succgssifolliel the agreement

patterns with a verb like ‘gather’ by enforcing ganstraints in (19) and (20), without

"This is a split between index and semantics, assgipto index and concord, because verbs normally
agree with the index features of their subject® Wérbs under consideration here appear to impose
additional semantic restrictions on their contn@lléSome extra specifications of volitionality migh
also have to be put in place, but this is entinelthe realm of semantics and pragmatics.
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relying on ellipsis at dll According to the equations in (19), the Bulgariaird
person singular verb ‘gather’ is only happy witsubject that has singular index and
plural semantics (irrespective of whether the nappears on its own or happens to be
the nearest item in a string). For coordinatioesthspecifications achieve essentially
the same results as the ellipsis proposal, wheofigest-conjunct agreement is a
product of clausal ellipsis, while resolved agreptis a case of an underlyingly
coordinated subject.

If Crockett (1976) and Anna Maykova (p.c.) aréhtithat Russian, an Eastern
Slavonic relative of Bulgarian, admits nothing ottiean plural resolved agreement
when the predicate is of the type of ‘gather’, thies entry for the plural Russian verb
will be the same as that for Bulgarian given in)(Zovided that it is unattested in
Russian examples similar to our (12), the singtdam of Russian ‘gather’ will be
deprived of the closest-conjunct agreement optidiicated by the sub-C notation that
is available to its Bulgarian counterpart. So thes$an rules will look as follows:
(1SUBJ SEM) = PL, {SUBJ INDEX) = SG. Readers will recall that the <uib-
notation mandates a target to access either therésaof a non-conjoined controller
or the features of the closest conjunct in a coatgi phrase. Removing the subscript
means that the Russian singular ‘gather’ will beompatible with any conjoined
nominals, because they will not have a singulanlvesl index and a plural meaning
at the same time. It follows from our hypothesist th singular reciprocal or collective
verb will be ungrammatical with non-collective sutgr nouns; this would remain
unattainable if we only appealed to ellipsis.

A similar mechanism can be devised for words saghtogether’ and ‘each
other’, which also preclude single-conjunct agrestmie Russian (Anna Maykova,

p.c.), and Arabic (Aoun, Benmamoun and Sportich894)). As collectives or

8Analogous attributive targets, such as ‘compatjblateracting’, and ‘embracing’, will be equipped
with identical constraints. The participles are iolgly related to the respective verbal predicates.
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reciprocals, and as part of the predicate, thelyomily be licensed in the company of
a plural controller. It is likely that they introde additional requirements for plural
semantics and index, similarly to the verb ‘gath&drthermore, there may well be
some extra restriction that there should be cogrstst within the predicate. Since
‘each other’ wants plural semantics and index, sstrnthe verb in the sentence — in
other words, the plural form of a verb like ‘lover ‘hate’ will be obligatory if the
verb phrase contains ‘each other’. The exact fasa@bn of this is left for future
work (however, cf. Chapter 5).
5. Additional Semantic and Structural Problems forthe Ellipsis Account

In this final section, we list a few more semamipragmatic and purely
structural reasons to reject ellipsis as a viableee for closest-conjunct agreement.
The sentences from English and Bulgarian in (21j2#) cannot have undergone
ellipsis — simply on the grounds of conflictingenpretations. If we repeatdide most
important issuein front of each conjunct, we would end up withpegmatically
anomalous proposition.
(21) “In this strategy,the most important issueis Taliban reconciliation and peace
talks as President Obama mentioned in his sped8urce:

http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/mar/28/pakistzardari-obama-alqaida-
afghanistar{(accessed on 19 May 2010)]

(22) Local people have said thatrime and anti-social behaviour is the most
important issue for them [Source:
http://oneplace.direct.gov.uk/infobyarea/regiordéaecaassessment/pages/default.asp
x?region=53&area=32¢accessed on 19 May 2010)]

(23) UNISON members belietealth and safety is the most important issue at work.
[Source:http://www.unison.org.uk/active/safetyreps.dapcessed on 19 May 2010)]

(24)

3a BAH muau-easicno e unancupanemo u a0ek8amHomo npecmpyKkmypupae.
Za BAN naj-vazno e finansiranetoi adekvatnoto prestrukturirane.
For BAS most-important is funding adequate re-structuring

‘The most important [issue] for the Bulgarian Acageof Sciences is funding and
adequate restructuring’

[Source: Bulgarian National Television news progman21 Nov 20106HT , ITo
cBera H y Hac”, ueHtpainHa emucusi, 21 noemspu 2010r.]
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Example (25) below shows that the same holds fessRn — a process of
deriving closest-conjunct agreement from two (uheg) clauses, the second of
which has been pared down, simply does not makseden (25). While our material
in (21)-(24) above could be assailed because thare overt morphological marking
to tell us which potential candidate acts as supjids problem does not arise in

Russian, which boasts robust case inflections.

(25
Inasnotii 3a6o0moti ovlia  KyXHs u o06eo
Glavnoj zabotoj byla kuxnja I obed

main.INST.SG concern.INST.SG was.F.SG kitchen.NOBI3-and dinner.NOM.M.SG

‘The main concerns were the kitchen and dinnet:*TThe main concern was the
kitchen and dinner.’) [Crockett (1976: 232)]

There is also purely structural evidence agaisstiiaing ellipsis. In the first
place, | am not at all convinced by an analysiscihias a story about the variation
between resolved and closest-conjunct agreementfais to offer anything but
silence for furthest-conjunct agreement (cf. ChapfeSection 4). Neither can ellipsis
be applied to cases like ‘John and Mary resembdé ether’/*John resembles each
other...”, so N'/NP coordination has to be posedaanyway. It is therefore preferable
to stick to a unified phrase-structure represematicross the board, rather than
proliferating unmotivated constructions.

Quite apart from reciprocals, reflexives and oteemantic, pragmatic or
syntactic factors, there is yet another empiriaaidle that ellipsis cannot overcome.
The relative pronoun in bold in (26) is plural, m@ponents of ellipsis would lead us
to believe that the antecedents have been conjaihad abstract level (because of the
resolved agreement). However, the verb in the falalse is singular, so it would
now have to be illogically maintained that the same controllers are no longer a

genuine coordination of two nouns but of two clau@be second one reduced). This

°In the transliteration from Russias:(Cyrillic) = y (Latin). For the other letters, see the translitera
chart at the beginning of this dissertation.
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approach involves restructuring that is implausibledesirable and inelegant, to say
the least. Therefore, it is better to concede thatrelative pronoun picks out the
resolved plural index of the coordinate phrase,red® the verb picks out either the
index of the rightmost conjunct or a resolved slagwalue that coexists with the
plural one, similarly to collective nouns like Eisyil family, clergy, faculty etc.
illustrated in (27) (see Chapter 5 for more). Timalf examples, from Bulgarian and

from English, provide justification for the modekwdeveloped in Chaptet®

(26)
He Cb3Haesa-uie au, ue moea ce6eompuuaﬂu-e,
Ne d4znava-se li,ce tova sebeotricani-e,

NEG realise-IMPERFECT.3SG Q, that this.NT.SGselflessness(NT)-SG

moea bepdu-e u 20mo6HoCm oa ce camonoarcepmed,
tova ugdi-e i gotovnost da se samopozertva,
this.NT.SG zeal(NT)-SG and willingness(F)[SG] @B REFL self-sacrifice[3SG]

Ko-u-mo Danu nposiesea-uie 6Cp€0 onacHocm-ma
ko-i-to Fani projavjawa-S vsred opasnost-ta
which-PL-RELATIVE F.  exhibit-IMPERFECT.3SG amidst danger(F)[BEF

om 3apas-a-ma, He ce 01;Jmfce-me
ot zaraz-a-ta, ne sedalze-Se
of infection(F)-SG-DEF, NEG REFLbe.due-IMPERFECT.3SG

HA XPUCMUSHCK-0  CMUpeHU-e u 10608 KoM OnuscHuA?
na xristijansk-o smireni-e [ ljubov dm  bliznija?
to Christian-NT.SG humility(NT)-SG and 10¥[SG] to one’s.kind

‘Didn’t he realise that this selflessness, thisl zeal willingness to sacrifice herself,
which were exhibited by Fannie amidst the danger of infectismasn’t due to
Christian humility and love of one’s kind?’

[Source:Oszdeni dusj Bulgarian novel from the 19408jmov (2009: 175)]

(27) The new middle classyho felt that they'd earnedtheir wealth rather than
inherited it,was keen for something new that would refldeir sense ofhemselves

as discerning and cultured2011 BBC documentary, | am grateful to Steven Kaye
who brought this example to my attention]

%YVe cannot rule out a scenario in which the relagix@noun only agrees with ‘zeal and willingness’,
whereas the singular verb agrees with ‘selflessnidssvever, there are less controversial examples
from Serbian/Croatian in Chapter 2.
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6. Conclusion

This short chapter has been devoted to evaludiegassertion that closest-
conjunct agreement should be attributed to ellip&ithough ellipsis is a perfectly
valid linguistic phenomenon in its own right (cfh&pter 1, Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2,
as well as Simov and Osenova (2008)), we have ledtatd that any proposal which
invariably seeks the roots of closest-conjunct agrent in ellipsis faces serious
semantic and syntactic difficulties. Moreover, itcaunts for closest-conjunct
agreement and resolved agreement by having rectutseo different explanations,
at the same time coming up with no satisfactoratiment of furthest-conjunct
agreement. In addition, a more adequate and corapsele analysis was put forward
for the phenomena initially invoked in support dfetdiscarded proposal. It is
therefore believed that the model adopted and dpedl in the present work rests on
an empirically sounder foundation, subsuming aké¢htypes of agreement under the

same mechanism.
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CHAPTER 5

Concord and Index beyond Coordination with and

1. Introduction

This chapter sketches out how the features ofxirmied concord can be
harnessed to predict the behaviour of controlldrklvare not simply conjoined with
and, but nevertheless exhibit interesting variationagreement. We will look at
collective nouns likdamily, quantified expressions liken miles conjoined phrases
with the conjunctioror and determiners likeach as well as partitives and pseudo-
partitives likea group of studentst will be concluded that a rigid theory basetebo
on constituent-structure cannot be reconciled when finer-grained complexities of
the data. By contrast, a model using LFG functigtaicture and the distinction
between concord and index can capture the sulstletee easily, as it has a way of
bringing syntax and semantics closer together.cAigh a lot of agreement ultimately
depends on semantic information, at the end weigeokeasons why grammatical

agreement cannot be entirely relegated to the reabamantics.
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2. Concord and Index Agreement with Collective Nouns like family and
Quantified Plural NPsliketen miles

As demonstrated by Wechsler and A44#2003), King and Dalrymple (2004),
Kim and Sells (2008: 112-7), English verbs requivdex agreement. This works
nicely for patterns like those in (1), and evendyefor (2) or (3).

() This boy and girl are...
(2) My friend and colleague is/are
(3) Eggs is my favourite breakfg$tollard and Sag (1988: 245)]

(1) is a straightforward case of two singularohaag to plural. The subject-
verb agreement in (2) is also directly hooked uphindex of the coordinate phrase
— if the NP refers to the same person, the indesingular and we therefore get a
singular verb; if the friend and colleague are uviferent people, then the index of
the phrase is plural and so is the Veftf. King and Dalrymple (2004) and Kim
(2004: 1111-2), as well as Hudson (1999)). In adldjtwe follow Pollard and Sag
(1988: 245, 1994: 70ff) and Kim (2004: 1112) inwsesg thateggsin (3) has a
singular indek

But how should we approach non-conjoined instantesllective nouns like
family or compang® How are we to handle the ease with which thepcm# either
with singular or plural verbs (at least in BritiEhglish), as illustrated in (4) and (5)?
(4) My family is/are visiting next week.

(5) This company are superbly managed and their pradwsli continue to be in
great demand.The Observer, quoted in Juul (1974: 5)]

The theory has to be further elaborated to accorateoekamples like the following:

(i) The robber and the saint were/*was the same pefstoeksema (1983: 78)]

For some reason, the index here is not singulaspite of the reference of the conjoined NP. This
might be so because the information about the iigeist supplied by the predicate and was not
available beforehand, as it would be with, say, friend and colleaguerhere is a similar ban on
assigning singular index to two proper nouns, whilsometimes relaxed, e.g. with company
names (cf. Hoeksema (1988: 36, 39)):

gii) *Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde has passed awfijoeksema (1988: 36)]

It should be noted that a high degree of animacy pravent a plural NP from being fitted with a
singular index, as ihRaccoons is getting to be [a] big problem in thisighbourhoodPollard and
Sag (1988: 245)]. This vindicates associating indétk certain lexical items. More discussion of
animacy can be found below.
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The most obvious rationalisation would be to sagt tthe lexemefamily
projects a singular concord and a plural index —other words, it is singular
grammatically but plural in meaning. The verb caent pick up either property.
However, we quickly run into problems with this loypesis. Claiming that singular
and plural predicates are sensitive to the coneodl index offamily, respectively,
means that a target likee in English will have to impose disjunctive restions —
sometimes requiring index agreement and sometimasocd agreement, which is not
the most elegant of analyses. More damagingly, ddgs the predicate never match
the concord features tiis boy and girin (1), which would produce the unacceptable
string *This boy and girl is..(cf. King and Dalrymple (2004))? We therefore rgjec
the proposal that verbs can access either the indéxe concord of controllers like
family (cf. Kathol (1999: 246)).

And yet, is it not sometimes inevitable that ond #me same class of targets
will be inconsistent in that they do not always ecaabout one set of features
exclusively? For example, English determiners tiks in This boy and girfrom (1)
above are shown to participate in concord agreenfentKing and Dalrymple
(2004)). Resolved index agreement (itesg is impossible in the attributive domain
in (1). However, there are other constructionsg lit6)-(9) below, where the
unambiguously singular dependerasother and this seem to have preferred the
singular semantic interpretation of the phrase amig be it a sum of money or a
period of time; what is certain is that the deterans are not aligned with the plural
morphology of the head of the NP.

(6) [...] you should pay twenty pounds for the secondamather twenty pounds for
the third[BNC]
(7) But he livedanotherseven yearlBNC]

(8) I have not thought of the Lady Anne fiois twelve year$BNC]
(9) All this six years after the hospital was opene{BNC]
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Since determiners appear to indiscriminately lyeid of the index or the
concord of their controllers, would it not be fddsi to surmise that predicative
elements do not frown on such indecisiveness, #itir answer to this question is
no. We will stick to the view that English verbdemt themselves to the beacon of
index at all time% below, we will claim that the alternations witbllective nouns
like family are due to their index being simultaneously singatal plural.

In fact, we will also maintain that attributivergets never operate with index
in English — they obey concord, as envisaged by Ki04). We saw that a plural
demonstrative pronoun is not tolerated in (1). & asserted, on the basis of (6)-(9),
that determiners in English could match either ¢bacord or the index number of
their controller, our model would grossly over-geate, predicting thatthose boy
and girl should be perfectly fine, when it obviously is rffof. Bulgarian, which is
demonstrated to rely on index NP-internally in GleaB). On closer inspection,
putative counterexamples to the hypothesis thabative agreement in English is
always with the concord features, like those in-(@) turn out not to be

counterexamples at alllt should be noted that they normally involve @ameral.

*This is the position defended by Kim (2004). Onffedénce between Kim and the present author is
that Kim (2004: 1121-2) lets verbs agree in condavtlich for him is labelled AGR) with their
pronominal subjects. We reject such a move as @wssecily disjunctive.

“There is evidence that index can exceptionallydive NP-internally, as in (i). It is unclear, hoves,
if french friesis not better treated as a zero-derived noun wiitgutar concord (and index) (cf.
other words wheres is not an exponent of the plural likanguistics, physis, (@) mears (of
transport) a lazybons etc., as well as Molhova (1992: 20, 98-9)); (i)and c. can likewise be
regarded as zero-derived plurals, because suckragré is not allowed with any noun (see Allan
(1986: 131ff)).

(i) a.That/*those french fries is/*are getting impatiefggert (2002: 216)]

b. At Tsavo we filmed several rhino as they came dovwtine river [Allan (1986: 131)]
c. These cucumber are doing well; it's a good yeartf@m [Allan (1986: 132)]

Another potential exception might be the (pre-)deteer all, which according to Pollard and Sag
(1994: 83, 87-8) co-varies in index with the headm on the basis of the following judgements:

(i) all men/all faculty/*all mar{Pollard and Sag (1994: 83)]

(i) Every faculty is/*are homogenad#ollard and Sag (1994: 84)]

(iv) Every faculty meets/*meet on a monthly bgstsllard and Sag (1994: 84)]

(v) All faculty *meets/meet on a monthly bagi®ollard and Sag (1994: 84)]

Controllers such astaff, clergy, laity, peasantry, nobility, ariste@y would pattern withfaculty in
(ii)-(v) above, but the following collective nourd® not behave in the same wajovernment,
committee, familyPollard and Sag (1994: 83); cf. Kim (2004: 1126)m (2004: 1120) speculates
that the items compatible withll might have acquired both singular and plural codc@r his
AGR), but the plural concord has to be made unabkal for other targets (cfThose faculty
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English numerals are characterised by no overtaplanorphology (except for
irrelevant cases likamillions of people where millions is actually a noun), and
therefore must possess singular concord. In theepteauthor’s opinion, it is exactly
this singular concord thatnotherdetects in (6)-(9) or in analogous contexts. This
situation reminds one of the post-determirfers/little in a few people/a little milk
the indefinite articlea is incompatible with plural or non-count nouns,ismust go
with the post-determiner, not with the head nounQuiirk et al. (1985: 262-3)) In
sum, there are good reasons to insist that ativlbagreement in English is invariably
geared to the concord properties, while subjedb-egrreement is with index.

It turns out that both the singular concordwéntyand the plural concord of
poundsare available for other attributive elements teeagwrith — cfthis/those twenty
pounds It remains for future research to probe how thteracts with animacy (cf.
those/*that twenty studentand the nature of the target (ahother twenty students
In the environment of inanimate controllers, bdtb tontribution of the numeral and
that of the head noun are visible to targets, wager@nimate nouns likstudents
probably suppress the values of the numeral, makieig own concord and index the
only features a target can gain access to. Thiseher, does not affect determiners
like anothet

In the absence of compelling evidence to the eowtiit is preferable to claim
that (in British English) a controller likemily can host coexisting singular and plural
indices (as has already been claimed by Kim (20@42) and Kim and Sells (2008:

116)f. The former will correspond to a single-unit reagiwhereas the latter will

are...).

®The same applies to a construction lée initial 11,000 applicant§Reid (1991: 214)], where the
determiner picks up the singular concord contrihdtte the numeral.

®Kim and Sells (2008) also equip nouns ligevernmenteither with plural or with singular index
values, but index for them appears to be synonymgtlissemantics. We do not think that the two
should be completely equated (following Wechslat Ztatic (2003)). Keeping them apart allows
for more adequate generalisations across dialétctis. well known that speakers of different
varieties of English express different preferenabeut number agreement with collective nouns
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correspond to a reading that calls up a set witlhentikan one member (cf. Barker
(1992) for a discussion of the semantic propertiesuch lexemes, as well as a
comparison toof-phrases likea group of studenisplural nouns and conjoined
structures). We can consequently anticipate simgulalural verbs. The advantage of
our proposal is that the finite predicate in Englremains committed to the index
feature. There are, however, a few details thatl me@ing out. In the same clause, as
in (10), or in a different one, as in (11) and (12}arget may agree with the singular
index, while another chooses the plural optionaadt(cf. Kim (2004: 1109-1110)
and Chapter 4, Section 5).

(10) We don't believe that thgovernment iscorrect intheir view of what the city
needs[BNC]

(11) The Senate just vot@gelf another raise. Most dhemwere already overpaid to
begin with [Pollard and Sag (1994: 72), quoted in Kim (200409)]

(12)
Kocamo 0doiioe €0H-0 cemeticme-o npu MeH u  Kaoice,
Kogato dojde edn-o semejstv-0 pri men I kaze,

when come[3SG] one-NT.SGamily(NT)-SGto me.ACC andsay[3SG]

ye ca pewiu-n-u oa He  CKIoY-am opax
e sa resi-I-i da ne skljgrat brak
thatAUX.3PL decide-PPRT-PL COMP NEGenter.into-3PL matrimony(M)[SG]

‘When a family comes to me and says that they ld@egded not to get married...’

[Source:
http://www.capital.bg/light/lica/2010/12/03/100393fFakut_kato_instituciia_e_v_kri
za_no_semeistvoto_ne (accessed on 07 Dec 2010)]

(cf. Johansson (1979: 203-5), Quirk et al. (1988,359), Bauer (1988), and Corbett (2000: 189)
for discussion of various regional Englishes andgampirical data). In British English, such
controllers have singular concord (responsibleNBrinternal agreement), singular or plural index
(responsible for subject-verb agreement), and &mgar plural semantics (maybe responsible for
pronominal agreement). By contrast, the settingéraditional) North American English will be:
singular concord and index, vs. singular or ple@mantics. It might seem inconsistent to make
pronouns sensitive to semantics, as no semanttaréeds listed in the f-structure, but that is
actually not an issue because pronouns can presysad semantic structure too (in addition to
index) (M. Dalrymple, p.c.). The Bulgarian and Garmnouns for ‘girl’, for example, are both
neuter in gender, but anaphors pointing back tmithan be either neuter or feminine (cf. Chapter
3).

17¢



The trouble is that, once an index has been seledt will be expected to
remain unchanged for all subsequent tafgétspossible way out of this corner is to
concede that number can be either consistentlyuingr consistently plural for
regular singular or plural nouns respectively. Tindex of collective nouns, on the
other hand, can be left unspecified, which foirgknts and purposes will mean that it
can take either value. But again, after it has kmstivated by a particular target, one
of the values will be permanently fixed for agreemiater on. A more sophisticated
solution is to use the operators + and —, assumhagthe index of various types of
controllers can be as follofis

1. Singular (count and non-count) nouns tidele/furniturewill have an index

labelled as non-pluraltNDEX [PL —]];

2. Plural nouns likgableswill have an index negatively specified as non-

singular and positively specified as plui

INDEX | SG—-
PL+.

3. Collective nouns likéamily will positively specify their index as plural,

allowing it to be singular and plural at the samee: [INDEX [PL +]]

"The formalism proposed here has a lot in commoh thibse of Pollard and Sag (1988: 25, 1994) and
Kim (2004: 1112), but the other authors ensure faatily will have either an unambiguously
singular or an unambiguously plural index on anyegi occasion. We prefer to make both
properties available side by side because thisigeesva better explanation for mixing targets with
different number. The constructions below mightéfigre be problematic for our position:

(i) The faculty is voting itself/*themselves a raise.

(i) The faculty are voting *itselfithemselves a rajgém (2004: 1112)] (cf. Huddleston and Pullum
(2002: 495-6), as well as Pollard and Sag (1988) Rwllard and Sag (1994: 72) for the original
examples and discussion)

(iii) a. That dog is so ferocious, and it even tried to hgelf.

b. That dog is so ferocious, and he even tried to thiteself.

c¢. *That dog is so ferocious, and it even tried to hitaself.

d. *That dog is so ferocious, and he even tried to is&f [Pollard and Sag (1994: 72), quoted in
Kim (2004: 1110)]

The obstacle can be overcome if reflexive proncamesforced to match the number marked on the

verb, in addition to matching the other agreemeatures of their subject (cf. Kim (2004: 1110, 1113

and Sag and Wasow (1999: 152)). However, this matl be necessary faveryone which can act as

the antecedent dfiemselvesven though the finite predicate must be singular.

8Special thanks are due to M. Dalrymple for her mgty in coming up with the notation. Cf. Sag et al
(1985: 123, 154-5) for an early GPSG account of memfeature specifications and resolution that
designates the singular as [+SG] and the plurfl as
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4. Non-nominal subjects will lack index featurd®gether, including clausal

subjects, adverb subjects, as$towly does ifQuirk et al. (1985: 755)], or PP

subjects, as ifn the evenings is best for f@uirk et al. (1985: 755)]: [ °]

Table 1 summarises the entries which we posiafeample of representative
nouns and phrases from these four groups:

Table 1. Analysis of the concord and index feature spegifins of different types of
nouns in English

1. A singular non-collective noun 2. A plural noun (incl. pluralia tantum)

forest/furniture forests

(1 CONCORD NUM) = —PL (1 CONCORD NUM) = -SG, +PL

(1 INDEX NUM) = -PL (1 INDEX NUM) = -SG, +PL

3. A collective singular noun 4. A plural noun phrase with a possible
singular interpretation

family Ten miles

(1 CONCORD NUM) = —PL (1 CONCORD NUM) = +PL

(1 INDEX NUM) = +PL (1 INDEX NUM) = +PL

The constraints associated with predicative tarngétde as follows:
» Singular verbs:{SUBJ INDEX NUM SG)# —
 Plural verb$ (1SUBJ INDEX NUM PL) % +
A singular finite element basically says that BRBEX of its subject must not
be negatively marked as —SG. By contrast, a pfurié element explicitly wants the
index of its subject to be positively specified @sral (+PL). Let us now examine
how the requirements imposed by verbs interact whth feature specifications of
their controllers.
Singular nouns are described as non-plural (i.e. —PL). Any therson
singular verb is compatible with them because taltéeds is an index that is not
classified as —SG. A plural verb is ruled out beealt requires a positive +PL index

on its subject.

°Cf. Hudson (1999: 183-4, 198-9), who has somewimaila intuitions about non-nominal subjects;
we depart from Hudson (1999: 199-200) in that wendbassign index features to such controllers.
See Bresnan (1994) and Hudson (1999: 200ff) fostertial sentences with expletitteere (e.g.
There is a chair and two tables in the rgom

®The sub-C notation here does not stand for clasmgunct agreement — it indicates that this is a
constraining equation.
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A plural noun is positively specified as +PL, which means thas fine with
a plural verb; a plural noun is also unambiguowmsig-singular (—SG); this prevents it
from co-occurring with a singular predicate, whigbuld not let its subject have such
a negative value.

A collective singular noun like family has the same concord as an ordinary
singular noun, i.e. —PL. This will license singudtributive targets, at the same time
outlawing plural ones. The index fa#mily is +PL, similarly to the index of a regular
plural noun likeforests thus both types of controlleneet the criteria of verbs that
look for an assertively present +PL feature. Unligeests however, the index of
family is not restricted as non-singular (-SG), which ari$ies a singular verb.

Something akin to resolution has taken place andhantified plural NP
with a possible singular interpretation ten milesin order to produce its properties
listed in Table 1 aboveTen has singular morphology and consequently singular
concord, whereas the concordroflesis plural, in compliance with itss suffix. The
two of them have pooled their features togetheagite a concord that is singular and
plural at the same timk The contribution of the head on its own would évdeen
expressed as —SG, +PL. The additionta&i has had the effect of removing the
negative sign for the singular (i.e. —SG), thus/ileg us with the value +PL, which
admits a target of either number. The index canctwaputed in the same way.
Alternatively, the index of the whole phrase candeelared +PL, just as féamily,
becauseen milescan either denote a single distance or a multibideiles.

A non-nominal subject (as inWhat | want to know is why they weren't there
will lack the relevant characteristics, becauses#s, adverbs or PPs have no number,
case or gender. A plural verb will not be happyhwibn-nominal subjects because it

needs a positively specified plural index. A sirsgulerb is the only default outcome

YThis might entail a claim that concord resolvesiclttis controversial (cf. Chapter 2). However, what
we are dealing with here does not really amourgrtdotypical resolution. It can be thought of as
the simultaneous availability of the features afteeonjunct.

181



because all it checks for is that its subject sthawdt display a negative index value
for the singular, thus ensuring compatibility witbnstituents with no index at all.
The logic behind modelling the variables in the wlagt we have seeks to reflect the
status of the plural as the marked, non-basic, neerabthe privative opposition. In
addition, we have thus attained a unified treatm@ntominal and non-nominal
subjects without resorting to disjunctive stateraeift we had positively designated
singular INDEX features, they would prevent singwarbs from appearing with
clausal subjecté.

A complication arises with conjoined clauses, whetural predicates are
sometimes attested, as in (13) (cf. Pollard and (%884: 86-7)). It should be noted
that there are two conflicting points of view menid there, so the conjoined phrase
has been assigned a plural index, possibly asudt i&sthe reference to two distinct
events which are not amenable to a unit interpogtatWhen no such conditions
obtain, we only get the predicted default, as i) ((cf. Cremers (1993: 71-4) for
Dutch examples).
(13) That the march should go ahead and that it showddchncelled have been
argued by the same people at different tinflegsersohn (1995: 59)]
(14) That the march should be cancelled and we sholilgoahome has been argued
by several peoplg¢Lasersohn (1995: 59)]

To illustrate our model more clearly, we providiiactional structure for the

noun family (Fig. 1), as well as a constituent structure anirectional structure

(including lexical entries) for the expressi@m milesn Fig. 2 and Fig. 3.

?For more on inflectional verbal paradigms and stibyerb agreement in English, cf. Blevins (2006:
519-523) and the references cited there. Blevi@®§2 521) proposes that third person singular
forms signal “non-agreement” and cannot co-occuh any subject that ‘bears the marked person
features [1] or [2] or the marked number featul§.[@ur analysis is very much in the spirit of shi
proposal. Blevins (2006: 522) also treats singudaraon-plurals.
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Fig. 1: F-structure representation for “family”

PRED " family'
CONCORD |NUM [PL —.]]
INDEX  [NUM [PL +.]]

Fig. 2: F-structure representation for “ten mile&*
PRED "mile’
MOD  [[PRED ‘ten||

CONCORD [NUM [PL +.]]

INDEX |NUM [PL +.]]

3rhe affiliations of the numeral are actually unaart Hoeksema (1983: 65), for one, believes that
numerals are adjunct$hree does indeed resemble an adjectival modifier whextqrled by the
definite article, as in (i)b. However, the same avoan be analysed as a determiner in (i)a. (and b.)
because English has no adjective-head agreemeant(@0d04: 1126)). In addition, the presence of a
numeral makes the presence of another determimparftuous, as illustrated in (ii) (Kim (2004:
1126), Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 349, 539)).r&hs, of course, a diachronic connection
betweeroneand the Modern English indefinite article.
0] a.Three rings were stolefiKim (2004: 1126)]
b.The three students just arriveiim (2004: 1126)]
(ii) a. | bought one/neither bookkim (2004: 1126)]
b. *l bought good boaKKim (2004: 1126)]
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Fig. 3: C-structure representation
for “ten miles”

NP
|

N’

/\NI
/N P
ten N
|
miles

In our framework, collective nouns likéamily and quantified plural
expressions likéen mileswill in effect flag up more than one attributeasandidate
for agreement — not unlike conjoined phrases. Asfibtructure fofamily shows, it
possesses a non-plural (i.e. singular) concordifeathich its NP-internal dependents
must conform to. Its index is labelled +PL, makibhgimultaneously singular and
plural, which licenses the respective verb forms goonouns, unless we rely on
semantics for anaphora and cataphora). All theatian here originates in a single
lexical item.

Things are a little more complicated wiign miles— the phrase consists of
two units, each of which contributes agreementutrest accessible to various targets.
The values that we see in Fig. 2 and Figr@ the result of “bilateral negotiations”.
The numeral brings to the table a singular coneatd/e in the attributive domain, as
well as perhaps a singular and a plural index.cooedance with its morphology and
meaning,milesis uncompromisingly plural in every respect, whallows it to team

up with ten (cf. *ten milg. Tenhas a singular concord, but it will only settle fox
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inflectionally plural head (cf. Kim (2004: 1113-18)). The whole phrase has plural
index (possibly coming fronmileg, but it can also be construed as referring to a
single distance, which is arguably achieved byatdition of the numerakn, thus
forging a concomitant singular index (cf.T€n miles is a lot to run every day. vs.

Ten is a lot to run every daysee Allan (1986: 128-9)

3. Precursors of the Present Model and the Role of Semantics

The issues under examination here have receivied af attention in the
literature, some of which has already come up énpteceding discussion, notably the
work of Kim (2004) and Pollard and Sag (1988, 19643t in the framework of
HPSG. The present model follows in the footstepshef HPSG approach, but of
course many authors have published on the topicicr o, as well as since, the
emergence of this particular theory on the syntdurizon. Morgan (1972: 279-280),
quoted in Sadock (2005: 90), long ago pointed bat plural measure phrases can
take singular verbs, as in (15)a., but this camapipen when the measure phrase is a
definite description, as in (15)b. This indicatésttthere is something about the
semantically-driven indexical interpretation th#fieats the agreement options. Like
Sadock (2005), we believe that such examples ucoierghe necessity of keeping
syntax, morphology and semantics as separate nwduhéech are interfaced with
each other. The index and concord features areod @@y to bridge the purely
morpho-syntactic and semantic levels.

(15) a.40 acres is/*are a lot to plow
b. 40 acres *is/are ready for John to pldiMorgan (1972: 279-280)]

“While the view presented here owes a lot to KinD@01116-7), there are some crucial differences
which allow us to account for phrases ltkés/these ten miles
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Collectives likearmy, team, government, famaye also taken up in Quirk et
al. (1985: 316-7) and Wales (1996: 6.7), among nwhgrs. Quirk et al. attribute the
choice ofit or theyto whether the point of view of the speaker towattie referent
denoted by the collective noun is of the group mseatity or of the group as
composed of several individuals. Wales (1996: ¢quis it down to the way we
conceptualise nouns too. Bock and Eberhard (19%38)8adduce experimental
evidence in support of these intuitions, demonsigathat collective singulars are
reported to represent a plurality much more offemtregular singulars. This is what
we model by specifying our index feature as sinmdtausly singular and plural.

Gleitman (1965: 291) assumes that the alternatio(il6) and (17) comes
about as a result of the presence of a nominalisguhl derivative in subject position
which has been deleted but is still the contratleagreement, as shown in (18) and
(19) (cf. Quirk and Greenbaum (1973: 322)). Theihen of such nominalisations is
optional, hence the acceptability of plural targ&hile this account works for the
material in (16) and (17) below, it is unclear hdawcan be applied to nouns like
family. ‘The members of’ might come to the rescue in (20t it is not really a
deverbal product.

(16) Too many cooks spoil(s) the brofBleitman (1965: 291)]

(17) All work and no play make(s) Jack a dull bfgleitman (1965: 291)]

(18) (There being) too many cooks spoil(s) the brgheitman (1965: 291)]

(19) (Doing) all work and no play make(s) Jack a dulyd&leitman (1965: 291)]
(20) (The members of) my family are a nice lot by angdgBNC]

Yet another early mechanism was devised by McGa@868). Perimutter
(1972: 243) offers a critical evaluation of McCayte (1968) proposal for tackling
the way a semantic property of noun phrases — tbhpepty of denoting a set as
opposed to an individual — is reflected in the aght process of subject-verb

agreement. McCawley implements the following ordendes (see Perlmutter (1972:

243)):
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a. Mark a noun phrase node [+Plural] if it has a seteX® and [-Plural]
otherwise.

b. Mark a noun phrase node [+Plural] if it directlyndimates a noun marked as
belonging to the class ‘pluralia tantum’.

c. Mark a verb [+ Plural] or [-Plural] depending on &ther its subject is marked

[+Plural] or [-Plural]’

These “instructions” are similar to the formalieat presented here, but they
do not take care of instances where a noun caasaatsingular and plural controller
at the same time, as might become evident fronerdifft targets within the clause
boundaries and beyond. Perlmutter (1972) also fdesntrat McCawley does not
explain cases in which a collective noun ligowd agrees with a singular verb.
Neither can he cope with the grammaticality faats the attributive domain:
this/*these crowdPerlmutter (1972: 246); cf. Quirk et al. (198303, who regard
*these teamas unacceptable). Perlmutter (1972: 244) wouldydemtright that
collectives can foster both singular and plurakxdalues, because ‘such a proposal
would be incompatible with McCawley’s claim thatessional restrictions are stated
in terms of these indices [...]. The adjectiketerogeneoysfor example, requires
what McCawley would term a subject with a set intex

According to Perlmutter (1972: 244), predicat&s heterogeneouprove that
semantically motivated index features have no pila@greement. A model appealing
to index, including ours, would predict that a ahoation of two singulars is
absolutely identical to a plural noun that appearsits own (since both project a
plural index). However, as Perimutter (1972: 24dhtends, this is false because
heterogeneousan be used with non-conjoined plurals (21), butwith conjoined

singulars (22).

*Index” here most likely stands for “denotation” emantic index.
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(21) The students are heterogene@Rerimutter (1972: 244)]

(22) *Tom and Bill are heterogeneoUBerimutter (1972: 244)]

(23) Tom, Bill, Susan, Harry, Zelda and Grazia are a enefjeneous group
[Perlmutter (1972: 244)]

We will maintain, contra Perlmutter, that the graaticality or otherwise of
(21), (22) and (23) is irrelevant to our modelallthas to do with lexical restrictions
on heterogeneoysbecause a synonymous item liééferent does not behave in a
comparable fashion. For some readweterogeneouss barred from combining with
coordinated nouns and, in addition, it can onlycdes non-conjoined nouns that
denote groups with multiple members (in any caserenthan two). The oddity of
#The two students are heterogenecaosfirms that the key to the puzzle lies in the
semantics of this particular word, and (21), (28d g§23) do not invalidate the
hypothesis that agreement works in the same waygdaojoined and non-conjoined
phrases, in spite of what Perlmutter (1972) assértboils down to the fact that
referring to a group is different from enumeratitsgmembers (M. Dalrymple, p.c.).

Another potential pitfall for our model might corfrem the well-formedness
contrasts in (24) and (25).

(24) The hedgehog is/*are increasing in numbé¢Perimutter (1972: 245)]
(25)*The hedgehog that | saw in the woods yesterdaywreasing in numbers
[Perlmutter (1972: 245)].

The obvious solution that immediately springs tonanwould be that
hedgehogdoes not supply a plural index, so the plural visrlyuled out in (24).
Nevertheless, as Perlmutter notes, predicatesasiobrease in numberandbecome
extinct take sets, not individuals, as illustrated in (2Bhe correct explanation
therefore seems to be that what we observe in i24) mismatch of index and
semantics. Whethe hedgehogs shorthand for the species, as in (24), it kdaeps
singular concord and index, although its semamgiceow plural. As verbs in English

operate with index, only a singular finite elementl pass muster in (24). The

meaning of the rest of the predicabecreasing in numbersadditionally forces a
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plural interpretation (but not index!) on the sutbjevhich it indeed has in its species
sense. Such a plural reading cannot be reconciiddtiae referent of (25), which is
why this example crashes. It crashes for semantigpaagmatic reasons, though, and
not because of any morpho-syntactic consideratigvisat is more, plurality alone
does not suffice — the semantic restriction vemcizely targets a species, since we
cannot talk of a government or a family increasing numbers. (#Phe

government/family is increasing in numbgrs.

4. Animacy Effectsand the Status of Animacy in English Grammar

As pointed out repeatedly in the preceding text, keep encountering an
interwoven mesh of morphology, syntax and semanitibgre semantics is one of the
components, but not the only one. It has been drthet animacy is a major factor
favouring plural agreement with collective noung (@ahl and Fraurud (1996: 56)
and the references cited there), so we are onde agmessing animacy effects —
similar to the effect on agreement with conjoinedims in Bulgarian (cf. Chapter 3).
Such an influence is felt in examples like (26)owel
(26) a.The Fleet is in harboui(i.e. a number of ships)

b. The fleet are in towr(i.e. a number of sailors) [Nixon (1972: 121)].

However, those are not just clear-cut cases ofipgcp whatever the semantics of

the controller is. Certainly, it is not merely attea of semantic versus grammatical;
instead, the empirical facts call for a model thedies on dedicated properties, like
concord and index, which have to be attached tbcpéar lexical items. In spite of
being closer to meaning, index does not fully cmaecwith semantics because it
ultimately belongs to syntax (cf. Nixon (1972)). 8srbett (2000: 188) notes, ‘if we
adopted a notional definition, just requiring tisengular) noun to denote a collection

of individuals, then nouns likéorest or wood (group of trees) would be included.



Here, however, there is no possibility of agreenmptions’. Sets of human beings
(e.g. committeg can take plural agreement even when they lackinfectional
exponence, whereas plural “notional” agreementsalldwed with inanimates‘the
forest are.)'® finally, the plural is permissible, though unusimeEnglish, with non-
human animateg’the herd are restiye(see Pollard and Sag (1994: 70-1) and Allan
(1986: 124-36) for discussion of “corporate” nouas well as Juul (1975: 85-114) for
more examples; formal semantic approaches aremesse Barker (1992) and the
titles cited there).

Levin (2001: 11-4) also observes that collectivatoalers in English for which
plural agreement is conceivable are always aninfaith very few exceptions),
concluding that ‘if a higher proportion of plurargets is found with animate nouns
than with inanimate ones, then this would indeedabendication that speakers and
writers more readily conceptualise human collestitiean inanimate collectives as
consisting of separate individuals. Furthermorgyatld indicate that the non-human
animate group is an in-between category as reganidsacy’ (Levin (2001: 14)).

Comparing the animacy constraints on agreemematiar in English to the
ones discovered for Bulgarian in Chapter 3, we establish that the English feature
is syntactic, unlike its Bulgarian counterpart (€Chapter 3, Section 7). While gender
is more grammaticalised in Bulgarian because reicated on pronouns, agreeing
participles, adjectives and attributive elementg.(enodifiers and determiners, in
addition to numerals), the English gender systemsdwot have as firm a hold on
morpho-syntax. Only personal and relative pronocamesovertly marked for gender,

but on the basis of this marking, a claim can b&aned that English recognises

'8t should be acknowledged thiarestis not semantically plural for any agreement puesosiespite
its reference:

(i) The forest caught fire. *They started burnifiglary Dalrymple, p.c.]

There may also be exceptions to the animacy réetig; as in (ii) (cf. Allan (1986: 127)).

(i) The snow-fed vegetation are subjected to the moshse heat of the summ@doeksema (1983:
73)]
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grammaticalised animacy too (cf. Quirk et al. (198%4-8), who distinguish nine
“covert” noun gender classes in English correspmpdio different pronominal
combinations). Thus, the English grammatical categb animates comprises human
beings (with some exceptions such as babies, wippds to show that this is not
strictly semantic), as well as higher animals,oélthese can be antecedent$ef she
andwho(m) The syntactic status of the feature is assureduse it cuts across the
animal kingdom by embracing higher (and often ddmeanimals like bulls or cows,
at the same time excluding lower animals like biliés (cf. Molhova (1992: 71)). In
addition, its divergence from the extra-linguistorld comes to the fore when
speakers usk to refer to human babies asteto refer to ships or cars. In short, the
animacy that affects agreement with collective moum English to a large extent

overlaps with its grammatical instantiation in theguage.

5. Evidence from the Behaviour of Verbal Predicates and Relative Pronouns

As suggested above, the singular and plural optiongerbal targets that go
together with collective nouns should not be peegias grammatical and semantic
agreement respectively; it seems preferable ta treth of them as semantically-
driven grammaticalised agreement (i.e. index ages#)n based on different
interpretations of the noun (either as a unit oa gdurality of individuals) (cf. Levin
(2001: 27-8)). There are studies reporting thatsingular is given almost exclusive
priority with verbs likeconsist, containor be composed pfif the relevant noun
denotes a single organisation (ecgmmitteg building (e.g.university or another
similar entity, i.e. if it has a singular index, \eh is the interpretation presupposed by
such targets, then the singular form of the preditakes over and the plural becomes
unacceptable (cf. Quirk et al. (1985: 758), AllA8&6: 127ff), Pollard and Sag (1994

71) and Levin (2001: 29)). This is confirmed by tbkowing material:
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(27) a.A commission of eminent people from other countdesh as Canada and
Norway, is likely to be set up to oversee flratess|[Levin (2001: 96)]
b. *A new committee have been constituf@dllard and Sag (1994: 71)]
Verbs likeset upor constituteare just compatible with collectives that are
viewed holistically and therefore a plural predecatould be inappropriate in this
context, as in (27)b. In (28), the singular verim caly refer to the number of the
people who make up the audience, while the pluedb \can only hint at the size of
the attendees themselves (Quirk et al. (1985: 7%&yin (2001: 149)). In (29) and
analogous cases, a singular verb is deemed unabtepbty some speakers for
semantic reasons too (cf. Levin (2001: 164) andarAl(1986: 127ff)), although
Google gives a lot of hits for the singular.
(28) The audience was/were enorm¢usvin (2001: 149)]
(29) The McKnight family were at each other’s throgitsvin (2001: 164)]
(30) The family has been notified but they haven't raesied.[Levin (2001: 33)]
Judging by examples like (30), which exhibit shiftsagreement, it might not
be advisable to claim that the variation depends different semantic
conceptualisations (cf. Levin (2001: 33)). And ytkis is not necessarily so, because
one could first regard a group as a body or umtl #then as a multitude of various
individuals, when one is better acquainted with. iCrucially, those are ordinary
instances of switching the point of view (cf. Le\2001: 33)). In addition, the rival
analysis, whereby these are not seen as shiftenmamstic conceptualisation, but as

alternations between grammatical and semantic agmee does not fare any better in

explaining the phenomena.

"The author does not endorse the opinion that walgtaways get the singular first and then plural,
never the other way around (cf. Chapter 4, Sedigrbut one would not normally switch from a
plural verb to a singular pronoun in close proxymfHuddleston and Pullum (2002: 495)):

(i) The committgéhaven’t yet made up itmind.[Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 495)]

A mechanism enforcing identity between the vert e rest of the predicate might come in handy
here, but not witiThe committee hasn’t yet made up their minfg)the discussion of reflexives
above). This will naturally fall out from Corbettidierarchies if it is assumed that the plural targe
has greater semantic justification than the singal@, which is not far-fetched in view of the
meaning of ‘making up one’s mind’.



Another reason to postulate simultaneously coexjssingular and plural
indices for nouns likeommittee coupled with subject-verb agreement invariablghwi
the index feature, is thatvhichis generally found where singular agreement would
normally occur andvho where plural agreement would be expected’ (LevidO(2
55); cf. Quirk and Greenbaum (1973: 379), Quirlalet(1985: 759), Corbett (2000:
190); as well as Johansson (1979: 204-5) and B#&L@88) for experimental
evidence). The choice of relativiser parallels thay in which the antecedent is
thought of — either as an entity/organisation (&sponding tavhich), or as a plurality
of individuals (corresponding twho). This argument is substantiated with ample
statistical evidence gleaned from corpora of Briti@merican and Australian English
(cf. Levin (2001: 55-60)). More support can be ddug the usage of personal

pronouns.

6. Verb Agreement with Conjoined Phrases Containing each neither, or, etc.

In the preceding sections we saw that certain naumisglish and Bulgarian
can have index number features that permit botlyutan and plural targets.
Agreement fluctuates in the following examples asllw a situation which is
reminiscent of the patterns characteristifamfily, governmenbr committee

(31) Each boy and girl is/are required to...
(32) Neither the boy nor the girl was/were required.to..

To rehash the reasoning from Section 2 above, itldvbe less than desirable
to assume that, in clauses likkis boy and the girl are,.the verb confidently selects
the index properties, but in clauses likach boy and girl is/arethe verb hesitates
whether to pick the singular concord or the plimdex. The latter configuration will
therefore be treated just like the collective noam®ve. We first provide an f-
structure for the subject afhis boy and girl are..which will serve as a point of

departure:
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Fig. 4: F-structure representation for
“this boy and girl”
i

SPEC 'this’
INDEX [NUM [|SC —
PL +.
)
PRED "boy"

CONCORD |[NUM [PL —.]|
INDEX |NUM [PL —l_
PRED git

CONCORD |NUM [PL -]
INDEX  |NUM [PL —.]]

The f-structure fothis boy and girlpresented in Fig. 4 is a modified version
of the f-structures in King and Dalrymple (2004).cbntains two singular nouns
which have resolved to give the conjoined phrasa a#ole a plural index that only
sanctions agreement with a plural verb. Translating into our notation, we have
expressed the resolved plural index as —SG, +Pis.mkans that a plural verb will be
appropriate because it will find the +PL featurewiants. A singular verb is out
because there would be a clash between the —S@ ohthe NP and the requirement
a singular verb imposes that its subject shouldhost a negatively specified singular
number.

We would like to venture a similar explanation teach boy and girl is/are
which is not disjunctive in empowering verbs toesgeither in concord or in index.
We realise that the availability of a singular peate is due to the presence of
elements likeeach neither or or (cf. Morgan (1984)). It seems that they somehow
interfere with the functional make-up of the cooate phrase by adding a singular

value to the already existing plural resolved indemputed on the basis of the

194



attributes of the individual conjuncts — not unlie® milesabové®. In this way, the
phrase inherits agreement properties from all ¢cesits, not just the nominal heads;
the final output is simultaneously plural (as ge tesolution rules), and singular (the
trace of the singular meaning @ich/neither/ay. It is a matter of perception whether
one considers disjoined nouns semantically pluthéré is more than one), or
semantically singular (the alternatives are muyuaXclusive). For instance, only one
person will win the race idohn or Bill is/??are going to win the ra¢eggert (2002:
199), citing Morgan (1984: 729) In our model, an index which can take on either
number value is designated as +PL. This allowsapbargets, which need a positively
plural index, as well as singular targets, whicfuse to accept —SG. Fig. 5 is the
(partial) f-structure that we propose for the saub@ (31):

Fig. 5: F-structure representation
for “each boy and girl”

SPEC 'each'
INDEX [NUM [PL +.]]
PRED ‘boy'
CONCORD [NUM [PL -]
INDEX |NUM [PL -]
PRED it
CONCORD [NUM [PL -]
INDEX |NUM [PL -]

85ee Van Eynde (2006: 180), who also maintainsttieaindex of a determiner might not be the same
as the index of the head noun; for instamegin my friendsis first person, whereas the head is not.
The features of the dependent are not normallyleisio outside targets, however, sachand
everyare exceptional in this respect. Quirk et al. (19882) term words likeeach and every
distributive, ‘because they pick out the membera eét singly, rather than considering them in the
mass. They are therefore singular in number.’Qefirk et al. (1985: 297).

B fact, or is rather susceptible to semantic pressures, asnies evident from the following
examples (cf. Morgan (1984: 72-3)). This is also emvironment where closest-conjunct
agreement thrives, but we will steer clear of ittfee time being (cf. Morgan (1972: 281)).

(i) John or Bill is/??are going to win the raddlorgan (1984: 72)]

(ii) Do you think John or Bill is/are going to com@®organ (1984: 72)]

(i) I don’t think John or Bill are/*is going to win theace [Morgan (1984: 72)]

(iv) Either John or Bill is/*are going to win the racfMorgan (1984: 72)]
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The key difference betwedhis boy and girlandeach boy and giris that, in
the former, the SPE@is has not affected the agreement properties atrallilze sole
attribute of the conjoined NP as a whole that isthare for targets to consult is the
resolved plural index. leach boy and girleachhas fed its isolating meaning to the
superordinate constituent, rendering it simultasgosingular and plurél. We reflect
this by removing the —SG specification and thus ingakhe controller compatible
with verb forms whose subjects must not bear asiwogular (-SG) number. The
advantage of this approach is that we do not haymstulate subject-verb agreement
with concord. In addition to its technical converue, this is in keeping with the
intuitive observation that words likeachor or can change the phrase of which they
are part so that it denotes either one entity arefholn the case dEvery boy and girl
is/*are, the index feature of the determiner has suppdetsseplural resolved index of
the conjoined nouns. This leaves the coordinatiogutar and prevents it from taking
a plural verb. As a result, the f-structure éoery boy and ginill look as follows:

Fig. 6: F-structure representation
for “every boy and girl”

SPEC 'every'
INDEX [NUM [PL —.]]

PRED 'boy "
CONCORD [NUM [PL —.]|
INDEX |NUM [PL —.]|
PRED git ]
CONCORD [NUM [PL —]|
INDEX |NUM [PL -]

“For a proposal in the same spirit, compare Sad €1$85: 155); by introducing an extra rule, they
associate conjunctions and determiners bkeeither, but, neithewith singular features which
optionally make the relevant mother node singutee also Hoeksema (1983, 1988) and Cremers
(1993: 70).

It has been speculated that there are two types efone producing NPs that agree with singular
verbs, the other producing NPs that agree withaplerbs (cf. Yatabe (2004: 349, 351), as well as
Hoeksema (1988) and Lakoff and Ross (1970¢fud). This solution seems rather unattractive and
counter-intuitive.
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Fig. 6 shows that the INDEX NUMBER of the conjainghrase is set to —PL
and this complex linguistic sign is therefore owmlyngruent with a singular verb.
Unlike each boy and girin Fig. 5, the resolved plural value computed anlihsis of
the properties of each conjunct does not appeathén f-structure in Fig. 6.
Accordingly, every boy and gircan comply with the agreement constraints of the
predicatds required,( SUBJ INDEX NUM SG)* —, which stipulates that its subject
must not project an index feature labelled as +%@vever,every boy and girtannot
meet the criteria oére required,(t SUBJ INDEX NUM PL) = +, because it lacks a
positively specified plural number. It remains te hvorked out why some
determiners, such asach just slightly alter the functional make-up of teebject,
whereas others, such egery altogether prevent the resolved index from piittng
in agreement (cf. Levin (2001: 121-%))

Other determiners exert similar pressures. Fom@ka an amount of money
can easily prompt a singular verb because it hasréquisite index (as outlined
above): see (33). However, inserting the demomgtrgaronounthoseprecludes the
possibility of a singular target in (34). Kim (20QU126) also believes that ‘this is due
to the fact that the determinghsé fixes the index value of the subject to be plural
The issues at hand are related to Corbett’'s Agreemierarchies, but it is doubtful
that we are dealing with a monotonic increase masgic agreement, because the
singular has greater justification in terms of megnas it fits the interpretation of a

single sum of money. The Hierarchies might offanare plausible explanation for

2See Lasersohn (1995: 112) and the titles citecktfiacl. Hoeksema (1988)) for a discussion of the
semantics of quantifiers likeveryand the way it interacts with coordination. Moreamples of
conjoined phrases containiegeryare given below. Note that in the last sentenceréifierence is
to the empty set, i.e. zero, which might triggegsilar verb agreement.

(i) Every day and every night was spent in.bétbeksema (1988: 20), quoted in Lasersohn (1995:
110)]

(i) Every man but no woman was up$eioeksema (1988: 20), quoted in Lasersohn (12286)]

(iif) No peasant and no pauper was ever presidefdeksema (1988: 20), quoted in Lasersohn (1995:
110)]



(35), which is about many faculty members. Since #itributive dependent is
semantically justified, no choice exists for the-BRernal domains any more.
(33) [A] hundred dollars is a lot of money for a TV dinfldoeksema (1983: 72)]

(34) Those hundred dollars are (*is) a lot, thoufghoeksema (1983: 72)]
(35) All faculty *meets/meet on a monthly bagi®ollard and Sag (1994: 84)]

7. Non-Conjoined Phraseswith Morethan One Constituent

Analogous phenomena to the ones we have repontéthfgish above are also
found in Bulgarian, as the following examples fgstcf. Stamenov (1988: 268), who
writes that plural “notional” agreement is less coam in Bulgarian).

(36) ,Jlescku” nobeoulnobeou-xa.

“Levski”  pobedi/pobedi-xa.

“Levski”  won[3SG]/won-3PL

“Levski” has won. [Osenova (2003: 6)]

(37)  Dymbonnu-sm ombéop  ,Jlescku”  nobeoul* nobeou-xa.

Futbolni-jat otbor “Levski”  opedi/*pobedi-xa.

Football-DEF  team “Levski” won[@F*won-3PL

The football team "Levski" has won. [Osenova0Z06)]

It is significant that, if only the name of the meglevsk) is used, then it can
be interpreted either as a single club, or as a lb&players (cf. (36)). Consequently,
either number is licit on the predicate, which weaunt for by assuming that singular
and plural indices live side by side in the f-stawe of the controller, as indicated in
the lexical entry in (38).

(38) Levski

(1CONCORD NUM PL) =+

(1INDEX NUM PL) = +
(39) futbolnijat otbor Levski ‘the football team Levski’

(t1CONCORD NUM PL) = -

(1INDEX NUM PL) = -

By contrast, when the womtbor ‘team’ is explicitly mentioned, it obliterates

the plural index of the phrase, and therefore angyngular verb is now felicitous (cf.
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(37) and (39 This effect of throwing in an extra constituehgt brings on a
mutation in the overall properties was sketched aidve during the discussion of
words likeevery In this sense, (36) and (37) are non-conjoinechg#s which, not
unlike conjoined ones, allow a range of patterns.

There are further types of non-conjoined chunk$anfjuage with more than
one element that accept variable agreement — asteoiscased in (40) below. It turns
out that there are benefits to be had from treatioljectives likecommitteeand
guantified expressions liken milesin the same way as partitive constructions hke
group of peoplesince the latter are no strangers to the altarativith which we have
become familiar by now (cf. the obvious link betwéen miles was..anda distance
of ten miles was)?*. The availability of both a group interpretatiomdaan
interpretation involving a plurality of membersimherent in the semantics of nouns
like committee As much is achieved syntactically angroup of peopleillustrated in
(40), or in conjoined structures, illustrated irllY4The empirical facts seem to be

more or less identical in English and in Bulgarian.

(40) Yacm om  cmyoeHm-u-me snezelensizo-xa
Cast ot student-i-te vlezelvljazo-xa
part(F)[SG] of student(M)-PL-DEF camég3i8G]/came.in-3PL
‘Some of the students came in’. [Osenova and Si(A007: 105)]
(41) Paoocm u  mve-a nvXa-ue om
Radost i agta aka-Se ot

happiness(F)[SG] and sadness(F)-SG emdM&ERFECT.3SG from

oyw-a-ma MY.

dus-a-ta mu.

soul(F)-SG-DEF his

‘Happiness and sadness emanated from his soukn@s and Simov (2007: 106)]

20r it could be that the singular word for ‘teamtlie head, antevskijust a (modifying) apposition.

24Variability obviously characterises other languagsswell. See for example Tristram (2010) for
variable agreement with partitive constructionsHrench and its sociolinguistic conditioning.
Sociolinguistics is something which we will ignoes it is beyond the scope of the present work.
See Barker (1992) for a formal semantic analysis‘grbup/collective/corporate” nouns like
committeeor family and partitive phrases like group of peopleThe latterare also subject to
animacy restrictions (cf. Barker (1992: 89)):

(i) The group of people are sitting on the laiBarker (1992: 89)]

(ii) # The group of statues are sitting on the laj@arker (1992: 89)]
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The subjechappiness and sadness(41) gives rise to two readings — it can
be taken to refer to one merged, complex emotiotg dwo distinct emotions. These
readings reside in the index feature that is siama@lously singular and plural,
stamping its approval on finite forms of either rhen(see Fig. 7). The plural index is
the outcome of ordinary resolution rules. This tithe singular index does not come
from a tangible element likeach but from the conceivable singular interpretatodn
the phrase. By contrast, a pairing of nouns thahcaplausibly lose their discreteness
as separate beings, likas boy and girl are/*is., will be described as —-SG, +PL. The
specification —SG rules out a singular verb, whike specification +PL invites
agreement with a plural verlHappiness and sadness different in that it only
evinces the +PL value, which licenses plural pratgis, but lacks the operator that
fends off singular ones. The moral is that resolutnust take fine-grained semantics
on board.

Fig. 7: F-structure representation
for “happiness and sadness”

INDEX |[NUM [PL +.]

| PRED "happiness'
INDEX |[NUM [PL —.]]
[ PRED ~ 'sadness’ _-
|INDEX |NUM |PL —iﬁ

We will apply essentially the same functional actidie conjoined controllers
like (41), and non-conjoined ones like (40), aslvesl the material from previous
sections. This has not always been done in ean@mk. Two different types of
explanation have been put forward by various resegs. The first one could be
dubbed a structural explanation. According tohie verb in (40) may single out for

agreement either of the nominal constituents imgsr like a group of peopl€cf.
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Osenova and Simov (2007: 105-6)). In other worlls, head can bgroup which
takes a PP complement (corresponding to the singntlerpretation); alternatively,
the head can bpeople which takesa group ofas a complex quantifier/determiner.
The other explanation, often advanced in relatmrdnjoined nouns likbappiness
and sadnessr bacon and eggs (is/areappeals to meaning and observations about
switching reference and points of view (cf. Osen{®@03) and Osenova and Simov
(2007)). The present author regards such fragmentas a drawback in this context,
where all the data can be covered by a single ghksation — much preferable for
what appears to be a unified phenomenon. Apart fseing inelegant and needlessly
disjointed, a purely structural proposal would mled with other inconsistencies.
Below, we will first consider some existing struetuproposals and compare them
with our more functionally-oriented approach, posiipg the discussion of purely

semantic mechanisms until the next section.

7.1. Structural and Semantic Explanationsfor Variable Agreement

Many scholars have sought the root of agreemectuations in constituent
structure, especially when it comes to so calleditpe (a number of the mérand
pseudo-partitive § number of meén constructions. There have been numerous
conjectures about the correct tree representaticsuch strings (cf. Akmajian and
Lehrer (1976)). Jackendoff (1977), for example,gasgs that group nouns occupy the
lower specifier position in the noun phrase (SpeédB, on a DP hypothesis), as
indicated in Fig. 8a. (cf. Abney (1987: 187)). Anglified diagram in the same spirit

is provided in Fig. 8b (cf. Huddleston and Pull0@2: 351-2) for arguments against
it).
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Fig. 8: Structural trees for pseudo-partitives

a) Jackendoff’s analysis b) A simplified
(rom Abney (1987:187)) version(from
Huddleston and
/DP Pulum (2002: 351))
\
C NP NP
/ o\ / \ |
, Det: ead:
bP N Quantifier N

anumberof  protesters

On this view, pseudo-partitives place the clagsgfynominal in the Spec of NP (on
a DP hypothesis), whereas partitives build a simmpbein phrase with a PP
complement. The most compelling evidence for sutteament is the divergent
syntactic behaviour illustrated in (42) and (43)he prepositional phrase is not
extractable in the former case, hence it cannet $&f-contained urfit (cf. Selkirk
(1977), Akmajian and Lehrer (1976), Abney (19877-B¥°, and Huddleston and
Pullum (2002: 349-352)).

(42) a. p number of mgrlike anchovies

b. *[of men, [a numberltlike anchoviefPSEUDO-PARTITIVE)
[Abney (1987: 187)]
(43) a. p number of the métike anchovies

b. [of the mef [a number like anchovigPARTITIVE)
[Abney (1987: 187)]

“The arguments based on this evidence are underniigethe ill-formedness of the following
sentences (Akmajian and Lehrer (1976: 402)). Shagldhen analysa member/side @fs complex
determiners too?

® *A member left of the committddkmajian and Lehrer (1976: 402)]
(i) *A side was broken of the hdkmajian and Lehrer (1976: 402)]

*®Abney (1987: 187), on the other hand, is reluctarmdopt Jackendoff’s tripartite branching from.Fig
8, because it entails the assumption of a dangifwghich takes no complement. However, Abney
himself remarks that thef-phrase cannot be extracted in pseudo-partitivesuse it is not a
constituent, and brackets both partitives and psadititives in the same wayse[D [yp N [pp Of
DP]]]. As pointed out by M. Dalrymple (p.c.), claimg that theof-phrase is not a constituent
contradicts Abney’s bracketing.
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As noted by Keizer (2007: 111), Jackendoff's (19ZZ0) proposal rests on
the premise that pseudo-partitives are a combinatiadwo nominal elements, withf
acting as a grammatical formative ([INP[NP a burfoff][N’ men]]); the construction
is headed by the second noun. This is somewhalasirt@ our insight that such
phrases resemble a coordination of two nouns inynraspects, but we do not
attribute the variable agreement to shifts in hi@rg. Instead, we choose f-structure
as a suitable module for processing agreementnraton.

In the first place, fierce controversy rages onthe literature as to which
potential candidate is the headaofiroup of peoplésee Keizer (2007)) — there have
been various opinions: either is the head, bothhaeals, or neither is head. We can
get around these problems with the help of the xnded concord features
implemented here. To a certain extent, we sympativgh the view espoused by
Dowty and Jacobson (1988) and Reid (1984, 19919seMmain thrust is that subject-
verb agreement is determined by semantic considasabnly’. Jackendoff (1977)
and Abney (1987) represent one extreme — the gmalobne. Dowty and Jacobson
(1988) and Reid (1984, 1991) take another raditaice, this time semantic. The
present model is situated in the middle. Our apgradands out because, apart from
rejecting purely structural explanations and acKedging semantics, it also upholds
the syntactic nature of agreement.

Akmaijan and Lehrer (1976) are among those whcaloole that either noun
in (44) and (45) can be the head. On our analysigjever, the controllers below
receive a singular or a plural index (or both), eleging on the perspective conveyed,
irrespective of phrasal organisation.

(44) The herd of large African elephants was larger thahought [Akmajian and
Lehrer (1976: 405), quoted in Keizer (2007: 12)]

“"Unalloyed semantic accounts will not be fully ersiat, either. They will be revisited in the next
section.
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(45) The herd of large African elephants was/were statimgetowards us[Akmajian
and Lehrer (1976: 405), quoted in Keizer (2007] 12)

Other examples demonstrate that variability is alstays welcome (it all
hinges on what the semantic interpretation is, rasny friend and colleagye
Researchers of a structural persuasion would bpyhajth saying thateview(s)is
the sole head in (46) and (47), dropping the matténat; for us, the first phrase, (46),
will be plural in index because it is about thregiews, whereas the second, (47),
tells us about one review only, and is thereforgygliar in terms of index (there is
naturally no doubt that the constituent structweeehis unambiguous).

(46) Three reviews of the book were/*was receijgeizer (2007: 12)]
(47) A review of three books was/*were receivigeizer (2007: 12)]

Neither is agreement with the semantic head perbiesin (48) and (49)
below (i.e. agreement wittvine or sardines respectively). This goes to show that
denotation cannot be the whole story — what we etttk interaction of meaning and
grammar, or, more specifically, grammaticalised @eties, which is embodied by the
index feature of our model. Purely semantic congal of the target with the
uncountable mass of wine or the plurality of saedimould be ridiculous, but this is
easily predicted in our framework — the phrasediageiistically so constructed as to
talk about two entities of wine and one entity afdines; hence, a plural index is
fashioned in the former case and a singular indeke latter.

(48) Two bottles of wine are/*is fermentindleizer (2007: 124)]
(49) This tin of sardines has/*have gone bfideizer (2007: 124)]
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7.2. Combining Structural and Semantic Explanationsfor Variable Agreement

Some researchers take a predominantly strucineablt incorporate meaning
as well. Baker (1995: 176-8), for instance, assidifferent syntactic structures to
sequences of a determiner and a noun, on the artk Aad partitive phrases, on the
other, but concedes thbbth in both alligatorsis elementary in form (i.e. unlike the
partitive both of the alligators albeit partitive in interpretation. This basigal
amounts to assuming a disparity between the syotaee and the semantic grid, very
much in the spirit of LFG.

Another analysis of pseudo-partitives (eaggroup of runnersthat straddles
the divide between structural and semantic theqizsits the existence of both a
semantic and a syntactic head (Keizer (2007: 12&8izer (2007: 151) writes about
so called hybrid pseudo-partitive constructionswhich one of the nouns is the
syntactic head, whereas the other is the semasdid,las summarised in (50) below.
(50) Hybrid pseudo-partitive constructioiill syntactic head; N2 semantic head):
[N[Quant.-compl[Det a] [ExtN [A-descr steaming]i [Bowl]]] [L(inking)E(lement)
of] [N food]i]

Such a proposal, however, suffers from technica&legance and makes
counter-intuitive predictions. It might be attackeslinconsistent for one and the same
target (e.g. a verb) to sometimes select the nati@nd sometimes the grammatical,
controller. More damaging is the counter-intuitdaim that we are not dealing with
two alternative readings, but with form versus niegiisee foregoing discussion).

Keizer (2007: 151) herself notes that ‘one andsém®e construction may be
interpreted in more than one way, depending onwhg in which the entity in
question is conceptualized by the discourse ppéitdi Thus a construction likecup
of coffeecan be conceptualized either as a concrete obpetaining some fluid or as

a certain amount of coffee (the amount of an ave@ifee cup)’. This quotation is
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significant because it emphasises the importanakenbtation reflected in our index
feature.

The present author shares the hunch verbaliseHuagleston and Pullum
(2005: 89), who point out that, in NPs likdot of money/thingghe rest of the meat
is/the rest of the eggs aemnda number of faults were found is not the head noun
that controls agreement — agreement is insteadatt@ut by the nominal complement
of the prepositional phrase. On the other handetle variation in the following
cases:None of the objections was/were valid. Neither hefnt seems/seem valid.
(Huddleston and Pullum (2005: 90)). Osenova (2@059 believes that it is not only
the head’s relevant information that is projectgdta the phrasal level. Osenova
examines Bulgarian quantifier-noun combinations e liWsamva eoiinuyulosa
cmonalmnozo cmonose, dvama vojnici/dva stola/mnogo stolovvo soldiers/two
chairs/many chairs’, and concludes that it canmotibambiguously settled which of
the two potential candidates is the syntactic pi@ite conjectures that it is probably
the noun, but the dependent, as it were, passagasimatical genes” onto the whole
NP.

Crucially, there is an implicit but strict divisiobetween the constituent
structure of a particular string and the functiolo&i of agreement. What we would
like to explicitly underscore is that, in our viewhe hierarchical organisation of
partitives or pseudo-partitives need not have aifgaon which of their (sub-)
constituents is put in charge of agreement — itlmareither the head or another unit.
Agreement phenomena are taken care of in the fimadtimodule and are generally
unaffected by any potential hierarchical reshufflinVe therefore propose the
following constituent and functional structures. (Efuddleston and Pullum (2002:

351-2)):
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Fig. 9: C-structure representation Fig. 10: C-structure representation

for “a lot of money”

for “none of them”

Ns\ NP
/ |
Det N’
‘ /\ N/\PP
a N PP | ‘
ot pr none P
N
P NP P NP
| :
‘ N' of N
of ‘
N \
| them
money

Fig. 11: F-structure representationFig. 12: F-structure representation
_ for “none of them”

for “a lot of money”

PRED "money"’
SPEC "alot —of '

CONCORD |[NUM [PL —.]]
NDEX  [NuM [PL -]

PRED ‘they"
SPEC ‘noneof'

CONCORD |NUM [PL +.]
INDEX [NUM [PL +]

As can be deduced from the tree diagrams, thetitogrst structure of both
types of phrase is claimed to be identical. The ¢aostructions are dominated loy
and none respectively, whilemoney and them both appear in a prepositional
complement of the head. However, these two sywtashjects differ in their
functional make-up. Functionally, we analyse thisngta lot ofas a complex specifier
which does not have any number properties allocaiat Moneyis the functional
head, although it does not enjoy this status atuctire, and its singular concord and
index are the sole agreement features of the ectimeroller. Readers will remember
that we model singular nouns by designating themrPAs We thus ban plural targets,
which require a positive specification for the plyrand only allow singular

predicates, as they do not want their subjectetddscribed as —SG.



The third person plural pronoun from Fig. 10 isgged in as the main PRED
at f-structure (Fig. 12); it gives the larger plerdts plural concord and indedone of
is demoted to the role of f-structure SPEC, bulikara lot of it contributes a singular
concord and a simultaneously singular and plugext; these react with the concord
and index of the head to concoct properties whiah satisfy the requirements
imposed by targets of either number. This meansnbae of thenwill work either
with a singular or with a plural verb, batlot of moneys confined to occurring with
singular form§®.

The sequenca group of studentdor instance, will sprout the same treeaas
lot of moneyor none of thembut the functional matrix will look like that @fone of
them with a group ofacting as a SPEC that sends up to the superordmagkits
singular (and redundantly, plural) index featuieswell as its singular concord. We
consider the two-tier LFG partitioning of syntaxtanc- and f-structure to be an
advantage that enables us to capture the mismataleén this dual organisation of

language.

“The simultaneous singularity and pluralityrafinewas ascertained in the BNC, where searching for
none isproduced 95 results, one of which is repeated)jmiile searching fonone areproduced
47 results, one of which is repeated in (ii). lticbbe speculated thabne ofis number-transparent,
like a lot of (cf. Huddleston and Pullum (2002: 349)), but tiisuld not explain where the
acceptability of singular agreement witbne of thencomes from.

(i) Of all the species visible in Bharatpumpne is more romantic or mysterious than the Siberian
crane [BNC]

(i) Thus ensuring all items of work are taken into actp andnone areoverlooked or forgotten
[BNC]

29 distinction has traditionally been drawn betwgamumber of + pl noun] and [the number of + pl
noun], with the former said to trigger plural veagreement, and the latter singular. Presumably
number ofis grammaticalised as a functional specifier amtb a lot of whereasmnumberin the
number ofis regarded as a singular head. While this is giobbtrue, there is variation in these
phrases too, because they bring together whattiira singular and a plural constituent, each of
which throws its index into the melting pot (cf. dtileston and Pullum (2002: 349-352), as well as
Heine (2003: 583) for relevant diachronic princgptd grammaticalisation).

(i) Most startling was the fact thabe increased number of cancers weoecurring at radiation

exposure levels well below the official limit ofdsls per year[Reid (1991: 219)]

(i) According to sociologist Fujiwaraan_increasing number of men under_38ow approvesof

women working in a 'non-traditional’ job [Reid (1991: 219)]
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The agreement controllers in (51) and (52) belosviadisputably dependents
in terms of constituent structure — a genitive angrepositional complemefit
However, a word of caution is in order at this stag/e must make sure that our
mechanism does not over-generate and the inteovenitoncerning the available
agreement values only take place under certain dedfihed circumstances, most
likely on a lexeme-by-lexeme basis. It is excemidior a target to be in tune with a
non-head; a predicate matching the person or nurobdhe determiner or the
prepositional complement is ruled out in (53) (Malmple, p.c.).

(51) At ADT (security system88 years’ experience hawaught us that no one alarm
device will foil a determined burglafReid (1984: 108)]
(52) Then there argdhose new style of barometefd. K. Jerome;Three Men in a

Boaf
(53) *My opinion of the students am/are...

Material from Bulgarian also confirms that theeimtal hierarchy of a multi-
membered NP can be established independently ekeagnt, and agreement does
not have to be with the syntactic pivot. This voales the split into constituent
structure and functional structure defended abotlee-syntactic, c-structure head is
to be identified by running constituency tests, s agreement is a phenomenon
within the remit of the functional domain. Rewr (1999: 518-520) demonstrates that
Bulgarian expressions like (54) are headed atuzttre by the second NP. He relies
on an ingenious experiment to prove this beyonddmupt. Object fronting, in which
the object surfaces before the verb, is frequeBulgarian, as we can see in (55) (cf.

Pergev (1999: 519)).

(54) os-e 2onem-u Quau-u PBIICeH X6
dv-e golem-i fili-i Bzen xljab
two-F/NT.PL big-PL slice(F)-PL  rye[M.SG]  brgdd)[SG]

‘two big slices of rye bread’

%0ct. Pollard and Sag (1988: 244) for examples ofjetbverb agreement in English in which the
predicate co-varies with a dependent in the sulpacase, and not with the head. Cf. Quirk and
Greenbaum (1973: 405) for more sentences like Jemomm (52), as well as grammaticality
judgements and a short discussion. Akmajian anddrei976: 405-6) assess earlier proposals that
the selectional restrictions of a phrase are neayd exclusively dictated by the head.
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(55) Boo-a HOC-A1, Jrcaden X00-31.

Vod-a nosj-a, Zaden xodj-a

water(F)-SG carry-1SG,  thirsty[M.SG] go-1SG

‘| carry water, but | always walk around thirstjPertev (1999: 519)]

The question arises if, in examples (56) and (@hgre only part of the object
has been fronted, it is the head or the depentiamnthias ended up to the left of the
verb. Moving" the word forparsleyin (56) results in a perfectly acceptable utterance

whereas movingonly one bunchin (57) gives us a line-up which, albeit not

completely out, is significantly degraded in terofsgrammaticality in comparison

with (56).
(56) Maeoanos KYRU-x camo eoHa 6pwb3KaA

Magdanoz kupi-x samo edna azka

parsley bought-1SG only one bunch

‘Parsley, | bought only one bunch of.’ [Rem (1999: 520)]
(57) amo eoHa  8pv3Ka KYRu-x MA20ano3.

?Samo edna azka kupi-x magdanoz

only one bunch bought-1SG parsley.

‘Only one bunch did | buy of parsley’. [Remv (1999: 520)]

The situation in (56) and (57) is parallel to a meuodified by an adjunct PP, as in

the following context:

(58) [neoa-m [knHuea-ma  na maca-ma)

Gleda-m [kniga-ta na masa-ta]

look.at-1SG  [book-the on table-the]

‘I'm looking at the book on the table.’ [PaEav (1999: 520)]
(59) Kuuea-ma aneoa-m Ha Mmaca-ma

Kniga-ta gleda-m na masa-ta

book-the look.at-1SG  on table-the

‘I'm looking at the book on the table.’ [Regv (1999: 520)]
(60) *Ha maca-ma aneoa-m [xkHuea-ma {

*Na masa-ta gleda-m [kniga-ta t]

on table-the look.at-1SG  [book-the t]

‘I'm looking at the book on the table.’ [PaEav (1999: 520)]

The judgements in (58), (59) and (60) verify ttint head of the object phrase
can be placed to the left of the verb, with theeshelent remaining in situ, as in (59)

(Pertev (1999: 520)). As evident from (60), we canndatiate the dependent and

#“Movement” is meant informally, without any conntitas of a syntactic operation.
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leave the head in situ. Therefore, the worddarsleymust be the head in (56) and
(57). If this is the case, it will be hard to firthy phrase-structure motivation for
possible verbal agreement with the feminine netizka ‘bunch’ (as opposed to the

masculinemagdanoZparsley’), becaus&razka ‘bunch’ has no syntactic credentials
to be the head. So much was ascertained with @ts tehich are independent of

agreement. It would be really circular, even pesgerto assert that what fails the
agreement-independent test is nevertheless a leeadide of the agreement facts (cf.

Quirk et al. (1985: 264), who make such a clainardonga lot of).

7.3. Additional Problemsfor Purely Structural Explanations

Any adamantly tree-based analysis will run intatHar difficulties when it
comes to agreement phenomena. In the first plabenvagreement shifts within a
clause or sentence, we would have to admit thatkgpe can somehow “re-bracket”
the string and assign it different structures oihd¢egs been (at least partially) uttered
or committed to the page. This is rather far-fetched unrealistic. Secondly, it might
be worrying to treapeopleas the head, armgtoup as some sort of determiner, in the
face of modification likea very large group of peoplef. Fig. 8 and Huddleston and
Pullum (2002: 350-1)). This simple logic appliesamalogous examples lik@ou've
got an awful lot of fittings iIBNC], where lot is definitely a determiner/SPEC
functionally, but not structurally, because it takaljectival modifiers, like any other
nominal heatf, and also because it has afPP complement which looks
indistinguishable from any other PP projectedotilyln our model, the constituency
layout remains unchanged, and the multiple boolpikee devices (e.g. gender,

person and number) passed up by the various elsmergxist at f-structure (see the

)t should be acknowledged that determiners can ladsmodified, as imlmost thregnot every etc.
(M. Dalrymple, p.c.). And yet, such modificationniet normally adjectival.
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figures above). In this way, the prediction of waility falls out naturally, with no
need for implausible re-bracketing.

Probably a more serious problem confronting puséiyctural accounts is that
they champion disparate explanations for what seémsbe a non-divisible
phenomenon — agreement with partitives is attribtefluctuating tree “scaffolding”,
but this explanation cannot be extended to woldsféimily. As mentioned above, a
unified treatment would be much more desirable.islt better to cover all
manifestations of equivalent agreement mismatchegh wan overarching
generalisation, and this is made possible by apymedb index and concord. We
believe that collectives likéamily or committee as well as conjoined nouns like
bacon and eggscan accommodate both singular and plural indipest,as a noun
phrase likea group of peoplean inherit the features of its constituent partsese
intuitions are equally valid for determiners likachandevery or conjunctions like
or.

Multi-membered non-conjoined constructions andrdmate phrases have
one more thing in common — namely, what could loeigint of as agreement with an
isolated member of a set. Mistakes due to so calk@ction evoke undeniable
parallels between multi-membered constructions l&kegroup of studentsand
conjoined phrases, reminding one of closest- othést-conjunct agreemént In
some cases, they seem to have become instituseda(as ina group of students
has/havg A target that singles out either the Bulgariaoravfor ‘group’ or the word
for ‘profilers’ is acceptable in (61), whereas (6@)l probably still be condemned as

an “error”.

%30n so called attraction errors, see Bock and Eberia993). We shall not formalise “single-
member” agreement for the time being.
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(61) B KHU2-a-ma YEHmMpaiH-0 MACM=-0 3aema
\ knig-a-ta centraln-o mjast-0 zaema
in book(F)-SG-DEF central-NT.SG place(NT)-SG take[3SG]

epyn-a Hauunae-w-u npogainvp-u, obyuasa-w-a ce  0a U320MeEs-m
grup-a nanae-st-i  profair-i, obdava-St-a se da izgotvja-t
group(F)-SG begin-ing-PL profiler(M)-PL leamg-F.SG* REFL COMP prepare-3PL

ncuxonpoqbuﬂ-u HAa ocobeno OnacH-u npecmvnHuy-u.
psixoprofil-i na osobeno opasn-i pEEstiC-i.
psycho-profile(M)-PL of particularly dangeroB&- criminal(M)-PL

‘Central to the book is a group of beginner profilerho are learning how to compile
psychological profiles of particularly dangerousysnals.’

[Source:
http://www.capital.bg/vestnikut/kapitel/2003/03/220607_poznavash_metodite_mi_
uotsun (accessed on 25 June 2010)]

(62)
eon-a om mem-u-me, Ko--mo 06cvou-xme
edn-a ot tem-i-te, ko-ja-to obgdi-xme

one-F.SG of topic(F)-PL-DEF, which-F.SG-RELATIVE discuss-PAST.1PL

one of the topics which we dissed’
[Source: Bulgarian National Television, News Prognze, 24 July 2010]

Similar examples exist in other languages, sucthasfkussian configuration
of the type NP(nominative) + preposition + NP(instental) illustrated in (63). As a
controller, it can participate in resolved or cktseonjunct agreement — a subset of
the range of patterns found with conjoined noumfsGorbett (1986: 999-1000)). The
singular is to be expected in (63), since verbSlavic agree with their nominative
subjects, but the plural option ‘indicates that di#ique conjunct is in some sense
“taken into account” (Corbett (1988b: 2#)) The same variation is observed in

Russian quantified expressions, as shown in (64).

*This present active participle can also be plurey=asawulobucavasti
here is actually more than that. When the nomidilP is a pronoun, then this alone is responsible
for agreement (Corbett (1988b: 27); cf. the disitussf individuation in Chapter 3, Section 4). In
addition, there have been suggestions in the fitezghat suchvith-phrases are in fact instances of
underlying coordination (cf. Lakoff and Peters (2P@or English, and Crockett (1976, Section
4.1.21) for Russian); the evidence cited oftensrest semantics and agreement phenomena, which
makes the polemics circular.
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(63)

@on Manweuna yyme OvL10 He — omnpasurlomnpasuiu Ha mom céem
Fon MansStejna cut’ bylo ne otpravil/otpravili na tot svet
Von Mannstein. ACC little was not sent9@&/PL to that world
Aeoees co ce0UM 8€00MbIM

Avdeev SO [i3\{e} vedomym

Avdeev.NOM.MASC.SG with his own.INST co-filiNST

‘Avdeev and his co-pilot almost sent Von Mannsteithe other world’
[Corbett (1988b: 27)]

(64) Bowwnolsowinu nsmo oesyuiex
Voslo/vosli pjat’ devusek
entered.NT.SG/PL five.NOM gir.GEN.PL
‘Five girls came in.’ [Corbett (1988b: 28)]

The predicate in (64) is said either to defauln&uter singular, when the numeral
guantifier is taken to be the sole controller (lsea numerals lack the required
features), or to possibly agree with the genitieenplement of the quantifier ‘five’.

This is supported by the Serbian/Croatian dat®%), (because Serbian/Croatian has

clung to its gender distinctions in the plural €brbett (1986: 1000, 1988b: 2¥))

(65) Pet devojaka su dosle
Five gir.GEN.PL AUX.3PL come.FEM.PL
‘Five qirls have come’ [Corbett (1988I8)P

% rhere have been attempts to reduce (64) and (6&pteement with the numeral head, which is
accordingly invested with singular and plural fea) similarly tofamily (see Kibort (2011)). More
work will reveal if it is wise to go down this path
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8. Why we Cannot Only Rely on Semantics

In the previous section, we clarified why an ungated phrase-structural
explanation of agreement proves inefficient, sohaee to fall back on features such
as concord and index in order to arrive at a satiefy account of the empirical facts
(cf. Kim (2004: 1107-9)). One might ask if it woule expedient to get rid of the
syntactic component altogether, leaving agreembah@mena entirely to semantics.
Instead of grammatical matching, it may all be daasemantic compatibility.

In fact, Reid (1991: ix) claims that subject-vedreement is virtually absent
from English — i.e. ‘neither the grammatical numbg&the verb nor that of its subject
determines the other’ (cf. Juul (1974) for simildeas). Barlow (1999) also argues
that agreement relations are actually links betwaisnourse information structures
and are therefore outside the domain of morphoasyht Hoeksema (1983) too
advocates a meaning-based approach (in additipartdy syntactic rules), but admits
that his model cannot cope with sentences like. (66mantics is crucial for Dowty
and Jacobson’s (1988) proposal as well (cf. thigcoin levelled against it in Pollard
and Sag (1994: 105) and Kathol (1999: 224-7)).

(66) Three defeats in a row was too much for our Heteeksema (1983: 71)]

What Reid (1991: ix) has to say about the conoedietween the verb and its
subject is that ‘each is chosen for its semantiluejaand each independently
contributes to the communication of the speakerterided messag®’ Rather than
resorting to mechanical “lockstep”, Reid (1991: 19rges that the tenet of rule-
governed formal co-variance should be abandonedpletely and replaced with
semantic coherence (or compatibility). To a cerextent, we take heed of Reid’'s

plea, in that LFG represents agreement as comiugtibf information supplied by

$"However, Barlow (1999) visualises agreement as mgrthe properties of a controller and a target,
which is not at all dissimilar to the view takentire present work.

¥Bock and Eberhard (1993: 89), on the other hanjictrehe hypothesis that verbal number is
meaningful on its own, bolstering their assertinfith experimental psycholinguistic evidence.
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two elements (i.e. a target and a controller). H@wveemphasis is laid on syntactic
compatibility in LFG, whereas Reid insists that theices are informed by semantics
and pragmatics (and nothing else).

While Reid (1991) dismisses (67) as a sentencerevagreement breaks
down, we would not go so far. The alignment thereith the singular INDEX of the
subject phrase; the singular INDEX comes from thadmng whereby all those
foodstuffs constitute a single unit — namely braakf(similarly to our example with
happiness and sadneabove}°. These features are indeed projected by the gubjec
because such “failure of agreement”, as Reid agllsannot happen with just any
noun phrase, in a haphazard fashion.

(67) Eggs with ham or bacon was the staple for breakjRstid (1991: 38)]

Although we concede that the number of both thennand the verb carries
independent meaning which has to fit in certain syaye cannot accept that the
choice has nothing to do with grammatical rulestead being solely guided by
functional needs and creativity on the part of laage users. Why then would no one
come up withThe furniture are.. when they want to talk about many pieces of
furniture, orThe furnitures argfor that matter? So much has already been pooued
by Bloomfield (1933: 266) (cf. Reid (1991: 109ff))The plurality of
scissors/trousers/binocularmay be justified because they are made up of two
symmetrical parts (as observed by Reid (1991: 74&8lard and Sag (1994: 87) and
Wierzbicka (1991), quoted in Hudson (1999: 177)t bo are shirts and jackets,
which, however, are regular count nouns (cf. Boo#t BEberhard (1993: 61), as well
as Hudson (1999: 177), who stresses that the ireddias between the plurality of a
lexemeand the way its denotata are made do not shed tgithon how language

works). Hudson (1999: 177) also raises awarene#iseoflanger of circularity ‘if the

39as Kim (2004: 1110) notes, ‘in the interpretatiohaonominal, the index must be anchored to an
individual in the context of utterance to make sufrés proper usage in the real world.’
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verb’s supposed meaning can only be identified dokihg at its form, especially
given the apparently arbitrary variation among lsages’; for instance, German
classifies scissors and glasses as singular, buabalural, whereas the Bulgarian
word for furniture is mostly confined to the plur@ccidentally, so is the German
onef’. In addition, syntactic categories such as subjecprototypical controller,

cannot be reliably defined in semantic terms, whschnother blow to an exclusively
semantic approach (Hudson (1999: 177)).

Agreement with the notional third person subjettie(car) in (68) is
impossible (Pollard and Sag (1988: 243), (199468&nd Kim (2004: 1109)). If we
took undiluted semantic reasoning to its logicataosion, aship would have to be
an object as well as a female being at the sane judging by the pronouns that can
refer back to it (Pollard and Sag (1988, and 199)). Neither can a purely semantic
model account for the patterns in (69)-(71), whidchnot make much pragmatic sense
(Morgan (1984: 74-7) and Quirk et al. (1985: 2958)j.

(68) I am parked on the hill[Kim (2004: 1109); originally from H. Clark, citeuh
Barlow (1992: 227)]

(69) More than one student has/*have passed the epdorgan (1984: 74)]

(70) Fewer than two students have failed the eahorgan (1984: 74)]

(71) 0.3 votergdMorgan (1984: 77)]

It is therefore preferable to resurrect the tiadal concept of “notional
concord”, which we elaborate and formalise as indemurtured by semantics but
nevertheless a grammatical feature (cf. Reid (199Zff) for a critical assessment of
previous work appealing to notional concord). R@ig91: 197) attacks such reliance
on notional concord for being inconsistent, becauseems to wield much greater
explanatory power than conventional grammaticaleagrent. If family can be

notionally plural and therefore agree with a pluwalb, the same argument, Reid

surmises, could be sustained for the notional ptyraf the nounbirds. How can we

“°0f course, these number settings are tendencieshwaive their exceptions, reinforcing the point.
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tell that, on this approach, it is not the notioplalrality of birds that the verb detects,
as opposed to its grammatical plurality?

Our framework is immune to such criticism, as thiexactly what we suggest
— verbs are interested in index (but index is netaly another name for semantics).
Besides, accusations of redundancy are often neisglabecause language seems to
take a particular liking to it, especially in thentext of agreement. Strictly speaking,
subject properties are extravagantly and unnedbssapressed both on subjects and
on verbs; likewise, time can be redundantly indidah the clause by verbal tense and
lexical items likeyesterday

Reid (1991: 202-3) himself hails Pollard and S&a9888) stance on verb
number as ‘more congenial’ with his own. As ackrenged by Reid (1991: 202-3),
‘Pollard and Sag (1988: 242ff) propose an infororatbased (rather than derivation-
based) approach to grammatical agreement. Theyeject verb number as purely
syntactic in nature and see the referential paranastsociated with the subject phrase
as the critical determining factor. In their vietw® elements which participate in an
agreement relation specify partial information ab@u single linguistic object”
(Pollard and Sag (1988: 237)). Collective nounsgbfample, “are lexically marked to
introduce parameters unspecified for number” (p0)29he verb then assigns an
agreement value to the subject’. It becomes eviffem this quotation that Pollard
and Sag are among the precursors of the approaiohedihere. As shown above (see
Sections 2 and 3), we also owe a lot to Kim (20@4)well as Morgan (1984), who is
resolute that we need semantic, pragmatic and &ymtarinciples to be able to

account for something as multifaceted as agreefoér€orbett (2003c: 160-2)).
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9. Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter has been to widerfi¢ta of application of the
index and concord features, taking it beyond caowmiibn withand An attempt has
been made to give substance to the claim that rdmaeiwork developed here, by
bringing grammar and semantics together, offera@eguate, unified treatment of
collective nouns, quantified expressions, the priypehanging powers of words like
each everyor or, as well as the behaviour of phrases Bkgroup of studentOur

solution also avoids the pitfalls of purely struefuwr purely semantic theories.



CHAPTER 6

Beyond Agreement: Pronominal Case Assignment in English

1. Introduction

So far we have been concerned with agreement texdasnin which a target
and a controller both supply compatible informatadrihe same kind. We now turn to
government — a situation where one element dictated the features of a dependent
should be, without itself possessing these featuwesbs and prepositions, for
example, govern the case of their arguments. THige/our topic here. Following a
long tradition of research, we first outline theepbmenon of canonical and non-
canonical case assignment to English pronouns iumog as heads or dependents,
and then go on to discuss some previous treatmemisler to illustrate the data, as
well as to demonstrate that an account capablemtfiong all the generalisations has
up until now remained elusive. A purely phrasedtital explanation will be
sketched out and rejected, to be superseded bydalmelying on the formalism of
Lexical-Functional Grammar (LFG), which we argueaassfully incorporates all the
relevant syntactic patterns. The chapter ends aitomparison between the present
proposal and some earlier ideas in the literatbieally, we briefly defend the tacit
assumption that English pronouns still exhibit cdiséinctions.

Payne and Huddleston (2002: 455) define case aystem of inflectional
forms of a noun that serve to mark the functiomof\P relative to the construction
containing it’. We will stick to the traditional @eition of the category whereby it
entails inflectional marking, as opposed to demptemy means of expressing
grammatical relations (including word order, praposs, etc.), the latter being
common practice in the Chomskian school (cf. Jamol§$984: 542), Falk (1991), as

well as Blake (2001: 1) and later sections of tthapter). We keep the concept of
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case separate from syntactic notions such as subjebject. Whereas affixes and/or
morpho-phonology are often the exponents of granecadatelations, there is not
always a one-to-one correspondence, and postulatiivgrsal “abstract” case for all
languages, irrespective of the existence of ovexlahsion, confuses two inter-
connected but independent levels of analysis (tdkd3 (2001: 3, 58) and Comrie
(1981: 64-6)).

In Modern English, morphological case is usualli da survive in personal
pronouns, and, to a lesser extent, in some intatragrelative pronouns. We still
recognise nominativé and who, versus accusativene and somewhat obsolescent
whom In general, the nominative is intended to flagsupjects, and the accusative is
for objects, as shown in examples (1) and.(2)

(1) | calledhim. [invented]
(2) He calledme [invented]

Nominative and accusative may no longer seem gppte pigeonholes for
the present-day inventory of English pronouns, bsedhere are no dedicated dative
forms for what would conventionally be called iredit objects. It might therefore be
more accurate to talk about subjective and objectilavours”, the former standing
for the nominative, and the latter comprising theusative and dative. This, however,
could be misleading. The subjective/nominative waw signal the subject of a finite
verb and (marginally) a subject complement, wheri@s objective/accusative is
frequently found not only on objects but also omjeat complements, as in (3).
Paradoxically, there are attestations of morphcklty objective/accusative subjects,
shown in (4).

(3) 'm sure they're as good as we are btiteyre them and were us. And that’s

that [BNC]
(4) Me and mybrother are gonna be off at the same tifigNC]

YFor case in Old English, see Mitchell (1985), Alig995, chap. 2), Quirk and Wrenn (1955: 60-1)
and Mitchell and Robinson (2007: 105); for an ov@mwof the history of English case, see Denison
(1993), Allen (1995, chap. 5), Howe (1996, chapaj Czepluch (1996: 42-3, 186).
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Judging by such examples, “subjective” and “obyextiare no more precise
labels than “nominative” and “accusative”. Admitied “nominative” and
“accusative” are not perfect eitfiebut we adopt this terminology, following Payne
and Huddleston (2002: 456), because it is the makdly accepted one in the field. It
can be more easily reserved for the inflectionatking, without any commitment
concerning the syntactic behaviour of the morphicklgtems.

In the next section, we identify three varietiesvdern English with regard
to canonical and non-canonical case assignmentthéfe clarify that non-canonical
case is tolerated as long as the relevant pronsumt a head — this assertion is
substantiated in Section 3. Section 4 offers ass&sisof the contributions of some
previous authors, while Section 5 formulates arab@lates a new proposal that is
more comprehensive and succinct. The final sectnate our model in the context
of its forerunners and justify the stance that @me®ay English retains case on its

pronouns.

%For instancehim and “objective”her are descended from Old English datives and, etygicady
speaking, they should not be designated as aceesati
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2. Canonical and Non-Canonical Case Assignment in Three Varieties of
Standard English

In the canonical scenario, the nominative is setleafor subjects and the
accusative for objects (including prepositionaleait§), as in the a) sentences from (5)
to (11). We will be referring to this sub-systempaescriptively “correct” Standard
English. Another variety allows accusative formsb& non-canonically assigned to
subjects, as displayed in (5)b. and (6)b. This W&l named Colloquial Standard
English. The third variety also fosters deviatioonh institutionalised teaching — this
time nominative forms can appear in object funcjoas in (9)b. — an alignment
typical of the Hypercorrect Variety of Standard Esttj.

(5) a.He and Itried to make conversatiofCOCA]

b. Him and metried. Weused a fingernail file onc¢ COCA]
(6) a.We twospeak togethefCOCA]

b. If us twodon't play, then it's strictly politica[ COCA]
(7) a.We allleft at the same tim¢BNC]

b.*Us allleft at the same time.
(8) a.lt wasl who opened the dodiCOCA]

b. It wasmethat had to tell her[COCA]
(9) a.The affinitybetween him and me[BNC]

b. all the protectiorto both he and |[BNC]
(10) a.l probably won't go|[BNC]

b.*Me probably won't want to g¢Grano (2006: 6)]
(11) a.Shepoisonedchim againstme [COCA|]

b.*Her poisonechim againstme

c.*Shepoisonechim againstl.

d. *Shepoisonedche againstme

The ill-formedness of (7)b., (10)b. and (11)bdcimplies that non-canonicity
is far from random. Below, it will be argued thatan only affect pronouns which do
not head the relevant receiver of case. This istwhany scholars believe about

conjoined phrases — they are regularly describdtkadless or exocentric (cf. Chapter

3For a brief note on recent developments in casgrasent, see Swan (2006: 332); for non-canonical
case in Middle and Early Modern English, see Dani§b993: 32), Tieken-Boon van Ostade
(1994), Howe (1996: 166), Johannessen (1998: 1&jeAneyer and Singler (2003), Wales (1996:
88) and Barr (2009).
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1). In the next section, it will be establishedtttiee same distinction lies behind the
grammaticality judgements in (6) and (7).

There is a certain amount of circularity becauseappeal to pronoun usage to
delimit the three sub-systems, which in turn wél telied on to account for pronoun
usage. One way of determining register that is peddent of how pronouns are
deployed might be to look at the source of our gsrpxamples. As expected, case
tended to be used colloquially in very informal eges, replete with other colloquial
vocabulary and contractions, even slang words amehisng. By contrast, hyper-
correct citations were often associated with fornsalemn occasions, such as a
hearing at the High Court of Justice — those sumdngs definitely presuppose being
on one’s best linguistic (and non-linguistic, foat matter) behaviour, to the extent of
possibly overdoing it. Unfortunately, however, tjsnwere not always as simple as
that, and we sometimes encountered hyper-correctonnformal texts, and
colloquialisms in relatively formal ones. This satlur partitioning into doubt, but the
following acceptability ratings from Kershaw (199@juoted in Johannessen (1998:
137)) uphold the boundaries between the three gstieras: the first one colloquial
(12), the second normatively “correct” (13), ance tkhird hyper-correct (14).
Crucially, (15) confirms that they are incompatilie the same clause. For more
discussion of the registers of English with theffedlent grammars, see Householder
(1987) and Klima (1964).
(12) %Me and him went ouKershaw (1992), quoted in Johannessen (1998: 137)]
(13)He and | went oufKershaw (1992), quoted in Johannessen (1998: 137)]
(14) % They know he and[Kershaw (1992), quoted in Johannessen (1998: 137)]
(15) *Me and him know she and [[Kershaw (1992), quoted in Johannessen (1998:
137)]

Having introduced the concepts of canonical and-ecanonical case in the

three varieties, we are now ready to return to clam that non-canonical case

assignment can only occur if the pronoun in questi® not the head of the
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construction. This issue will be addressed in 8ac8, after which we examine how

some earlier theories cope with the complex dadifiaally flesh out our own.

3. Pronouns as Heads or Dependents
Mention was made above of a crucial distinctioteenWe/*Us all leftand

We/Us two left- namely, that the pronoun is the head in the éorexample and a
dependent in the latter (cf. (6) and (7)). We haithat the divergence between these
patterns holds the key to a better understandirgasé assignment in English. In this
section, the mismatched options in the two phrasik®e attributed to their different
syntactic structures. Governed constituents havbetir canonical case when they
serve as the f-structure head but are free tor@aicanonical/default case otherwise,

and it is vital for any theory to be able to accondaite these facts.

3.1. Empirical Evidence

A substitution test lends credibility to such aralgsis. In the environment of
We/Ustwo left if we replacewe/uswith central determiners likéhose/the we get
impeccable result§-hose/The/Whichiwo left(cf. Wales (1996: 12) and Baker (1995:
153)). Such substitution is unthinkableWe all left — cf. *The/*Which all left. The
sentenceThose all leftis licit because the demonstrative can stand orowts.
Similarly, if we replace a pronoun functioning asall with a full NP, the output is
unobjectionable The men all left but trying to replace a pronoun functioning as
determiner with a full NP leads to nonsensEhe men two left(Mary Dalrymple,
p.c.). We can also sakhose/Us three all lefivhere either a central or a pronominal
determiner co-occurs witlall, so all is compatible with determiners, including
pronominal ones, as long as there is a pivot to tga(the numerahree in our case).
Determiner pronouns and articles, on the other haral mutually exclusive, unless

separated by an intonation break, which makes sfichgs appositive (see next
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section):*we the linguists, *you the studer(tdudson (1987: 122), cf. Postal (1969)).
These peculiar syntactic qualities point to anrpretation whereby the pronoun is a
determiner irus twoand the head iwe all Kim and Sells (2008: 156) remark tfzdit

in The boys will all be therés a floating quantifier which can follow the alixry
verb, so the quantifienay not be part of the phrase at all.

In terms of semanticsye all is equivalent tall of us whereaaus twois not
equivalent tawo of us In us twq us must refer to two people, while two of usus
must encompass at least tHrenother fact to note is thais girls you girlsandwe
girls are all perfectly well-formed, whereaghé&y qirlsis clearly not.Them girlsis
characteristic of non-standard dialects in whlobmhas the same determiner function
asthose *I girl and*she/*her girl are obviously out too. These combinations reveal
that only some members of the paradigm can do éodbky as pronouns and
determiners — third-person forms might be precluffech determiner roles due to
blocking by the definite article (cf. Quinn (20@88) and Abney (1987)).

Payne and Huddleston (2002: 374) also considst- fand second-person
pronouns in examples like (16) and (17) to be detezrs, because they mark a noun
as definite and their distribution is exactly phelalto that of other definite
determiners, cf. (18). They permit the universahmifier all as pre-determiner; this
property distinguishes determiner pronouns frompesonal series, which pernait
in that slot only when post-modified, as shown i9)( and (20) (Payne and
Huddleston (2002: 374), cf. Quirk et al. (1985: 3582)).

(16) all we supporters of a federal Euroffegayne and Huddleston (2002: 374)]
(17) all you student$Payne and Huddleston (2002: 374)]

(18) all those supporters of a federal Europad all the students[Payne and
Huddleston (2002: 374)]

(19) All wel/you who support a federal Europe will wiretargument[Payne and

Huddleston (2002: 374)]
(20) *All we/you will win the argumenfPayne and Huddleston (2002: 374)]

“This does not hold fahe two of us of course.
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Since the boldface pronoums(21) and (22) are no sole heads, in line with th
inferences from the preceding paragraphs, theyfr@® to surface with a non-
canonical case.

(21) Everything comes the who waits.[Corby trouser-press advertisement, London
Underground, 7 November 1994, from Wales (1996; g6pted in Quinn (2005:
(320;))']I'hem she lived with would have killed her for a hat-piiGeorge Bernard Shaw,
Pygmalion from Visser (1963: 248), quoted in Quinn (200873

The paraphrasability with “those [people] who [cavdit/that [one] who waits/those
[people] [who(m)] she lived with” can hardly be deth The skeleton is thus made up
of a determiner (demonstrative or pronominal), paushead (overtly present or
omitted), followed by a relative clause modifyingethead. As no nominal can be
reinstated in (21) and no third-person pronounsnadly act as determinerle might

be seen as a fused Det-Head, combining in it ‘tlae/person/individual/one [+who
waits]”, or he whomight be a “periphrastic free relative” spellingt Swhoever®.
One thing is for sure ke is not autonomous in the matrix clause {&verything

comes to he and non-compliance with conventional markingpisught on by the

post-posed relative adjunct.

3.2. Apposition

The evidence adduced in the previous section éguirocally in favour of
treating pronouns in phrases Ile twoor we linguistsas determiners. An alternative
analysis of those collocations, but with differentonation, is as instances of

apposition (although, see Postal (1969), who arggest it). Apposition is similar

*The non-canonical accusative here may be due tspleker's (or, more accurately, the character’s)
non-standard dialect. Our account is restricteStémdard Modern English.

®A rival explanation offered in Quinn (2005) is tliabse pronouns can have their case governed by the
relative clause verb. If Quinn’s analysis is implnted across the board, however, it will rule out
whowhen the relativisation target in the relative skis not a subject (M. Dalrymple, p.c.), which
is an undesirable consequence (cf. (Bhother alternative, to which we return below, fett
prepositions have lost their ability to assign dassome varieties of English.

(@) ... if he saw me or anybodyho he knew.. [BNC]
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to coordination in that there are multiple unitspea of which is hierarchically above
the others, so we will essentially make the saneiptions (for a discussion of
similarities between apposition and coordination,Sadler and Nordlinger (2006)).
We must resort to the appositive escape hatchxameles like (23) anyway. The
first-person plural form in (23) cannot be plaugibbnstrued as a determiner because
there is one already (cf. Quinn’s (2005: 301) raiti&erent story). Although there
are archaic analogues with a demonstrative andsaegsive from Early Modern
English like (24), such adjacency would not be degrgrammatical in the present
day.
(23) Finally, 1 must speak of the frustrationswé, the journalist§The Observer, 12
August 1984, quoted in Kjellmer (1986: 448)]
(24) No, this my hand will rather/ The multitudinous seas incarnain [W.
Shakespeardlacbeth Act I, Scene ]
3.3. Fossilised Nominalisations

In Section 3.1 we saw that pronouns can be eftbads or dependents in the
phrase that contains them. If they are heads, tihest be assigned canonical case. If
not, they would readily embrace the non-canonie&hualt. Yet another guise they can
assume, illustrated in (25), is of derived nounsictvhlack morphological case
inflections.
(25)a whole newné®

An additional complication arises from construntdike poor him In this

sub-section we seek possible reasons why they pmwith “unorthodox” case, with

at least three identified — in the first place, ythaften appear as independent

"The only potential candidate for “case affixhooduld be the genitive markés. As it attaches to the
right edge of the NP, and not directly to the headn, it is better analysed as an enclitic, though.
®The following are probably also tokens transfornieth nouns and therefore stripped of case or
reflexivity:
(i) Well, I don't seeme anywhere [in the picture]. Where imeg, 'cause that's notme? [Source:
http://www.npr.org/2011/02/22/133847765/silver-gtacipient-areluctant-herofaccessed on 10 July
2011), thanks go to M. Dalrymple for bringing teisample to my attention]
Kjellmer (1986: 448) and Tieken-Boom van Ostad@9@t 219) cite similar material from
Early Modern English, in the face of which a nonfisgtion account would flounder. It will be ignored
here because it belongs neither to Standard r@resent-Day English. Non-standard varieties froen th
20" and 2% centuries are likewise ignored (cf. Wales (19%5) 8
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constituents in separate clauses; secondly, theoprocould be part of a frozen pre-
fabrication that does not inflect for case; furthere, there are indications that such
pronouns act as determiners. Indeed, default ateesgreceded by adjectives may
not be due to the internal hierarchical organisatibthe syntagm itself, but to the fact
that they frequently float around as self-contairstigbtches of speech or writing
without a case-assigning verb (cf. Quinn (2005:)288nd yet, there are attestations
where they are incorporated in finite clausesna26).

(26) Poor him never got a word in edgewayQuinn (2005: 75)]

As pointed out by C. M. MacRobert (p.cpgor himor lucky memight be
idiomatic set expressions which are not built oe Hasis of syntactic rules at all,
because they cannot combine freely with any adjed.g.*ridiculous us/*hungry
me. Schitze (2001: 213-4), Zwicky (2004) and GraR006: 4) consider only the
accusative to be grammatical in sentences like §2d) (28) below. There exists a
certain affinity betweemoor meandlucky mefrom (27) and (28), on the one hand,
andthe real men (29), on the other. Case variation is disaliteall of them, with the
accusative being the sole option (provided that twest Schitze and Grano’s
intuitions).

(27) Luckyme/*] gets to clean the toiletfSchiitze (2001: 213-4)]
(28) Poor *I/me will have to start all over agairfGrano (2006: 4)]
(29) The realme/*| is finally emerging[Schitze (2001: 214)]
(30) Luckyme'the realmeis/*am...[Schitze (2001: 214)]

In the light of these insights, we propose to sifgsthe pronouns irpoor
me/lucky himas fossilisations. That much is suggested by theespondences
between them and the unambiguously nominalised imeih@ real meThis is in fact
supported by the agreement in (27) above, wherfrsteperson predicate would be
acceptable, as corroborated by the grammaticaliiggments in (30) — the third-

person verb means that the subject is a noun, ficgtgoerson pronoun. However, it

remains a mystery why the pronoun is barred froro@murring with a determiner in
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(27) and (28)*the lucky mg& More damagingly, nominative forms are also rdedr
in such contexts, as shown in (31).
(31) This is hard for poowe [Householder (1987:164)]

Alternation is a sign of active case at work, ggpased to a petrified
indeclinable relic. It would not be too far-fetchidsay that both the nominative and
the accusative have given rise to two synonymousimalised lexemes (maybe in
different idiolects), which do not tolerate overtides or demonstratives. Another
possibility is to bring to the fore the incompadlilyi of such pronouns with
determiners, which might hint at membership in $hene categofy Those pronouns
would have to be the only post-adjectival determinowever. Yet another viable
hypothesis might be apposition, which came up enphevious section (cf. Quirk et
al. (1985: 423-4, as well as Sections 17.65 an@8)7for similar ideas regarding
phrases likave British), but adjectives cannot normally stand on theinavhen they
are part of NPs — clWe, the British are...but not*We, __ British are...At this

stage, we have no choice but to leave this foréutasearch.

3.4. The Formal Treatment of Pronouns as Heads or Dependents

The syntactic disparities between a pronoun wkicn head and one which is
a dependent will prove pivotal as our agenda gradduafolds. The formalisation of
pronouns in general, and pronouns filling the sloftsdeterminers in particular,
remains controversial, with scholars disagreeingrdhe very fundaments of what
they believe to be the correct phrase-structureresgmtation (Postal (1969),

Jackendoff (1977: 106), Quirk et al. (1985: 6.1pnay (1987: 169ff), Hudson (1987:

*The incompatibility with determiners cannot be gotvn to the unique reference of pronouns — cf.
*that poor himvs. attestedhat poor RoOJCOCA]. In addition, (i) shows that fused adjectih@ads
admit determiners other than the definite article:

(i) But it's real jobs they wanthese youngto be needed, useful, a cog in the macH®eurce:
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnitiby purves/article7107887.ece(accessed
on 25 April 2010)]
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122ff), Cardinaletti (1994: 202-5), Longobardi (#99Wales (1996: 11), Panagiotidis
(2002), Payne and Huddleston (2002: 374), Quin@%P0
The whole phrase-structure problem can be circmtede by using LFG

functional structure, especially since what is bigad in the tree diagram does not
necessarily have to be accorded the same staths iiunctional matrix (cf. Bresnan
(2001: 102) and Dalrymple (2001); as well as ChagpteSection 4.3, Chapter 5,
Section 7.2 above, and the brief LFG update ini&ed below). We propose the
LFG f-structure presented in Fig. 1. If pronounbdee like determiners, they will be
plugged in as the value of the specifier (SPEC)clviwill let them get default case,
because they are not the main PRED. If pronouns ista@s f-structure heads, they

will contribute the PRED value and will only be albbd get canonical case (cf. Section

5).
Fig. 1. F-structure analysis of pronouns as heads or depptsd
a.Us twoleft b.We allleft
PRED 'leave<SUBJ>' PRED 'leave<SUBJ>'
sugy | SPEC |us sugy | PRED = ‘we
PRED 'two' ADJUNCT |[all]]

The aim of this section has been to underscoteathadequate description of
case in Present-Day English will have to be abl&ke on board the implications of
the various roles pronouns can fulfii — canonicakec is mandatory for (non-
fossilised) heads, whereas the non-canonical defeight suffice in other
circumstances. This is valid for the material weehbeen examining here, as well as
for coordination, which will be discussed in moretall below. After this excursus,
we move on to an unavoidably superficial reviewaotmall sample of the vast
literature on pronominal case in English. It willnerge that, while coordinated
constructions have featured prominently in numeagers, books and monographs,
often no effort has been made to extend the amalygsiwhat we have labelled

determiner pronouns.
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4. Some Previous Accounts of English Pronominal Case

This section sketches out several earlier atteraptackling case in English,
with special emphasis on the peculiarities of com@gd phrases. We first familiarise
readers with the treatments offered in the twoddash reference grammars of Modern
English, Huddleston and Pullum (2002) and Quirkakt (1985), followed by a
summary of the work of two more theoretically middmuthors — Johannessen (1996,
1998) and Quinn (2005). As we go along, we alsoosg&psome of the challenges
previous proposals face. Finally, we argue agdhestpurely tree-based explanations
that have dominated the specialist literature.him mext section, we will outline our

alternative proposal and then set it against adragkof similar ideas.

4.1. Payne and Huddleston (2002)

Payne and Huddleston (2002: 462) list three grasefor implementing case
in coordinate constructions. The first involves aning the same rules for both
conjoined and non-conjoined environments (equivalerwhat we have dubbed the
“prescriptively correct” variety). The second sé@y entails reinterpretation of the
coordinating conjunction as a preposition and snealified by sentences where only
the second conjunct is accusative, like (32). Tkl tstrategy is to spread accusative
case across the board. Payne and Huddleston’s cdsemodh third strategies are
subsumed under what we have called the Colloquaalety of Standard English.

(32) She and usare going to be good friend®ayne and Huddleston (2002: 462)]

In relation to the hyper-correct insertion of naative forms into object slots,
Payne and Huddleston (2002: 463) distinguish twitepas. The first one places the
“deviant” conjunct in second position, as in (3Be other pattern has the “deviant”
element in first position, as in (34), or both etats are “deviant”, as in (35). The

authors declare that the first configuration is mowre common than the second.

232



(33) The present was supposed to represent Helenl andPayne and Huddleston
(2002: 463)]

(34) They’'ve awardedhe and his brother certificates of mefRayne and Huddleston
(2002: 463)]

(35) There’s a tendency fdre and Ito clash[Payne and Huddleston (2002: 463)]

There is a difficulty which stems from attributirige availability of non-
canonical case in colloquial speech to the reamsalgé the conjunction as a
preposition. Such a scenario cannot be invoked vidogh conjuncts are accusative,
or, more importantly, when it is the first conjuribat hosts the default property, but
not the second. We have attested examples fromtéeet:

(36) Me and heare having a heated discussion about ff8surce:
http://www.digitalspy.co.uk/forums/showthread.ph#Z87273&page=162b
(Accessed on 13 April 2010)]

(37) she can't take the fact thate and heare happy together, she’s jealous, actually

she wants him backSource http://www.country-couples.co.uk/datingtips/doesHyo
man-flirt-with-other-women(Accessed on 13 April 2010)]

Neither can this explanation be extended to thatesth of determiner
pronouns, investigated in the previous sectionh@&lgh Payne and Huddleston
(2002: 374) correctly identify pronouns used irstivay as determiners, they do not
come up with a comprehensive solution that apgleboth instantiations of what

seems to be the same phenomenon.

4.2. Quirk et al. (1985)

In order to arrive at a better understanding of thechanism of case
assignment, Quirk et al. see fit to divide thet&rzlause into “subject territory” (the
pre-verbal subject position) and “object territorf@hich includes all noun-phrase
positions apart from that immediately precedingtheb)°. In informal English, the
accusative is the unmarked default form which cap cip ‘in the absence of positive

reasons for using the nominative’ (Quirk et al.§89338)). This is how Quirk et al.

19¢t. Klima (1964: 15-6) for similar ideas.
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tame accusative subject complements (cf. (38)) &lso underpins the preference for
mein ‘absolute’ functions, as in (39) (cf. Erdmard®79: 68)).

(38) That'll bethem[Quirk et al. (1985: 338); bold face mine]
(39) “Who's there?” “Me” [Quirk et al. (1985: 338); bold face mine]

According to Quirk et al. (1985: 338), the sam#éaroof “catchment areas” is
responsible for the tendency to find conjoined aative pronouns acting as the
subject of the finite clause. The pronoun is nogkmsaid to be in subject territory
here, because coordination means that it is ‘stggrto some extent from the
following verb, either by position or by failure obncord, as in the non-standtomn
and Mary/Mary and him are going abroad for a holtidt is bizarre, however, that
him should be accusative in the second example, despiteediately preceding the
verb. Having recourse to “failure of concord”, e tother hand, is circular.

Nominative objects are blamed on the prescriptivas in favour of the
nominative series. Nevertheless, conjoined nomieatpronouns which have
encroached on the “object domain” undermine Quirklés logic, as it predicts that
everything there will be in the accusative (@oétween you and I, as for John and |
etc.). In order to salvage these otherwise neaghiss we might surmise that the
markedness settings have been flipped around irhyper-correct register (this is
what we will do in our analysis below). Althoughethurdle of hyper-correction can
be eliminated by positing another default, Quirkaks (1985) model would have a
hard time clarifying why non-canonical case is wete inUs two left but not inWe
all left. Since neither of the two pronouns is right imfrof the verb, they are outside
the subject’s territory, so default case shouldalailable to both of them. Even
though the headedness of such constructions israongly established elsewhere in
the volume (cf. Quirk et al. (1985: 339, 353, 423&#Ad sections 7.25, 17.65, 17.88)),
the case options in them cannot be covered by tineepts of subject and object

territory. What is more, nominative subject compéens remain a puzzle.
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With regard to interrogative/relativeho(m) Quirk et al. (1985: 367) note that
the accusative form is the marked one, unlike thimarked accusative series of the
personal pronouns The advantage of their cartographic approach hit it
anticipates this apparent paradox. Since subjedtory in colloquial English is
defined as the stretch preceding the verb, ana grhevords in questions and relative
clauses are virtually confined to that stretchgdpective of whether they are
construed as subjects or not, there is a trendfammal English to avoisvhomand to
replace it bywho (Quirk et al. (1985: 367); see Section 5.8 belavihere we
legitimise our stance). We now turn to a study aashe Minimalist framework and

its hierarchy-inspired tale about the same factaf teast a subset of them.

4.3. Johannessen (1996, 1998)

Restricting herself to the environment of coordimat Johannessen (1998)
also recognises the fact that the deviant conjoeats default case. For her, this has
to do with the structure of the ConjP (cf. Chagdteection 2.2). On the basis of the
observation that mixing canonical and non-canortmetns normally proceeds in that
order (see (40) and (41) below, and Section 4.Y&ghas well as on the basis of other
assumptions which are not rehearsed here, Joha&messicludes that conjoined
nominals are incorporated into a Conjunction PhréSenjP) headed by the
conjunction and assembled according to the gesedhlK-bar schema reproduced in

Fig. 2.

YAt first sight, this may seem rather strange. let,fét is not so surprising, since case on personal
pronouns is expressed by suppletion; as a resduljeanbers of the paradigm are of more or less
equal length. Formally speaking, none is more nthtkan the others, but functionally speaking,
the accusative set is indisputably more basic amk-vanging. By contrast, the case on the
accusativewh-pronoun is realised by the suffikm The nominative is shorter and has a zero
ending, which renders it morphologically primarg.dddition, the nominative is clearly unmarked
from a functional point of view too. Treatingho/whomdifferently from he/him however, is
assailable on grounds of double standards (anddnsicholars like Quinn (2005, chap. 6.2) treat
both pairs alike). At the same time, it has to beaceded thatvho andwhomshare a vowel (long
lu:l), whereahie andhim do not; this implies thavhoandwhomhave the same stem, whie and
him are suppletive forms from different stems.
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Fig. 2. Johannessen’s (1998, 1996: 669) ConjP (repeated fhapter 1)
ConjP

/\

Conjunct 1: Cony

(Specifier) —
Conj Conjunct 2

(Head) (Complement)

The conjunction, which is the head, receives ttréates originating from the
verb. Since conjunctions discern no case, it is erggigh one of the conjuncts. The
crucial thing is that agreement in this framewaslkalways an interaction between a
head and its specifiét So, the canonical value is passed on to thewdriith sits in
the specifier node, whereas the other pronoun eathg default option, because the
model does not foresee that any agreement relatvdhsbtain between a head and
its complement. It follows that, if only one of thlednjuncts boasts the *“right”
inflection, it must be the initial one. Johannes§®98: 3, 54-5) believes that the
relative order of heads and complements is unillgrdaxed. With particular
reference to English, she claims that the sequeariceerb (head) and object
(complement) corresponds to having a conjunctioeadh and a non-conformist
element which comes after it (complement). Thimdeed true in sentences like (40)

and (41).

?More precisely, the claim is that the ConjP infeetite features of the conjunct in specifier positio
through spec-head agreement (cf. Johannessen (1998:
“*This is open to criticism because it conflatesdbiecepts of agreement and government.

23¢€



(40) Can someone help my wife and | find housing in §2k3ohannessen (1998:
(1451)%She and him will drive to the movi¢3ohannessen (1998: 16)]

The bottom line is that the first pronoun will nmiuntenance non-canonical
marking if the second one is in its canonical atténd yet, this is exactly what we
discover in examples (36) and (37) above, as vgath #42) and (43) below.

(42) No, quite the oppositélim and| have remained clog€OCA]
(43) Well, it does, in a way, becausen and | took different paths fighting our case.
[COCA]

For Johannessen (1998), a combination dike and himn subject position is
more natural thashe and hethe latter should be rarer because it is hamléetive —
it is generated at the cost of bringing in extrachiiaery whose aim is to achieve the
sharing of features between the specifier and dmepement. This expectation is not
borne out by the facts from the BNC (cf. Appendix Ishe and heppears in subject
function eight times, and there are no instanceatsaever ofshe and him This
situation is repeated witthe and theys. she and themas well as witlthey and Ivs.
they and meLikewise, there are seven hits fhey and wevs. none fothey and us

The fundamental motivation behind Johannesserpsoagh is predominantly
theory-internal, and her arguments can be turnesidapdown, again for theory-
internal reasortd. Zoerner (1995), for instance, props up the Camj&ffolding, too,
but with the opposite predictions — he maintainat tthe conjunct in complement
position will have to display the properties impdd®y the outside governor, because
for him the conjunction (head) acts like a condifitcase; essentially, heads give
features to their complements, but not to theircsjges. This idea was entertained

and rejected during the assessment of Payne andilé$toin’s (2002) proposed

solution involving a case-assigning prepositioseaction 4.1.

“Besides, there are numerous problems confrontiagotlosophy of endocentric conjoined phrases,
as already demonstrated in Chapter 1. If we watdegphold the ConjP anyway, a cumbersome
apparatus would have to be set in motion to accosateouniformly nominative or accusative
clusters (cf. Johannessen (1998)).



4.4. Quinn (2005)

Building on Johannessen’s work, Quinn (2005) alsptaviolable weighted
constraints in order to model pronominal case maoed and non-conjoined phrases
alike. One such constraint is Relative Positionali@g 1, which states that, in a
conjoined phrase, the first conjunct must be “ded@nd the second “robust”. The set
of gracile forms comprisesne, he, she, we, thethe set of robust forms comprisés:
him, her, us, themAs this does not account for pairings likee and theyQuinn
(2005) introduces an additional stipulation thanettimes the second conjunct has to
be “more robust” than the first, witthey proclaimed more robust than the other
gracile items. Yet another principle admits “inwenti strong forms” likhim and me
The invariant strong forms are enumeratedas, him, her, us, therhlowever, none
of the fruits of Quinn’s meticulous efforts seerase in a position to capture attested
and reported combinations likee and hen (36) and (37), oher and wen subject
functions. (42) and (43) above also slip througl thesh of multiple guidelines.
Further potentially troublesome data can be fouméppendix Ill, Part 2, examples
(2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7) and (8), but maybe Qui(2005) would generate those as
vanilla nominative subjects, without relying on test-resort safety net.

This brief survey of some relevant literature figaifs the need for an analysis
that does a better job of elucidating the phenomeldée will try to provide such an
analysis in the next section, but we first justty decision not to make exclusive use

of constituent structure.
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4.5. Against an Approach Exclusively Based on Constituent Structure

Since English is a configurational language, igimiseem that we can harness
constituent-structure trees to formulate the gdisateons. Such arboreal
generalisations are summarised in the two bullettpdoelow (cf. Fig. 3), but they

soon turn out to be rather knotty:

» If the maximal projection of a pronoun is immedigtdominated by IP, then
the pronoun gets nominative case (a¥Meall left or simplyWe left). If the
(main/lexical) verb (incl. a copula), or a prepmsit immediately c-
command® the maximal projection of a pronoun, the pronohant gets
accusative case. This easily tackles straightfaivilastances likeShe gave it

to him andIt’'s me

e If, however, the pronoun is not the head of the imak projection
immediately dominated by IP, then it need not pamol¢he nominative and is
free to yield to the temptation of default accusatcase (in the colloquial
variety). This accounts fads two left and Me and him left (assuming that
coordination is exocentric). In the hyper-correetriety, if the verb or a
preposition does not immediately c-command the makiprojection of a
pronoun, the pronoun can get default nominative.cesorder for a pronoun
to obligatorily accept the accusative, its maxinmabjection has to be
immediately c-commanded by the verb/prepositions Téikes care of patterns

like He drove my brother and

We stick to the wording “immediate c-command”, @&l of the more widely used term
“government”, so that we can avoid mixing up thisdkof c-structure government with LFG's f-
structure government which is employed below. F@r meaning of c-command and c-structure
government, see Carnie (2007, chap. 4).
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These insights figure in early work by Klima (196&£monds (1976), and
Hudson (1995: 378), among others, but they ougbeteefined. In a theory like LFG,
subject and object relations, as well as case nmdtion, are usually handled at
functional-structure, which is what we undertakedtw below. The motivation for
rejecting a purely phrasal explanation is not tiieoternal, however. It is an
insurmountable obstacle that, unless we invent eoafly unjustified
transformations, we cannot tailor our pronouncesiemade in terms of rigid tree-
diagrams, to languages with thriving morphologidetiensions and free word order,
like Czech and OIld Norse, which also have non-caabicase (cf. Siegel (1987: 69-
70) for other, more technical, faults that plaguafigurational approaches to case
assignment). Neither would such a model be abtdftotlessly predict the behaviour
of subject complements in English, since they ogdhe same space as objects. We
will therefore primarily abide by the laws of LFGstfructure government and roles
like subject, object and subject complement, balhatsame time we will not abandon
trees completely. We end up claiming that casengligh flows to pronouns which
are governed by a finite verbal PRED at f-structusear certain grammatical
functions, and appear in particular constitueniegtire positions. In addition, the
approach we will defend below is more flexible istablishing what contexts
individual pronominal forms are allowed in, due donstraints that we attach to

lexical entries.
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5. A New Proposal

We now proceed to reformulate the generalisationthe setting of LFG.
After outlining our f-structure solution, we willogon to examine how it can be
implemented in various situations where non-carenitase may be permitted,
including conjoined and determiner pronouns, sulgemplements, and instances of
topicalisation and left-dislocation. Special atientis paid to the inability of non-
finite verbs, and perhaps prepositions in someetias of English, to assign case.
Zooming in on conjoined phrases, we address idskesthe distributivity of case and
clusters with more than two conjuncts. In the Is&etions, we compare our model to
existing ones that share similar intuitions, anddthis part of the chapter to a close
by listing the limitations of our account, as wa#l potential extra-syntactic factors
that remain to be worked out in future researchalfy, assertions that English has no

case at all will be scrutinised and discarded ictiBe 6.

5.1.LFG Preliminaries
Unlike tree-based transformational syntax, LFG esaftvailable two kinds of

syntactic representation (see Chapter 1, esp.ddedtB; as well as Bresnan (2001),
Dalrymple (2001) and Falk (2001)). In Chapter 1maged that c-structure resembles
the surface trees of transformational theoriesearmbdes linear order and hierarchical
groupings. Functional structure (f-structure) ipagate from it and keeps a record of
tense, agreement, or grammatical relations sudulgigct and object, in the form of
attribute-value matrices. An attribute like CASEr Example, might have the values
“Nom(inative)” or “Acc(usative)”. F-structure isdénsed by functional annotations on
the nodes of the c-structure diagram which spettiéy attributes and values of the
matrix. These annotations, whose aim is to indita¢éeconnections between the two

syntactic planes, can tell us that a given c-stinechode, labelled]”, is the subject

241



of the node above it, labelled™ as stated in the equationfgUBJ)=" (cf. Fig. 3
below). The interface between the two modules wilbve indispensable for the
present analysis, because we will enlist the hélpgiructure annotations in order to
assign case, which will then be processed at t&itra.

We will be appealing to f-structure government,chhis clarified in greater
depth in the next section. Functional concepts sisccBUBJ and OBJ will also play a
part, because the assignment of case will be linkethem. A difference between
LFG and transformational syntax is that grammaticdés are considered to be
primitives in LFG, instead of being positionally foed. Similarly to other
formalisms (e.g. Government and Binding and Minisma), LFG draws a distinction
between structural (or functional) and lexical igiosyncratic) case (cf. (Allen 1995:
125)). The structural type is sensitive to gramaoadtielations such as SUBJ and OBJ.
Lexical case, on the other hand, comes from theesndf individual verbs and it, so
to speak, trumps its structural counterpart. Belwes concur with the prevailing
opinion that Modern English has only got structwrase left (in the sense of Butt
(2006: 145-6)). The nominative will therefore becmatically allotted to subjects
and the accusative to objects. Last but not I&ast,constraint-based theory like LFG,
a lot of emphasis is placed on the lexicon. Weergfthis by regulating usage via
distributional constraints associated with the dekientries of pronominal forms.
Having thus shed a little more light on some of lthedy tools of LFG, we are ready

to present our proposal.
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5.2. F-Structure Account: the Basic Principles
The data can be explained with the following oweltang axioms that operate
in the setting of LFG f-structure (to be supplemsenbelow in order to take into
account positional restrictions on case assignment)
* SUBJ pronouns must receive nominative case if @@y governed by the
finite verb of the relevant clause.
» Similarly, an OBJ pronoun that is governed by @diverb or a preposition is
assigned canonical accusative case.
» Ungoverned pronouns can get default accusativeinabe colloquial variety

or default nominative case in the hyper-correciergr

A governed pronoun will appear as a sub-categbgsammatical function of
the governing PRED, not as a member of such aifimar as a non-governed
function. From the point of view of the case assigithis means that the governing
PRED can only “have power” over the head of theap@rto which it sends case, but

its requirements cannot reach any further embegdezhtial receivers of caSe

'®This raises the issue whether case in Englishiligés to all the conjuncts in a conjoined phrase o
whether the conjoined phrase acts as a barriegrmofation — more polemics will follow below.
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Fig. 3: Partial c- and f-structure fof Shepoisonechim againstme’ [COCA]

IP
/ \
NP
(1SUBJ)=| T“l
(J]CASE)=Nom VP

AN =L

She V&
(1CASE)=Nom =]

/\Np\

=y, (OBI=| PP
(J/CASE)=Acc
p0|soned i >
agalnst me
him

(1CASE)=Acc

PRED ' poisorc SUBJ ,0BJ ,OBb'
SUBJ PRED 'she
CASE No
OBJ PRED 'him'
CASE Acc
PRED 'againskOBJ>'
OBL PRED 'me'
©OBJ lCASE Acc

In the matrix in Fig. 3, all the pronouns are goeel by a case-assigning
predicate (either the finite verb or the prepositiofrhe PREDpoisonsub-categorises
the functions of SUBJ, OBJ and OBL. The respectalees of those attributes are the
f-structures fosheandhim, as well as the f-structure of the Bfainst meln the PP,
the preposition selects its OBJ, whose value il&gh by the f-structure of the

pronounme Since they are all governed, those pronouns roostply with the
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canonical parameters expected for their grammatidas. This might be achieved by
the traditional constraints given in (44)

(44) Constraints imposed by a case-assigning predicate:

PRED ‘poison<SUBJ, OBJ, OBL>

(1SUBJ CASE) = Nom,OBJ CASE) = Acc

The first line in (44) tells us thadoisontakes a subject, an object and an
obliqgue argument (a prepositional object). From s¢keeond line, we learn that the
subject has to be nominative and the object hadbetoaccusative. This is the
conventional LFG wisdom regarding arguments andrtfegmation enforced on them
by the predicate (cf. Butt (2006: 145ff)). We walhly depart from these standardly
held assumptions in one respect. Instead of hasasg originating from the predicate,
as shown in the second line of (44), we will asstcit with certain positions in the c-
structure tree, with the nominative flowing to SU&hstituents in the specifier of IP,
and the accusative to OBJ sisters of V or P, astithited in Fig. 3 above. The second
line of (44) thus becomes redundant. Case willb@tompletely oblivious of verbs,
however, because we continue to fall back on foncgovernment by PREDs at f-
structure; i.e. we still preserve the first ling(44), whereby the PRED is in control of
a SUBJ, an OBJ and an OBL, although it may nogassase to them. Moreover, case
remains ultimately tied to the properties of pratks because we assume that non-
finite verbs block it (see Section 5.4).

For a pronoun to receive the nominative in anyefgrof Standard English, it
will have to be a SUBJ governed by a finite verbf-gtructure, in addition to
occupying a specific c-structure position. For anmun to receive the accusative in
any variety of Standard English, it will have tode OBJ governed by a finite verb or
preposition at f-structure, in addition to occumyia certain c-structure position. The

empirical motivation for positional case assignmentexpounded in Section 5.7

YFor the time being, we will be ignoring preposiscemd their case-assigning credentials; therebeill
more discussion in subsequent sections.
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below, but before we flesh out our proposal in,fwke shall look at some of the
environments where default case may get a foothetdhuse the relevant pronoun is

not governed by a finite PRED or a preposition-stréicture.

5.3. Conjoined Pronouns and Deter miner Pronouns

In Fig. 4 below, the subject pronouns are furthembedded within a
coordinate structure. LFG flags this up by enclgsinem in curly brackets which
signify that they form a set. These brackets repdiche phrasal hierarchy in English —
neither pronoun is the head of the mother node,tlaeckfore neither is governed by
the finite verbal PRED. Here, the verbal PRED sategorises the coordinate
structure as a whole, but not the individual confgi. Consequently, they are

allowed to deviate from canonicity.

Fig. 4: Partial f-structure for*How him and me painted the porch[COCA]

PRED ' paint< SUBJ , OBJ'
supj |/|PRED 'him'| [PRED 'me

CASE Acc CASE Acc
OBJ [PRED ' porchi

Another context where non-canonical case may smeakshowcased in Fig.
5. This time the first-person plural token funcBaas a determiner within the subject
(cf. Section 3). Since it is nested as a sub-casit (here, SPEC) of the SUBJ f-
structure, it can get away with accusative caghercolloquial variety.

Fig. 5: Partial f-structure for*Us twoleft’
PRED 'leave<SUBJ>'
SPEC [uﬁ]

SUBJ
PRED 'two

Analogous processes can be observed in the hypeet register if the finite

verb or preposition does not directly control armon that resides in an OBJ f-

®The conjuncts are nevertheless licensed by virtieeing members of a governed role.
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structure. In other words, if the pronoun appearan f-structure which is contained
in that of the OBJ, it can be marked as nominatieyper-correct English, as in (45).
(45) But to we nostalgic post-Imperial powers it was what the r&taavian
sexologists call an anticlimgdhe Guardian 27 March 1980; from Kjellmer (1986:
448), also quoted in Quinn (2005: 125); bold fadgeeh

5.4. Default Case Assignment in the Absence of a Finite Predicate

Default case thrives when pronouns stand on their, as in (46). The non-
canonical accusative there results from the absehadfinite) verb. This is also what
happens in elliptical constructions, like (47), aihiack a finite predicate in the main
clause (cf. Quinn (2005: 178-180) for an alterratnew). Judging by (48) and (49),
either the nominative or the accusative is accéptabelliptical constructions. This
suggests that what we have detected here is indeddfault parameter, which
changes according to the variety. The hyper-coficgat in (50) is likewise not at all
surprising in the parenthetical verbléfsslause.

(46) Who's thereMe.

(47) Me that's led such a quiet lifefwain, Hurry on Down quoted in Erdmann
(1979: 69); bold face mine]

(48) He was moroseshe/her full of life./What,he/him a republican?[Payne and
Huddleston (2002: 460); bold face mine]

(49) She a beauty! | should as soon call her mother a [&ne AustenPride and
Prejudice quoted in Quinn (2005: 32); bold face mine]

(50) Who, if nothe, could he have hireddEmonds (1986: 115), quoted in
Johannessen (1998: 125); bold face mine]

The same explanation can be extended to non-ficlaeises, which we
illustrate in (51), (52) and (53). Although the gheate is there, it cannot ensure case
for its arguments. In essence, case after all séerdgpend on the predicate. Non-
finite verbs prevent the positional annotationsrfrooming into effect, whereas finite
ones validate them (cf. Section 5.2 and Sectionfgz 9, for the formal encoding).
(51) We were in Greville’s officd, sitting in his swivel chair behind the vast exmgans
of desk, Annette sorting[Rayne and Huddleston (2002: 460); bold face mine]

(52) He could think of a few himself, | expesin being so much in the business
already[Payne and Huddleston (2002: 460); bold face mine]



(53) That's what you wantedne going out to work every morning and bringing
money in on Friday nigHSillitoe, A tree on fire quoted in Erdmann (1979: 71); bold
face mine]

It should be acknowledged that the accusative5B®) (o-varies with the
genitive (My), and not with the nominative, so the whole stiwag be written off as a
nominalised unif. Accusative pronouns in such examples might indeedegarded
as modifiers of the gerundive, rather than as $taeding subjects of the clause.
However, this cannot cover (51) and (52), wheregésitive is out of the question.
We therefore prefer to tie the admissibility of @@t case in all comparable contexts
to the inability of infinitives and patrticiples tagger case. So called “Mad Magazine
Sentences” are a subtype of non-finite clause (6)g(cf. Akmajian (1984: 3-4),
Siegel (1987: 62) and Haegeman (1994: 159)). Simoen Fig. 6 is not accompanied

by a finite verb, it is happy enough with the active.

Fig. 6: F-structure for the Mad Magazine Sentefieem attack Bill?

PRED 'attack< SUBJ,OBJ'

SUBJ PRED 'him'
CASE Acc

OBJ |PRED 'Bill']

Independent evidence from raising and control icowsf that non-finite
predicates store no case to give away (cf. (54)Zastdvartz (1985: 161-2)). In (55),
case is entirely up to the verssemedndbelieved’.

(54) *Bill tried Tina/she to go[Schwartz (1985: 161-2)].
(55) He seemed to go/l believed him to go

1°Cf. Quinn (2005, chap. 8), who develops a differfarmalism but shares the same underlying
intuition.

“°As pointed out by Zwicky (2004), subjects of preassmbjunctive clauses are required to be in the
nominative, as i demand that she/*her be cha#lthough such clauses have the base form of the
verb, they are still finite (cf. Quirk et al. (198%49-51)). Consequently, the condition on case
assignment has to do with finiteness, not with moochorphology.
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5.5. Prepositions and Complementisers as Case Assigners

In Section 5.4 above, we established that Enghsim-finite verbs are
incapable of administering nominative case. We powto the test the case-licensing
properties of prepositions. Examples (56) and @&® apparent exceptions to our
generalisation from Section 5.2 that objects whach not displaced and are sub-
categorised by a preposition should be accusative.
(56) John told no one other thah [Emonds (1986: 115), quoted in Johannessen
(1998: 125); bold face mine]
(57) For they to be understood correctlyfEmonds (1986: 115), quoted in
Johannessen (1998: 125); bold face mine]

Because it can serve as a complementiserKegs taller than | arjy thanin
(56) must have been (mis)interpreted as one. lte sdiimmediately governing the
pronoun, complementisénanis not a case-licensing head; and since there fgie
predicate in the (elliptical) clause introduced iby hyper-correction can ensue.
Similarly, for in (57) can be either analysed as a prepositi@s @ complementiser. If
it is the latter, then the morphological shapehaf pronoun is left to the verb to take
care of. Since the verb is non-finite, it will l#$ subject surface in whatever the
default form is. The same logic will hold for (58)hich can be thought of as a more
compact version o girl like | am But can also be a conjunction or a preposition.
Although it would be a bit of a leap to supposet tihds anything other than a

preposition in (59), the point is that it can beoajunction in other circumstances.

(58) a girl like | [Householder (1987: 167)]
(59) She will not sing for anybody else Ihet[Householder (1987: 174)]

There might be arguments against treathgn as a complementiser in (56),
because it can be stranded, asam the one he is taller thathis is characteristic of
prepositions, but not of complementisers (Schut2@01: 212)). If so, (some?)
prepositions in some varieties of English must Hage their ability to govern case —

i.e. they veto the positional annotations, notkeninfinitives and patrticiples. In fact,
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we have come across a substantial number of irstaadong the lines dome with |

in the BNC, where there are solid grounds thih is a preposition and nothing else
(although it can be followed by nominalised clajsésremains for future work to

determine if such sentences belong to Standarddbnigl the first place, and if they
should be included in the model, as native spedksighem pretty bad (S. Kaye, M.
Dalrymple, p.c.). In the meantime, we will assurhat tthe non-canonicity of (56) —

(59) above can only be due to reanalysis.

5.6. Subject Complements

The status of subject complements, which are eeghbbjects nor objects but
in a way are affiliated to both is very interesting. Describing their behavioor i
terms of function, as opposed to constituent strectaffords us explanatory power
which would be unattainable if we were to rely amstituent structure alone. Strings
like It is | are problematic for the tree-diagram account f&eution 4.5, because they
defy the assertion that, if a verb immediately mowands a pronoun, the pronoun
must be accusative. A proposal that revolves araymtiactic roles naturally makes
the desired predictions.

As mentioned in 5.2 above, the nominative is @tbgy for non-displaced
subjects which are governed by a finite verb. Sirhyl non-displaced heads of OBJ f-
structures governed by a finite predicate or a gsjon have to bear the accusative.
A (sole) pronoun recruited for a subject complemeiit be governed, but its f-
structure will be coupled neither with SUBJ norhw®BJ, but with PREDLINK (cf.

Fig. 7 and Butt et al. (1999)). An element from tigtructure of a PREDLINK, albeit

“To subjects, because of the co-referential relatign between them, and to objects, because of
position.
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within the reach of a finite PRED, is compatiblettweither case value because no
case requirements have been specified for it

Fig. 7: F-structure for“It's me’

PRED  'be<SUBJ,PREDLINK'
PRED 'it’
SUB) [CASE NOFJ
PRED 'me’
PREDLINK lCASE ACC]

In (60) below, the feminine pronoun is housedhe PREDLINK f-structure
of the matrix clause; it therefore gets the defadininative in the hyper-correct
variety, even though it is semantically also carstiras a patient within the embedded
clause (cf. Quirk et al. (1985: 6.5) and Wales @996)). Crucially, our analysis
assumes that there is no syntactic equality betweeRREDLINK of the main clause
and the missing argument in the subordinate onmdasated in the notation in Fig. 8.

(60) It was she that John discussed in detafEmonds (1986: 115), quoted in
Johannessen (1998: 125); bold face mine]

Fig 8: Partial f-structure for“It was she that John discussed in détalil

PRED  be< PREDLINK ,COMP>,SUBJ
SUBJ |[FORM it]
PREDLINK |[PRED 'she]
TOPIC |PRED pro]
COMP PRED "discuss'
SUBJ "John’
OBJ prol
prol=shé .

2pdditional lexical constraints might need to be puplace in order to acknowledge that the subject
complement of copulativee can alternate, whereagcomeis only content with the accusative, as
in (i) (Erdmann (1979: 74-5)); (ii) demonstrateatthecomedakes no passivisable objects.
0] | wanted to becomieer [Lessing,The Golden Notebogkuoted in Erdmann (1979: 74)]
(i) | became herws.*She was become by me.

More work is necessary to ascertain if other tapunvariably demand accusative subject
complements. This split could have been conditiomgdhe historical development of thits me
construction. It is derived from OE hit eom(lit. ‘I it am’) ‘l am it’, which in Middle Englishoften
had the word orddt am | (Wales (1996: 207)). The verb agreement in bothe@& ME shows that
what is the subject complement today used to bestigect in Old and Middle English, so the
present state of affairs might reflect historicatrations.

“Inside the COMPpro1l is repeated as the value of the OBJ. This subssitior the more common
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5.7. Displacement and Positional Case Assignment

Postposed subjects can be potentially challenigingur model. Grano (2006:
5) notes that when pronominal subjects are invettegly must be accusative, as in
(61) and (62). This, however, is not always truecduse some speakers accept the
nominative series in such contexts too (C. M. Mdwo#tg p.c.). It seems that we are
dealing with another environment that fosters défzase.

(61) People are used to these stories of Alaska thatr@meantic and beautiful, and
flowing wilderness, and here comee with, y’know, an assault rifle and a jug of
R&R. [Zwicky (2004)]

(62) Before her, in the arms of death, l&ym on whom her hopes of happiness
seemed to have formed so firm a bd8iercy Bysshe Shelley, Prose works, from
Visser (1963: 248), quoted in Quinn (2005: 306)]

As Zwicky (2004) speculates, eithmeis not a subject in (61), or the inverted
construction is an exception to the rule that Ergubjects have to be nominafitre
The former scenario is more plausible. Bresnan 41280 argues that the locative
phrase is the real subject in examples like (61) @2). The third-person agreement
on the verb in (61) is a tell-tale sign (more ewicke is given by Bresnan (1994)).
Likewise, something has “gone wrong” with the magkof the fronted object in (63),
as well as the topicalised subject in (64) (cfobson (1984: 549ff)).

(63) She who had been the bane of his life, he treatet Wie respect a good son
might offer a kind mothefCharlotte BrontéVillette, from Jespersern and Haislund
(1949: 225), quoted in Quinn (2005: 305)]

(64) Me, on the other hand, am not so patigSource:
http://groups.google.com/group/alt.consumers.free-
stuff/browse_frm/thread/22e5e49f6036de49/4930daB3687, quoted in Grano

(2006: 6); bold face mine]
(65) * Me probably won't want to gdGrano (2006: 6)]

The reason for the non-canonicity of both (63) &) is that a constituent
does not turn up in the phrase-structure positibere it is expected to turn up. The

parenthetical P®n the other hangroves that the subject in (64) is not in its usual

notation, in which the OBJ’s value is empty, withiree connecting it to the value of the TOPIC.

240f course, this construction should be distinguisfem subject-auxiliary inversion in questions,
after certain adverbs, or in sentences Kka would object, as would I/*n{@wicky (2004)], where
case assignment is not affected (Zwicky (2004)yeHi is the auxiliary that “moves”.
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allotted space. Other material can be lodged betlee subject and the verb, but if it
is not parenthetical, as in (65), the subject resa situ and deviant morphology is
ruled out. This seems to be so becapsabably is much more integrated in the
clause, and does not isolate the preceding proasua displaced topic in the same
way that an interpolation liken the other handoes. In addition, Schitze (2001: 210)
treats the initial first-person form in the lefistticated configuration from (66) below
as a non-argument which ends up with the defawfibate because there is no
obvious source of case for it.

(66) Mg, | like beandSchiitze (2001: 210)]

Unlike the gapped sentential cores of (63) and,(64th the appropriate
grammatical function and the informationally proerin peg are filled in (66). | is
the subject andheis a floating topic; they overlap in denotatiort bdo not share the
same cas8 We will come up with one proposal for both tofiisation (64) and left-
dislocation (66), ignoring some crucial differentetween them which are irrelevant
for present purposes (see Greenberg (1984: 283jhantitles cited there, as well as
Ross (1967), Rodman (1974), Jacobson (1984: 549F0)ce (1997: 133), Gregory
and Michaelis (2001)).

The evidence accumulated in this section backghepclaim that case in

English is assigned positionally, with nominatiasigned to subjects in the specifier

“Another option in left-dislocation is an emphagdlexive:

(i) Myself, uh, uh, I just recently, or about to, get a de®jGregory and Michaelis (2001: 1686)]

“’Similar data are given in (i); more discussion barfound in Wales (1996: 106-7).

(i) Let us go then,you and |.. [T. S. Eliot, The Love Song of J. Alfred Prufroauoted in Wales
(1996: 107)]

Such usage is best explained either as an appositat approximates coordination or in terms of
the right-dislocated status of the conjoined pravsogat least in (i)). In (ii) below, either an
apposition mimics coordination and exhibits “cldsesnjunct agreement” or a displaced subject
takes a verb that has defaulted to the third-pesstgular as a result of the empty subject slaj; (i
favours the latter explanation.

(i) 1, your headijs not being represented[:‘The IT Crowd”, TV show, thanks to M. Dalrympletho
recorded this example]

(iii) If 1, with all the protection and all the defences aillthe security that a chancellor of the
exchequer or a prime minister has,so vulnerable to unscrupulous tactics, unlawfudtitzs ...
what about the ordinary citizendSource: _http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-18P25
(accessed on 12 July 2011), thanks to M. Dalrympley drew my attention to this example]
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of IP, and accusative to objects generated agsisté/ or P (cf. Section 5.2, as well
as Quinn’s (2005) idea about Positional Case). ingt that does not surface in its
conventional phrase-structure position will thusflee to choose the default value.
This can be achieved through the interaction of ld=@nd f-structure, as envisaged
in Section 5.1. Operating with trees does not arhtuneturning to a purely arboreal
theory, because we continue to rely on functiorségories, with some extra help
from the interface between LFG’s two syntactic meduThis seems to be inevitable
for English.

Above we wrote that f-structure is licensed by @ations on c-structure
nodes which are themselves the product of the gglefhthe predicate. The specifier
of IP will be annotated with the equatiofSUBJ)=, which states that it acts as the
subject of IP. Likewise, the NP complement of VRowill be tagged ast©OBJ)=|,
indicating that what is below this node serveshasdbject of the nodes higher up.
Those will also be the places where case spedditaiare inserted, so there will be
an association in English between “hanging fronmedain branch” and being forced
to bear a certain case (see Fig. 9, cf. Jacobs@#®4(1543-4)). If a constituent is
shifted elsewhere, it will resolve its grammatifahction in an indeterminate way.
Fronted elements can be subjects or objects, & hawmber of other grammatical
functions. Crucially, such displaced items will Hm# required to have a particular
casé’. Besides, the formula f{TENSE)=>( CASE)=Nom” establishes a link between
the positional implementation of case and the prasef a finite predicate, in line

with the findings from Section 5.4.

2"l am grateful to M. Dalrymple, who alerted me téstpossibility.
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CP Fig. 9: Positional Case Assignment in a Finite Clause

N
(1TOPIC)=| T\:l

AN IP

Ve =
(1CASE)=Acc / I
Tfl

NP VP
(1SUBJ)H =1
(1 TENSE)=>(|CASE)=Nom |}

V
IA e
(1CASE)=Nom Vv NP
1=] (T10BJ)=|
‘ (J/CASE)=Acc

ke
(1 TENSE)=Pres P€ans

5.8. Displacement and wh-Pronouns

The reasoning from the previous section can kegstiforwardly applied to
wh relativisers and interrogatives (cf. Jacobson 4)P8Since they are usually
displaced, we expect that they will in principle dlde to host default case, except in
pied piping. In this way, the sound contour is algv&vho in the colloquial variety,
whereaswhomis licit in all syntactic roles in the hyper-cortedriety, as in (67).
When awh object of a preposition is moved to the front ¢ tclause without its
governor, it can be either nominative or accusat@e in (68) (cf. Quirk and
Greenbaum (1973: 379), Jacobson (1984: 342Powever, if the preposition
accompanies the pronoun on its leftward journeg, ahly option is normally the
canonical accusative, as shown in (69) (cf. Quitt &reenbaum (1973: 379)).
(67) certain members of the preggom | suppose are friends and friendly to him.
[COCA] (cf. | supposeghem to beriendsvs. | supposehey arefriends.
(68) the persorwho/whomthey were interested in
(69) the person iftwho/whomthey were interested

The present account has an advantage over ti@id{ et al. (1985) outlined

in Section 4.2 above, because the latter failsladfg why deviation is prohibited

with pied piping (69), or why we might findhominstead ofwhoin the hyper-correct

“This is why objects of prepositions will have tae®e their case positionally, too. Otherwise, it
would be hard to imagine why they should ever @ikemon-canonical marking when they are
displaced.
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register, when one would not expect the erstwhiadéivd to crop up in subject
territory. And yet, we did encounter some instarmfesho preceded by a preposition
in the BNC (cf. (70)). Thisneans thatvhomhas been irrevocably banished from the
grammars of at least some speakers, and our gesad¢iails only concern people
whose grammars blockho in combination with prepositions that are not Stieoh
(cf. Section 5.5 and Jacobson (1984: 541-2)).

(70) she was a founder member of the Bradford Gilbed Sullivan Societywith
who she had a long associatigBNC]

It is essential to ensure that our mechanism does over-generate.
Unacceptable sentences like (71) below must bewatl. Positional case assignment
accomplishes that at no extra cost, because sulfeatords appear in situ, unless
separated from the rest of the clause by othermahtsuch as a parenthetical clause
or expression. The fact that there is no subjexiliaty inversion with them suggests
that they are indeed not displaced; this sets thgant from members of the paradigm
that replace objects or from fronted adverbs hkger both of which trigger subject-
auxiliary inversion (cf. Huddleston and Pullum (800.62-5)). Yet again, there are
unexpected counter-examples like (72) and (73). Jpeakers that produced them
must have conflated the construction with a diggdaeh-word and the one where the
wh-word remains in situ.

(71) *Whomsaw Mary?Lasnik and Sobin (2000: 358)]
(72) no matter who spoke, ashomwas addressefd.asnik and Sobin (2000: 363)]

(73) Ben Johnsonwhom should have known, thought Shakespeare’s writow t
fluent, too facile,...[Lasnik and Sobin (2000: 363)]
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5.9. Distributivity of Case; Lexical Constraints on Individual Pronominal Forms

Since the three varieties of English describedvaluave different settings,
priority might be given either to the (informal)casative or to the (hyper-correct)
nominative. Conjoined phrases are one context iitclwpronouns can harbour non-
conformist marking because they do not head the J50B OBJ f-structure. In
conjoined constructions, case may at first glanppear to be an optionally
distributive featur®. The mother node gets the expected canonical valbih is
sometimes passed down to both conjuncts and soegtomeither; it is also possible
for only one conjunct to receive the appropriatiiaite, with the other one, as it
were, left to its own devices. Initially, the dibutivity of case seems to offer a
principled way of drawing boundaries between thdest of English. It is always
distributive in the standard, prescriptively cotreeariety, and therefore must
invariably spread to all members of the set. It rhaya non-distributive feature that
never penetrates the NP’s shell in the non-standaltdquial sub-system which has
Me and him leftor in the hyper-correct variety witbetween he and in addition,
case may be involved in *“single-conjunct governrhewhen nominative and
accusative forms are mixed (cf. Payne and Huddie&002)).

The trouble with this picture is that there is m@ay of guessing when
percolation will occur and when it will not. A fanore worthwhile endeavour is to
model assignment in English by saying that caséways non-distributive (following
Schwartz (1985), Parker et al. (1988), Schitze 1p08adock (2005)). This means
that the requirements will only reach the c-streetmother node or the main f-

structure PRED of the targeted phrase, but willengye transmitted to any further

*Harking back to Chapter 1 and Chapter 2, distrititytihas to do with how a feature is transferred to
the members of a set (including a set of conjundfsia feature is non-distributive, it will
characterise the set as a whole but will not rethehindividual members. If it is obligatorily
distributive, it will have to hold of each membéditioe set. If the feature is optionally distribugjuit
may or may not descend to one or more membersuRber information, cf. King and Dalrymple
(2004) and Dalrymple and Hristov (2010).
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embedded constituents such as conjuncts or detersniwWe will rely on this
assumption and will then put additional constraornishe lexical entries of pronouns.
A nominative (74) and an accusative (75) represestawill have the following
lexical entries in the colloquial register (cf. B(2006)).
(74) Partial lexical entry for a nominative pronoun imet colloquial register
he: ¢ CASE) = Nom
(SUBJg* (SPEC)1)
(75) Partial lexical entry for an accusative pronountire colloquial register:
him: (1 CASE) = Acc

(74) is a constraint appended to the lexical eotrthe word formhe It states
that he is nominative and is only authorised to functionsabject, a part thereof)(
(which is what we encounter in conjoined phrasesekample), or as the specifier of
the subject. (75) designatlkesn as the default which can emerge where the accesativ
is enforced, as well as anywhere else where theren@ explicit directions coming
from above, since it is not confined to a particutele. Similarly to the term
“unmarked” in its morphological sense, default hemeans absence of additional
specification (for more on default case in Englisege Schitze (2001), Schwartz
(1985: 165), Johannessen (1998: 121-2), and W4al@36( 101)). Schutze (2001:
221ff) talks about two ways of implementing theeglbere condition. One way is to
have word forms which are the ‘least featurallycsiped items of their respective
paradigms’, and the other is a concrete ‘featdli@di mechanism that applies before
vocabulary insertion’. This mechanism would issnstructions of the type: ‘if you
find a DP/NP with no case, assign it such and sadge’. Our model obviously falls
into the first category: certain linguistic uniteajiven carte blanche, and default case
is ‘a descriptive way of referring to that set ofrhs but has no independent status in
the grammar’ (Schitze (2001: 221)). The empiriaatification for English is that it

IS sometimes nominative (e.¢hg), and sometimes accusative (éhgn), pronouns

that prevail in the informal style (cf. Schitze @20, esp. p. 222).
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In a coordinate environment, the subject in SpetPoand its attendant f-
structure will be required to be nominative, bus ttrequirement will not travel on to
the individual conjuncts. As a result, some of themght end up being
morphologically accusative in colloquial Englishhile nonetheless counting as
members of the SUBJ (the mother NP node will b&llannotated with the equation
(1SUBJ)=]). On this analysis, the externally imposed injioret will be valid for the
conjoined phrase but will not affect its parts. dpdndently, due to lexical-entry
constraints on the pronouns, nominative forms caaperate outside of subjects.

However, if the pronoun is not embedded in a doeg construction (or
another comparable phrase), the case requiremeihtsagk it down. A sole, non-
dislocated accusative specimen will therefore moalble to step in as the subject of a
finite verb, because there will then be a clashvbenh the properties assigned for the
relevant function and position, on the one hand, the case information supplied by
the pronoun on the other (cf. Fig. 9 above).

In the colloquial variety, a nominative token cahgain entry to an OBJ f-
structure, because it is bound to SUBJ. If we regritns safety catch, the nominative
will be permitted anywhere where no other instiutsi intervene. This is the situation
in the hyper-correct regist@r Its constraints will thus be a mirror image ofth
colloquial ones above, with the nominative unrettd and the accusative confined to

OBJ roles (cf. (76) and (77})

*As pointed out by J. Lipps (p.c.), some speakerghmionly admit the first-person singular
nominative in their idiolectal hyper-correct Englislue to over-extending prescriptive formulae.
Our model enables us to leave only the lexicalyeotd unrestricted, as each cell in the paradigm
can be specified separately. However, there arerhggrrect attestations that do not involve the
first person (e.g. (34) and (35) above). Sadly, veee no way of banning combinations like
*between | and youand *He gave it to | and Mary which Rini (2003: 154) considers
ungrammatical. This ordering preference is beydmdscope of our framework — such limitations
will be acknowledged below.

%IAs regards interrogatives and relativisers, sontiequial Englishes will just haverho (even in cases
of pied-piping), withwhombeing totally obsolete. Others will impose no lindnwho, whereas
whomwill be committed to canonical, non-displaced OBafgurations and thus only available in
pied-piping (e.gto whom did you writebut who did you write t). Those that allowhomin place
of “prescriptively correctivhoseem to care for no restrictions associated witteepronoun.
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(76) Partial lexical entry for a nominative pronoun imet hyper-correct register:
he: ¢ CASE) = Nom

(77) Partial lexical entry for a nominative pronoun imet hyper-correct register:
him: (1 CASE) = Acc

(OBJ¢* (SPEC)T)

What we will need to do for the prescriptively @mt style is tie the
nominative to SUBJ and PREDLINK, and the accusatv®BJ. We do not stipulate
that a given speaker should consistently deploy @me sub-system on different
occasions, or even in different utterances, busistency is expected within the same
clausé® (cf. Wales (1996: 108) for code-switching betwebe registers). Unlike
Klima (1964), who derives the rules of one varigtym the rules of the others, we
envisage parallel (sub-)systems, each of which ®ieyown norms.

As conceded in Section 2, our cherished registesidns may turn out to be
an idealisation, because it is often rather probl&nto define register independently
of the shape of pronouns. However, it would notlbgood idea to conflate all three
sub-systems by placing no lexical-entry restricdia@m either the nominative or the
accusative series. This would have the undesiratdesequence of allowing
accusative subjects side by side with nominatijeats®. As we saw in example (15)
above, repeated as (78) below, such amalgamatauts & ungrammaticality, thus
lending support to our register divisions. A sumynaf how the case forms of

pronouns behave in the three varieties we havdifabehis provided in Table 1.

(78) *Me and him know she and |

%An example of mixing across (elliptical) clausesdproduced in (i). It is not clear, however, ifstis
substantially different from the mixing of caserfar we have witnessed in conjoined NPs.

(i) Last time <name> went silent she explained how Isbih and her husband had ended up in the
hospital §hefor lots of tests -him for throat surgery]M. Dalrymple, p.c.]

%This is what might actually happen in some dialedt&nglish. Wales (1996: 107) writes that ‘the
traditional “sites” of the [nominative] and [acctise] cases, the preverbal and the postverbal, are,
as far as co-ordinated NPs are concerned, both wmp#re option of either case (as in south-west
England dialect)’. We see it as a virtue of ourcagt that it is flexible enough to be able to
accommodate a wide range of patterns. However,tHertime being we concentrate on the
phenomena of Standard English.
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Table 1. Summary of the functions of pronominal case fonke
different registers of Standard Present-Day English

Variety Functions required ofFunctions required of
Nom forms Acc forms

Prescr. Correct  {SUBJ|PREDLINK} OBJ

Colloquial SUBJ Any

Hyper-correct Any OBJ

We anticipate that any of the conjuncts in a eustith more than two will be
free to choose either canonical or default caserdlhave been speculations in the
literature that all non-final conjuncts must bedentical case, even when the final one
does not display the value shared by the rest (@oefl1995: 352-3)). If this were
really so, our model would suffer a heavy blow. Heer, we can produce empirical
evidence to vindicate our predictions:

(79) The next daye, her andl were in my flat and she asks ‘you coming with us
Eg%ﬁ.r’f:e: http://www.thestudentroom.co.uk/showthnehd?t=163059%accessed on 2
June 2011)]

(80) Joe insists that he and Gail need to go away -hesher andthe boat

[Source: http://coronationstreetupdates.blogspot/2610 01 01 archive.html
(accessed on 2 June 2011)]

5.10. Syntactic and Extra-Syntactic Constraints

Our proposal does not address ordering tendenitieiact, a search in the
BNC reveals that conjoined subjects can be bothimaime (81), both accusative
((82), (83)), nominative and accusative (84), aocuaative and nominative (85) (cf.
Appendix Ill). All permutations are possible, albe&iith different frequencies. In
addition, individual forms might have their own fenences as to the company they
keep.
(81) | _and shéd never said a word BNC]
(82) me and himdon't talk very muciBNC]
(83) Him and mehave never kept things from each otHBNC]
(84) puff and to blow his house down and take Maggieyainam him andshe and
me and Francie could go back to Ireland and live glyigbgether and play music
and [BNC]
(85) buthim and | have this fight, righfBNC]

Attempts have been made to constrain the distabuif conjoined pronouns

in terms of person and case (e.g. Parker et a88)1®Quinn (2005), Grano (2006)).
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According to Grano (2006), if all conjuncts arethe nominative, second person
should come before third, which in turn should cdmeéore first, but (81) flouts these
rules. If we bring accusative tokens together, teecond person tends to precede
first, which in turn would tend to precede thirdit [problems arise with (82) and (83).
Moreover, these principles are suspended in cantExinismatch, when one conjunct
is nominative and the other accusative. The data fihe BNC laid out in Appendix
[l do offer some support for previous observatidinat, if the cases are mixed and
one of the pronouns is first person, the accusatwemally comes before the
nominative, whereas the slots are reversed forfinsiaperson forms (cf. Grano
(2006) and Quinn (2005)). More importantly, howewaur research also turned up
counter-examples to these generalisations. They tla@eefore merely statistical
tendencies, rather than hard and fast laws. Evemds(2006: 41) himself reports
exceptions to his “X and I’ template, such as (8B)e ranking of person also
crumbles under pressure, as bgtlu and mendme and youare fairly common (cf.
Grano (2006: 55)). It would be biased to overlo@odedient “aberrations” like (87)
and (88).

(86) .and othershave been having this problefrano (2006: 41)].

(87) she_and meand Francie could go back to Ireland and live dlyigogether
Egg)ce]:ars and mouth and nose, head and shoulders, kmeg¢goes,me_and he
[BNC]

We will therefore refrain from trying to predicoWw various pronouns are
lined up or what combinations are more likely thathers. What we have
endeavoured to do here is elaborate the syntactititecture that handles case
assignment by regulating when non-canonicity cake tplace, leaving ordering
outside the realm of the analysis of case patt@i®arker et al. (1988: 221)). Apart

from tendencies of “closest- and furthest-conjurgbvernment”, there are

phonological, sociolinguistic and pragmatic effeeis well as prescriptive factors and
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idiosyncrasies in the behaviour of individual pronoal forms, some of which have
already come up. They transcend the scope of teept work. For a discussion of
such arguably “extra-syntactic” matters or meamognces, see Chapter 3, as well as
Wales (1996: 104), Quattlebaum (1994), Boyland 20@wicky (2005a) and Quinn

(2005).

5.11. The Present Approach and Similar Ideasin the Literature

Descriptions of case patterns in English abourtthénspecialist literature. We
have already touched upon many of them and coattasiem with ours. Here we
mention a few more like-minded authors, stressifmtwthe present model shares
with theirs, as well as the respects in which fiteds.

Quinn (2005: 79) notes that some formal approathe®ordination assume
that conjoined phrases are transparent to outsisle influences (cf. Pollard and Sag
(1994); Zoerner (1995); Johannessen (1996, 199#))le others treat conjoined
phrases as fundamentally opaque and preach thatghenent structure status and/or
syntactic position of the cluster as a whole wal/é no bearing on the morphology of
its members (cf. Emonds (1986); Schitze (1997 &¥); Peterson (2004: 675ff), who
also talks about the non-distributivity of casenh @is count, our framework falls
squarely in the second camp, but pronouns will IséiVe to know the function of the
constituent in which they appear.

The views we adhere to are sympathetic to the espsused by Sadock
(2005), Schwartz (1985) and Parker et al. (1988)whom the optionality of case in
conjoined environments is caused by the domindtiRgwhich serves as a barrier to
assignment. However, all of the cited scholars nedausive use of phrase structure
to express the generalisations, whereas our soluo primarily informed by
grammatical functions and lexical constraints @éction 4.5). It is ingenious of

Schwartz (1985) to attribute variation to the p&aton of case to individual
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conjuncts, but his account suffers from the impeidms that beset Johannessen’s
(1998).

Schitze (2001: 217) proposes a very similar arsalys the one developed
here, and also invokes the concept of a defaultabpe This is perhaps the work to
which the present chapter bears the greatest rémeoab What we call case
distributivity, Schitze calls case spreading (onaord), which in addition includes
case agreement within the NP in languages likenL#tis an advantage of Schitze’s
approach over most of the others reviewed aboudtthavers non-canonicity in both
conjoined and non-conjoined NPs. He postulates gonge akin to the distinction
between distributive and non-distributive featurasd also maintains that canonical
case is only inherited by pronouns occupying heasltipns (he acknowledges the
incongruence betweeme/us twoandwe all). According to Schitze (2001: 226), the
following choices exist:

(i) do not spread the case of the head (EngliphniSh, dialectal Norwegian);

(ii) spread it to all constituents within DP (LatiGerman);

(ii) spread it only to the specifier of DP (Norgian dialects).

Schitze envisages a situation in which eithepahone of the conjuncts get
the canonical properties, or a situation in whiahlyothe specifier gets them.
However, no measures are taken to license eitimemazal or non-canonical marking
on any conjunct. The dogma that the appropriataegtan just be passed down to
the specifier is discredited by the same inadeggsa@xposed in relation to
Johannessen’s (1998) theory, which will not be aebed here. Schitze refuses to
deal with pairings of nominative and accusativeri®in English, dismissing them as
unnatural (following Emonds (1986) and Sobin (1997his is another point on
which our analysis departs from Schitze’'s (200Inokds’ (1986) and Sobin’s

(1997) — they do not ‘take the possibility of anambiguously NOM pronoun as a
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member of a conjunction to be a bona fide option doy grammar of English’
(Schitze (2001: 214)). According to these reseaschal conjoined phrases are
exclusively comprised of accusative items, irrefigecf their grammatical role; any
nominative form is deemed an artificial additioniefhdoes not need explaining.
Neither does Schutze think thaho andwhomshould be treated as instantiations of

case (cf. Schitze (2001: 218)).

6. Do English Pronouns Have Case after All?

Before we bring this survey to a close, we oughtlispel fears that we have
been on a wild goose chase all along. There haea kaggestions that English
altogether lacks morphological case, because démguages with noun inflections
align all types of subject as nominative. Advocabéghis view maintain that the
remnants of case on English pronouns do not makéhepsort of category that
depends on syntactic relations, and should thexefme generated with special
idiosyncratic rules, not by implementing the mecakians of case assignment. Hudson
(1995) goes as far as to assert that English iplisaly caseless, like Chinese. This
raises the question of the status of our formutativom the preceding sections: do
they regulate case assignment or do they pertdhetdistribution of arbitrary forms?

Hockett (1947: 342-3), for instance, contends tinatand | are found in
complementary contexts, at least in some dialettsnglish, 1 initially, except in
isolation,medirectly after a verb or a preposition and in isola, concluding that so
called “subjective and objective” forms actuallyldiey to the same morpheme (cf.
Emonds (1986), Hudson (1995), Howe (1996: 99-18€)vell as Blevins (2006: 508,
514-6)). Harris (1981: 18-9) likewise forecastds tBaglish is headed for a situation in
which the distinction betweehandme will become a distinction between a ‘clitic’

bound to the finite verb and a free-standing ‘nbtict appropriate elsewhere, as in
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French* (see Quinn (2005: 383, as well as chap. 3), whitsgmronouns into strong
and weak). If English reaches this stage, it wéljbstified to declare that the earlier
survivors of an eroded declensional paradigm arkomger the exponents of different
cases, but just clitic or non-clitic variants ofexeme (or even two separate words).
Although they might be moving in that direction, diish pronouns have not yet
started functioning like their French “counterpart§ | were a clitic, we would not
see it in conjoined phrases at all.

While there is a certain amount of logic behin@ scepticism about the
vitality of English morphologyhe andhim should be regardeak realisations of case.
As Schitze (2001: 216-7) pleads, ‘failing to do would leave it as a total
coincidence (at least synchronically) that the “nmative” environments in English
are a subset of the nominative environments in biolgacase languages, rather than
just any arbitrary set of surface positions thailddoe written into an idiosyncratic
rule’. If it were all random, we would be surprisedestablish a comparable division
of labour between nominative and accusative inrollieguages with impoverished
nominal declension which have also been argueettn no “proper case”, such as
Bulgarian or Irish, but in fact we do (Schiitze (20217-8); cf. McCloskey (1986) for
more on case and conjunction in Modern Irish). fndanguages with numerous
robust endings like Latin, Old Norse and Czechrarestrangers to non-canonicity,
which occurs in circumstances analogous to the melesant for English, Norwegian

or other systems with moribund inflectidhgcf. Johannessen (1996: 674, 1998: 18)

#Blake (2001: 179) lists the following French fipgrson singular formge ‘subj. clitic’ me‘obj. and
ind. obj. clitic’, moi ‘oblique (free form)’. The stressable pronoun ‘daused in isolatiom{oi),
with prepositionsgvec moiwith me’), predicatively ['état c’est moiThe state, it is me’) or when
stress is requiredoi, je le vois| see it")’ (Blake (2001: 179)).

$Bulgarian, which similarly to English preserves ydittle case, again mostly on pronouns, admits
non-canonicity with reduplicated pronouns, which iestrate in the colloquial example in (i) —
contrasted to the prescriptively expected normii)n The dative is equivalent to a “prepositional
accusative”, but not to the nominative.

(i) A4s Mu ce cmpyea...
Az mi se struva...
I.NOM me.DAT REFL seems
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for Norwegian, Gil (1982) for Classical Hebrew atiee Nilotic language Nandi,
Camacho (2003: 34) and Rini (2003) for Spanishetsshn (1995: 33-4) for Latin).
It is doubtful that anyone would use deviance agxsuse for saying that Czech or
Latin have no case. All of these considerationsrafavour of upholding our rules as

applying to case forms.

7. Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrated that, despite grefisant progress made in
the study of English pronominal case, a fully $atiwory, comprehensive account has
not been articulated so far. Our LFG-based propasas to fill the gap, building on
the following underlying hypotheses:

« Canonical nominative case MUST be assigned if éevant pronoun is the
head (MAIN PRED) of the SUBJ f-structure governgdabfinite verb and
occupies the Spec of IP at c-structure.

* Canonical accusative case MUST be assigned if élevant pronoun is the
main PRED of an OBJ f-structure governed by adimérb or a preposition.
In addition, the pronoun will have to be sisteMobr P and daughter of V' or
P’ at c-structure, where the features are actubdiyensed.

* Non-canonical/default case is allowed in all othigmations. Different default

forms operate in different sub-systems of Stanéanglish.

The only case that English has got left is stnadtand it originates from
specific positions in the syntactic tree. Althougk reliance on positional assignment

is very much in the spirit of previous work, we iehrour model with the functional

‘It seems to me’

(i) Ha wmene Mu ce cmpyed...
Na mene mi se struva...
to me.ACC me.DAT REFL seems

‘It seems to me’



dimension and the lexical constraints intendeceto in individual pronominal items.
This gives us greater explanatory power and enghiadequacy. More broadly, this
chapter has confirmed that ideas about the digivibpof agreement features carry

over to government.
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CHAPTER 7

Conclusion

We have now come full circle and it is time todadtock of the findings from
the preceding chapters. Our point of departure thastraditional dichotomy of
grammatical and notional agreement, or agreemerforim versus agreement in
meaning, elaborated here as concord and indexgctgply. Both those features are
strictly syntactic, however, and our task has b&zrexplore how they can be
instrumental in explaining congruence with conjdirm@ntrollers (and beyond), when
plugged into the general architecture of Lexicah€tional Grammar.

Previous research has shown that concord canckedoup by a target which
wants to check that every single conjunct posseasparticular value in what is
known as distributive agreement. Index, on the robfamd, may be computed on the
basis of the index of the members of the set, produa resolved, non-distributive,
value unique to the umbrella cluster. In this waga@rdination of singulars can
trigger plural number on external dependents. lap@dr 2 we homed in on agreement
with a distinguished conjunct, establishing thataih be sensitive either to index or to
concord. This was ascertained with a fair degrespofidence due to recruiting nouns
with mismatched features. In addition, it was cbam@ted that either type of property
can be active within the NP or outside it, so thisr@ot a sharp enough division
between the two domains to warrant breaking thegnitty of agreement into separate
phenomena. Although both index and concord canicgzate in single-conjunct
agreement, it seems that only the former can resdiut more work is necessary in
this respect. In the light of these results, Chapteas also an attempt to enhance the

capacity of LFG so that it can accommodate a widege of patterns. Access is
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needed to the concord and index attributes of eaafinal without exception, or just
the ones on the periphery of the phrase, as welb dbe index of the phrase as a
whole.

In Chapters 3, 4 and 5, we looked at what miglmistrain the selection of a
configuration. We barely scratched the surface,domtdata suggest that the nature of
the controllers definitely has a say, as doesype of target, as well as some purely
grammatical factors and the overall informatiorwfld he interactions of the variables
are extremely complex and there is a lot that weds not know. However, some
headway has been made. Pairings of singular animawes, for instance, prefer
plural adjectives or demonstrative pronouns, unlikeir inanimate counterparts.
Reciprocal targets, on the other hand, will tendbéoresolved, whereas determiners
like Bulgarianeoun/edin ‘one’ will evince exactly the opposite inclination&part
from imposing limitations on the way they behaventiselves, targets also require
that their controllers should be of a particularrpimlogical shape and/or semantic
category. They might even interfere with the avddafeatures of the larger
constituent that contains them (eéch andevery) — adding their own imprint to the
mix or entirely obliterating the properties of th#her elements. Hencevery boy and
girl can only go with a singular verb, unlik@s boy and girl, which only accepts the
plural. Note that the determiner in both phraseapes each conjunct to be singular,
but only the former suppresses the resolved plad®x of the two nouns. Different
linkers (e.g.or) are capable of inducing property mutations t@oisahe construal of
the word or phrase (e.tamily, bacon and eggs, friend and colleague).

For these reasons, we believe it is a strong diotir framework that it takes
a lexicalist approach, keeping tabs on the behawbgeparate forms, so that all the

idiosyncrasies can be captured. Furthermore, ftigbly flexible in modelling the
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features on the f-structure plane, thus reflectivegcontribution of the various factors,
including semantic ones. Such fine-tuned inter-wegawf the manifold aspects has
sufficient power to demystify the most recalcitragreement conundrums with both
conjoined and non-conjoined phrases and to anteifpl@e specificities of certain
targets, likegather for instance, without resorting to structural dligy ellipsis was
dismissed in Chapter 4 as an inadequate explanédgrosingle-conjunct agreement
(albeit a legitimate linguistic phenomenon in i@roright).

While it is crucial that semantics should be sastdly incorporated into the
model, which we achieve with our index feature,réhevas a cautionary note in
Chapter 5 that we cannot entirely get rid of syitaco-variance and relegate
everything to compatibility of meaning. We prop@sbalanced compromise between
the two extremes, either of which would struggleisnown. In the same LFG f-
structure setting, Chapter 5 delves deeper into bawfeatures can be applied to
single words that hesitate as to the targets thk&g (e.g.family), in addition to
guantified expressions likiaree hours, conjoined phrases containiegch, every or
or, and partitives and pseudo-partitives l&kegroup of students, we brought out the
parallels between all of these constructions arafdination withand, claiming that
an all-purpose mechanism can perform well enoughase circumstances.

In a similar vein, Chapter 6 took us beyond agmsgimin order to demonstrate
that analogous intuitions and machinery are instppnm to handle the government of
case. It transpired that, like the features of xn@ad concord, case can choose
whether to trickle down to the various members ofed or not. In English in
particular, it chooses not to. This time, the entoolkit of LFG was employed — we
assigned case in the constituent-structure tree aadthe functional annotations

attached to the nodes, passed it from there td-$itreicture matrices, where it was
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only permitted to reach the outer shell of thewate mother unit, without being able
to penetrate any further than that. Then lexicaéiyewonstraints made sure that
individual forms would appear in the correct roles.

We hope to have managed to argue convincinglyalsgntactic theory which
draws a boundary between constituency and linederoon the one hand, and
functional processes like agreement and case assignon the other, is a promising
endeavour. It pays off to have bundles of syntanfmrmation which can co-exist and
“form bonds” with compatible bundles of the respextargets, some of them more
morphologically and declensionally oriented, othemsed rather on denotation. These
bundles interact in more than one way and canlasfed into larger “melting pots”
with their own properties. Of course, such operetiand the valence of the “bundle
molecules” have to be constrained with appropniates, as well as typological and
system-internal generalisations, oftentimes brigggemantics, hierarchy, function,
sequencing and morphology together, effectivelgriiaced in order to offer the right

fit for the intricacies of human language.

Word count: approx. 81,247
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APPENDIX |
BULGARIAN CORPUS DATA

PART 1
Data Obtained with Google Searches for Specific Pases

SECTION 1
Human controllers

This boy and girl

TOBa MOMYEC nu MOMUYC

Tova moxie [ montie
this.NT.SG  boy(NT)[SG] and  qirl(NT)[SG]

1)

Camo Ha TOBa MOMYE u MOMHNYE MOTI-a Ja CIIoaca-4a
Samo na tova moen I momne mog-a da spodelj-a
only in this.NT.SG boy(NT)[SG] and girl(NT)X3 can-1SG COMP confide-1SG

BCHUYKO, camMmo ¢C TAX MOr-a Ja TOBOp-41 II0 BCHYKH TEM-U.
vsicko, samo s tjax mog-ada govorj-a  po &l tem-i.
everything only with them.ACC can-1SG COMP $p#8G on all topic-PL

‘Only in this boy and girl can | confide about aniyiy, only with them can | speak on
all topics.’

Source:
www.kidsbg.com/home/modules.php?name=Forums&filewtopic&t=5994&start=
0 (accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(2)

CiAKall ToOBa MOMYE u MOMHNYE Ha CKpaH-a 0s1-xa

sjakas tova mam i monie na ekran-a bja-xa

as.if  this.NT.SG boy(NT)[SG] and girl(NTE$on screen-DEF be.PAST-3PL

He ®panko m Mupenaor ,YTpe me OpIae KbCHO', a HHE C M
ne Franko i Mirela ot “Utre Ste Bde lasno”, a nie s M
NEG Franko and Mirela from “Tomorrow FUT betoo.late”, but we with M

‘It was as if this boy and girl on the screen wérénanko and Mirela from [the
show] “Tomorrow will be too late”, but M and I.’

Sourcewww.nedialko.net/proze/zdravey az.p(Hccessed on 02 Dec 2007)

3)

TOBa MOMYE n MOMUYEC Ja BBPB-AT XBaHaT-u 3a pbKa
tova mowte i monie da avvj-at Xvanat-i  zaika
this.NT.SG boy(NT)[SG] and girl(NT)[SG] COMP waBPL held-PL for hand

[...] this boy and girl to walk hand in hand.’
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Sourcehttp://photo-cult.com/showpic.php?aut=Godiva&id=880(accessed on 02
Dec 2007)

These boy and girl

TE3U MOMYEC )41 MOMMHNYEC

tezi monde i monie
this.PL boy(NT)[SG] and girl(NT)[SG]

(1)

Tesn MOMYE n MOMHNYE Os-xM€ HHUEC (¢ MOS HPHUATECI,
Tezi monie [ monie bja-xme nie s jangrijatel,
this.PL boy(NT)[SG] and girl(NT)[SG] be.PAST-1mie.NOM with my friend

nmpoOBa-xmMe ce na CTUTHE-M no ConyH
probva-xme se da stigne-m do Solun
try-IMPERFECT.1PL REFL COMP reach-1PL  tdlrhessaloniki

‘This boy and girl were my friend and I, we wergitig to reach Thessaloniki.’
Source:

www.stopbg.com/forum/viewtopic.php?p=2369&sid=8fd4tflasafeefcl13bfa76e20
03 (accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

This man and woman

TO3U MBIXK nu XKCH-a

tozi 1:V4 i zen-a
this.M.SG man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG

No results

These man and woman

TE3U MBXK u JKEH-a

tezi niz i Zzen-a

this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG

(1)

Te3u MBK u JKeH-a osara-T oT KBIIU
Tezi niz [ Zen-a bjaga-t ot agti

this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG away-3PL from home
‘This man and woman are running away from home’

Sourcewww.beinsadouno.com/lectures.php?id=2adcessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(2)

Te3n MBXK U KeH-a CEMENCTB-0 hii7 s ca?

Tezi Mz [ zen-a S$tv-0 li sa?

this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG famil{8IG Q be.PRES.3PL
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‘Are this man and woman a family?’

Source:
http://cosmopolitan.bg/phpBB2/viewtopic.php?p=948661=0514ba9797{7{72913ce
7d8f9d884347 (accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(3) (another occurrence of (2))

(4)
Hpyr ¢ BBIIPOC-BT J0 KpAE IIEe IO OCTaB-IT Ja
Drug e apros4t do kde Ste go ostavj-at da

another be.PRES.3SG question-DEF to whetel it.ACC let-3PL COMP

CBOJIIOUpPA CbII-HU-TC TC3U MBX u KCH-a

-

evoljuira &Bt-i-te tezi an [ Zen-a.
develop[3SG] same-PL-DEF this.PL manf@®B] and woman(F)-SG

‘It is a different matter to what extent the samannand woman will let it develop.’

Sourcehttp://aldarion.yix.org/index.php?showtopic=2@&tcessed on 02 Dec 2007)

()

KakBO TIIpaB-iAT TE3U MBIK n JKE€H-a B MOMCHT-a
kakvo pravj-at tezi an i zen-a vV moment-a
what do-3PL this.PL man(M)[SG] andvoman(F)-SG at moment-DEF

‘What are this man and woman doing?’
Source:

http://forum.doom.bg/viewtopic.php?p=79626&sid=3eF66dedc747413a8783ed14
835e2 (accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(6)
O06scH-e-Te MU 3amo  cre u30pa-n-u
Objasn-e-te mi zasto  ste izbra-I-i

explain-IMPERATIVE-2PL  me.DAT why AUZXPL choose-PPRT-PL

TOYHO TE3U MBXK u JKECH-a 3a II'bpPB-0 MAacT-o!
tocno tezi ¢1174 i Zen-a Zaarvpo mjast-o!
exactly this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG féirst-NT.SG place(NT)-SG

‘Can you explain to me why you have chosen exdhbtlyman and woman to be the
winners!’

Sourcehttp://forum.animes-bg.com/viewtopic.php?t=3(@2cessed on 02 Dec
2007)
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(7)

boxue INPpUCBCTBUC B JKHUBOT-a Ha TE3U MBIK u JKEH-a,

Bozie pridstvie v Zivot-a na tezi azmm [ zen-a,

God’s presence in life-DEF  of histPL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG,

KO-U-TO HUCKa-T
ko-i-to iska-t
who-PL-RELATIVE want-3PL

‘God’s presence in the life of this man and womaho want...’

Sourcehttp://skete.blog.bg/viewpost.php?id=135148cessed on 02 Dec 2007)

This man and woman (follow-up search)

TO3HU MBXK )41 JKEH-a

tozi iz [ zen-a
this.M.SG man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG

(1)

Ho mnopamu MHOKECTB-0-TO Xopa, KO-H-TO

No poradi mnozestv-o-to xora, ko-i-to

but because.of multitude(NT)-SG-DEF peogle.Rvho-PL-RELATIVE

IIPOMU3JIA30-Xa oT TO31 MBXK n JKEH-a...
proizljazo-xa ot tozi Mmaz [ zen-a...
stem.PAST-3PL from this.M.SG man(M)[SGand  woman(F)-SG

‘But because of the multitude of people who steminaeh this man and woman...

Sourcehttp://newmagnaura.org/b010702050blastiobrazovMidsiia (accessed on
06 May 2009)

(2)

Cera TO3HU MBIK u JKE€H-a IuTa-T.
Sega tozi am i zen-a pita-t:
now this.M.SG man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG ask-3PL

‘Now this man and woman are asking:’

Sourcewww.islamofbulgaria.net/forum/index.php?topic=268a8cessed on 06 May
2009)

3)
...HE MOXe-Te aa HaMEpU-TE Apex-u 51 aKcecoap-u
...ne moze-te da nameri-telrex-i [ aksesoar-i
NEG can-2PL COMP find-2PL gent(F)-PL and accessory(M)-PL

3a TO3HU MBXK n JKEH-a.
za tozi an i zen-a.
for this.M.SG man(M)[SG] and wamig)-SG
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‘You can't find clothes and accessories for thisymad woman.’

Sourcehttp://www.knowl.it/bg/liste-grossisti-su-ebafdccessed on 06 May 2009)

These man and woman (follow-up search)

TE3U MBXK )41 KCH-a

tezi raz [ zen-a

this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG

(1)

Tesn MBXK U JKeH-a, KO-U-TO ca ro

Tezi iz I Zen-a, ko-i-to sa go
this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG who-PL-RELATIMEJX.3PL him.ACC

Cchb3a-J1-H, HE ca MOTI-JI-1 na o riaena-T...
sizda-l-i, ne sa mag da go gleda-t...
create-PPRT-PL NEG AUX.3PL can-PPRT-PL COMP .AGC look.after-3PL

‘The man and woman who gave him life couldn’t ladter him.’

Sourcehttp://forum.bg-mamma.com/index.php?topic=21194(aceessed on 06
May 2009)

(2)

Hpyr e BBIIPOC-BT OO0 KbJe 1Ie IO OCTaB-IT Ja
Drug e apros4t do kde Ste go ostavj-at da
another be.PRES.3SG question-DEF to whet#l it.ACC let-3PL  COMP

€BOJIIOHpa ChUI-HU-TC TE3U MBXK n KEH-a

evoljuira Bt-I-te tezi an [ zen-a
develop[3SG] same-PL-DEF this.PL man@B] and woman(F)-SG

‘It is a different matter to what extent the samannand woman will let it develop.’

Sourcewww.aldarion.vyix.org/index.php?act=Print&client=van&f=89&t=285
(accessed on 06 May 2009)
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3)

Axo wuma HA-KO-U B  Ta3u 3ai1-a,

Ako ima nja-ko-j v tazi zal-a,

if exist[3SG] INDEFINITE-who-M.SG ni this.F.SG hall(F)-SG,

KO-U-TO NIPOTUBOPEYH  TE€3H  MBK U OKEH-a
ko-j-to protivatie tezi 174 i Zen-a
who-M.SG-RELATIVE contradict[3SG] this.PL manj[8G] and woman(F)-SG

aa Cce CB’bp)Ka-T B CBCIICH 6pa1<,
da se B a-t \% svesten brak,
COMP REFL join-3PL in holyM&  matrimony(M)[SG]

HEKa nu3pasu MHCEHH-€-TO cu cera
neka izrazi mneni-e-to Si sega
let express[3SG] opinion(NT)-SG-DEF owrow

‘If there is anyone in this hall who knows of asea that this man and woman should
not be joined in holy matrimony, let him speak now.

Sourcewww.svatbata.org/forum/index.php?topic=841@0cessed on 06 May 2009)

(4)
Tes3u MBXK M JKCH-a CEMENCTB-0 m ca?
Tezi Mz [ Zen-a S$Iv-0 li sa?

this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG famil}{8iG Q be.PRES.3PL
‘Are this man and woman a family?’
Source:

www.cosmopolitan.bg/forum/viewtopic.php?p=94986&Htalf8753aab8000db9el
e2d08846bcQaccessed on 06 May 2009)

(5)

a Te3u MBIK U JKCH-a oT CMsH-a-Ta Ha BJIaK-a,

a tezi §:74 I Zen-a ot jama-ta na vlak-a,

& this.PL man(M)[SG] & woman(F)-SG from shift(F)-SBEF of train(M)[SG]-DEF

TOJIKOBA JIN HE ca MOT-JI-1 Ja 3BbHH-aT HAa MAIIWHUCT-U-TC
tolkova li ne sa mog-I-i da zZinn-at na masinist-i-te
so.much Q NEG AUX.3PL can-PPRT-PL COMP call-3RL driver(M)-PL-DEF

‘And couldn’t this man and woman from the trainfskimply call the drivers’

Sourcewww.90minuti.info/bgrail/forum/viewtopic.php?f=13&P716(accessed on
06 May 2009)

294



(6)

Te3n MBbX " KEH-a Osira-T oT KBIIU

Tezi niz i Zzen-a bjaga-t ot agti

this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG away-3PL from  home

‘This man and woman are running away from home’

Sourcewww.beinsadouno.com/lectures.php?id=2a@cessed on 06 May 2009)

(7)

U Te3m MBK U  JKEH-a MOKa3Ba-xa MU

I tezi f:74 I Zen-a poka-xa mi
and this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG sHBMFERFECT.3PL me.DAT

CBCT-0BC
svet-ove
world(M)-PL

‘And this man and woman showed me different worlds.

Sourcewww.magicgatebg.com/forum/viewtopic.php?f=46&t=444@cessed on 06
May 2009)

(8)

HE TakKka KaKToO TE3U MBK n KCH-a Tro HpaB-SIT!

ne taka kakto tezi ai [ Zen-a 0g prav-jat!
NEG thus as this.PL man(M)[SG]damnwoman(F)-SG it.ACC do-3PL

‘not the way this man and woman are doing it!’

Source:
www.hulite.net/modules.php?name=News&file=article&id=1&mode=flat&order=
0&sid=97675(accessed on 06 May 2009)

9)

JKHNBOT-a Ha TE3U MBIK n JKCH-A4, KO-HU-TO...

Zivot-a na tezi am i zen-a, kaoi-t
life(M)[SG]-DEF of this.PL man(M)[SG] and wom)-SG who-PL-RELATIVE

‘the life of this man and woman, who...’

Sourcehttp://skete.blog.bg/viewpost.php?id=135X48cessed on 06 May 2009)

(10)
TOYHO TE3U MBXK u JKEH-a 3a IIBPBO MACTO
tocno tezi £14 i Zen-a za f@rvo mjasto

exactly this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-S@r first place

‘exactly this man and woman to be the winners’
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Sourcehttp://forum.animes-bg.com/viewtopic.php?f=46&t=Z@&view=next
(accessed on 06 May 2009)

(11)
a Te3u MBXK n KCH-a oT CMsH-a-Ta Ha BJIaK-a,
a tezi f:74 i Zen-a ot amp-ta na vlak-a,

& this.PL man(M)[SG] & woman(F)-SG from shift(F)-SBEF of train(M)[SG]-DEF
‘this man and woman from the train shift’
Sourcewww.real-

land.net/bgrail//forum/viewtopic.php?f=13&t=2716&st=0&st=0&sk=t&sd=a
(accessed on 06 May 2009)

(12)
TC3U MbBIXK nu JKCH-a Ja HC ca Kp’bBH-I/I
tezi naz i zen-a da ne sa akn-i

this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG COMP NEGPRES.3PL blood-PL

ponHUH-U
rodnin-i
relative(M/F)-PL

‘Aren’t this man and woman blood relatives by ahgpigce?’

http://forums.pravoslavie.bg/viewtopic.php?p=705&$a7c6410c3ab8422b44ea92
0198d7e3Qaccessed on 06 May 2009)

(13)
Hpyr € BBIIPOC-BT o0 KpAe 1Ie TOo OCTaB-IT JOa
Drug e apros4t do kde Ste go ostavj-at da

another be.PRES.3SG question-DEF to whetel it ACC let-3PL  COMP

€BOJIIOMpa ChII-HU-TC TE3U MBXK n KEH-a

-

evoljuira Bt-I-te tezi an [ zen-a
develop[3SG] same-PL-DEF this.PL man@B] and woman(F)-SG

‘It is a different matter to what extent the samannand woman will let it develop.’

Sourcehttp://aldarion.yix.org/lofiversion/topic28%accessed on 06 May 2009)

(14)/(15)
Tesnu  MbBxK U IKEH-A ... A3 38 BCEK-U ciyya-i
Tezi naz i Zen-a... Az za vsek-i sta-j

this.PL man(M)[SG] and woman(F)-SG I.NOM foveey-M.SG case(M)-SG
na IIUTa-M...

da pita-m...
COMP ask-1SG
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Hob6pe a3 UMa-M  BBIIPOC-YE: Tesau MBXK U JKEH-a...
Dobre az ima-m  apros<e: Tezi & i Zen-a...
well  I.LNOM have-1SG question-DIM(NT) this.PL m{d1)[SG] and woman(F)-SG

‘This man and woman... I'd like to ask, just in cas&Vell then, | have a small
question: This man and woman...’

Source:
www.cosmopolitan.bg/forum/viewtopic.php?p=94996&=38f30006b1732eda72ee3
90b7cc96f5accessed on 06 May 2009)

(16)
KakBO IIpaB-iAT TE3U MBXK )41 KCH-a B MOMCHT-a
kakvo pravj-at tezi an [ Zen-a vV moment-a

what do-3PL this.PL man(M)[SG] andvoman(F)-SG at moment-DEF
‘What are this man and woman doing?’
Source:

http://forum.doom.bg/viewtopic.php?t=5512&start=%8=42e938bce8475d274532
399d30elf6lYaccessed on 06 May 2009)

(17)
A TOBa ca TE3U MBX u JKEeH-a,
A tova sa tezi iz [ zen-a,

and this.NT.SG be.PRES.3PL this.PL mWB[®G] and woman(F)-SG

KO-HU-TO ca IIPOMCHIJINB-U BCJIIMYNH-U
ko-i-to sa promenliv-i vealin-i
who-PL-RELATIVE be.PRES.3PL variable-PL quantity(F)-PL

‘And these are this man and woman who are varigiémtities’

Sourcehttp://forum.all.bg/showthreaded.php/Cat/0/Numb®ri3506/page/5/vc/l
(accessed on 06 May 2009)

This brother and sister

TO3H Opar u  cecTp-a

tozi brat I sestr-a
this.M.SG brother(M)[SG] and sister(F)-SG

No results as of 03 Dec 2007
These brother and sister
TE3U Opar u cecTp-a

tezi brat i esyr-a
this.PL brother(M)[SG] and sister(F)-SG
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1)

TE3U Opar u cecTp-a ca MpaBu-Ji-u

tezi brat i esyr-a sa pravi-I-i
this.PL brother(M)[SG] and  sister(F)-SG AGBPL make-PPRT-PL

‘This brother and sister have had...’

Sourcehttp://forum.kefche.com/index.php?showtopic=2090@8=new(accessed
on 02 Dec 2007)

(2)

TE3U Opar " cecTp-a

tezi brat I esyr-a

this.PL brother(M)[SG] and sister(F)-SG

‘this brother and sister’

Sourcewww.cswap.com/1999/Rang-e_khoda/cap/bg/2_Parts/BA&{accessed on
02 Dec 2007)

3)

TE3U Opar u cecTp-a TpsiOBa  1a UMa-T

tezi brat i sestr-a trjabva da ima-
this.PL brother(M)[SG] and  sister(F)-S@&ust COMP  have-3PL

ChIJIaCU-€-TO Ha HaeMoaaTcia-Aa

saglasi-e-to na naemodatelj-a
approval(NT)-SG-DEF of landlord(M)[SG]-DEF
‘This brother and sister must obtain the landloapgroval.’

Sourcehttp://zaedno.de/posts4515-start0.h{adcessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(4) (another instance of (3))

Sourcehttp://zaedno.de/forums.htmi&file=search&searchhautsilistra(accessed
on 02 Dec 2007)

(5)

3amoTo Cch3HAaBA, ye Karo Owu-i-a Miaa-a, HE [pOsBHU-II-a
ZaStoto &znava, c¢e kato bi-l-a mlad-a, ne projavi-l-a
because realise[3SG] that when be-PPRT-F.SG ybuUsG NEG show-PPRT-F.SG

T000B KBbM  OJIMDKHU-A, KaKTO TE3H Opar " cecTp-a.
ljubov kam blizni-ja, kakto tezi bra i sestr-a.
love to one’s.kind-DEF, as thls.Pbrother(M)[SG] and sister(F)-SG

‘Because she is aware that, when she was youngligh& show love of her kind, as
this brother and sister did.’
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Sourcehttp://triangle.bg/books/1923-04-22-10.1998/192398710.html(accessed
on 02 Dec 2007)

My grandfather and grandmother

my.SG grandfather and grandmother

MO-[#i]-sT ISII-0 u 0ab-a

mo-[j]-jat djad-o [ bab-a
my-M.SG-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandmgfeSG
‘my grandfather and grandmother’

(1)

Mo-[i#t]-sT TS1-0 u 0ab-a ca
Mo-[j]-jat djad-o i bab-a sa
my-M.SG-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandredti)-SG AUX.3PL
ou-1-u ObArapck-u  TpaXKJAaH-u W HHUKOH He THU e
bi-I-i falgarsk-i grazdan-i [ nikoj ne  gi e

be-PPRT-PL Bulgarian-PL citizen(M)-PL and nobodyEG them.ACC AUX.3SG

nuTa-Jji KaKB-n ca, Koraro ca UM Tro
pita-| kakv-i  sa, kogato sa im go
ask-PPRT[M.SG] what-PL be.PRES.3PL, wheAUX.3PL them.DAT it.ACC

OTHE-JI-U npe3 1944r.
otne-l-i prez 1944 g.
take-PPRT-PL in 1944 year

‘My grandparents were Bulgarian citizens, and ngbagked them what they were
when they took their Bulgarian citizenship fromrthan 1944

Source:
www.vestnikataka.com/?module=displaystory&story 71899&edition id=110&for
mat=html(accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(2)

Hanomus-t  Mu Mo-[#]-5 IA1-0 u 06ab-a
Napomnja-t mi mo-[j]-ja adi-o [ bab-a.
remind-3PL me.DAT my-M.SG-DEF grandfather(M)-S8d grandmother(F)-SG

‘They remind me of my grandparents.’

Sourcehttp://bglog.net/BGLog/574{accessed on 02 Dec 2007)
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(3)

B wmo-[ii]-s POJIOTICK-1 Kpaif

vV mo-[j]-ja rodopsk-i kraj

in my-M.SG-DEF Rhodope-M.SG regidhiiSG]

MO-H-TE poauTen-u,  Mo-[#]-saT IS1-0 nu 0ab-a,
mo-i-te roditel-i, mo-[j]-jat djad-o i bab-a,

my-PL-DEF parent(M)-PL my-M.SG-DEF grandfather(MES grandmother(F)-SG
HU yue-xa Taka:

ni de-xa taka:

us.ACC teach-IMPERFECT.3PL thus:

‘In my region in the Rhodope Mountains, my pareartd my grandparents used to
teach us thus: [...]

Sourcehttp://bulgaria2l.net/issue/t22908.hfatcessed on 02 Dec 2007)

my.PL grandfather and grandmother

MO-U-T€ IISLIT-0 u 0ab-a

mo-i-te djad-o I bab-a

my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandmothe&G
(1)

Haii-Beue  Mo-u-Te ISLT-0 u 0ab-a.
Naj-vece  mo-i-te djad-o i bab-a.

especially my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG andrandmother(F)-SG

TonxkoBa ca MU KpaCuB-H, KoraTro ce norjJIeaH-aT
Tolkova sa mi krasiv-i, kogato se |ewin-at
SO be.PRES.3PL me.DAT beaufful when REFL look-3PL

‘Especially my grandparents. They are so sweet vithey look at each other.’

Sourcenttp://radalia.blog.bg/viewpost.php?id=4434&cessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(2)

Mo-u-te IISLIT-0 u 0ab-a ce  TpeMecTBa-T
Mo-i-te djad-o i bab-a se erpestva-t
my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandmgfReSG REFL move-3PL

B Xour KoHr B MoMeHT-a, KOraTto 3aroyBa JEWCTBUE-TO B pOMaH-a

v Xong Kong v moment-a, kogato za@o  dejstvie-to vV roman-a
in Hong Kong at moment-DEF when start[3SG@ktion-DEF in novel-DEF
‘At the beginning of the novel, my grandparents sty Hong Kong’

Sourcewww.slovo.bg/litvestnik/index.php?ar=248ccessed on 02 Dec 2007)
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(3)

Tper-a-Ta MU  KHWUI-a CUT'YPHO e Obae

Tret-a-ta mi  knig-a sigurno Ste  abe
third-F.SG-DEF my book(F)-SG probablyFUT  be.PRES[3SG]

CBbp3a-H-a C POa-0OBC-TC Ha
svirza-n-a s od-ove-te na
connect-PASS.PPRT-F.SG with  family(M)-PL-DEBf

MO-U-T€ JS1-0 u 0ab-a M0 MaiuuHa JIMHUS
mo-i-te djad-o I bab-a po ®eap linija
my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandmothe®B- on mother’'s side

‘My third book will most likely be related to tharmilies of my maternal
grandparents.’
Sourcenhttp://dryanovo.net/new/modules.php?name=News&éitécle&sid=1976
(accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(4)
Mo-u-te ISLT-0 u 0ab-a MU paskasa-xa
Mo-i-te djad-o I bab-a mi kaza-xa

my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandmother(6)-81e.DAT tell. PAST-3PL

BCHUYK-HU I/ICTOpI/I-I/I
vSick-i istori-i
all-PL story(F)-PL

‘My grandfather and grandmother told me all theist’
Sourcenhttp://ide.li/article2010.htm{accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(5)
ToBa MEIH-0 naH-o0 [...]e HarpaB-eH-0
Tova medn-o pan-o [...] e naprav-en-o

this.NT.SG brass-NT.SG relief(NT)-SG [...] AUXGS make-PASS.PPRT-NT.SG
1o JIMI[-a-Ta Ha MO-HU-TE ISLT-0 u 0ab-a.

po lic-a-ta nao-nte djad-o i bab-a.
according.to face(NT)-PL-DEF of my-PL-DEF gran@di#SG & grandma(F)-SG
‘This brass relief is based on the faces of my dfi@her and grandmother.’

Sourcewww.geocities.com/sbeleva/Rooms_bg.ht(atcessed on 02 Dec 2007)
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(6)

bovirapus e MHOTO BaKHa 3a MOETO CEMEWCTBO, 3aIl0TO
Balgarija e mnogo vazna za moeto semejstvo, zaStoto
Bulgaria be.PRES.3SG very important fmy family, because

MO-U-T€ IISIT-0 u 0ab6-a ca...
mo-i-te djad-o [ bab-a sa...
my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandreotR)-SG be.PRES.3PL

‘Bulgaria is very important for my family because grandfather and grandmother
are...’

Sourcehttp://actinplay.cult.bg/modules.php?name=Newsé&ifignt&sid=74
(accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(7)
Mo-u-te ISIT-0 u 0ab-a MU
Mo-i-te djad-o i bab-a mi

my-PL-DEF  grandfather(M)-SG and grandmeo{F)-SG  me.DAT

hMa-xa JIOBEPHE. ..
ima-xa doverie...
have-IMPERFECT.3PL trust...

‘My grandparents had trust in me...’
Sourcewww.gotin-bg.com/index.php?id=44,154,0,0,1(&ccessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(8)
Mo-u-te ISIT-0 n 0ab-a cu cMecBa-xa
Mo-i-te djad-o i lpa Si smesva-xa

my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG & grandmother(F)-SG RERiX-IMPERFECT.3PL
BUHO U XJI10 3a  3aKycka.

vino i xlab za  zakuska.

wine and bread for breakfast.

‘My grandparents used to mix bread and wine foakfast.’

Sourcewww.plovdivguide.com/newsfiles/news.php?id=1872&ait=2 (accessed
on 02 Dec 2007)
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(9)

TaxnuBa pasKas-u cHu CIIOMHS-M oT MO-HU-TE€ as10-0 u
Takiva razkaz-i Si spomnja-m ot  mo-i-te djad-o [
such.PL story(M)-PL REFL remember-1SG from my{PEF grandad(M)-SG and

0ab-a, e ca yMmpe-i-u c OTBOp-€H-U
bab-a, te sa umre-|-i S otvor-en-i
grandma(F)-SG they.NOM AUX.3PL die-PPRT-Riith open-PASS.PPRT-PL

04-U 3a Maiika bwirapus.
Oc-i za majka aBRarija.
eye(NT)-PL for mother Bulgaria

‘I remember such stories from my grandparents; tiath died with their eyes open
for their home country, Bulgaria.’

Sourcewww.yurukov.net/forum/viewtopic.php?t=3accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(10)
Mo-s-Ta MaMK-a A MO-U-TE ISLT-0 u 06ab-a
Mo-ja-ta majk-a I maoe- djad-o i bab-a

my-F.SG-DEF mother(F)-SG and my-PL-DEF grandad@®) and grandma(F)-SG
ca MHOT'O I[06p-I/I BbB BHCII-Aa-Ta MaTreMaTuk-a.

sa mnogo dobr-i avwiss-a-ta matematik-a.
be.PRES.3PL very good-PL at high-F3F mathematics(F)-SG

‘My mother and my grandparents are very good autas.’

Sourcehttp://forum.bg-mamma.com/index.php?topic=1487243429516
(accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(11)
He-IBHXXHU-M HUMOT, KO-H-TO
ne-dvizi-m imot, o4to

im-move-able[M.SG] estate(M)[SG] which-M.SG-RELATEV

e ou-I1 CcOOCTBEHOCT

e bi-| sobstvenost
AUX.3SG be-PPRT[M.SG] property(F)[SG]
Ha MO-U-TE ISIT-0 u 0ab-a
na mo-i-te djad-o i bab-a

of my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and gramdhner(F)-SG
‘immovable property which used to belong to my gierents’

Sourcewww.lawyer-bg.com/site/mod.php?mod=fag&menu£d6cessed on 02 Dec
2007)

303



(12)

Hauamno-to Ha 80<e mma-x IIaHc-a C MO-H-T€ IISLIT-0

Nacalo-to na 80-te ima-x Sans-a s mo-i-te djad-o
start-DEF of 80’'s have-PAST.1SG chance-DEfR wiy-PL-DEF grandad(M)-SG

nu 0ab6-a na JipTemecTsamM’ U3 EBpona.
[ bab-a da “pateSestva-m” iz Evropa.
and grandmother(F)-SG COMP travel-1SG across Europe.

‘At the beginning of the 80’s | had the opporturtity‘travel” across Europe with my
grandparents.’

Sourcenttp://forum.imoti.net/read.php?15,47&ccessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(13)
[TozmpaB-u  Ha  MO-H-TE IISLIT-0 u 0ao-alll
Pozdrav-i na mo-i-te djad-o [ bab-a!ll

greeting-PL to my-PL-DEF grandfather{8; and grandmother(F)-SG
‘Greet my grandparents!!V’

Sourcehttp://otkrovenia.com/main.php?action=show&id=55@&dcessed on 02 Dec
2007)

(14)
B IIaMe€T Ha MO-HU-TE IISLIT-0 u 0ab-a
vV pamet na mo-i-te djad-o [ bab-a

in memory of my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SGand grandmother(F)-SG
‘in memory of my grandparents’

Sourcewww.24chasa.bg/Default.asp?statid=81ddcessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(15)
Mo-u-te  asaa-o u 0ab-a Oou-n-u yuuten-u mpeaun 1944
Mo-i-te djad-o I bab-a bi-1-i ditel-i predi 1944

my-PL-DEF grandad(M)-SG & grandma(F)-SG be-PPRTwddcher-PL before 1944
‘My grandparents were teachers prior to 1944.’

Sourcehttp://forum.segabg.com/topic.asp?whichpage=7&tapgre82768(accessed
on 02 Dec 2007)

(16)
Mo-u-te ISIT-0 u 0ab-a MmpaB-AT  KOJEAH-U YKpac-H.
Mo-i-te djad-o i bab-a pravj-at  koledn-i  ukras-i.

my-PL-DEF grandad(M)-SG and grandma(F)-SG make-8Rlas-PL decoration-PL

‘My grandparents are making Christmas decorations.’
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Sourcehttp://minus273.org/trans/DWelle/0001-1000/281-E0klle312-
woodsofturingia.htm{accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

17)
IIOJI0KEHNE-TO HAa MO-HU-TE ISLT-0 u 0ab-a cera,
poloZenie-to na mo-i-te djad-o i bab-a sega,

situation-DEF of my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG argtandmother(F)-SG now

KOraro HaOJIMXaBa-T Kpa-ia Ha JKUBOT-a CH.
kogato nablizava-t kraj-a nalvora Si.
when  approach-3PL end-DEF of life-DEBwn

‘... my grandparents’ situation now that they arerapphing the end of their lives.’
Sourcenttp://83.228.115.77/sdabg/index.php?path=cq%20-

%20mladejki%20uroci%2F2006-3%2F&download=3-05.(atfcessed on 02 Dec
2007)

(18)
Mo-u-te IISIIT-0 u 0ab-a 0s1-xa TOBa, KOETO
Mo-i-te djad-o I bab-a bja-xa vap koeto

my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandmother(F)¥#&GAST-3PL that which

HMBan Xaokuiicky omyucBa B CBO-I-Ta ONTUMUCTUYH-a TEOPH-5
Ivan Xadzijski  opisva vV Ssvet@ “Optimistin-a teori-ja
Ivan Xadzijski  describe[3SG] in own-F.SG-Dg&ptimistic-F.SG theory(F)-SG

3a OBJITapCK-U-5 Hapox’
za Blgarsk-i-ja narod”
about Bulgarian-M.SG-DEF nation(M)[SG]

My grandparents were what lvan XadZijski describdss “Optimistic Theory about
the Bulgarian Nation”.

Sourcenhttp://zemaria.blog.bg/viewpost.php?id=1323806cessed on 02 Dec 2007)
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(19)

CnomMHH-X cu MO-HU-TE JISIT-0 n 0ab-a

Spomni-x Si mo-i-te djad-o I bab-a
remember-PAST.1PL REFL my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-&@®& grandmother(F)-SG

n KaKk CMaJICH-U U Hpeer6eH-I/1 OCTaBa-Xxa 3a KoOJa-Ta,

[ kak smalen-i i  prédpen-i  ostava-xa dza kola-ta,
and how small-PL and bent-PL remMRERFECT.3PL behind car-DEF
a HHUE, Hali-Ba)KHAa-Ta M [ociIeAgHa-Ta 4YacT OT ’KHMBOT-a UM,

a nie, naj-vazna-ta iposledna-ta ¢ast ot Zivot-a im,
while we most-important-DEF and last-DEF part of life-DEF their
CHu OTHUBA-XMC B rpana-a.

Si otiva-xme v grad-a.

REFL go-IMPERFECT.1PL in town-DEF

‘I remembered my grandparents and how they ussthtal behind the car, small and
bent, as we, the most significant and the lastqddtteir lives, were going back to
town.’

Sourcewww.hulite.net/modules.php?name=News&file=articlb&id=-
1&mode=flat&order=0&sid=5923%accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(20)
3all0YBaiku OT MO-U-T€ IISIT-0 u 0ab-a
zapa@vajki ot mo-i-te djad-o [ bab-a

beginning from my-PL-DEF grandfather(Bp and grandmother(F)-SG
‘beginning from my grandparents’

Sourcehttp://beobscenelhroh.hit.bg/15.h{accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(21)
Xopa-Ta, KO-U-TO HacelsiBa-xXxa ACTCTB-0-TO
Xora-ta, ko-i-to nhaea-xa detstv-o-to

ppl.PL-DEF who-PL-RELATIVE populate-IMPERFECT.3Phildhood(N)-SG-DEF

MH, Os-xa MO-U-T€ ISIT-0 nu 0ab-a
mi, bja-xa mo-i-te jad-o i bab-a
my be.PAST-3PL my-PL-DEF grandfather(M}-&nd grandmother(F)-SG

‘My grandparents were the people who populated hilglcood’
Source:

http://nobilitybg.blog.com/ /comment/?postid=1372&6eplytocommentid=158911
0 (accessed on 02 Dec 2007)
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(22)

TroJIiM-a-Ta MU ABIICP-41 IIOMHHU
goljam-a-ta mi afterj-a pomni
elder-F.SG-DEF my  daughter(F)-SG remember[3SG]
MO-U-T€ IISIT-0 u 0ab-a —IIOYMHA-Xa
mo-i-te djad-o I bab-a — {ma-xa

my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG and grandmother(F)-SG pass.away.PAST-3PL

npeam Majlko IIOBEYE OT roanHa
predi malko pove ot godina
before a.little more than vyear

‘My elder daughter remembers my grandparents —plasged away a little over a
year ago.’

Sourcehttp://forum.bg-mamma.com/index.php?topic=16571§3286040
(accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(23)
KakTO  MO-HU-T€ ISIT-0 u 0ab-a
kakto  mo-i-te djad-o [ bab-a

like my-PL-DEF grandfather(M)-SG nda  grandmother(F)-SG
‘like my grandparents’

Sourcehttp://zlika.blog.bg/viewpost.php?id=530@&ccessed on 02 Dec 2007)

Target.SG + man and child

(1)

He, =©e —Kaza CunBus —
Ne, ne — kaza ilvia —
NEG, NEG - say.PAST[3SG] Silvia —

HUKaKbB MBXK u ACTE HE A JyakKa-T.
nikakav naz [ dete ne ja caka-t.
no[M.SG] man(M)[SG] and child(NT).SG NEG r#CC wait.for-3PL

‘No, no, Silvia said — no man and child are waitiagher.’

Sourcewww.litclub.com/library/nbpr/todorar/kogato.ht(accessed on 06 May 2009)
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(2)

HusiHa HEe € necOouniik-a — nMa MpeKpaceH
Dijana ne e lesbijk-a - ima prekrasen
Diana NEG be.PRES.3SG lesbian(F)-SG have[3SG] wonderful[M.SG]

MBX u nere!
maz i dete!
man(M)[SG] and child(NT).SG

‘Diana isn’t a lesbian — she has a wonderful hudznd child!

Sourcewww.dnevnik.bg/razvlechenie/2008/09/29/556708_igoki_jeni/(accessed
on 06 May 2009)

3)

Nwma-x M BHUJICHU-A Ha eIuH MBbK u JIeTE,

Ima-x I videni-ja anedin 204 i dete,
have-PAST.1SG and vision(NT)-PL of one[M.SG] md)iEG] and child(NT).SG

obaue BCUYKO ToOBa  H30JIeqHA c JISIT-0-TO

obate vsiko tova izlbednja s ljat-o-to

however all that fade.PASS(E with  summer(NT)-SG-DEF
51 HE ce BbpPHA.

[ ne se ama.

and NEG REFL come.back.PAST[3SG]

‘| also had visions of a man and a child, butlifaled with summer and never came
back.’

Sourcehttp://mariapavlova.net/veshtica2.ht(aktcessed on 06 May 2009)

(4) (not included in count: it is irrelevant becausetlod extra conjunct and the
special determiner)

ImpaB-0-TO Ha BCAK-a JKCH-a, MBXK u ACTC
prav-o-to na vsjak-a Zen-a, y:V4 [ dete
right(NT)-SG-DEF of every-F.SG woman(F)-SG man(@®}] and child(NT).SG

aa ce paaBa Ha 3paBOCIOBCH KUBOT

da se radva na zdstmwen Zivot

COMP REFL enjoy[3SG] of healthy[M.SG] lifestyle(M)[SG]
‘The right of every man, woman and child to enjdyealthy lifestyle.’

Sourcewww.undp.bg/uploads/images/1593.d€cessed on 06 May 2009)
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Target.PL + man and child

(1)

Bnpouem ce celja-M U 3a  OLle enauH ciy4a-u
Vprocem se sesSta-m i zasSte edin Shtj
by.the.way REFL remember-1SG and about nwre[M.SG] case(M)-SG

Ha morpeba-H-u MBXK u JieTe
na pogreba-n-i am i dete
of bury-PASS.PPRT-PL man(M)[SG] and I|&NT).SG

‘By the way, another case of a buried man and daldes to mind too.’
Source:

http://forum.all.bg/showflat.php?Cat=0&Board=retig&Number=1105092&page=3
&fpart=all (accessed on 06 May 2009)

Target.PL + young man and young girl

1)
Cnyxuren-u-te Ha Bropo PVY ca YCTaHOBU-JI-U
Sluzitel-i-te na Vtoro RU sa ustanovi-I-i

officer(M)-PL-DEF of Second Police.Force ALBRL find-PPRT-PL

18romumH-u Miagex U JCBOUK-Q, OTKpagHa-I-u  BEJIOCUIIEH.
18-godiSn-i  mladez idevojk-a, otkradna-I-i  velosiped.
18-yr.old-PL young.man(M)[SG] and young.qgirl(F)-S@al-PPRT-PL bike(M)[SG]

‘The officers from the Second Police Force haventba young man and girl, both 18,
who have stolen a bicycle.’

Sourcehttp://news.ruse24.bg/62731.httakccessed on 06 May 2009)

(2)
YcraHoBs-eH-U ca HCITBJIHOJICTH-U MJIIaCXK u
Ustanov-en-i sa dmpletn-i mladez [

find-PASS.PPRT-PL AUX.3PL underage-PL young.man(M)[SG] and
JIEBOMK-a, Kpa-I-u oT rapax-u

devojk-a, kra-|-i ot garaz-i

young.girl(F)-SG  steal-PPRT-PL from gar&dePL

‘They have found an underage youth and girl whoeHasen breaking into garages.’

Sourcewww.ruseinfo.net/news_52835.htifalccessed on 06 May 2009)
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3)

YcTaHOB-€H-U ca HCIIBJIHOJIETH-U  MJIAJICK n
Ustanov-en-i sa pateoletn-i mladez i
find-PASS.PPRT-PL AUX.3PL underage-PL young.man(M)[SG] and

JIEBOMK-a, U3BBPIIBA-JI-U Kpax0-u oT rapax-u.
devojk-a, izwsva-|-i krazb-i ot garaz-i.
young.girl(F)-SG carry.out-PPRT-PL theft(R)-Pfrom garage(M)-PL

‘They have found an underage youth and girl whceHasen committing theft from
garages.’

Sourcehttp://news.ruse24.bg/68294.ht(akccessed on 06 May 2009)

(4)
BJIIOOEH-a JIBOMK-a CUJIHO HI/IHH-I/I/Ha,Z[pyca-H-I/I MJIAIEXK
vljuben-a dvojk-a silno  mif@nadrusa-n-i mladez

in.love-F.SG couple(F)-SG very drunk-PLGhRRASS.PPRT-PL youth(M)[SG]
Hu JICBOMK-Q, KO-HU-TO...

[ devojk-a, ko-i-to...

and young.girl(F)-SG who-PL-RELATIVE

‘a couple of lovers, a very drunk/drugged youth gintj who...’

Sourcewww.big.bg/modules/news02/article.php?storyid=32(&&essed on 06
May 2009)

(5)
MAacKupa-H-U MIIaJICK Hu JIeBOMKa
maskira-n-i mladez [ devojk-a

mask-PASS.PPRT-PL young.man(M)[SG] and yagin@r)-SG
‘a young man and girl wearing masks’

Sourcewww.dnes.bg/article.php?id=2290&ccessed on 06 May 2009)

(6)

IIpen BCUYKH  OXXKMBf-Xa BBJIHYBa-II[-U-T€ obpaz-u

Pred vgki oZivja-xa amuva-St-i-te obraz-i
in.front.of everyone come.to.life. PAST-3PL #edng-PL-DEF  image(M)-PL

Ha BIIFOOEH-U-TE MJIaAExK " JIEBOMK-A.
na vljuben-i-te mladez i devojk-a.
of in.love-PL-DEF young.man(M)[SG] andoung.girl(F)-SG

‘The exciting images of a young man and girl whe iarlove came to life in front of
everyone.’

Sourcewww.bukvite.bg/poem.php?docid=425&itcessed on 06 May 2009)
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(7)

JIBajmeceT u eaHa TOIMIIH-U-TE MIIAJIEK U JICBOMK-a ce
Dvadeset i edna godisn-i-te refad I devojk-a se
twenty & one year.old-PL-DEF young.manf®G] & young.girl(F)-SG REFL

‘The 21-year-old youth and girl...’

Sourcewww.duma.bg/2008/0108/150108/sviat/sv-6.h{adcessed on 06 May 2009)

(8)

B CTapUIBbK Tond TBCBA-T

% staak Golf adva-t

in oldish[M.SG] Golf(M)[SG] suddgrappear-3PL

CTpEeCHa-T-u MJIIaZIEXK u JIEBOMK-A...
stresna-t-i mladez [ devojk-a...
startle-PASS.PPRT-PL young.man(M)[SG] andoung.girl(F)-SG

‘A startled young man and girl suddenly appeamolish Golf...’
Source:

www.pokazatel.net/index.php?option=com_content&tasw&id=2513&ltemid=4
0 (accessed on 06 May 2009)

Target.SG + young man and young girl

(1)
A TOBa e MEYT-a 3a
A tova e met-a zZa

and this.NT.SG be.PRES.3SG dream(F){&G

BCCK-U MaKE€AOHCK-U MIagex u I[eBOfIK-a,
vsek-i makedonsk-i mladez i devojk-a,
every-M.SG Macedonian-M.SG young.man(M)[S®H ayoung.girl(F)-SG

qUu-sg1-TO pcajm3anu-sa B M.cera ¢ HEBB3MOXH-a
¢i-ja-to realizaci-la v M. sega e aBEwozn-a
whose-F.SG-RELATIVE fulfilment(F)-SG in M. now b&ES.3SG impossible-F.SG

‘And this is a dream for every Macedonian young raad girl who can currently find
no fulfilment in Macedonia.’

Source:
www.bnt.bg/bg/news/view/3836/makedonskite studemtieshti v _bylgarija ostava
t_tuk (accessed on 06 May 2009)
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(2)

U3rpaXKJIaHe Ha KOMYHHCTHYECK-U MHUPOIJIE] y  BCEK-U

izgrazdane na  komunéssk-i mirogled u vsek-
building of communist-M.SG  worldw(M)[SG] in every-M.SG
MJIIAZIEXK U JIIEBOMK-a

mladez i devojk-a

young.man(M)[SG] and young.qgirl(F)-SG
‘instilling a communist worldview in every youth @ugirl’

Sourcewww.oda.bg/.../politbuyro 26 03 _1963.h{accessed on 06 May 2009)

3)
10 Ballln-s4a nmpumep HE €ANH MJIIaCxXK
po vasi-ja primer ne edin mladez

according.to your.PL[M.SG]-DEF e.g.(M)[SG] NEG oeSG young.man(M)[SG]
" JIICBOUK-a e 3aras-sT LEIIOMBAPU-E-TO cu

[ devojk-a Ste zapaiz- celonidri-e-to Si

and young.girl(F)-SG FUT keep-3PL chgéNT)-SG-DEF own
‘Following your example, many a young man and gitl keep their chastity’

Sourcewww.pravoslavieto.com/life/01.08_sv_Julian_i_Vaslihtm(accessed on 06
May 2009)

(4)
y4acTBa-1II-u o €IuH MIIaaExK U JIEeBOUK-a
ucastva-St-i po edin  mladez i devojk-a

participate-ing-PL at.the.rate.of one.M.SG youman(M)[SG] and young.girl(F)-SG
‘participating pairs of a young man and girl’

Sourcewww.dnes.bg/article.php?cat=74&id=170&cessed on 06 May 2009)

(5)

Koraro emun MIIaJEXK Hu JIEBOMK-a
Kogato edin mladez [ devojk-a
when  one.M.SG young.man(M)[SG] and youmiff)-SG

ObBa-ar 3a0ers3a-H-u 3a€IHO
bad-at zabeljaza-n-i zaedno
AUX-3PL notice-PASS.PPRT-PL together

‘When a young man and girl are seen together...’

Source:
www.24chasa.bg/Default.asp?statid=85593&rubr=0&ilz&ifsize=&swidth=800&tr
=1&im=12&id=02&iy (accessed on 06 May 2009)
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This son and daughter

TO3U CHUH " IBIIEP-A

tozi sin i adterj-a
this.M.SG son(M)[SG] and daughter(F)-SG

No results

These son and daughter

TE3U CHUH n ABLIICP-41

tezi sin i asterj-a

this.PL son(M)[SG] and daughter(F)-SG

1)

C’bI_H-I/I-Te TE3N CHH u ABIICP-1 MOXE
Sast-i-te tezi sin i dsterj-a moze
same-PL-DEF this.PL son(M)[SG] and ddagF)-SG might[3SG]

HUKOra naa HE ca HN3HECBCpABaA-JI-U Ha CBIIPY3-U-TC CH...
nikoga da ne sa var@va-l-i na apruz-i-te Si...
never COMP NEG AUX.3PL cheat-PPRT-PL n ospouse(M)-PL-DEF ow

‘This same son and daughter might have never cthest¢heir spouses...’

Sourcehttp://story.rozali.com/komentari/c3147 160.h{@amtcessed on 06 May 2009)

This mother and daughter

Ta3u Maiik-a Hu IbLIEp-s

tazi majk-a I adderj-a
this.F.SG mother(F)-SG and daughter(F)-SG

No results as of 06 May 2009

These mother and daughter

TE3U Maiik-a Hu JIbLIEp-5

tezi majk-a I adderj-a

this.PL  mother(F)-SG and daughter(F)-SG

1)

Ko-u 0s1-xa TE3U MaMK-a u bIIep-57
Ko-i bja-xa tezi majk-a i adterj-a?

who-PL be.PAST-3PL this.PL mother(F)-&Gd daughter(F)-SG
‘Who were that mother and daughter?’
Sourcewww.ero-

market.com/jurnal/index.php?option=com content&tasdw&id=79&Itemid=65
(accessed on 06 May 2009)
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w) ]
aKo TE3N MaHK-a u AbIOCP-A...
ako tezi majk-a i chSterj-a...
if this.PL  mother(F)-SG and dhter(F)-SG

‘if this mother and daughter...’

Sourcewww.btv.bg/news/news _comments.pcgi?cont_id=127@tcessed on 06
May 2009)

This mother and daughter (follow-up search)

(1) ]
oT Ta3n MauK-a u AbIICP-4
ot tazi majk-a i dasterj-a
from this.F.SG mother(F)-SG and daugke8G

‘from this mother and daughter’

Sourcewww.cswap.com/2004/Bunshinsaba/cap/bg/2_Parts/BD(&accessed on 11
June 2009)

These mother and daughter (follow-up search)

(1)

aKko TE3N Malk-a Hu JIbIIEP-A1. . .
ako tezi majk-a i chSterj-a...
if this.PL  mother(F)-SG and dhter(F)-SG

‘if this mother and daughter...’

Sourcewww.btv.bg/news/news _comments.pcgi?cont_id=127@tcessed on 11
June 2009)

(2)

Hsama-Te cu [peacras-a KakB-a BPB3K-a

Njama-te Si predstav-a  kakv-a vrk-a
NEG.have-2PL REFL idea(F)-SG wh&@&  relationship(F)-SG
uMa-xa TOYHO TE3U Maiik-a " JIBIIED-AI.
ima-xa doo tezi majk-a | disterj-a.

have-IMPERFECT.3PL exactly this.PL ney(R)-SG and daughter(F)-SG
‘You have no idea what relationship this very motéwed daughter had.’

Sourcehttp://dreamchaser.blog.bg/viewpost.php?id=86&2%sessed on 11 June
2009)
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3)

Ko-u Os1-xa TE3U Mank-a u IbIIep-17

Ko-i bja-xa tezi majk-a i adterj-a?
who-PL be.PAST-3PL this.PL mother(F)-%@d daughter(F)-SG

‘Who were that mother and daughter?’

Sourcehttp://bg-sexologia.info/novsmf/index.php?topic=8B@&ccessed on 11 June
2009)

(4)

TE3U Maiik-a Hu IbIIEP-A1. . .

tezi majk-a I adderj-a...

this.PL  mother(F)-SG and daughter(F)-SG

‘this mother and daughter...’

Sourcehttp://download.subsworld.net/index.php?id=122&88cessed on 11 June
2009)

These father and son

Te3n  Oar-a A CHUH

tezi bast-a i sin

this.PL father(M)-SG and son(M)[SG]

(1)

[IacTu-e-to, HaMep-eH-0 B OBemr-e-To
Stasti-e-to, namer-en-o \Y; ablest-e-to

happiness(NT)-SG-DEF  find-PASS.PPRT-NT.SG in future(NT)-SG-DEF

OT Te3u Oamr-a u CHH, KO-HU-TO
ot tezi bast-a i sin, ko-i-to
by this.PL father(M)-SG and son(M)[SGWwho-PL-RELATIVE

oTaaBa-T IIOCJICOH-a TIOYUT Ha JO44-0-TO OCHHOBUTCII...
otdava-t  posledn-a ¢ib na djad-o-to osinovitel...
pay-3PL last-F.SG respect(F)[SG]to graliilg-SG-DEF adopter(M)[SG]

‘The happiness found in the future by this fathedt aon, who are paying their last
respects to the adoptive grandfather...’

Sourcewww.slav.uni-sofia.bg/Masters/Cunningham.daccessed on 06 May 2009)
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(2) (same as (1))

[lacTu-e-To, HaMep-eH-0 B OBeII-e-TO
Stasti-e-to, namer-en-o \Y; abest-e-to
happiness(NT)-SG-DEF  find-PASS.PPRT-NT.SG in future(NT)-SG-DEF

OT Te3Hu Oarr-a u CHH, KO-HU-TO
ot tezi bast-a i sin, ko-i-to
by this.PL father(M)-SG and son(M)[SGWwho-PL-RELATIVE

OoTIaBa-T IIOCJIEAH-a IIOYUT Ha JSA0-0-TO OCHHOBUTEII...
otdava-t posledn-a §b na djad-o-to osinovitel...
pay-3PL last-F.SG  respect(F)[SG] to nged(M)-SG-DEF adopter(M)[SG]

‘The happiness found in the future by this fatheadt aon, who are paying their last
respects to the adoptive grandfather...’

Sourcehttp://liternet.bg/publish21/p kataldi/majkyl.htfaccessed on 06 May 2009)

3)

Monsa na-ii-te MH KOOpJIMHAT-U-TE€ Ha Te3W Oarr-a

Molja da-j-te mi koordinat-i-te na tezi  bast-a
please give-IMPERATIVE-2PL me.DAT detail(M)-PL-DEF this.PL father(M)-SG

u CUH B IInoBmuB u  bByprac
[ sin v Plovdiv i  Burgas
and son(M)[SG] in Plovdiv andurBas

‘Please give me the contact details of this fatimet son in the cities of Plovdiv and
Burgas’

Sourcehttp://story.rozali.com/komentari/c4103 _0.htfatcessed on 06 May 2009)

This father and son

TO3H Oamr-a U CHH

tozi bast-a i nsi

this.M.SG father(M)-SG and son(M)[SG]

1)

aa IociieABa-Me IpUMeEp-a Ha TO3U bamr-a nu Cun
da posledva-me primer-a tozai Bast-a i Sin

COMP follow-1PL  e.g.(M)[SG]-DEF of this.M.Skather(M)-SG & Son(M)[SG]
‘let’s follow the example of this Father and Son’

Sourcewww.lds.org/conference/talk/display/0,5232,23-10520.html(accessed on
06 May 2009)
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(2)

A  TO3M! Oarr-a A CHH...

A tozi bast-a i sin...

and this.M.SG father(M)-SG and son(M)[SG]

‘And this father and son...’
Source:

www.nhalov.com/forum/index.php?showtopic=13376&pid5253&mode=threaded&
start(accessed on 06 May 2009)

SECTION 2
Inanimate Controllers

This fork and spoon

Tasu BUJIMII-A " JIBbXKUIL-a

tazi vilic-a i aic-a
this.F.SG fork(F)-SG and spoon(F)-SG

(1)

Bunaru B3ema-ii-Te Ta3u BHJIMII-2 u JIBXKHIL-a,

Vinagi vzema-j-te tazi vilic-a I akic-a,

always take-IMPERATIVE-2PL this.F.SG fork(Bf> and spoon(FEM)-SG,

KO-H-TO ca Hail-BCTpaHU OT uMHUA-TA. Clie BCAKO — SICTHE
ko-i-to sa naj-vstrani ot ¢inija-ta. Sled vsjako jastie
which-PL-RELATIVE be.PRES.3PL furthest fraolate-DEF After each course

KCJIHCP-BT me I OTCCpBHUPA, TaKa 4c € HEBB3MOXHO
kelnert Ste qi otservira,akd ¢ce e NEXMOZNO0
waiter-DEF FUT them.ACC take.away so tHa#.PRES.3SG impossible

na cOBpKa-te.
da shrka-te.
COMP make.a.mistake-2PL

‘Always use the fork and spoon furthest away fréwe plate. After each course the
waiter will take them away, so it is impossiblentake a mistake.’
Sourcewww.segabg.com/online/article.asp?issueid=1936&seict=14&id=00002
(accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

These fork and spoon

TE3U BUJIMII-A 51 JIBbXKUIL-a

tezi vilic-a i aic-a

this.PL fork(F)-SG and spoon(F)-SG

No results as of 02 Dec 2007
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Desk and chair

O10p-0 u CTOJ

bjur-o [ stol
desk(NT)-SG and chair(M)[SG]
‘desk and chair’

Single-Conjunct Agreement

(1)
Te ca 3aMCHHU-JI-U CTaH,Z[apTH-O-TO KaHI_[eJIapCK-O
Te sa zameni-I-i standartn-o-to kancelawsk

they.NOM AUX.3PL replace-PPRT-PL standard-N3-BEF office-NT.SG

0rop-0 AU CTOI C  Kpecno A IUIOT C  mpucnocobieHue
bjur-o [ stol s kreslo i plot S prisoblenie
desk(NT)-SG and chair(M)[SG] with armchair angrface with device

3a 3aKpelBaHe Ha XapTUd
za zakrepvane na xartija
for fixing of paper

‘They have replaced the standard office desk aad ghth an armchair and a surface
with a device for keeping paper fixed.’

Sourcewww.meridian27.com/Mer27/Vol2/f10.htnfaccessed on 02 Dec 2007)

Resolved Agreement
No results as of 02 Dec 2007

Adjective.SG + rifle and pistol
IMyHiK-a u IIUCTOJIET
pusk-a [ pistolet
rifle(F)-SG and pistol(M)[SG]

(1)

JleMoHCTpHpa-xa [...Jmpennsu-a  ctpenb-a c MaJio-KaanopeH-a
Demonstrira-xa [...] precizn-a strelb-a S malo-kalibren-a
demonstrate-PAST.3PL [...] precise-F.SG shootipGE with small-calibre-F.SG

IMyHIiK-a n IIHUCTOJIET
pusk-a i pistolet
rifle(F)-SG and pistol(M)[SG]

‘They demonstrated precise shooting with a smdib&rifle and pistol.’

Sourcehttp://bgarmy.eamci.bg/Scripts/isapiVWB.dll/doc? TMEID=69565
(accessed on 03 Dec 2007)
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(2)

cTpenb-a C BB3AYIIH-a  IIyIIK-a u IIHACTOJIET
strelb-a S azdusn-a pusk-a [ pistolet
shooting(F)-SG  with air-F.SG ifle(F)-SG and pistol(M)[SG]

‘shooting with an air rifle and pistol’
Sourcewww.bansko.bg/goto/lavinalaccessed on 03 Dec 2007)

(3)

3a mepuoa-a ca u33e-T-u o0mo 1B-€ €JIUHUIL-U
Za period-a sa izze-t-i obsto dv-e ingct
for period-DEF AUX.3PL confiscate-PASS.PPRT-PLatat two-F/NT unit(F)-PL

HE3aKOHHO IMPpUTE)KaBa-H-O OPBIXKHU-€ —JIOBH-a IMyHmiK-a n
nezakonno pritezava-n-o azoe — lovn-a pusk-a i
illegally  own-PASS.PPRT-NT.SG weapon(NT)-SGunting-F.SG rifle(F)-SG &

IMUCTOJICT.
pistolet.
pistol(M)[SG]

‘Two illegal weapons have been confiscated oves pleriod — a hunting rifle and
pistol.’

Sourcewww.rdvr.vidin.net/archive_s.php?DPN_row_num=186cessed on 03 Dec
2007)

(4)
Tou CbC CaMOZENH-a IIYIIK-a MU  IIHUCTOJIET OTHUIIB-1I TaMm
Toj 4s samodeln-a pusk-a i pistolet otig-l tam

he.NOM with amateur-F.SG rifle(F)-SG and pif®SG] go-PPRT[M.SG] there

n 3aCTPECIIA-JI H3HacuJIBa4-a.
[ zastrelja- iznast-a.
and shoot-PPRT[M.SG] rapist-DEF

‘He went there and shot the rapist with an amatiferand pistol.’
Source:

www.kriminalist.info/forum/viewtopic.php?p=217&si@8f806e4d55365d122848d87
cdda9abf (accessed on 03 Dec 2007)

(5)

[IponaBa-m BB3AYIIH-a  MYIIK-a u IIHCTOJIET
Prodava-m azdusn-a pusk-a [ detto
sell-1SG air-F.SG rifle(F)-SG and  pistol(M)[SG]

‘air rifle and pistol for sale’
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Source:
http://forum.oragie.com/search.php?search authmdZ@&sid=b1d5fcle134417elcl
199bc5527f769%accessed on 03 Dec 2007)

(6)
Or Kora ¢ 3a0paH-eH-0 YOBEK Ja CTpeis
Ot koga e zabran-en-o covek da strelja

since when AUX.3SG disallow-PASS.PPRT-NT.S8 o COMP shoot[3SG]
C BB3AYIIIH-a-Ta IMyHiK-a u HI/ICTO.HGT?

S vzdusn-a-ta pusk-a [ petd

with air-F.SG-DEF  rifle(F)-SG and tokkM)[SG]

‘Since when is one not allowed to shoot with arrifle and pistol?’

Sourcewww.airgroup2000.com/forum/viewtopic.php?t=225108cessed on 03
Dec 2007)

(7)
HaA4YUH-U-TC Ha CTpe.H6-a C IMHCBMATH4YH-a IIYyIIK-a U TIIUCTOJICT
nain-i-te na strelb-a s pmatcn-a  pusk-a i pistolet

way-PL-DEF of shooting(F)-SG with pneumatic-F.Si&{F)-SG & pistol(M)[SG]
‘the ways of shooting with a pneumatic rifle andtpl’

Sourcehttp://demetrasai.com/levski/program.daccessed on 03 Dec 2007)

(8)

Crtpensi-M OTHOCHUTETHO J00pe C  KbCO-IICBH-a ITyIIK-a A IIMCTOJIET
Strelja-m otnositelno  dobre s as&-cevn-a pusk-a I pistolet
shoot-1SG relatively well with short-bateelF.SG rifle(F)-SG & pistol(M)[SG]

‘| can shoot relatively well with a short-barrellgfle and pistol.’

Sourcewww.bard.bg/fragment.php3?BookID=7¢&ccessed on 03 Dec 2007)

9)

BBOPBIKCH-U C JIOBH-a IMyHiK-a u IIHUCTOJIECT
vaorazen-i S lovn-a pusk-a i pistolet
armed-PL with  hunting-F.SG rifle(F)-SG and pistol(M)[SG]

‘armed with a hunting rifle and pistol’

Sourcewww.mvr.bg/showl/index.asp?dat=ib200103&nom=Etcessed on 03 Dec
2007)
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Adjective.PL + rifle and pistol
IMyHmiK-a u IIUCTOJIET
pusk-a [ pistolet
rifle(F)-SG and pistol(M)[SG]

No results

Adjective.SG + notebook and pen

TETpaaK-a u XUMHKAJIK-a

tetradk-a [ ximikalk-a

notebook(F)-SG and pen(F)-SG

1)

C €aH-a TCTpaaK-a )41 XUMHKaAJIK-a, CTOA-1II-HU HEMMOABUXKH-U
S edn-a tetradk-a iximikalk-a,  stoja-St-i nepodwiz

with one-F.SG notebook(F)-SG and pen(F)-SGstand-ing-PL motionless-PL
B  PBII-C-TC My, CAKall HCHYXH-H

vV  fac-e-te mu, sjakaS nenuZz

in  hand(F)-PL-DEF his as.if eeded-PL

‘with a notebook and pen held motionless in hisdsa@as if useless’

Sourcehttp://bulgarski.blogspot.com/2006/09/green-eyesl.ifaccessed on 03 Dec
2007)

(2)
C CIH-a TeTpa;[K-a nu XUMHUKAJIK-a
S edn-a tetradk-a [ ximikalk-a

with  one-F.SG notebook(F)-SG and PaEG
‘with a notebook and pen’

Sourcenttp://forum.muzikant.org/index.php?showtopic=4168&€30(accessed on
03 Dec 2007)

(3)
nma-m CH CIH-a TeTpamc-a nu XUMHUKAJIK-a
ima-m Si edn-a tetradk-a [ ximikalk-a

have-1SG REFL one-F.SG notebook(F)-SG andpen(F)-SG
‘I have a notebook and a pen.’

Sourcewww.metal-obsession.info/index.php?showtopic=22G5&8 (accessed on
03 Dec 2007)

(4) (another occurrence of (3))
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()

€H-a TETpagK-a n XUMHKAJIK-a 34 3aIIUCK-U-TC
edn-a tetradk-a [ ximikalk-a za  zapisk-i-te
one-F.SG notebook(F)-SG and pen(F)-SGor note(F)-PL-DEF

‘a notebook and pen for taking notes’

Sourcewww.eclipse-07.com/documents/bg/school/Shkola-X-etadc(accessed on
03 Dec 2007)

(6)

na HaMepu-1I €IH-a OOMKHOBEH-a TEeTpajK-a " XUMHUKAJIK-a
da nameri-S  edn-a obiknoven-tradk-a i ximikalk-a
COMP find-2SG one-F.SG simple-F.SG notdfF)-SG and pen(F)-SG

‘find a simple notebook and pen’

Sourcehttp://delight.blog.bg/viewpost.php?id=1025@&&cessed on 03 Dec 2007)

Adjective.PL + notebook and pen
TCTpaJK-a 148 XUMHUKAJIK-a
tetradk-a [ ximikalk-a
notebook(F)-SG and pen(F)-SG

(1)

cetHe [...] m3Baam [IEJIOMBJPEH-H-TC TETPAIK-a A XAMUKAJIK-a
setne [...] izvadi celadren-i-te  tetradk-a i Ximikadk
then [...] took.out[3SG] chaste-PL-DEF rmtek(F)-SG and pen(F)-SG

n 3a4akKa
[ z&aka
and started.waiting[3SG]

‘Then he took out the chaste notebook and pen tantbd waiting.’

Sourcewww.slovo.bg/showwork.php3?AulD=34&WorkID=1610&L d»&
(accessed on 03 Dec 2007)

Your name and surname

Ball-€-TO ume U bamunu-s
vas-e-to ime [ famili-ja
your.PL-NT.SG-DEF name(NT)[SG] and surna@e&fG
(603 hits on 02 Dec 2007)

BaIll-U-TE€ uMme u bamunu-s
vas-i-te ime i famili-ja
your.PL-PL-DEF name(NT)[SG] and surnamec
(60 hits on 02 Dec 2007)
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Blouse and skirt

Ory3-a " mos-a

bluz-a i pol-a
blouse(F)-SG and skirt(F)-SG

Single-Conjunct Agreement

1)
A TOW y4yuTEn-sT CbC cCTap-a-Ta cu Omys-a A T11071-3,
A toj witel-jat & star-a-ta si  bluz-a i pol-a,

& he teacher(M)[SG]-DEF with old-F.SG-DEF owiouse(F)-SG & skirt(F)-SG

CbC CTap-0-TO cu IaJjaT-o JCH cJea IOCH THUxXo )41 OTTrOBOPHO
sis star-o-to si palt-o den sled den tixo [ otgowmrn
with old-NT.SG-DEF own coat(NT)-SG day after ydajuietly and responsibly

cu BBPILIU pabot-a-Ta.
Si ¥arsi rabot-a-ta.
own do[3SG] job(F)-SG-DEF

‘In the meantime, the teacher, with an old blous& skirt, wearing an old coat, does
his or her job quietly and conscientiously day radiay.’

Sourcehttp://forum.segabg.com/topic.asp?whichpage=2&tadrel16601(accessed
on 03 Dec 2007)

(2)

bu-n-a Ha  BB3pacT OKOJIO 45-50 romuu-u,
Bi-lI-a na agrast okolo 45-50 godi
be-PPRT-F.SG on age(F)[SG] rouad 45-50 year(F)-PL
o0Jey-eH-a c YepH-a Omy3-a " moJi-a
oblet-en-a s dern-a bluz-a i pol-a

dress-PASS.PPRT-F.SG with black-F.SG bigy)s8G and  skirt(F)-SG
‘She was about 45 to 50 years old, wearing a bdamlse and skirt.’

Sourcewww.ndtl.com/article.php/200509012018484@ccessed on 03 Dec 2007)

(3)
[Tpubpa IIEHbOAap-a, IOCJIE aHLyr-a,
Pribra pen’oar-a, posle ancug-a,

put.away.PAST[3SG] dressing.gown(M)[SG]-DEF thentracksuit(M)[SG]-DEF
eIH-a omy3-a u noJi-a.

edn-a bluz-a I pol-a.

one-F.SG Dblouse(F)-SG and skirt(F)-SG

‘She put away the dressing-gown, then the trackand then a blouse and a skirt.’
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Sourcenttp://attika.dir.bg/html/preview/sibirskata _mafitm (accessed on 03 Dec
2007)

(4) (same as (1))

Sourcewww.segabg.com/fixed/vrpl.asp?id=200871@2cessed on 03 Dec 2007)

(5)
O06mnsK-0-X YyepH-a-Ta omy3-a U T0I-3, KO-U-TO
Obljak-0-x cern-a-ta bluz-a i pol-a, ko-i-to

put-PAST-1SG black-F.SG-DEF blouse(F)-SG & skir@} which-PL-RELATIVE

IIO0Ka3Ba-xa KOJIKO IIpa3H-a n IIOThbHA-JI-a B Mpak Oe
pokazva-xa kolko prazn-a i paina-l-a v mrak be
show-IMPERFECT.3PL how empty-F.SG and steeBRP.SG in darkness was

JyII-a-Ta MH.
dus-a-ta mi.
soul(F)-SG-DEF my

‘| put on the black blouse and skirt, which showeadv empty and steeped in darkness
my soul was.’

Sourcehttp://otkrovenia.com/main.php?action=show&id=60{&8cessed on 03 Dec
2007)

(6)

Enerantn-a 0Omy3-a u  Ton-a BMECTO OOWYalH-a-Ta  POKJI-S
Elegantn-a  bluz-a [ pol-a  vmesto obajn-a-ta roklj-a
smart-F.SG  blouse(F)-SG and skirt(F)-SG s$teusual-F.SG-DEF dress(F)-SG

3a MOMHYE-TO A  Kpacus-a pus-a BBpPXY IIAQHTAJIOH-a
za momie-to i krasiv-a riz-a \arxu pantalon-a
for girl(NT)[SG]-DEF & beautiful-F.SG shirt(F)-S@n  trouser(M)[SG]-DEF

BMECTO KOCTHOM 3a MOMYE-TO MOXKE Ja OTroBapsga-T Ha
vmesto kostjum  za moeato moze da otgovarjana
instead  suit for boy(NT)[SGEB can COMP meet-3PL on

TE3U YCII0BU-4I.
tezi uslovi-ja.
this.PL condition(NT)-PL

‘It might be appropriate to have a smart blouse glad instead of the usual dress for
girls, as well as a beautiful shirt to go with theusers instead of a suit for guys.’

Sourcewww.vselena.com/horoskop_abiturienti.htfatcessed on 03 Dec 2007)
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(7)

O0Jeue CH  Jpex-u-Te, c KO-HU-TO Oerre

Oblete Si drex-i-te, s ko-i-to beSe
put.PAST[3SG] own clothe(F)-PL-DEF with which-PL-RETIVE AUX.PAST.3SG

JIOTII-J1-a — 4YepH-a Oy3-a u moJI-a.
dos-l-a — cern-a bluz-a i pol-a.
come-PPRT-F.SG - black-F.SG @EsSG and  skirt(F)-SG

‘She put on the clothes she had come in — a blkaksb and skirt.’

Source:
http://leaivanova.dir.bg/.../item.php?did=6540&d&xBlid=3&GDirld=60a5f28c476
332b4363f960c6860850@ccessed on 03 Dec 2007)

Resolved Agreement
No results

New.SG house and car

HOB-a KbIII-a u KOJI-a

nov-a &St-a [ kol-a

new-F.SG house(F)-SG and car(F)-SG

1)

Curypro e cHu KyInu-II  HOB-a KbIII-a U KoJI-a?
Sigurno  Ste Si kupi-§ nov-a &St-a i kol-a?

probably FUT REFL buy-2SG new-F.SGouse(F)-SG and car(F)-SG
‘You'll probably buy a new house and car?’

Sourcewww.yes.bg/fun/?page=3&&cat=28accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(2)

AKO jXMBee-IlI Ha YJIHI-a-Ta €CTECTBEHO € na cHu

Ako zivee-S na ulic-a-ta estteno e da si

if  live-2SG on street(F)-SG-DEF natural be.PRES.3SG COMP REFL

MeuTae-I 3a[...] HOB-a KbIII-a u KOJI-a...
mectae-S za[...] nov-a kast-a i kol-a...
dream-2SG of [...] new-F.SG $elr)-SG and car(F)-SG

‘If you live on the street, it is natural to drearfna new house and car...’

Sourcehttp://koksuel.blogspot.com/2007/02/imagination.hfatcessed on 02 Dec
2007)

(3) (same as (1))

Sourcewww.bghelp.net/forums/showthread.php?t=1871&paggacbessed on 02
Dec 2007)
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(4) (same as (1) and (3))

Sourcewww.cash.bg/br38-01/380405.htfaccessed on 02 Dec 2007)

(5)
a Ha TO3U [oJx  MEH mokejaaBa-M [...] HOB-a KBII-a
a na tozi pod men poZelava-m [...] nov-a adt-a

and to this.M.SG below me.ACC  wish-1SJ...] new-F.SG house(F)-SG
n KOJI-a

[ kol-a

and car(F)-SG

‘And | wish whoever is below me a new house and car

Sourcehttp://bgbaby.net/forum/index.php?act=Print&clieptmter&f=14&t=147
(accessed on 02 Dec 2007)

New.PL house and car

HOB-H KbII[-a n KOJI-a

Nov-i kast-a i kol-a
new-PL house(F)-SG and car(F)-SG

No results as of 02 Dec 2007

Nice.SG bag and coat

xy0aB-a  yaHT-a u najaT-o0

Xubav-a cant-a i palt-o

nice-F.SG bag(F)-SG and coat(NT)-SG

(1)

C  uudr €JIETaHTH-U OOYBK-M, Xy0aB-& 4YaHT-a ¥ MaIT-0
S Cift elegantn-i  obuvk-i, bav-a cant-a i palt-o

with pair(M)[SG] smart-PL  shoe(F)-PL niEeSG bag(F)-SG and coat(NT)-SG

C KJIaCHU4YECK-a KpOKMK-a BUHAru 1Ie M3TIICKIA-TC noope.
S klagiesk-a krojk-a vinagi Steizglezda-te dobre.
with classic-F.SG cut(F)-SG always UTF look-2PL well

‘You will always look good in a pair of smart shpesaddition to a nice bag and coat
with a classic cut.’

Sourcehttp://magi.triada.bg/fashion.aspx?d=4@¢cessed on 14 May 2009)
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Nice.PL bag and coat

xy0aB-u  4YaHT-a u najaT-o0

Xubav-i  cant-a i palt-o
nice-PL  bag(F)-SG and coat(NT)-SG
No results as of 14 May 2009
Adjective.PL + church and school

No results

Adjective.SG + church and school

(1)
Hemck-a-ta LBPKB-a Hu YUUJIALL-€
Nemsk-a-ta akv-a [ dilist-e

German-F.SG-DEF  church(F)-SG and skNd9-SG
‘the German church and school’

Sourcehttp://www.stara-sofia.com/drugi.htrtdccessed on 20 Sept 2008)

This box and [-animate]

Ta3n KYTH-A u

tazi kuti-ja i

this.F.SG box(F)-SG and

(1)

a UMEHHO C  Ta3u KyTH-51 u gud[epeHuman] TpsOBa nga
a imenno s tazi kati-j i diflerenciall trjabvada

and namely with this.F.SG box(F)-SG diff.gear(M)[SG] should COMP

e nepheKTH-0
e perfektn-o
be.PRES.3SG perfect-NT.SG

‘It should be perfect just with this box and ditetial gear’

Sourcenttp://forum.rally-club.bg/viewtopic.php?p=788{&ccessed on 06 May
2009)

2)
Tas3u KYTHU-4 u 3aXpaHBaH-C€ me MU '
tazi kuti-ja [ zaxranvan- Ste mi gi

this.F.SG box(F)-SG and power(NT)-SG FUT .bwel' them.ACC

nogabpxa HaJIH...
poddirza nali...
support[3SG] Q
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‘It will support this box and power supply, wont®i

Sourcenttps://hardwarebg.com/forum/showthread.php?p=18%&ccessed on 06
May 2009)

These box and [-animate]
TE3NU KyTH-51 u
tezi kuti-ja i
this.PL  box(F)-SG and

No results

This day and night

TO3HU JCH u HOIIT

tozi den i nost

this.M.SG day(M)[SG] and night(F)[SG]

1)

CrooMHSI-M cu TO3HU JCH u HOIIT
Spomnja-m Si tozi end i nost

remember-1SG REFL this.M.SG day(M)[SGand night(F)[SG]

H3Kapa-x AB-€ HSIKOJIKO-4aCOB-1 CMCH-U
izkara-x dv-e nja casov-i smen-i
spend.PAST-1SG two-F/NT  several-hour-PL shift(F)-PL

‘I remember that day and night | did two shiftsyesal hours each’

Sourcewww.helictit.info/?act=articles&id=125054854020&kcessed on 06 Oct
2009)

(2)

To3n JCH U HOIJ npu MCEH OCTaH-Uu

Tozi den I nost pri men ostan-i

this.M.SG day(M)[SG] and night(F)[SG] with M&C stay-IMPERATIVE[2SG]

‘Stay with me today and tonight’

Sourcehttp://liternet.bg/publish12/wwitman/pesen.htatcessed on 06 Oct 2009)

3)

EBponeiick-a-Ta KOMUCU-5 U eKCIepT-u 0T IIPOEKT-a E.
Evropejsk-a-ta komisi-ja i plst-i ot proekt-a E.
EU-F.SG-DEF commission(F)-SG and expert(M)-PL framoject(M)[SG]-DEF E.
paboT-aT Ha  TO3H JeH U HOII, 3a  n#a...
rabotj-at na tozi den [ nost, za .da.

work-3PL on this.M.SG day(M)[SG] andhight(F)[SG] so COMP
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‘The European Comission and experts from the Ew@oadéroject are working that
day and night in order to...’

Sourcehttp://artknowledgenews.com/bg/Europeana.i{amtessed on 06 Oct 2009)

(4)
TO3HU JCH 1 HOIIL cTaBa-xa H€-3a6paB-I/IM-I/I
tozi den i nosSt stava-xa ne-zabim-i

this.M.SG day(M)[SG] & night(F)[SG] become-IMPERFEGPL un-forget-able-PL
‘that day and night were becoming unforgettable’

Sourcewww.albanian.dir.bg/prewod/Islamaj.htfaccessed on 06 Oct 2009

These day and night

TE3U JEH " HOIIL

tezi den [ nost
this.PL day(M)[SG] and night(F)[SG]

(1)

MU yoBek-bT oT TOraBa, o JEH JHEIICH

I covek-it ot togava, do den dnesSen
and man(M)[SG]-DEF from then ntib  day(M)[SG] today’s[M.SG]

JKUBEE criopent TE3U Ji(S): u gor!
Zivee spored tezi den [ nost!
live[3SG] according.to this.PL ayM)[SG] and  night(F)[SG]

‘And since then, man has been living accordindite day and night, and so it is
today!

Sourcenttp://forum.abv.bg/lofiversion/index.php/t67309rti(accessed on 06 Oct
2009)

That day and night

OH3HU JCH nu HOIII

onzi den i nost
that.M.SG day(M)[SG] and night(F)[SG]

1)

...KakKB-0 TOYHO CMC TbhpPCHU-II-U B OH3H JCH u
...kakv-o tono sme ansi-1-i vV onzi den i
what-NT.SG exactly AUX.1PL look.for-PPRT-PL that.M.SG day(M)[SG] and

HOIIL

nost

night(F)[SG]

‘...what exactly we were looking for that day andhtig
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Sourcehttp://forum.abv.bg/lofiversion/index.php/t8983Ti(accessed on 06 Oct
2009)

Those day and night

OHE3U JEH " HOIIL

onezi den [ nost
that.PL  day(M)[SG] and night(F)[SG]

No results

One.SG day and night

CAUH JCH n HOIIT

edin den [ nos
one[M.SG] day(M)[SG] and night(F)[SG]

(1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6)Six tokens of the following:

enuH IIeH A HOII Ha LHgInKa 6
edin den i nos na Sipka 6
one[M.SG] day(M)[SG] and night(F)[SG] at Sipka 6
‘one day and night at No. 6 Sipka St.’

Sourcewww.cult.bg/ind_varts_exhib_full.php?id=444dccessed on 06 Oct 2009)

(7)
mnpes BCEK-U €IUH JEH " HOII Ha
prez vsek-i edin nde [ nost na

during every-M.SG one[M.SG] day(M)[SG] amdight(F)[SG] of
JKHNBOT-a cu

Zivot-a Si

life(M)[SG]-DEF own

‘every day and night of his life’

Sourcehttp://bg.articlesnatch.com/topic/Episodascessed on 06 Oct 2009)

(8)

OTHOBO €JIUH IeH " HOIIL 3a IOArOTOBK-a Ha
Otnovo edin den I nost za podgotovk-a na
once.again one[M.SG] day(M)[SG] and night(F)[S@] preparation(F)-SG of

MacTep
master
master(M)[SG]

‘once again, preparing a master in a day and a’nigh

Sourcehttp://forum.uvt.bg/viewtopic.php?p=249&sfdccessed on 06 Oct 2009)
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9)

Ken-eu 32  e€IuH IeH U HOII
Zen-en za ined den i nost
marry-PASS.PPRT[M.SG] for one[M.SG] day(B§] and night(F)[SG]

‘married for a night and a day’

Sourcewww.geyikmerkezi.com/cevir.php?bolum=fikra&{dccessed on 06 Oct
2009)

One.PL day and night

CIH-N JCH 158 HOIII

edn-i den i nost
one-PL  day(M)[SG] and night(F)[SG]

No results

Friday.SG day and night

HCT’b‘IeH/ INETHhYHU-AT JCH n HO1IT

peticen/peicni-jat den I nost

Friday[M.SG]/-DEF day(M)[SG] and night(FYE$

(1)

IleTpuHHu-AT JCH u HOIIT ca HU3BBHPCIHO
Petcni-jat den i nost sa aavedno

Friday[M.SG]-DEF day(M)[SG] and night(F)[SGJe.PRES.3PL extremely
IHCHH-U

cenn-i

precious-PL

‘The day and night of Friday are extremely precious

Sourcenhttp://islambgr.googlepages.comdcronmanckunpasuuim (accessed on 06
Oct 2009)

Friday.PL day and night

HGT’b‘-IH-I/I/HGT’b‘-IH-I/I-TG JCH n HOIIT
petcn-i/petcn-i-te den i nost
Friday-PL/-DEF day(M)[SG] and nigRiSG]

No results as of 09 Oct 2009
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Love and marriage

T000B u  Opak

ljubov i brak

love(F)[SG] and marriage(M)[SG]

(only singular determiners/pre-modifiers appeathe first fifteen pages of Google
results)

Single-Conjunct Agreement

1)

[...] moxe na JIOBEJIE 70 paspyx-a Ha TAXH-a-Ta

[...] mozZe da dovede dozrua-a na tjaxn-a-ta
might[3SG] COMP lead[3SG] to break.down(l-9f their-F.SG-DEF

110608 " Opax

ljubov i brak

love(F)[SG] and marriage(M)[SG]

‘[...] might cause their love and marriage to brelakvn’

Sourcehttp://kaballa.wordpress.com/2009/04/30/3@&8cessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(2)

Uctopu-1  3a HE-CIIOJIy4H-JI-a pOMaHTHUYH-a JTFO0OB u
Istori-ja za ne-spdid-a romart-a  ljubov i
story(F)-SG about NEG-succeed-PPRT-F.SG rom&n86& love(F)[SG] and

Opax MEXIY IB-€ aena paska3Ba-T TepMaHCK-U
brak mezdu dv-e deca razkazva-t gershain
marriage(M)[SG] between two-F/NT child(NF). tell-3PL German-PL
noJmna-u

polica-i

police.officer(M)-PL

‘German police officers tell the story of the faileomantic love and marriage of two
children.’

Sourcehttp://svejo.net/home/link_summaggccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

3)

TaJIMCMaH-1 3a[...] mactauB-a 00OB u  Opak
talisman-i za[...] Stastliv-a ljubov i brak
talisman(M)-PL for happy-F.SG |ovgSG] and marriage(M)[SG]

‘talismans for happiness in love and marriage’

Sourcehttp://berkanto.com/popitaf{accessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(4)

B Pycus na TaxH-a-Ta m000B u Opak ce riena

V Rusija na tjaxn-a-ta ljubov i brak se gled
in Russia at their-F.SG-DEF love(F)[SG] andmage(M)[SG] REFL look[3SG]

0J1arOCKJIOHHO
blagosklonno
favourably

‘In Russia, people think favourably of their lowedamarriage’

Sourcehttp://paper.standartnews.com/bg/article.php?d=2I8&0 (accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(5)

KJIETB-a 3a BEUYH-a T000B u  Opak

kletv-a za e-a ljubov i kra
pledge(F)-SG for eternal-F.SG loyEB] and marriage(M)[SG]

‘a pledge of eternal love and marriage’

Sourcewww.temanews.com/index.php?p=tema&iid=192&ai(accessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(6)

TaJIMCMaH-1 3a[...] mactauB-a 06OB u  Opak
talisman-i za[...] Stastliv-a ljubov i brak
talisman(M)-PL for happy-F.SG |ovgSG] and marriage(M)[SG]

‘talismans for happiness in love and marriage’

Sourcewww.narodnamedicinabg.com/order2.htfatcessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(7) (It is not certain that the adjective takes scoperdhe second conjunct)

MaJIko TenedoHH-a JI000B u  Opak mexny Emo m  bosha
malko telefonn-a ljubov i brak mezdu Emo i Bojana
little phone-F.SG love(F)[SG] and marriage[#}] between Emo and Bojana

‘a little love and marriage for Emo and Bojana othex phone’

Sourcehttp:/Kliuki.net/view-article.php?t=14614ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(8)

3a o0wda-1-u-T€  TBOPYECTB-O-TO Ha K. C.Jlyuc naganm e

Za obta-sSt-i-te tvatestv-o-to na K.S. Luis nadali e

for love-ing-PL-DEF work(NT)-SG-DEF of C. S. Lewvhardly be.PRES.3SG

HEe-U3BECTCH bunmM-pT 10 HEroB-a-Ta m000B "
ne-izvesten filmat po negov-a-ta ljnmbo i
un-known[M.SG] film(M)[SG]-DEF on his-F.SG-DE love(F)[SG] and

Opax c Jlxoii [eriBunman ['pemrsm.
brak S Dzoj Dejvidm Gredm.
marriage(M)[SG] with Joy  Davidman Gresham

‘Fans of C. S. Lewis’s work surely know about tiiefbased on his love and
marriage to Joy Davidman Gresham.’

Sourcehttp://tvtv.bg/movies/view/id/3368accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(9)
Cpenry Myck-a-Ta ce [oJiy4yaBa-T 31paBe, MIPOCIIEPUTET,
SreStu musk-a-ta se fmha-t zdrave, prosperitet,

for mascot(F)-SG-DEF REFL receive-3PL HeAIT)[SG] prosperity(M)[SG]

KBCMET, [IACTJINB-a JIF000B u Opak
kasmet, Stastliv-a ljubov i brak
luck(M)[SG] happy-F.SG love(F)[SGhnd  marriage(M)[SG]

‘The mascot gives you good health, prosperity, lacl happiness in love and
marriage’

Sourcewww.alpharadio.m-sat.bg/news.php?mn=3&smn=Xaccessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(10)
He wucka-m u BeuH-a 110608 u Opak 3a  yrexa.
Ne iska-m i v|e-a ljubov i brak za utexa.

NEG want-1SG & eternal-F.SG love(F)[SG] & mage(M)[SG] for consolation
‘| neither want eternal love and marriage for cdason.’

Sourcewww.bukvite.bg/best/poem.php?docid=684écessed on 09 Oct 2009)

Resolved Agreement

No results as of 09 Oct 2009
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Sun and moon
(Google search conducted on 09 Oct 2009; first d9gs of results)

Single-Conjunct Agreement

1)
a HEroB-0-TO CJIBHII-C n JyH-a ca...
a negov-o-to ast-e i lun-a sa...

and his-NT.SG-DEF sun(NT)-SG and mooi§5) be.PRES.3PL

‘... and his sun and moon are...’

Sourcewww.temura.netfsoero-capHiie-B-mosi-xopockon (accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(2) (The index is probably singular here, as the coajsimight refer to the same
object.)

ToBa orJjienai-o, B KO-€-TO ce BIDKIA
Tova ogledal-o, v ko-e-to se vizda
this.NT.SG mirror(NT)-SG in which-NSG-RELATIVE REFL see[3SG]

Mepkypuii, HAaIlI-€-TO CirbHII-€ u Jlyn-a
Merkurij, nas-e-to ast-e i Lun-a
Mercury our-NT.SG-DEF Sun(NT)-S@nd Moon(F)-SG

“This mirror, in which you can see Mercury, our Samd Moon...’

Sourcewww.zidari.org/gradeji_1/ros_7_2006.d¢ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(3)
Hana HacC ChbC CBO-€-TO CJIBbHII-C nu nyH-a
nad nas b e svo-e-to ast-e i lun-a

above us.ACC with  own-NT.SG-DEF Nif-SG and moon(M)-SG
‘above us with his sun and moon’

Sourcehttp://booksbg.netfirms.com/zemja/Antologia.hatcessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(4)

HokocBa-Mm ¢ Tpener JKUB-0 CITBHII-€ A JIyH-a
Dokosva-m s trepet Ziv-0 ginc-e i lun-a
touch-1SG with excitement(M)[SG] alive-NT.S&n(NT)-SG and moon(F)-SG

‘I am excited to touch a living sun and moon’

Sourcewww.bgvipart.com/poezia%20-%20vasil_georgiev.hfadcessed on 09 Oct
2009)
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(5)

MBHHUYK-0 CIIBHII-€ u JyH-a o0MKaIA-T OKOJIO TAX
Manick-o sinc-e I lun-a obikatja okolo tjax
tiny-NT.SG sun(NT)-SG and moon(F)-SG goma3PL around them.ACC

‘A tiny sun and moon go around them’

Sourcewww.chitanka.info/lib/text/1804accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(6)
Hang HacC CbC CBO-€-TO CJIIBHII-C nu JIYH-a
nad nas s svo-e-to ast-e [ lun-a

above us.ACC with  own-NT.SG-DEF sun(Ml3 and moon(M)-SG
‘above us with his sun and moon’

Sourcenhttp://booksbg.netfirms.com/web-books/100pesni2@d8(accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

Resolved Agreement

(1) (The controllers might be personified)

KOrato MpOrpECUBH-U-TE CipHL-€ n JlyH-a CKJIIOYHM-Xa

kogato progresivn-i-te afkt-e [ Lun-a skijtxa

when  progressive-PL-DEF Sun(NT)-SG and MBM$G conclude.PAST-3PL

TE3U ACIICKT-U.

tezi aspekit-i.

this.PL aspect(M)-PL

‘... when the progressive Sun and Moon concludeddfaspects.’

Sourcenhttp://clubastrology.net/forum/viewtopic.php?f=1& 390 (accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(2)
nma HN3BCCTH-O CXOICTB-0 Menc;[y TBO-€-TO
ima izvestn-o sxodstv-0 mezdu tvo-e-to

exist[3SG] certain-NT.SG similarity(NT)-SGetiveen  your.SG-NT.SG-DEF
CnpHu-€ U HEroB-U-TE CnbHu-€ u Jlyn-a

Slanc-e i negov-i-te asd-e i Lun-a

Sun(NT)-SG and his-PL-DEF Sun(NT)-S&d  Moon(F)-SG

‘there is a certain similarity between your Sun arsdlSun and Moon’

Sourcewww.astro5.net/forum/viewtopic.php?t=965&<g@kccessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(3)

B ko-ii[...] 3Hak ca Pas3noaoK-eH-H Balll-U-T€

V  ko- [...] znak sa razpoloz-en-i vas-i-te

in  which-M.SG sign(M)[SG] AUX.3PL situate-PAS®RT-PL your.PL-PL-DEF

CirpHIl-€ u Jlyn-a?
Slanc-e i Lun-a?
Sun(NT)-SG and Moon(F)-SG

‘Which sign are your Sun and Moon situated in?’

Sourcewww.beinsadouno.com/board/index.php?showtd¢aocessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(4)

3eM-g-Ta ce MOSIBU 3aeIHO ChbC
Zem-ja-ta se pojavi zaedno ass
Earth(F)-SG-DEF REFL  appear.PAST[3SApgether with

CUJI-U-TE Ha HAaCTOSII-U-TE CibHII-€ u Jlyn-a.

sil-i-te na nastojast-i-te Sinc-e i Lun-a.
power(F)-PL-DEF of present-PL-DEF  SunfdlG and Moon(F)-SG
‘The Earth appeared together with the powers optieeent Sun and Moon.’

Sourcewww.aobg.org/lecture.php?In=1&id=11@ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(5)
Te3n  CHUMBOI-U-MHUTOJIOTEM-U ca: JIB-€-T¢ JbpB-eTa
Tezi  simvol-i-mitologem-i sa: dv-e-te afy-eta

this.PL symbol(M)-PL-mytholog.(F)-PL be.PRES.3PLlotw/NT-DEF tree(NT)-PL

" CBBp3a-H-U-TE C TAX CripHI-€ " Jlyn-a
[ s\irza-n-i-te s jaxt Sinc-e i Lun-a
and connect-PASS.PPRT-PL-DEF with them.ACC SUiK8IG and Moon(F)-SG

‘Those symbols and mythologems are: the two Tradglee Sun and Moon
connected with them’

Sourcewww.zemlemoria.org/aqualonia_files/.../mit_simvaim (accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(6)

Cobui-u-te CITBHII-€ A JyH-a ca B TepO-oBe-Te Ha...
Sast-i-te ginc-e i lun-a sa v gerb-ove-te na
same-PL-DEF sun(NT)-SG and moon(F)-SG be.PRES BRtest(M)-PL-DEF of

‘The same sun and moon figure in the coats of afims
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Sourcewww.forum.bg-nacionalisti.org/index.php?topic=54Dfaccessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(7)

byron-bT c KBITU-A KoMmI1ac

Buton-at S altja kompas
button(M)[SG]-DEF with yellow[M.S@EF compass(M)[SG]
BHU BpblIa B OCHOBH-O-TO MCHIO, a TO3HU
Vi visSta vV 0snovn-o-to men a tozi

you.PL.ACC take.back[3SG] in main-NT.SG-DEF m@D)[SG] and this.M.SG

c n3o0pa3-eH-u CITBHII-€ A JIyH-a 3aTBaps
S izobraz-en-i arst-e [ lun-a zafaar
with  paint-PASS.PPRT-PL sun(NT)-SG and on{&)-SG close[3SG]

WHBEHTap-a.
inventar-a.
inventory(M)[SG]-DEF

‘The button with the yellow compass takes you biacthe main menu, whereas the
one with a sun and moon painted on it closes thenitory.’

Sourcenttp://adventurersbg.info/walkthroughs/view.php2i88 (accessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(8)
[IpuzoBa-H-u-te CipHI-€ u Jlyn-a B eIH-a OTICIIH-a
Prizova-n-i-te agt-e i Lun-a v edn-a tdein-a

summon-PASS.PPRT-PL-DEF Sun(NT)-SG & Moon(F)-S@ne-F.SG separ.-F.SG

buryp-a nobpe  MpeacTaBs-T XapMOHM-S-Ta Ha Mepkypuil.
figur-a dobre predstavja-t xarmoni-ja-ta na  Merkurij.
figure(F)-SG well represent-3PL  hanw(F)-SG-DEF of Mercury

‘In a separate figure, the summoned Sun and Moaresent Mercury’s harmony
very well.’

Sourcehttp://witchcraft.hit.bg/heksag.htfaccessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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9)

OpanxeB-u Kpui-e, HeDEe — He-gocTmK-uM-u  CipHIl-€ U
Oranzev-i  kril-e, nebe — ne-dostiz-im-i Shc-e i
orange-PL wing(NT)-PL sky(NT)[SG] NEG-reach-alfle Sun(NT)-SG and

Jlyn-alll
Lun-al!ll
Moon(F)-SG

‘Orange wings, a sky —a Sun and Moon which areobtgach!!V’

Sourcehttp://palisandar.blog.bg/tg-i-toi/2009/09/26/pyaek04801(accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

Strong.SG wind and [heavy] rain

CHUJICH AKX n BATHP

silen ad [ vjat
strong[M.SG] rain(M)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]
11,200 Google results on 09 Oct 2009
Strong.PL wind and [heavy] rain

CHUJIH-1N ABXKI n BATHP

siln-i dzd [ vjat

strong-PL  rain(M)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]

No Google results as of 09 Oct 2009

Wind and rain

(Google search conducted on 09 Oct 2009; onlyitkefffteen pages of results have
been examined)

Single-Conjunct Agreement

1)

Cunen B " BATHP ChIIBTCTBA-Xa

Silen axd i vjat Fpatstva-xa

strong[M.SG] rain(M)[SG] and wind(M)[SG] accompany-IMPERFECT.3PL
JBYpa30B-U-T€ TPECHUPOBK-M  HA POIHH-I LHIAMITHOH JleBcku
dvurazov-i-te trenirovk-i na rodni-ja Sampion Levski

twice-PL-DEF training(F)-PL of native[M.SG]-PEchampion(M)[SG] Levski

‘The two daily training sessions of Bulgarian chaompLevski were accompanied by
strong wind and heavy rain’

Sourcewww.sportl.bg/sportl/node/428%ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(2)

MeMmOpaH-a [...]  mommabpka  TSAI-0-TO IPOJBIDKUTETHO CYX-0
membran-a[...]  poddza tjal-o-to praditelno Sux-o
membrane(F)-SG keep[3SG] body(NT)-SG-DEFR.aftong.time  dry-NT.SG

JIOpM W  TPHU HE-IIPEKbHCBA-III IBX]I u BATBP
dori i pri  ne-prakva-st add i vjat
even and at NEG-stop(p)-ing[M.SG] in(&)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]

‘a membrane [...] keeps the body dry for a long tisnen when there is persistent
wind and rain’

Sourcewww.hunterbg.com/page.php?q_id=@&cessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(3)

A aKo €CEHHU-AIT IbXK] 51 BATHP

A ako esenni-jat tizd i vjatt

and if autumnal[M.SG]-DEF ra#)(SG] and wind(M)[SG]
TE XBaH-aT HE-TIOATOTB-€H u 0Oe3 qaabp
te Xvan-at  ne-podgotv-en | bez cadir

you.SG.ACC catch-3PL NEG-prepare-PASS.PPRT[M.S@Jitout umbrella
‘And if the autumn wind and rain catch you unpregband without an umbrella’

Sourcewww.kazanlak-bg.info/index.php?option=com. (&tcessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(4)
Cnacuren-u oT Pasrpan ca OTCTpaHU-I-U
Spasitel-i ot Razgrad sa otstrani-I-i

rescuer(M)-PL from Razgrad AUX.3PLremove-PPRT-PL

naagHa-jiI-u OT CHJIHH-A BT U  BATBHP IbpB-€Ta
padna-|-i ot  silni-ja azd i vjat drv-eta
fall-PPRT-PL from strong[M.SG]-DEF rain(M)[SG] amdind(M)[SG] tree(NT)-PL

‘Rescuers from the town of Razgrad have removesbtiieat have fallen as a result of
the strong wind and heavy rain’

Sourcewww.cp.mes.bg/arhiv/bulletin.2009-06-03.63894625@@tessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(5)

Ycroituus Ha CUJIEH ITBXKIT U BITH

Ustogiv na silen dazd i vjat
resistantfM.SG] to  strong[M.SG] rain(@G] and wind(M)[SG]

‘resistant to strong wind and heavy rain’

Sourcewww.ilina.bg/index.php?l=22accessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(6) (same as (2))

MeMOpas-a [...]  momappka TSUI-0-TO IPOABIDKUTENTHO  CYX-0
membran-a[...] poddza tjal-o-to praditelno Sux-0
membrane(F)-SG keep[3SG] body(NT)-SG-DEF .aftwng.time dry-NT.SG

JOpU U  IIpU HE-IIPEKBHCBA-III OBXKI u BATBP
dori i pri  ne-prékva-St add i vjét
even and at NEG-stop(p)-ing[M.SG] in(&)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]

‘a membrane [...] keeps the body dry for a long tiexeen when there is persistent
wind and rain’

Sourcehttp://planini.hit.bg/saveti/goretex.htrfdccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(7)
B Ilepuuk ot CUJIHU-S IBXI Hu BATBP
V  Pernik ot silni-ja dzd i vjat

in Pernik  from strong[M.SG]-DEF m@)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]
ca ImagHa-JI-u IB-€ ToJIEM-U ABPB-CTa

sa padna-|-i dv-e golem-i dtv-eta

AUX.3PL fall-PPRT-PL two-F/NT large-PL tree(NT)-PL

‘Two large trees have fallen in the town of Peragka result of the strong wind and
heavy rain’

Sourcehttp://analysis.actualno.com/news_107695.Hemktessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(8)
CIIBHYECB-0-TO BpEMC OTCTBHhIIN Ha CHIJICH
slin¢ev-o-to vreme apst na silen

sunny-NT.SG-DEF weather(NT)[SG] give.way.PAST[3S®] strong[M.SG]
IBXKIT u BATHP

dazd [ vjat

rain(M)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]

‘the sunny weather gave way to strong wind and eaw’

Sourcewww.panda.org/bg/get_involvedd/climate/climate tqaccessed on 09 Oct
2009)

9)
CHUJICH ABKI u BATBP
silen ard [ vjat

strong[M.SG] rain(M)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]

‘strong wind and heavy rain’
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Sourcewww.agencyscience.com/bg/subtopic.php?@ctessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(10)
HUnBa-Me cu  KBM Coduss u crpaiien IBXKIT U BAITHD...
ldva-me si dm  Sofija i strasSen azd I vjar...

come-1PL REFL towards Sofia and terrible[M.S@Jjn(M)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]
‘We were coming back to Sofia and there was te¥ntihd and rain’

Sourcehttp://forum.vidin.info/viewtopic.php?f=7&t=25accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(11)

A aKo €CEHHU-AT IBbXK]T 51 BATHP

A ako esenni-jat dizd i vjat

and if autumnal[M.SG]-DEF rd#)(SG] and wind(M)[SG]

TC XBaH-aT HE-IIOATOTB-CH n 663 qaabp
te Xvan-at ne-podgotv-en i bez cadir

you.SG.ACC catch-3PL NEG-prepare-PASS.PPRT[M.8Gd without umbrella
‘And if the autumn wind and rain catch you unpregband without an umbrella’

Sourcehttp://kazanlakinfo.com{accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(12)
MemOpaH-a [...]  moaaBpiKa TSUI-0-TO NPOABDKUTEIHO  CYX-0
membran-a [...] poddZza tjal-o-to praditelno Sux-0

membrane(F)-SG keep[3SG] body(NT)-SG-DEF aftong.time dry-NT.SG
JIOpM W  TPU HE-IIPEKbHCBaA-III IBX] u BATBP

dori i pri  ne-prakva-st add i vjat

even and at NEG-stop(p)-ing[M.SG] in(&)[SG] and wind(M)[SG]

‘a membrane [...] keeps the body dry for a long tisnen when there is persistent
wind and rain’

Sourcehttp://duvi.airsoftbulgaria.com/?p=338ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(13)

npeau pu CHUJICH IBXK] " BATHP

predi pri silen dazd i vjat

before at strong[M.SG] rain(BIG] and wind(M)[SG]
4ecTo MU crMpa-ie Her-a (SIC)

cesto mi spira-Se net-a

often me.DAT/GEN stop-IMPERFECT.3SGInternet(M)[SG]-DEF

‘Before, my Internet was often down when there stagng wind and heavy rain’
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Sourcenttp://forum.uni-sofia.bg/forum/viewtopic.php?f=18&15 (accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(14)
Kato TIH 3alMTaBa-T IpU HHUCK-U TeMIepaTryp-u,
kato qgi zaStitava-t  pri nisk-i  temperatur-i,

as them.ACC protect-3PL at low-PL temperature(F)-PL
CHUJICH OBKI n BATHP

silen ad [ vjat

strong[M.SG] rain(M)[SG] and wind(MYE3

‘by protecting them in cold weather, strong windl dreavy rain’

Sourcewww.dogramata.info/.../dizain-i-profil-na-prozomeiha-mikra-mk.html
(accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(15)
HO CHUJIIHU-AT ABKI U BATHP IMPpOMCHH-Xa
no silni-jat add i vjar promeni-xa

but strong[M.SG]-DEF rain(M)[SG] and wind(M)[SGthange.PAST-3PL
IIJIaH-OBE-TC

plan-ove-te

plan(M)-PL-DEF

‘But the strong wind and heavy rain changed thagla

Sourcehttp://mariacappone.eu/index.php/new/view/10&dcessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(16)
Bbnpeku eceHHU-A IbXKI A BATHD, MHOTO TMyOJIHK-a
Vapreki esenni-ja aztl i vjatr, mnogo publik-a

despite autumnal[M.SG]-DEF rain(M)[SG] & wind(My(z] much audience(F)-SG
ce Hn3cuIia

se izsipa

REFL gather.PAST[3SG]

‘A large crowd gathered despite the autumn wind rand

Sourcewww.alphagallery.org(accessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(17)

U3JI5130-Xa TOoJ-u 0 KpBCT-a Iﬁa OHJ OB "

izljazo-xa gol-i do akt-a (na onja azd i
come.out.PAST-3PL naked-PL to waist(M)[SG]-DEF @hat.M.SG rain(M)[SG] &

BATBHD)
vjatar)
wind(M)[SG]

‘they came on stage bare-chested (in that windraimjf

Sourcewww.shadowdance.info/800Broeve/Br56/music/metalli{tmcessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(18)

[IpoabixkuTeneH IBbXKI " BATBP OJIaronpuUsATCTBA-T
Prodilzitelen azd i vjat blagoprijatstva-t
persistentfM.SG]  rain(M)[SG] and w{iM)[SG] favour-3PL
pa3BUTH-E-TO Ha OosecTt-Ta

razviti-e-to na bsi-ta

development(NT)-SG-DEF of disease(F)[SG]-DEF
‘Persistent windy and rainy conditions favour tlezelopment of the disease’

Sourcewww.agrobiostim.com/bulgaria/.../illness_griboc4.Him (accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(19)
HC ce mpernopnvYBa nopaau CHUJIHU-A ABIKI u
ne se prepava poradi silni-ja chzd [

NEG REFL recommend[3SG] because.of strong[M.SG]-D&tR(M)[SG] and
BATBP

vjatar

wind(M)[SG]

‘it is not recommended because of the strong wimdileeavy rain’

Sourcehttp://bg.tixik.com/sri-pada-2359725.htfaccessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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Resolved Agreement

(1)

Taxka 3pUTEN-U-TE e ca pearna3-eH-u

Taka zritel-i-te Ste sa predpaz-en-i

thus spectator(M)-PL-DEF FUT UXA3PL  protect-PASS.PPRT-PL
oT CBCHTYAJIH-HU-TC ABXKI u BATBP.

ot eventualn-i-te aztl [ vjat.

from potential-PL-DEF rain(M)[SG] andvind(M)[SG]
‘In this way, the audience will be sheltered froosgible wind and rain.’

Sourcewww.capital.bg/show.php?storyid=3980@€tcessed on 09 Oct 2009)

Appearance and condition
(Only the first five pages of results have beenrerad)

Single-Conjunct Agreement

(1)

IMpomaBa-m GSM  Nokia 6600 B  nepdekren BHHIICH
Prodava-m  GSM Nokia 6600 v perfakte ¥nsen
sell-1SG GSM Nokia 6600 in petfecSG] outward[M.SG]

BU]I n  cecrostHu-€elll
vid i astojani-e!ll
appearance(M)[SG] and condition(NT)-SG
‘GSM Nokia 6600 for sale in mint condition!!V’

Sourcewww.obiavi.info/obiava/255099.ph@accessed on 15 Nov 2009)

(2)

[lpomaBa-m GSM  Panasonic VS38 mepdekren BBHIIICH
Prodava-m GSM Panasonic VS3 v  pegfekt ansen
sell-1SG GSM Panasonic VS3 in ¢dfM.SG] outward[M.SG]

BHUJ] u cecrosiHu-e!l!
vid i astojani-e!ll
appearance(M)[SG] and condition(NT)-SG

‘GSM Panasonic VS3 for sale in mint condition!!!’

Sourcewww.all-gsm.bg/ads/view/6@accessed on 15 Nov 2009)

'Here and elsewhere, the adjective ‘outward’ onlgggwith ‘appearance’.
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3)

O61mu-5 (Sic) TEXHUYECK-U  BH]I U CBhCTOSHHU-€
Obsti-ja texyesk-i vid I gistojani-e
general[M.SG]-DEF technical-M.SG appearance(M][$@Bd condition(NT)-SG

ca JIOII-N
sa l0S-i
be.PRES.3PL bad-PL

‘The general technical appearance and conditiotaaé
Sourcewww.adv.minfin.bg/sales.php?id=00000011018&typecessed on 15 Nov
2009)

(4)
3a HOOAAbPIKAH-C-TO Ha IDO-MJIaACKKHU-s u CBCXK
za poddrzan-e-to na po-mladezki-ja [ svez

for maintaining(NT)-SG-DEF of more-youthful[BIG]-DEF and fresh[M.SG]

BHU/ U CbCTOSIHU-C Ha KOX-a-Ta Cce HU3HUCKBaA...
vid | astojani-e na koz-a-ta e s iziskva...
appearance(M)[SG] and condition(NT)-SG of skinfg-DEF REFL require[3SG]

‘in order to keep your skin more youthful and fréstappearance and condition, it is
necessary...’

Sourcewww.puls.bg/health/beauty/news 2747.h{adcessed on 15 Nov 2009)

(5) (same as (3))
OO6mu-s (Sic) TEXHUYECK-U  BHJ U CBhCTOSHU-C

Obsti-ja texgesk-i vid i distojani-e
general[M.SG]-DEF technical-M.SG appearance(M)[$@d condition(NT)-SG

ca JIOII-N

sa loS-i

be.PRES.3PL bad-PL

‘The general technical appearance and conditiohaté

Sourcewww.adv.minfin.bg/sales.php?id=00000011G&4cessed on 15 Nov 2009)

(6)

npeaBua  nepPeKTHU-S My BH]J A CBCTOSIHU-€
predvid perfektni-ja mu vid i &stojani-e
considering perfectfM.SG]-DEF its appearaWdEbG] and condition(NT)-SG

‘considering its immaculate condition and outwappearance’

Sourcehttp://ggbit.info/forum/index.php?showtopic=433@cessed on 15 Nov
2009)
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(7)

BAIIH-SIT CHITyET HaAMHpa  OTHOBO CBO-[ii]-sT (SIC)
vasi-jat siluet namira otnovo  svo-[j]-jat
your.PL[M.SG]-DEF silhouette(M)[SG] find[3SGdgain own-[M.SG]-DEF

TJIaabK u KpacCuB BH ]I u CBbCTOAHU-€
gladik i krasiv vid i astojani-e
smooth[M.SG] and beautifulM.SG] appearancg@®] and condition(NT)-SG

‘your silhouette once again finds its smooth anautiéul looks and state’

Sourcehttp://spiritspastudio.com/products.php?cat_idatcessed on 15 Nov 2009)

(8) (same as (1))

IMpomaBa-m GSM  Nokia 6600 B nepdexTen BBHILICH
Prodava-m GSM Nokia 6600 v perfekten  winSen
sell-1SG GSM Nokia 6600 in perfst6G] outward[M.SG]

BU]I Hu cbCTOSHM-€!

vid i asojani-e!
appearance(M)[SG] and condition(NT)-SG
‘GSM Nokia 6600 for sale in mint condition!

Sourcenhttp://buloffers.com/index.php?option=com_mtree&tabnk (accessed on
15 Nov 2009)

(9) (same as (1) and (8))

IMpomaBa-m GSM  Nokia 6600 B nepdexTen BBHILICH
Prodava-m GSM Nokia 6600 v perfekten  winSen
sell-1SG GSM Nokia 6600 in perfst6G] outward[M.SG]

BU]I Hu cbCTOSHM-€!

vid i asojani-e!
appearance(M)[SG] and condition(NT)-SG
‘GSM Nokia 6600 for sale in mint condition!

Sourcenhttp://obqvi.pleven-i.com/index.php?home=list&cadgfaccessed on 15
Nov 2009)

(10)
Kuwnr-a-ta e B HjAcalcH BU]T u
Knig-a-ta e v idealen vid [

book(F)-SG-DEF be.PRES.3SG in ideal[M.SGppearance(M)[SG] and
CbCTOAHU-C

sistojani-e
condition(NT)-SG
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‘The book looks great and is in ideal condition’

Sourcehttp://bgbook.dir.bg/antbook old.php?ID=24(&2cessed on 15 Nov 2009)

(11)
IIpH NIpeJaBaH-e-TO Ha IaJIeT-U-TE B He-Hapyll-cH
pri predavan-e-to na palet-i-te vV ne-narus-en

at handover(NT)-SG-DEF of pallet(F)-PL-DEF um-harm-PASS.PPRT[M.SG]
BU[ n CBhCTOSHU-€

vid i astojani-e

appearance(M)[SG] and condition(NT)-SG

‘upon handing over the pallets in an unharmed dandi

Sourcewww.wienerberger.bg/servlet/Satellite?pagenamd¢acslessed on 15 Nov
2009)

(12)
HO CaMO B AaKTYyaJlHU-A MYy BUI U CBCTOAHU-C
no samo v aktualni-ja muid | astojani-e

but only in up.to.date[M.SG]-DEF its appew®(M)[SG] and condition(NT)-SG

‘but only in its up-to-date appearance and conditio

Sourcewww.mediatimesreview.com/july05/ForbiddenQuestiphp.(accessed on 15
Nov 2009)

(13)
ornpenensaH-e Ha JEKOpPAaTUBHU-A BU "
opredeljan-e na dekorativni-ja vid i

determining(NT)-SG of decorative[M.SG]-DEppaarance(M)[SG] and
CBhCTOSHHU-€

sastojani-e

condition(NT)-SG

‘determining the decorative appearance and comditio

Sourcewww.namrb.org/?act=cms&id=271accessed on 15 Nov 2009)

(14)
I[aHHI/I 3a ACKOpPAaTUBHU-A BHU/ u CbCTOAHU-C
Danni za dekorativni-ja vid i astojani-e

data about decorative[M.SG]-DEF appearafii&G] and condition(NT)-SG
‘Data on the decorative appearance and condition’

Sourcehttp://beloslav.org/files/naredbi/Naredba-15.fafcessed on 15 Nov 2009)
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(15)

TaKa e IMOBBPXHOCT-U-TC Ja 3aras3-sAT

taka ce po#rxnost-i-te da zapazj-at
o) that surface(F)-PL-DEF COMMPreserve-3PL

€CTECTBECHU-S cu  100Bp BU]I U  CBbCTOSIHU-€
estestveni-ja si  dob vid I sastojani-e
natural[M.SG]-DEF own good[M.SG] appearance(M)[S&hd condition(NT)-SG

‘so that the surfaces can preserve their naturadi ¢moks and condition’

Sourcewww.forest2000.com/_bag/_thermo_iframe.hfatcessed on 15 Nov 2009)

(16)
AKo Beye  pasmosara-Te C  UHTEpHET CaWT, qu-it-10°
Ako vete  razpolaga-te S internsjt, ¢i-j-to

if already have.available-2PL with Interneite@V)[SG] whose-M.SG-RELATIVE
BHU/ U CBbCTOSAHHU-C HE Bu XapecBa-T...

vid | astojani-e ne Vi xaresva-t...
appearance(M)[SG] and condition(NT)-SG NEG youJAT be.pleasing-3PL

‘If you already have a website whose appearanceandition you don't like...’

Sourcewww.onlinecategory.con¥e6-nu3aitn-3d-u-rpadudeH-nu3aiin/ (accessed on
15 Nov 2009)

Resolved Agreement

1)
nepheKTH-u  BU]T U CBbCTOSIHU-€
perfektn-i vid I gistojani-e

perfect-PL  appearance(M)[SG] and conditbi(SG
‘perfect condition and appearance’

Sourcehttp://sliven.dalavera.net/cat/view/catid/4067/ga¢gearch(accessed on 15
Nov 2009)

(2) (same as (1))

Sourcenttp://velingrad.dalavera.net/cat/view/catid/40@&ge/8/searchjaccessed on
15 Nov 2009)

“The possessive relative pronoun agrees with the biethe NP within the relative clause to whicksit
a determiner, not with its antecedent from the imatause. Cf:
(i) caiir, YU--TO BHI A 4YHU-9-TO MOIPBKK-a
sajt, éi-j-to vid i Ci-ja-to podiik-a
site(M)[SG] whose-M.SG-RELATIVE appearance(M)[SGMwhose-F.SG-RELATIVE support(F)-SG
‘a website whose appearance and whose support...’
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3)

3a aa MOXKC Ja Cce 3aras3-4aT XapaKTCPH-U-TC 501

za da moze da se zapazj-at xaraktern-i-te im

for COMP can COMP REFL maintaik3 characteristic-PL-DEF their

BBHIICH BU[ u CBbCTOSAHU-€
vansen vid i gstojani-e
outward[M.SG] appearance(M)[SG] and cowdifNT)-SG

‘so that their characteristic outward appearancecamdition can be maintained’

Sourcewww.bonapeti.tv/forum/viewtopic.php?f=18&t=141dccessed on 15 Nov
2009)

Body and soul
(Google search conducted on 09 Oct 2009; onlyitee25 pages of results have
been examined)

Single-Conjunct Agreement

1)

IIO3HAHU-€ Ha BCEK-U YOBEK 3a coOcTBeH-a-Ta cHu
poznani-e na vsek-i covek za  sobstven-a-ta si
knowledge(NT)-SG of every-M.SG psn(M)[SGf o own-F.SG-DEF own

Aayuai-a u TSJI-0
dus-a i tal-o
soul(F)-SG and body(NT)-SG

‘every person’s knowledge of their own body andl'sou

Sourcewww.koronal.com/library.php?cat_id=15&download_i&€9accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(2)

BBpPXY HaIl-a-Ta Iym-a A TI-0, KO-€-TO

varxu nas-a-ta dus-a Ijal-o, ko-e-to

on our-F.SG-DEF soul(F)-SG and body(NT)-S@hich-NT.SG-RELATIVE

‘...on our body and soul which...’

Sourcewww.bnt.bg/bg/productions/about/44/vjara_i_obshtegaccessed on 09 Oct
2009)
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3)

Makap na HUMa-Jji-u KHB-a IymI-a U TdI-0, TE
makar da ima-I-i Ziv-a dus-a i tjal-o, et
though COMP have-PPRT-PL alive-F.SG soul(F)-S&lzody(NT)-SG they.NOM

3aIl04Ha-JI-u...

zapa&na-l-i...

start-PPRT-PL

‘Although they had a living body and soul, theyrsd...’

Sourcehttp://liternet.bg/publish4/niakov/voin/zhivota.hffaccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(4)
Upes rpex-a CMBPT-Ta BJIMBA OTpPOB-a
Crez grex-a astria vliva rov-a

through sin(M)[SG]-DEF death(F)[SG]-DEF pour[3SG] poison(F)-SG
B YOBCUIK-a-Ta Ayai-a n TAII-O

v coveSk-a-ta dus-a i tjal-o

in  human-F.SG-DEF soul(F)-SG and bbdySG

‘Through sin, death pours poison into the humarykad soul’

Sourcewww.pravoslavie.domainbg.com/06/.../osud_bezsmattid (accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(5)
YOBEK |...] ce npeBpbIIa B CaMO-JICUUTEN
covek [...] se pragta v samogléel

man(M)[SG] REFL  become[3SG] imself-healer(M)[SG]

Ha COGCTBGH-a-Ta cu Ayui-a n TSAJI-0
na sobstven-a-ta si dus-a i talo
of own-F.SG-DEF own soul(F)-SG and body(*Q

‘one becomes a healer of one’s own body and soul’

Sourcewww.narodnodelo.bg/news.php?news=102&&essed on 09 Oct 2009)

(6)

MBK-a Ha Heros-a-ta ayuai-a u TSJI-0

mak-a na Negov-a-ta uS@& [ tjal-o
anguish(F)-SG  of His-F.SG-DEF soul(lB-S and body(NT)-SG

‘anguish of His body and soul’

Sourcewww.omophor.com/omophor/files/pokrov/.../index.htatcessed on 09 Oct
2009)
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(7)

3a BCCK-H, KO-H-TO MOHCKa aa U3JIEKyBA  CcaM

za vsek-i, ko-j-to poiska da izlekuva sam
for every-M.SG who-M.SG-RELATIVE want[3SG] COMPed[3SG] alone[M.SG]

CBO-idA-Ta AynI-a n TSJI-0
svo-ja-ta dus-a i jal-b
own-F.SG-DEF soul(F)-SG and body(NT)-SG

‘for everyone who would like to heal their body aswll on their own’

Sourcehttp://knigibg.com/book_inside.php?book_id=254a8cessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(8)

MBK-a Ha Heros-a-ta ayuai-a u TSJI1-0

mak-a na Negov-a-ta uS@& [ tjal-o
anguish(F)-SG  of His-F.SG-DEF soul(l5-S and body(NT)-SG

‘anguish of His body and soul’

Sourcewww.svnikolay.diocese-ruse.org/evharistiq.hwocessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(9)
Karo npue YOBEIIK-a ayui-a H  TAI-0, 4apes
Kato prie covesk-a dus-a i tjal-o, crez

as take.on.PAST[3SG] human-F.SG soul(FlaB8&body(NT)-SG through

Cs. JleBa, Cun-bT boxu-i IIPOJBILKH. ..
Sv. Deva, Siat Bozi-j pradi. ..
Holy Virgin Son(M)[SG]-DEF God’'s-M.SG nbnue.PAST[3SG]

‘By taking on a human body and soul through theyHétgin, the Son of God
continued...’

Sourcehttp://hram-selotrud.org/home/index.php?option=gactessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(10)
Tonuzupa-it-te CBO-f-Ta Jymi-a u  Taa-ol
Tonizira-j-te svo-ja-t dus-a [ tjal-o!

refresh-IMPERATIVE-2PL  own-F.SG-DEF soul(FESand body(NT)-SG
‘Refresh your body and soul”’

Sourcewww.elinor-bansko.com/facilities.htifaccessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(11)

A3 HayepraBa-M  TO3U KpBI, 3a  Ja MOCBET-S

Az ngertava-m tozi g, za da poszet]
[.LNOM draw-1SG this.M.SG circle(M)[SGlor COMP dedicate-1SG
CBO-idA-Ta ayuai-a n TSJI-0 Ha...

svo-ja-ta dus-a I jal-b na...

own-F.SG-DEF soul(F)-SG and body(NT)-SG to
‘| hereby draw this circle in order to dedicate body and soul to...’

Sourcehttp://magic-bg.com/?cat=1&ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(12)
BUE cTe chrpemu-i1 (SiC) NpOTHB CBO-s-Ta yui-a U
vie ste agsesi- protiv  svo-ja-ta dus-a i

you.PL.NOM AUX.2PL sin-PPRT[M.SG] against oWwtSG-DEF soul(F)-SG and
TAI-0

tjal-o

body(NT)-SG

‘you have sinned against your body and soul’

Sourcewww.lozata.info/svideteli.php?actionf¥accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(13)
Bcek-u YOBEK e TBOPYECK-U IyX,
Vsek-i ¢ovek e tvoréesk-i dux,

every-M.SG human(M)[SG] be.PRES.3SGreative-M.SG  spirit(M)[SG]
KHUBO-TBOPS-III-a Aayui-a n TSJI-0

Zivo-tvorja-st-a dus-a i tjal-o

life-creat(e)-ing-F.SG  soul(F)-SG and bddlj}-SG

‘Everyone is a creative spirit, a life-giving bodgd soul’

Sourcehttp://spiral.ludost.net/blog/index.php?m=200488cessed on 09 Oct 2009)

Resolved Agreement

1)
BB3CTaHOBHU-TC LECJIOCTHOCT-TA Ha CBO-HU-TC Ayui-a n TAII-O
vazstanovi-te  celostnost-ta na-iste dus-a i tal-o

recover-2PL  integrity(F)[SG]-DEF of own-PL-BEoul(F)-SG and body(NT)-SG

‘[to] recover the integrity of your body and soul’

Sourcewww.albigoya.org/tm/txt_bg/2007.01.06.1eccessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(2)

Ouae-Ku 1Mo TO3HM Ha4YuH Mmetadop-a Ha YOBCIIK-U-TE
bide-jki po tozi (o] metafor-a n&ovesk-i-te
be-ing in  this.M.SG way(M)[SG] melap(F)-SG of human-PL-DEF

Aayuai-a u TSJI-0
dus-a i tjal-o
soul(F)-SG and body(NT)-SG

‘in this way being a metaphor for the human body soul’

Sourcehttp://dnesplus.bg/Curious.aspx?f=108&d=2978&essed on 09 Oct 2009)

3)
TON cTaBa po6 Ha yIopasjgBa-II-U-T€ OO MOMEHT-a
toj stava rob na upravljava-st-i-te  do moment-a

he.NOM become[3SG] slave(M)[SG] of rul(e)-ing-PIEDP to moment(M)[SG]-DEF

Ayai-a 148 TAII-O
dus-a i tjal-o
soul(F)-SG and body(NT)-SG

‘he is enslaved by the body and soul that have bdarg until that moment’

Sourcewww.lifeinglory.ogr/bpd/bpd_iy.htm{accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(4)

KaKk T¢€ ce BIIIMTA-T B MO-U-TC Aayuai-a n TI-0

kak te se vplita-t vV mo-i-te dus-a i i@l

how they.NOM REFL intertwine-3PL in my-PL-DEFW@)-SG and body(NT)-SG

‘how they get intertwined in my body and soul’

Sourcehttp://grosni-pelikani.cult.bg/zmihailova/seferisésard.htm(accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

[...], body and soul
(only the first 25 pages of Google results havente@amined)

Single-Conjunct Agreement

1)

BB3CTaHOBABAH-E-TO Ha YOBCUIKHU-A AayX, Ayni-a n
vazstanovjavan-e-to natoveski-ja dux, dus-a i
recovery(NT)-SG-DEF of human[M.SG]-DEF #M)[SG] soul(F)-SG and

TSJI-0
tjal-o
body(NT)-SG
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‘the recovery of the human spirit, body and soul’

Sourcewww.messiah-church.com/main.php?In=bg&m=créadcessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(2)

Haru-s (Sic) oyX, AyII-a A TI-0 me Oba-ar
nasi-ja dux, dus I tal-o Ste bad-at
our[M.SG]-DEF spirit(M)[SG] soul(F)-SG & bgNT)-SG FUT AUX-3PL

HarpaB-C¢H-H...
naprav-en-i...
make-PASS.PPRT-PL

‘Our spirit, body and soul will be made...’

Sourcehttp://osveten.com/index.php/archives(@scessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(3)
bu-x Kaza-j-a, qe e HEIIo KaTo
Bi-x kaza-l-a, ée e nesto kato

AUX-1SG say-PPRT-F.SG that be.PRES.3SGmething like
HaIIu-s ayX, Jynr-a " TAI-0.

nasi-ja dux, dus-a i tjal-o.

our[M.SG]-DEF spirit(M)[SG] soul(F)-SG and body[NSG

‘I'd say that it's in a way similar to our spiribody and soul.’

Sourcehttp://biblefriends.net/viewtopic.php?f=5&t=150dccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(4)

Kak aa KUBeEe-III IIPaBUIIHO, 3a na Obae-11
kak da Zivee-S pragjin  za da ade-S
how COMP live-2SG right for COMP be-2SG
0JIarocJIOB-€H OyX, JyII-a 54 TAJI-0
blagoslov-en dux, dus-a i tjal-o

bless-PASS.PPRT[M.SG]  spirit(M)[SG] soukEE and body(NT)-SG
‘how to live right in order to be a blessed spinibdy and soul’

Sourcewww.epc-burgas.org/bg/messagel2.hfatcessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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Resolved Agreement

(1)

Bue e A3IATA-TE€ TO3UTUBHU-S edeKT

Vie Ste izpita-te pozitivni-ja efekt
You.PL.NOM FUT feel-2PL positive[M.SGEF effect(M)[SG]

oT 00eIrHEHN-E-TO Ha Bamr-u-te yM, Iy1I-a
ot obedineni-e-to na Vas-i-te um, dus-a
from uniting(NT)-SG-DEF of Your.PL-PL-DEF md(M)[SG] soul(F)-SG

n TSJI-0 B €IH-0 HCpa3puBH-O o110
[ tjal-o v edn-o nerazrivn-o cjalo
and body(NT)-SG in one-NT.SG integral-NT.S&hole(NT).SG

‘You will feel the positive effect of uniting youmind, body and soul into an integral
whole’

Sourcehttp://rosivasport.com/tae-bo.htifdccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

Heart and soul

(Google search conducted on 09 October 2009; drgyfitst ten pages of results have
been examined)

Single-Conjunct Agreement

(1)
3abpaB-eH-u ITputu-n 3a TBo-e-to Crepu-e
Zabrav-en-i Rt za Tvo-e-to Sirc-e

forget-PASS.PPRT-PL parable(F)-PL for your.SGSG-DEF heart(NT)-SG

n Jyuw-a.

i Dus-a.

and soul(F)-SG

‘Forgotten Parables for Your Heart and Soul.’

Sourcehttp://bobabab.blogspot.coaccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(2)

bmarogap-s1 ot  1sI-0-TO cu ChbpL-€ " IyII-a HA...
Blagodarj-a ot cjal-o-to Si arc-e i dus-a na...
thank-1SG from whole-NT.SG-DEF own heart{d6lG and soul(F)-SG to

‘I'd like to thank ... from the bottom of my heart’

Sourcehttp://d.host.bg/phpBB3/viewtopic.php?f=3&t=24@cessed on 09 Oct
2009)
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3)

MY3HK-a 3a  TBO-€-TO ChbpIL-€ A ayur-a
muzik-a za tvo-e-to érc-e [ dus-a
music(F)-SG for your.SG-NT.SG-DEF heait{d6G and soul(F)-SG

‘music for your heart and soul’

Sourcewww.bgvip.tv/play.php?vid=39317@&ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(4)
MY3HUK-a 32 TBO-€-TO CchpL-€ 1 aym-a
muzik-a za tvo-e-to grc-e i duS-a

music(F)-SG for your.SG-NT.SG-DEF heafd6G and soul(F)-SG
‘music for your heart and soul’

Sourcehttp://vbox7.com/play:757758&ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(5)

Bcek-u MBbX HCKa C S1J1-0-TO CH ChbpL-€
Vsek-i : V4 iska s cjal-o-to si  @c-e
every-M.SG man(M)[SG] want[3SG] with whole-NT.SG-BBwn heart(NT)-SG

" Iyui-a...
[ dus-a...
and soul(F)-SG

‘Every guy wants, from the bottom of his heart...’

Sourcehttp://svejo.net/.../23126-Vseki-muj-iska-s-cqlaiesurce-i-dushaccessed
on 09 Oct 2009)

(6). (7)

TOJKOBAa MHOIo TIO HCKa-M,

tolkova mnogo go iska-m,

o) much itACC want-1SG

C 1SJI-0-TO cu ChpII-€ " IyII-a
S cjal-o-to si arse i dus-a

with whole-NT.SG-DEF own heart(NT)-SG anduléB)-SG

[...] ucka-m OT  IAI-0-TO CH  ChbpI-€ U Jyir-a
[...] iska-m ot cjal-o-to Si &/c-e i dus-a
want-1SG  from whole-NT.SG-DEF owmreart(NT)-SG and soul(F)-SG

aa CTaH-a HOpMaAJIH-a
da stan-a normaln-a
COMP become-1SG normal-F.SG
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‘I want it so badly, from the bottom of my heart [ from the bottom of my heart |
want to become normal’

Sourcewww.bis.bg/likes.php?vidh=2270accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(8)

Kena-s ™ BCHUYKO Hait-xy0aB-o [...]

Zela-ja ti ) naj-xubav-o [...]
wish-1SG  you.SG.DAT all FERLATIVE-nice-NT.SG
oT LS11-0-TO cu CchpI-€ A Aymi-a

ot cjal-o-to si sirc-e i dus-a

from  whole-NT.SG-DEF own heart(NT)-SG arsbul(F)-SG
‘I wish you all the best [...] from the bottom of rhgart’

Sourcewww.myspace.com/904294{8ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

9)

BB3JII00-U Tropern-a c ISJI-0-TO cu
vazljub-i Tvorec-a S cjal-o-to Si
love-IMPERATIVE[2SG] Creator(M)[SG]-DEF with kwole-NT.SG-DEF own

ChbpL-€ 51 Iy1I-a
sirc-e [ dus-a
heart(NT)-SG and soul(F)-SG

‘love thy Creator from the bottom of thy heart’

Sourcewww.kabbalah.info/.../lubov_kam_tvoreca i_tvoreaibtm(accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(10)
Tazu [...] dmnop-a e B CHHXPOH c
Tazi [...] flor-a e vV sinxron S

this.F.SG flora(F)-SG be.PRES.3SG in han(d)SG] with
BallI-e-To ChbpIL-€ " IyII-a

vas-e-to ars-e [ dus-a
your.PL-NT.SG-DEF heart(NT)-SG and soul(B-S

‘This flora is in harmony with your heart and soul’

Sourcehttp://market.dir.bg/search.php?searchstring=flaxessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(11)

Koraro wm3nbiHsiBa-mMe My3HK-a C 1511-0 ChpII-€ A Oym-a
Kogato izjlnjava-me muzik-a S cjal-o girc-e I dus-a
when perform-1PL  music(F)-SG with whole-NG.8eart(NT)-SG & soul(F)-SG

‘When we perform music from the heart...’

Sourcewww.meditacija.org/bg/meditacia/.../muzika_medigalsiml|(accesssed on 09
Oct 2009)

(12)
YOBCK C TOoJIsIM-0 ChpL-€ n ayui-a
covek S goljam-o arcse [ dus-a

person(M)[SG] with  big-NT.SG heart(NT)-&@d soul(F)-SG
‘a person with a big heart and soul’

Sourcehttp://stihotvorenia.hit.bgfaccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(13)
BbTpe B Hac BCik-0 €IIH-0 ChpL-€ A aym-a e...
Vatre v nas vsjak-0 edn-o arcse I duS-a e..

inside in us each-NT.SG one-NT.SG heart(NT)e®@ soul(F)-SG be. PRES 3SG
‘Inside us, each heart and soul is...’

Sourcewww.vasilpetrov.org/pdf/Partners4.pccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(14)
n30pa-x TOo C S1-0-TO CH Cbpl-€ U Jayii-a
izbra-x go s cjal-o-to si  &®c-e i dus-a

chose-1SG him.ACC with whole-NT.SG-DEF own he¥difi}-SG & soul(F)-SG
‘I chose him with my heart and soul’

Sourcehttp://amber-bg.com/forums/index.php?topic=130a€cessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(15)
Kpuso-Bepu-e-to HCKa Ja U3KpUBH  TBO-€-TO
Krivo-veri-e-to iska da izkrivi tvo-e-to

distorted-belief(NT)-SG-DEF want[3SG] COMP dist8$G] your.SG-NT.SG-DEF
ChbpIL-€ " Iymr-a

sirc-e [ dus-a

heart(NT)-SG and soul(F)-SG

‘False belief seeks to distort your heart and soul’
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Sourcewww.pravoslavie.domainbg.com/06/vladika.../nv_gdamnnl (accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(16)
Tes3n IyM-U ca MO-€-TO ChpII-€ A JylI-a.
Tezi dum-i sa [:aT0'2) Bc-e i duS-a.

this.PL word(F)-PL be.PRES.3PL my-NT.SG-DEF hé&dfi-SG and soul(F)-SG
‘These words are my heart and soul.’

Sourcenhttp://otkrovenia.com/main.php?action=show&id=70%88cessed on 09 Oct
2009)

17)
aa MEIUTHPA-TE C  LI-0-TO cu ChbpL-€ " ayII-a
da meditira-te s cjal-o-to si  @®c-e [ dus-a

COMP meditate-2PL with whole-NT.SG-DEF own h@ér)-SG and soul(F)-SG
‘[If you feel that you can] meditate from the héart

Sourcewww.srichinmoy.org/bulgarian/.../hour_of meditati@ccessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(18)
oT IIS1JI-0-TO cHu CchpI-€ A Aymi-a
ot cjal-o-to si sirc-e i dus-a

from whole-NT.SG-DEF own heart(NT)-SG arsbul(F)-SG
‘[She loved him] from the bottom of her heart’

Sourcehttp://vinigoria.com/index.php?option=com..(akccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(19)
me  urpa-g C LIJI-0-TO CU  CbpI-€ u  aym-a
Ste igra-ja S cjal-o-to si &/c-e [ dus-a

FUT play-1SG with whole-NT.SG-DEF own h@dif)-SG and soul(F)-SG
‘I'll do my best to play well’

Sourcewww.feedscraft.com/7/52437accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(20)
MY3HUK-a 3a  TBO-€-TO ChpL-€ A Iyul-a
muzik-a za tvo-e-to érc-e i duS-a

music(F)-SG for your.SG-NT.SG-DEF heaffd6G and soul(F)-SG
‘music for your heart and soul’

Sourcewww.bgvip.tv/search.php?page=3&keywoftspue&type (accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

360



(21), (22)

c LIS1-0-TO CH  ChpL-€ A Iym-a

S cjal-o-to si arse i dus-a
with whole-NT.SG-DEF own heart(NT)-SG an@ulF)-SG

HNma-m OTPOMH-O ChplL-€ U ayu-a...
Ima-m ogromn-o ars-e i dus-a...
have-1SG giant-NT.SG  heart(NG-Snd soul(F)-SG

—r—
—_—

‘...from the bottom of my heart... | have a giant heartl soul...’

Sourcehttp://truden.com/ftopicp-6681.htr{lccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(23)
Tu cH €IH-a OT TE€3U C HCTUHCK-O CBpI-€
Ti Si edn-a ot tezi S istinsk-o arc-e

you.SG.NOM be.PRES.2SG one-F.SG of this.PL vadl-NT.SG heart(NT)-SG

" Iymi-a
[ dus-a
and soul(F)-SG

‘You are one of those people with a real heartsnd’

Sourcewww.limpa.bg/blog/1541%accessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(24)

B Ta3n KOMITUJIaln-4a ChbM BJIOKHU-JI

% tazi kompilaci-ja am viozi-I

in this.F.SG compilation(F)-SG AUX.1SG invest-PPRT[M.SG]
SJI-0-TO cu ChpL-€ " ayui-a

cjal-o-to si  as-e i dus-a

whole-NT.SG-DEF own heart(NT)-SG and soulgg-
‘| have put all my heart into this compilation’

Sourcewww.elit-bg.com/index.php?page=torrent-download&adcessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(25)
bbarap-u-te riega-T ¢ S1J1-0-TO CH CbpL-¢ "
Balgar-i-te gleda-t s cjatap Si  agc-e i

Bulgarian-PL-DEF look-3PL with whole-NT.SG-DEFvo heart(NT)-SG and

AyuI-a Hampen
dus-a napred
soul(F)-SG ahead
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‘Bulgarians wholeheartedly look ahead’

Sourcewww.balkani.eu/index.php?b=aboutus&fdrcessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(26)
C IISJI-0-TO CH ChbpI-€ " ayII-a na majgHe-M Ha
S cjal-o-to si arce i dus-a da padne-m na

with whole-NT.SG-DEF own heart(NT)-SG and ¢BWSG COMP fall-1PL on
KOJICH-€

kolen-e

knee(NT)-PL

‘Let us sincerely kneel’

Sourcehttp://hram-selotrud.org/home/index.php?option=gactessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(27)
CopOust urpa  [...] ¢ 1msu1-0-TO CH CBpII-€ U Jyi-a
Sarbija igra [...] S cjal-o-to si &c-e I duS-a

Serbia play.PAST[3SG] with whole-NT.SG-DEF own h@dT)-SG and soul(F)-SG

‘The Serbian side put their hearts into the game’

Sourcehttp://sportal.bg/news.php?id=185927&vdaecessed on 09 Oct 2009)
(28) (same as (24))

Sourcehttp://biberona.com/details.phpA@ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(29)
Tp;16Ba C LSJ1-0-TO CH  Chbpl-€ A Jaym-a aa
Trjabva s cjal-o-to si  grc-e i duS-a da

must with  whole-NT.SG-DEF own heaf{NsG and soul(F)-SG COMP
CBHUACTCIICTBA-MEC...

svidetelstva-me...

testify-1PL

‘We must testify from the heart...’

Sourcewww.kae-bg.org/page634.htfaccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(30) (same as (17))

Sourcewww.meditacija.org/bg/.../vasata_ezednevna_medifaithl (accessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(31) (same as (10))
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Sourcehttp://damski-parfumi.izgodnobg.com/?m=escada&craccessed on 09
Oct 2009)

(32)
brmarogap-s1  Bu OT IIJI-0O-TO CH CbpI-€ U Jayir-a
Blagodarj-a vi ot cjal-o-to si  asc-e i dus-a

thank-1SG you.PL.DAT from whole-NT.SG-DEF own HEdT)-SG & soul(F)-SG
‘Thank you ever so much’

Sourcenhttp://teacher.bg/cs/blogs/julial313/archive/206HB8px(accessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(33)
Ob6nya-Mm T€ OT BCHYK-O-TO cH ChbpI-€ U Oyuli-a
Obia-m te ot vkto-to Si asc-e [ dus-a

love-1SG you.SG.ACC from all-NT.SG-DEF own alté\T)-SG and soul(F)-SG
‘ love you with all my heart’

Sourcewww.zapiski.info/printer.php?id=22¢&ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(34)
oT BCHYK-0-TO cHh ChpII-€ 51 ayur-a
ot vstk-o-to Si asc-e [ dus-a

from all-NT.SG-DEF own heart(NT)-SG an@ukF)-SG
‘with all my heart’

Sourcenhttp://books.google.co.uk/books?isbn=9544307@@tessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(35)
no-ngobpe na ro npaBy-II  OT LIs1JI-0-TO CH  ChpH-C
po-dobre da go pravi-S  otcjal-o-to si ars-e

better COMP itACC do-2SG from wadT.SG-DEF own heart(NT)-SG

" Jymr-a
[ dus-a
and soul(F)-SG

‘it's better to do it from the heart’

Sourcewww.dnevnik.bg/.../2009/09/.../789083 dvama_brat&é scenatgfaccessed
on 09 Oct 2009)
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(36)

Or 1I-0-TO cu ChbpL-€ " JIymi-a ce MOJI-A. ..
Ot cjal-o-to si arse i dus-a se molj-a...
from whole-NT.SG-DEF own heart(NT)-SG andul$F)-SG REFL pray-1SG

‘I am praying from the bottom of my heart...’

Sourcehttp://forum.bg-mamma.com/index.php?topic=227¢&&essed on 09 Oct
2009)

(37)
C OTKpHU-T-0 ChbpI-€ U ayur-a
S otkri-t-o sarc-e i dus-a

with open-PASS.PPRT-NT.SG heart(NT)-SG asoul(F)-SG
‘with an open heart and soul’

Sourcewww.dveri.bg/content/view/9849/74&ccessed on 09 Oct 2009)

(38)
Tp;16Ba aa Jane-In LSJ1-0-TO cu ChbplL-€ " ayII-a
Trjabva da dade-$ cjal-o-to si  &c-e [ dus-a

should COMP give-2SG whole-NT.SG-DEF own rt{@)-SG and soul(F)-SG
‘You should do your very best’

Sourcewww.chitalishte.bg/successview.php?successidaédessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(39)
Peu-ta Ha KyM-OBe-T€ TpsiOBa
Rei-ta na kum-ove-te trjabva

speech(F)[SG]-DEF of best.man&bridesmaid@)}DEF should

na € JOII-JI-a oT caM-u-Te KyM-OB€,
da e dos-l-a ot sam-i-te kum-ove,
COMP AUX.3SG come-PPRT-F.SG from self-PL-DE€&sttman&b.maid(M)-PL

oT TSIXH-0-TO ChbpL-€ " Iy1I-a
ot tjaxn-o-to ae-e [ dus-a
from their-NT.SG-DEF heart(NT)-SG and soMgG

‘The speech of the best man and the bridesmaidaeltheir own, from the bottom
of their hearts’

Sourcewww.svatbata.org/forum/index.php?topic=149(d6cessed on 09 Oct 2009)
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(40)

Bcek-u bpar B CBO-€-TO MAaCOHCK-0 ChpL-€
Vsek-i Brat vV  sedo masonsk-o arcse
every-M.SG Brother(M)[SG] in own-NT.SG-DEF FaBbn-NT.SG heart(NT)-SG

" IymI-a HOCH...
[ dus-a Nosi...
and soul(F)-SG carry[3SG]

‘In his Freemason’s heart and soul, every Brotlaeres...’

Sourcehttp://scottishrite-bg.org/index.php?option=com_temm(accessed on 09 Oct
2009)

(41)
B CBETJI-U-T€ IMPOCTPAHCTB-2 HA YOBEIIK-O-TO ChbpI-€ U Jayii-a
v svetl-i-te prostranstv-a avesk-o-to asc-e i dus-a

in light-PL-DEF space(NT)-PL of human-NT.SG-DEEant(NT)-SG & soul(F)-SG
‘[to penetrate the dark and] the light spaces efithman heart and soul’

Sourcewww.bela.bg/?page=inner_page&page_idaécessed on 09 Oct 2009)

Resolved Agreement

No results

365



SECTION 3
Animal Controllers

Target.PL + cow and calf

1)

u  mpubepe B J0M-a CH CBO-HU-TE KpaB-a u

[ pribere v dom-a si  svo-i-te krav-a i
and drive.back[3SG] in home(M)[SG]-DEF owwn-PL-DEF cow(F)-SG and

TCIIC

tele

calf(NT)[SG]

‘and to drive his cow and calf back home’

Sourcehttp://kardjali.court-bg.org/img/File/2008.12.12 dRenie-
103_VNCHHD_237-2008.pdiaccessed on 06 May 2009)

(2)
or Jaa-cH-u-Te My KpaB-a U Tele
ot dad-en-i-te mu krav-a [ tele

from give-PASS.PPRT-PL-DEF him.DAT cow(F)-SG anaf@T)[SG]

CJI€d HIAKOJIKO TroanH-n
sled njakolko godin-i

after several year(F)-PL
nma-Ji IIOB€YEC OT IB-€ crag-a BOJI-OBE€ U KpaB-Uu
ima-| pove ot dv-e stad-a veeo i krav-i

have-PPRT[M.SG] more  than two-F/NT herd(MPL) ox(M)-PL and cow(F)-PL

‘from the cow and calf he had been given, in a years’ time, he had more than two
herds of cows and oxen’

Sourcewww.pravoslavieto.com/life/12.01_sv_Filaret Milagtihtm (accessed on 06
May 2009)
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Target.SG + cow and calf
Nor results as of 06 May 2009

Target.PL + cow and bull

1)

[IPO3pavH-U-TE buryp-u Ha CBBOKYIUIABA-II-U C€ Kpas-a u
prozr&n-i-te figur-i na awkupljava-st-i  se krav-a [
transparent-PL-DEF figure(F)-PL of copulatg-PL  REFL cow(F)-SG and

OuK
bik
bull(M)[SG]

‘the transparent figures of a copulating cow aniif bu

Sourcehttp://cult.bg/ind varts exhib full.php?id=1296&PSIPSSID=b709562
(accessed on 06 May 2009)

Target.SG + cow and bull
No results as of 06 May 2009

Target.PL + he-wolf and she-wolf

(1)

KJIETK-U ChC  3aTBOP-CH-U BBJIK u BBJIY-UII-2”
kletk-i 4s zatvor-en-i alk [ al¢-ic-a”
cage(F)-PL with lock.up-PASS.PPRT-PL wWdIffSG] and  wolf-(F)-SG

(Mackupa-H-u MIIAIEHK U JIeBOIK-a), KO-U-TO
(maskira-n-i mladez i devojk-a), ko-i-to
mask-PASS.PPRT-PL young.man(M)[SG] & young.gidg§& who-PL-RELATIVE

pBMXKa-xa
ramza-xa
growl-IMPERFECT.3PL

‘cages with a locked up male and female wolf (angoman and girl wearing masks)
who were growling’

Sourcewww.dnes.bg/article.php?id=2290&ccessed on 06 May 2009)
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(2)

Snp-o-to Ha  ceMeiH-a-Ta TJIyTHUIL-a ca

Jadr-o-to na semejn-a-ta  glutnic-a sa
core(NT)-SG-DEF of family-F.SG-DEF paekSG be.PRES.3PL

BB3paCTH-U BBJIK u BBbJIY-HUII-A.
vazrastn-i #k [ al¢-ic-a.
adult-PL wolf(M)[SG] and wolf-(F)-SG

‘An adult he- and she-wolf form the core of the figrpack.’

Sourcewww.visitcentralbalkan.net/index.php?I=0&s=1&c=78&b#*(accessed on 06
May 2009)

(3)

Enn-a BEUYEp TOKY-1II0 TpuOupa-ie OBII-€-T€

Edn-a veéer toku-Sto pribira-Se ovc-e-te
one-F.SG evening(F)[SG] just drive.backPIEBRFECT.3SG sheep(F)-PL-DEF

oT rnamia, Korato HaCTbpPB-CH-U oT IUIIYK-a-Ta BBJIK
ot paSa, kogato nasten-i ot pl&-a-ta 8k
from pasture when  enrage-PASS.PPRT-PL jmey(F)-SG-DEF wolf(M)[SG]

n BBbJIY-HUII-a HaJIETs-Xa B CcTag-0-ToO MYy.
[ \al¢-ic-a naletja-xa v stad-o-to mu.
and wolf-(F)-SG attack.PAST-3PL into lock(NT)-SG-DEF his

‘One evening, just as he was driving his sheep frack the pasture, a couple of
wolves, enraged by the prey, attacked his flock.’

Sourcewww.karakachan.org/forum/index.php?action=printptmpgc=116.0
(accessed on 06 May 2009)

(4)
IOxHO-KOpelcKk-u  ydyeH-U e CHBOKYILIABA-T
Juzno-korejsk-i aen-i Ste av@kupljava-t

South-Korean-PL scientist(M)-PL FUT mate-3PL

KJIOHHpa-H-U BBJIIK n BbJIY-HUII-A.

klonira-n-i alk [ alc-ic-a.
clone-PASS.PPRT-PL  wolf(M)[SG] and oliMF)-SG

‘South Korean scientists will be trying to matelaned male and female wolf.’

Sourcewww.bta.bg/site/bg/index.shtml/lik/new/html/adviMahtml/images-
anim/images.../pressclub-122x50shtml.¢adcessed on 06 May 2009)
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Target.SG + he-wolf and she-wolf
No results as of 06 May 2009
Target.PL + ewe and lamb

No results as of 06 May 2009

Target.SG + ewe and lamb

(1)

TC ca JOKOCBa-JI-"u BCsK-a OBII-a u arHe ChbC
te sa dokosva-l-i vsjak-a ovc-a i agne fs
they.NOM AUX.3PL touch-PPRT-PL each-F.SG ewe(F)&1@ lamb(NT)[SG] with

CTPBK oT CUJINH-A, 34 na ca cuiH-u".
strak ot silin-a, .Za da sa 3iln-
stalk(M)[SG] of plant(F)-SG so COMP be.PRES.3PL strong-PL

‘They used to touch every ewe and lamb with a stétkat strength-giving plant “so
that they would be strong™

Sourcewww.ceeol.com/aspx/getdocument.aspx?logid=5&id=2422@-9C4A-
4B0A-8B35-3AFC760D152Aaccessed on 06 May 2009)

This cat and dog

TOBa Ky4dcC u KOTK-a

tova kte i kotk-a
this.NT.SG dog(NT)[SG] and cat(F)-SG

No results as of 14 May 2009

These cat and dog

TC3U Ky4de nu KOTK-a

tezi kde [ kotk-a

this.PL  dog(NT)[SG] and cat(F)-SG

(1)

Te3n Ky4de A KOTK-a na HE ca aKThOP-U?
Tezi kde i kotk-a da ne sa akt’or-i?

this.PL dog(NT)[SG] and cat(F)-SG COMP NE®Ge.PRES.3PL actor(M)-PL
‘Are these cat and dog actors by any chance?’

Sourcewww.kefche.bg/photos/bgguywzidccessed on 14 May 2009)
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My.SG cat and dog

MO-€-TO Ky4de u KOTK-a
mo-e-to Ke i kotk-a
my-NT.SG-DEF dog(NT)[SG] and cat(F)-SG

No results as of 06 Oct 2009

My.PL cat and dog

MO-HU-TC que nu KOTK-a
mo-i-te kée i kotk-a
my-PL-DEF dog(NT)[SG] and cat(F)-SG

(1)

[Tonexxe  oOMKOIH-X BCUYKHU kmHuk-u B Crapa 3aropa
Poneze obikoli-x dgi Klinik-i v Stara  Zagor
since go.around.PAST-1SG all.PL clinic(F)-PL in Stara Zagora
3a MO-HU-T€ Kyue U KOTK-a Hal-HaKpas HaMepHu-x T00Bp
za mo-i-te kie I kotk-a naj-nakraja namer dobr

for my-PL-DEF dog(NT)[SG] & cat(F)-SG at-last  find.PAST-1SG good[M.SG]

KaOWHET A JeKap, Ipu KO-TO-TO A OCTaHa-X
kabinet i lekar, prko-go-to pstana-x
surgery(M)[SG] & doctor(M)[SG] at who-M.SG.ACC-RBIIVE & stayed-1SG

‘Since | went around all clinics in Stara Zagorarwoy cat and dog, | finally found a
good vet with whom | stayed’

Sourcehttp://forum.zoomania.org/viewtopic.php?f=55&t=7480ew=previous
(accessed on 06 Oct 2009)

(2)
[parHeB camo MO-H-TE Ky4e u KOTK-a I €
Dragnev samo mo-i-te cku i kotk-a lie

Dragnev only my-PL-DEF dog(NT)[SG]nda cat(F)-SG Q AUX.3SG
criacsiBa-J oT CMBPT??7?

spasjava-| ot atA??

save-PPRT[M.SG] from death(F)[SG]

‘Has Dragnev only saved my cat and dog from de&h??

Sourcewww.forumshumen.com/forum/viewtopic.php?f=11&t=193@4¢cessed on 06
Oct 2009)
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3)

He TOBOpU-M  3a MO-U-T€ Kyue u KOTK-a, HHTO 3a

Ne govori-m  za mo-i-te kuce i kotk-a, nito a z
NEG talk-1PL about my-PL-DEF dog(NT)[S@hd cat(F)-SG nor about

TBO-U-TC.

tvo-i-te.

your.SG-PL-DEF

‘We’re not talking about my cat and dog, nor abguirs.’

Sourcehttp://forum.dog.bg/-t25697.htmI&pid=638036&st=Eaccessed on 06 Oct
2009)

(4) (same as (3))

He TOBOpU-M 3a MO-U-T€ Kyue u KOTK-a, HHTO 3a

Ne govori-m  za mo-i-te kuce i kotk-a, nito a z
NEG talk-1PL about my-PL-DEF dog(NT)[S@hd cat(F)-SG nor about

TBO-H-TC€.
tvo-i-te.
your.SG-PL-DEF

‘We’re not talking about my cat and dog, nor abguirs.’

Sourcehttp://forum.dog.bg/lofiversion/index.php/t25697-5tin| (accessed on 06
Oct 2009)

Adjective.SG + stag and doe

(1)
[Ipu BTOp-M-5 BU IEeCH-U MJIAaJO0XKEHEI-bT
Pri  vtor-i-ja vid pesn-i mladozen#c-

in second-M.SG-DEF type(M)[SG] song(F)-Ryroom(M)[SG]-DEF

n HEBECT-a-Ta
[ nevest-a-ta
and bride(F)-SG-DEF

ce OJIMICTBOPABA-T oT CBCIIICH €JICH u KOInyT-a.
se olicetvorjava-t ot sveSten elen [ kosSut-a.
REFL represent-3PL by sacred[M.S&hg(M)[SG] and doe(F)-SG

‘In the second type of song, the bride and the grace represented by a sacred stag
and doe.’

Sourcewww.bulgarian-folklore.com/readarticle.php?articte=40 (accessed on 14
May 2009)
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(2) (same as (1))

[Ipu BTOp-U-4 BH/]I IECH-U MJIaJ0KEHEI-bT

Pri  vtor-i-ja vid pesn-i mladozengtc-

in  second-M.SG-DEF type(M)[SG] song(F)-Btoom(M)[SG]-DEF

n HEBECT-a-Ta
[ nevest-a-ta
and bride(F)-SG-DEF

ce OJIMICTBOPABA-T oT CBCIIICH €JICH n KOInyT-a.
se olicetvorjava-t ot sveSten elen [ kosSut-a.
REFL represent-3PL by sacred[M.S&hg(M)[SG] and doe(F)-SG

‘In the second type of song, the bride and the grace represented by a sacred stag
and doe.’

Sourcehttp://folklor.bulboard.com/vt127.htnfaccessed on 14 May 2009)

3)°
5000msB. € o0e3lleTeHn-e-T0 3a HaHece-H-a mer-a
50001Iv. e obezsteteni-e-taza nanese-n-a Stet-a

5000 be.PRES.3SG fine(NT)-SG-DEF for cause-PRERT-F.SG damage(F)-SG
npu OyraropojeH eJeH u KOIITyT-a

pri blagoroden elen [ koSut-a

in.case.of noble[M.SG] stag(M)[SG] nda doe(F)-SG

‘The fine for causing damage is BGN 5,000 in theecaf a stag or a doe’

Sourcewww.mzgar.government.bg/pressinfo/Messages/nn.as?167 (accessed
on 14 May 2009)

(4)

CpaBHHBaH-e-TO Ha MJIaJOXXCHCI-a n HEBECT-a-Ta ChbC
Sravnjavan-e-to na mladozenec-a i nevest-a-ta ass
comparing(NT)-SG-DEF of groom(M)[SG]-DEF andd&{F)-SG-DEF with

CBCILICHHU -5 C€JICH n KOIyT-a IIOKa3Ba, qe...
svesteni-ja elen I koSut-a pokazva, ce...
sacred[M.SG]-DEF stag(M)[SG] and doe(F)-SGhow[3SG] that

‘Comparing the bride and the groom with the sasted and doe shows that...’

Sourcehttp://georgi-nz.blogspot.com/2007/12/blog-post 28¥nl (accessed on 14
May 2009)

*This example is not included in the sum total & fitores becauseazopooen enenlblagoroden elen
(lit.) ‘noble stag’ is a fixed collocation that B¥6 to a species of deer. It is doubtful that the
adjective is compatible with ‘doe’ at all.
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Adjective.PL + stag and doe
No results as of 14 May 2009

Target.SG + wolf and fox

1)

THOETCK-U-SIT BBJIK " JIMCHIL-Q, IMaHI-a, 3a€K...
tibetsk-i-jat alk [ lisic-a, apd-a, zaek...
Tibetan-M.SG-DEF wolf(M)[SG] and fox(F)-SG panda(F)-SG hare(M)[SG]

‘the Tibetan wolf and fox, panda, hare...’

Sourcehttp:/menan.net/(accessed on 14 May 2009)

Target.PL + wolf and fox

(1)

Te BUAC-I-1 CIISI-II-U-TEC BBJIK u JIMCHUIl-a
Te vide-l-i spjaide ulk [ lisic-a
they.NOM  see-PPRT-PL sleep-ing-PL-DEF wolff5] and  fox(F)-SG

n MHOTI'O ce n3rjiamu-Jji-u.
[ mnogo se izplasi-I-i.
and much REFL get.scared-PPRT-PL

‘They saw the sleeping wolf and fox and got vergred.’

Sourcehttp://liternet.bg/folklor/sbornici/kladenec/kitatdoga.htm(accessed on 14
May 2009)

Target.SG + wolf and bear

1)

KOHTAKT C OIINTOM-CH BBJIK n MEYK-a
kontakt S opitom-en 8k i mik-a
contact(M)[SG] with tame-PASS.PPRT[M.SG] wblj[SG] and bear(F)-SG

‘contact with a tame wolf and bear’
Sourcewww.adventurenetbg.com/cateqgory.php?cat=12&datagpms&num=41
(accessed on 14 May 2009)
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Target.PL + wolf and bear

1)

Hail-BbJIHYBa-II-a 38 TAX Oe-11e cperr-a-Ta M
naj-valnuva-st-a za tjax be-Se sresSt-a-ta m i
most-excite-ing-F.SG for them.ACC be.PAST-3S&aeinter(F)-SG-DEF their

C KUB-U BBJIK n MEUYK-a
s Ziv-i Ak [ ni&-a
with alive-PL wolf(M)[SG] and beartBG

‘... the most exciting thing for them was the enceuntith a real wolf and bear’

Sourcehttp://balkani.org/news.php?makevarz=ok&languag&4ttg68 (accessed on
14 May 2009)

SECTION 4
Combinations of Human and Animal, or Human and Inanmate, Controllers

wife and car

Single-Conjunct Agreement

1)
VYxkac-bT naBa oT TOB4a, Y€ PpaHO HIHM KBCHO BCiIK-a
UZasat idva ot vép ¢e rano ili  &sno vsjak-a

horror(M)[SG]-DEF come[3SG] from this thaary or late every-F.SG

JKEH-a )41 KOJI-a moJjsira B ABOp-a...
Zen-a i kol-a Raja v dvor-a...
wife(F)-SG and car(F)-SG come.to.rest[3Si@] garden(M)[SG]-DEF

‘The horror comes from the fact that sooner orrlatery wife and car comes to rest
in the garden...’

Sourcewww.roddy-bg.com/books/karbovski/e33%20IIl.htfatcessed on 06 May
2009)

(2)

MHOI'0 TH 31paBe, IACTHE ... BIpH-a KEH-a U KoJ-a ...
mnogo ti zdrave, Stastievjarn-a zen-a I kol-a...
much  you.SG.DAT health happiness faithfi8&. wife(F)-SG & car(F)-SG

‘I wish you good health, happiness... a faithful waied a reliable car...’

Sourcehttp://forum.nbu.bg/lofiversion/index.php?t2321.hif@mccessed on 06 May
2009)

“The author would like to distance himself from #hespleasantly sexist examples.
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Resolved Agreement
No results as of 06 May 2009

This horse and rider

TO3U KOH 158 e3ga4v

tozi kon T

this.M.SG horse(M)[SG] and rider(M)[SG]

1)

[Ipen-nasnau-eH-a-ta cba0-a Ha TO3U KOH "
Pred-nazn&en-a-ta adb-a na tozi kon i

pre-destine-PASS.PPRT-F.SG-DEF fate(F)-SG ¢is.M.SG horse(M)[SG] and
e3au e na nobenu epuKacCHO U TpauHO.
ezda& e da pobedi efikasno i ajho.
rider(M)[SG] be.PRES.3SG COMP win[3SGEffectively and lastingly
‘This horse and rider’s pre-destined fate is toed an effective and lasting victory.’

Sourcehttp://thegreatnews.net/Crsis%202/Chapter_9 (atteessed on 14 May 2009)

These horse and rider

TE3N KOH u €3aau

tezi kon [ ezda
this.PL  horse(M)[SG] and rider(M)[SG]
No results as of 14 May 2009
Adjective.SG + horse and rider

No results as of 14 May 2009

Adjective.PL + horse and rider

(1)
CrpaxoTH-u KOH u eznau!ll
Straxotn-i kon i ezdal

amazing-PL horse(M)[SG] and rider(M)[SG
‘An amazing horse and rider!!’’

Sourcehttp://4coolpics.com/photo/mishona/294389.h(adcessed on 14 May 2009)
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PART 2
Bulgarian Corpus Data Obtained by Searching with Gaeralised Parameters

Search parameters:
‘To3m *u  *ca
‘tozi * i * sa
this.M.SG * and* are’
Date: 18 Dec 2007

first fifteen pages of 457,000 results (only refgv@onstructions have been collected,
including coordinations of two full NPs)

Animate Controllers
none

Inanimate Controllers

(1)
Tosu Caur, nporpam-a U  TEKCT-OBE ca
Tozi sajt, program-a I tekst-ove sa

this.M.SG site(M)[SG] program(F)-SG artdxt(M)-PL be.PRES.3PL

aBTOPCK-0 pas-o.
avtorsk-o prav-o.
authorship-NT.SG  right(NT)-SG

‘This website, program and texts are subject toyagpt.’
Sorucehttp://2cyr.comfaccessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(2)
Ilo-BaxxHO-TO c, e TO3HU TJIaHIT u Oeror-a
Po-vazno-to e, ce tozi glanc i bedot

more-imp.-DEF be.PRES.3SG that this.M.SG siEB8G] & whiteness(F)-SG

ca BCJIICACTBHUEC HaA IIOCTHUTHaATa-Ta I'bCTa MOJICKYJISApHA peicTKa.
sa vsledstvie na postigrtat gsta molekuljarna reSetka.
be.PRES.3PL result of achieved-DE#ense molecular grid

‘The more important thing is that this sheen andeviess are due to the dense
molecular grid we’ve achieved.’

Sourcewww.muellerbg.dabg.net/2d-3d_salamander.ht(accessed on 18 Dec
2007)

(3)

3amo ca TO3H Xaoc " Pa3HO-CTUIIH-€7?

Zasto sa tozi Xaos i razno-stili-e?

why  be.PRES.3PL this.M.SG chaos(M)[SG]d aifference-in.style(NT)-SG

‘What's with the chaos and the incompatibility oyles?’
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Sourcehttp://kab.ba/press/January 2007/17 01 _07(docessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(4)
TO3HU aBaTtap n IO AIINC ca CTPaxOTH-"
tozi avatar i odpis sa asotn-i

this.M.SG picture(M)[SG] and signature(M)[SG¢.PRES.3PL incredible-PL
‘This picture and signature are incredible.’
Source:

http://forum.zaigravka.com/viewtopic.php?t=349&veurevious&sid=27066ba78a8
d3c187fbceb799dbl4bdaccessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(5)

To3u npax U  TIEH ca KJIac-OBE
Tozi prax i tlen sa kiage
this.M.SG dust(M)[SG] and remains(M)[SG] PRES.3PL class(M)-PL

‘This dust and [these] remains are classes’

Source:
http://astrosite.org/bb/index.php?s=963c04a264eBfdéce5854al38afb&showtopic
=1927(accessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(6)

TO3HU HHTCPECC U HaMCPCHU-A ca 2[06p0HaMepeH-I/1...
tozi interes I nae@ra sa dobronameren
this.M.SG interest(M)[SG] & intention(NT)-PL BERES.3PL benevolent-PL

‘this interest and intentions are benevolent’

Sourcewww.see-educoop.net/education in/pdf/citizen ed0itblg-t07.pdf
(accessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(7)
Tosu HHTEpEC 51 Harjac-u ca XapakTepH-U...
Tozi interes i naglas-i sa xarakier.

this.M.SG interest(M)[SG] and attitude(F)-Phe.PRES.3PL characteristic-PL
‘This interest and attitudes are typical...’

Sourcenttp://bourgas-kirklareli.org/documents/manual.fatfcessed on 18 Dec
2007)

(8)
TO3H JIyKC 51 NIPUBUJIETU-S ca dbaxT
tozi luks i privilegi-ja sa akt

this.M.SG luxury(M)[SG] and privilege(F)-S®e.PRES.3PL fact(M)[SG]
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‘this luxury and privilege are a fact’

Sourcenttp://pozvanete.bg/news.php?id=88@4cessed on 18 Dec 2007)

9)

TO3HU CMsIX u IMpHUCMEX ca OTTOBOpH-U

tozi smjax I igmex sa atgrn-i
this.M.SG laughter(M)[SG] and ridicule(M)[SG]be.PRES.3PL responsible-PL

3a HN34YE€3BaHEC-TO Ha CBCUICHO-TO.
za iZezvane-to na svesteno-to.
for disappearance-DEF of sacred-DEF

‘This laughter and ridicule are to blame for theagipearance of the sacred.’

Sourcehttp://bg.mondediplo.com/spip.php?article&2cessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(10)
Tozu nparmMaTu3bm u MCPKAHTUIIH-0 MUCJIICHE
Tozi pragmatim [ merkantiln-o mislene

this.M.SG  pragmatism(M)[SG] and mercanhIT.SG thinking(NT)[SG]

ca OCHOB-a-Ta Ha BTOp-a-Ta qactT
sa osnov-a-ta ndor-a-ta cast
be.PRES.3PL basis(F)-SG-DEF of second-FD&EG- part(F)[SG]

Ha KHUTI-a-Ta.
na knig-a-ta.
of book(F)-SG-DEF

‘This pragmatism and mercantile mindset form theidaf the second part of the
book.’

Sourcewww.teenproblem.net/school/s/1627.hifatcessed on 18 Dec 2007)

Coordinations of two full NPs
(the determiner takes scope over the first conjonty)

(1)

Tozn IIOK M TIIOCJIeABa-JI-U-TEC MyOJUIIUCTUYH-U  peaKIu-u
Tozi Sok i posleevate publicistin-i reakci-i
this.M.SG shock(M)[SG] & follow-PPRT-PL-DEF m®PL reaction(F)-PL
ca JIECHO  OOSICHU-M-H.

sa lesno objasni-m-

be.PRES.3PL easily  explain-able-PL
‘This shock and the subsequent reactions in thespaee easy to explain.’

Sourcewww.dnevnik.bg/show/?storyid=40226Taccessed on 18 Dec 2007)
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(2)

Tosu MPHOPHUTET u CHbOTBETH-2-Ta en ca

Tozi prioritet | saotvetn-a-ta cel as
this.M.SG priority(M)[SG] and respective-EPEF goal(F)[SG] AUX.3PL

U3PUYHO  3aIHCa-H-U B  YIPEBIEHCK-a-Ta Iporpam-a.
izricno zapisa-n-i v aylensk-a-ta program-a.
explicitly write-PASS.PPRT-PL in leaderslitBG-DEF programme(F)-SG

‘This priority and the respective goal have beepliekly mentioned in the leadership
programme.’

Sourcewww.parliament.bg/?page=plISt&SType=show&Ing=bg&i&83(accessed
on 18 Dec 2007)

(3)

To3n IIOKa3aTell n Imo4yacoB-a-Ta 3aryJiaTr-a ca

Tozi pokazatel | pocasov-a-ta zaplat-a sa
this.M.SG indicator(M)[SG] and hourly-F.SGP wage(F)-SG be.PRES.3PL

N3BCCTH-U
izvestn-i
known-PL

‘This indicator and the hourly wage are known.’

Sourcewww.ceeol.com/aspx/getdocument.aspx?logid=5&id=FAQE9-1DA9-
4C39-8DFE-2AAF5C8D045B8accessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(4)

Tozn OIOJIETUH M TOAIMCK-a-Ta ca IB-€

Tozi bjuletin i podpisk-a-ta sa -edv
this.M.SG ballot.paper(M)[SG] and petition(F)-SG4bke.PRES.3PL two-F/NT

pasiiniH-"u HE1I-a.
razlicn-i nest-a.
separate-PL  thing(NT)-PL

‘This ballot paper and the petition are two sepathings.’

Sourcehttp://komitata.blogspot.com/2007/11/blog-post_6848| (accessed on 18
Dec 2007)
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(5)

To3u calrt u ChIbPKaHU-E-TO My ca

Tozi sajt | sadarzani-e-to mu sa
this.M.SG site(M)[SG] and  contents(NTG-BEF its AUX.3PL

HN3JI0K-CH-H...
izloz-en-i...
display-PASS.PPRT-PL

‘This website and its contents are displayed...’

Sourcewww.abonamenti.com/terms.pliaccessed on 18 Dec 2007)

Search parameters

‘Te3un * g * ca

‘tezi * *  sa’

this.PL * and* are

Date: 18 Dec 2007

only plural coordinated nouns found in the firftdfen pages of 6,620,000 results
Search Parameters

‘Taszu *u  * ca

‘tazi * *  sa’

this.F.SG * and * are’

Date: 18 Dec 2007

first fifteen pages of 466,000 resultsly relevant constructions have been collected,
including coordinations of two full NPs)

Animate Controllers

none with plural index

(1)
Tazu Mapu-1, Mapr-a n Tamap ca
Tazi Mari-ja, Mart-a i Tamar sa

this.F.SG Maria(F)-SG Marta(F)-SG and TamAgG] be.PRES.3PL
€aH-0 nu ChII-0 JIAI-€.

edn-o i ast-o lic-e.

one-NT.SG and same-NT.SG person(8iF)-

‘This Maria, Marta and Tamar are one and the saengop.’

Sourcewww.pravoslavieto.com/life/12.26_sv_Josif Obruchhiikn (accessed on 18
Dec 2007)

380



Inanimate Controllers

1)
Ta3u KHUTI-a n KOMITaKTAUCK ca...
tazi knig-a i kom paisk sa...

this.F.SG book(F)-SG and CD(M)[SG] be.PRES.3PL
‘this book and CD are...’

Sourcenhttp://navigator.idg.bg/index.php?type=2&p=22accessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(2)

BLHpOC-’BT MU € JaJIn Ta3u BHUJCOKaApT-a U KOMIIAKTAHUCK
Vapros4t mi e dali tazi videokart-a I kompaktdisk
question-DEF my be.PRES.3SG if this.F.@@eocard(F)-SG & CD(M)[SG]

ca n00p-1.
sa dobr-i.
be.PRES.3PL good-PL

‘My question is if this video card and CD are good?

Sourcewww.hardwarebg.com/forum/showthread.php?p=1354468essed on 18
Dec 2007)

(3)

Tazmu TOJIEPAHTHOCT A COJNUOAPHOCT ca Oerns3a-n-u
Tazi tolerantnost i salidost sa beljaza-I-i
this.F.SG tolerance(F)[SG] and solidarity(F)[SG]JAUX.3PL mark-PPRT-PL

IIOJINTHUK-a-Ta Ha B’bJ’IFﬂpI/IH B MHHAJIO-TO.
politik-a-ta na aRjarija v minalo-to.
politics(F)-SG-DEF of Bulgaria in gieDEF

‘This tolerance and solidarity have marked Bulgarpmlitics in the past.’

Sourcehttp://mfa.government.bg/index.php?tid=13&item_i6612(accessed on 18
Dec 2007)

(4)

ITo-kBCcHO Ta3n 3aBUCUMOCT u n3oJjanun-s ca
Po-kisno tazi zavisimost i izolaci-ja sa

later this.F.SG dependence(F)[®B{ isolation(F)-SG AUX.3PL
HaJIOXK-CH-U Ha BCHYKHU.

naloz-en-i na dJksi

impose-PASS.PPRT-PL  on everyone

‘Later on, this dependence and isolation were iradas everyone.’
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Sourcewww.ceeol.com/aspx/getdocument.aspx?logid=5&id=FeEh-44f4-416f-
9c55-bd51de3e54d@ccessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(5)

Tazu IMOAKpeECII-a n AHTAXXUPAHOCT ca OT HU3KJIKYUTCIIH-a
Tazi podkrep-a I angaziranost sa ot izkdjteln-a
this.F.SG support(F)-SG and involvement(F)[SG] B&EB.3PL of utmost-F.SG

Ba>XHOCT...
vaznost...
importance(F)[SG]

‘“This support and involvement are of utmost impoce..’

Sourcehttp://flgr.logincee.org/lib upload/%7B50C3F093-233EDA-8BCS8-
C2ED860939E7%7DManualVratsa_Bulgarian.daccessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(6)

Bcuuk-a-Ta Ta3n KECTOKOCT n HaCHJIN-€ ca
Vsick-a-ta tazi zestokost | nasili-e sa
all-F.SG-DEF this.F.SG cruelty(F)[SG] andgiolence(NT)-SG AUX.3PL

Oou-1-u HOpPMAaJH-U HE camo B HoBu-s CBSIT.
bi-I-i normaln-i  ne samw Novi-ja svjat.
be-PPRT-PL normal-PL NEG only in N&WHG]-DEF world(M)[SG]

‘All this cruelty and violence weren’t only commanthe New World.’

Sourcehttp://forum.boinaslava.net/showthread.php?t=7(He®essed on 18 Dec
2007)

(7)

Juec Tazum TpaguLn-s " OIIUT ca ce
Dnes tazi tradici-ja i opit sa se
today this.F.SG tradition(F)-SG and expergM)[SG] AUX.3PL REFL

peanusupa-i-u...
realizira-l-i...
realise-PPRT-PL

‘Today this tradition and experience have foundrtbepression...’

Sourcewww.kosser.net/Products/Ruville.pligccessed on 18 Dec 2007)
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(8)

Nmenno Taszu MPOMSH-a U TmpucrnocoOsBaHe ca OT
Imenno tazi promjan-a I prisposobjavane sa t o
namely this.F.SG change(F)-SG and adapi@iT)[SG] be.PRES.3PL of

ocobeH HHTEPEC 3a n3ciacaoBarci-4...
osoben interes za izsledovatelj-a...
special[M.SG] interest(M)[SG] to raseher(M)[SG]-DEF

‘It is this change and adaptation that are of splecterest to the researcher...’

Sourcehttp://liternet.bg/publish10/gapostolova/razshiaagto.htm(accessed on 18
Dec 2007)

(9)

Tazu KpaTKOCT n HE-MHOI'OCJIOBHOCT ca HE IIpoCcTO
Tazi kratkost i -mmogoslovnost sa nerosto
this.F.SG succinctness(F)[SG] and NEG-verbositgE)][be.PRES.3PL NEG just

CTHII. Te UMa-T...
stil. Te ima-t...
style(M)[SG] they.NOM have-3PL

‘This succinctness and lack of verbosity are mbemtjust a mannerism. They have...’

Sourcehttp://knigibg.com/book_inside.php?book_id=7F4a6cessed on 18 Dec
2007)

(10)
Tazmu HeliH-a  OBp3uH-a u JIOBKOCT ca MOPOAU-JI-U
Tazi nejn-a  akzin-a [ lovkost sa porodi-l-i

this.F.SG her-F.SG speed(F)-SG and agilifg6] AUX.3PL create-PPRT-PL
JIereHa-a-Ta, ye CTpelIyllK-a-Ta MOXe aa JIETH.

legend-a-ta, ¢e strelusk-a-ta moze da leti.
legend(F)-SG-DEF that snake(F)-SG-DEF can[3SBDMP fly[3SG]

‘Its speed and agility have given rise to the ntjht this species of snake can fly.’

Sourcewww.zoomania.org/content/view/2215/13@tcessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(11)
Tazu HE-CUT'YPHOCT u cTpax ca
Tazi ne-sigurnost i strax sa

this.F.SG NEG-security(F)[SG] and fear(M)[SAUX.3PL

nporpamMupa-H-u BBHB Bac...
programira-n-i aw  vas...
programme-PASS.PPRT-PL in you.ACC.2PL
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‘This insecurity and fear have been pre-programmsagau...’

Sourcewww.yosif.net/articles.php?Ing=bg&pg=8%8accessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(12)
Tazmu 00BpKaHOCT A XAOTUYHOCT ca JIECH-U 3a
Tazi obrkanost i xadtost sa lesn-i za

this.F.SG confusion(F)[SG] and chaotic.behavio&E)| be.PRES.3PL easy-PL for
0OsICHeHHE.

obiasnenie.

explanation

‘This confusion and chaotic behaviour are easidaan.’

Sourcewww.shadowdance.info/800Broeve/Br49/reviews/revié@vistml| (accessed
on 18 Dec 2007)

Coordinations of two full NPs
(the determiner takes scope over the first conjonty)

(1)
Tazn IUCT-a " BIIEK-BT ca MOXe O MPELEaACHT...
Tazi pist-a i vlek- sa moze bi eqadent...

this.F.SG track(F)-SG & lift(M)[SG]-DEF be.PRE®I3maybe precedent(M)[SG]
‘This track and the ski lift might be a precedeht..

Sourcewww.planinite.info/Patepisy/Do_hija_Strajata_nadoBble.htm(accessed
on 18 Dec 2007)

(2)
Tazu 3a1-a u nyOJInK-a-Ta ca HOMEp €IHO.
Tazi zal-a i publik-a-t sa nomexdno.

this.F.SG hall(F)-SG and audience(F)-SG-DEE&.PRES.3PL number one
‘“This hall and the audience are amazing.’
Source:

http://bgsupporters.net/forum/viewtopic.php?t=582&K:750db7e4f00flebdcef8f8a6
2al5141daccessed on 18 Dec 2007)
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3)

Moxe Ou  Tasu I1arikK-a U MHUCICHUK-BT ca

Moze bi  tazi papk-a mislenikt sa

maybe this.F.SG folder(F)-SG & placeviews(M)[SG]-DEF be.PRES.3PL

JIB-€-T€ Hap-moceunlaBa-H-u Mank-u B LECIU-A
dv-e-te naj-posestava-n-i papk-i v celi-ja
two-F/NT-DEF most-visit-PASS.PPRT-PL folderfH). in whole[M.SG]-DEF

dopym.
forum.
forum(M)[SG]

‘Maybe this folder and the place where you canelyaur views are the two most
visited folders in the entire forum.’

Source:
www.planeta.tv/forums/index.php?s=6199edb6a28a3BBz022ff1c9f64&showtop
ic=327608&st=20&start=2@accessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(4)

Nmenno Tazu KOHCTPYKIIHA-S u HAKO-U IpYyr-u  MOAPOOHOCT-U
Imenno tazi konstrukci-ja i njako-i drug-i podrobnost-i
namely this.F.SG construction(F)-SG and e&®h other-PL detail(F)-PL

ca NOBOA-bT 3a HE-JOBOJICTB-0-TO.
sa povad- za ne-dovolstv-o-to.
be.PRES.3PL reason(M)[SG]-DEF for NEG-satisfeNT)-SG-DEF

‘It is this construction, as well as some otheadst that have caused the
dissatisfaction.’

Sourcewww.kaldata.com/forums/index.php?showtopic=3428¢cessed on 18 Dec
2007)

(5)
Ta3u LIEHHOCT AU TO3U HWHTEpEC ca
Tazi cennost [ tozi interes sa

this.F.SG value(F)[SG] and this.M.SG ingt{)[SG] be.PRES.3PL
JIOTOBOPH-M-H.

dogovori-m-i.

negoti-able-PL

‘This value and this interest are negotiable.’

Sourcewww.online.bg/kultura/my _html/2356/djihad.htfaccessed on 18 Dec 2007)
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(6)

Tazmu KyJaTyp-a A MEXAY-KYITYPHU-SAT Janor ca

Tazi kultur-a I mezdu-kultujat dialog sa
this.F.SG culture(F)-SG & inter-cultural[M.SG]-DEkalogue(M)[SG] be.PRES.3PL

B OCHOB-a-Ta...
vV osnov-a-ta...
at basis(F)-SG-DEF

“This culture and intercultural dialogue form thasks...’
Sourcehttp://eur-

lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX388D1983:BG:NOT
(accessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(7)
Tazu JaBUHOOOPA3HOCT U COLMAalH-U-T€ HCKaH-HUI ca
Tazi lavinoobraznost i sooti-te iskan-ija sa

this.F.SG snowball.effect(F)[SG] & social-PL-DEfemand(NT)-PL be.PRES.3PL
B U3KIIKYUTECIIH-0 CXOACTB-0 C GT;HFapCK-a-Ta PCATHOCT.

v izkljuciteln-o sxodstv-0 s aldarsk-a-ta realnost.

in striking-NT.SG similarity(NT)-SG with Bgarian-F.SG-DEF reality(F)[SG]

‘This snowball effect and the social demands arkisgly similar to Bulgarian
reality.’

Sourcehttp://money.ibox.bg/news/id_11291036&&cessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(8)
Tazn JIyTHUI- U Te3U He-CcIupa-i-u TYPUCT-U ca
Tazi ludnic-a i tezi BpHa-St-i turist-i sa

this.F.SG bustle(F)-SG and this.PL NEG-stop(p)figtourist(M)-PL be.PRES.3PL
Jajcye oT MCH.

dalete ot men.

far.away from me.ACC

‘That bustle and those endless tourists are faydwa me.’

Sourcenhttp://forum.bg-mamma.com/index.php?topic=1601@cressed on 18 Dec
2007)
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Search parameters

‘ToBa *n * ca’
‘tova * * sa’
this.NT.SG * and * are

Date: 18 Dec 2007

first fifteen pages of 611,000 resultsly relevant constructions have been collected,
including coordinations of two full NPs)

Animate controllers
none

Inanimate controllers
1)

I/IMCHHO TOBaA Cb3HAHHU-C nu caMO-Cb3HAHHU-C
Imenno tova amani-e i sanigrmni-e
namely this.NT.SG awareness(NT)-SG and self-awareness(NT)-SG

ca HUMAaHCHTHU-AT yIipaBJisiBa-11 HCHTBHP Ha
sa imanentni-jat upravljava-st cetrt na
be.PRES.3PL immanent[M.SG]-DEF govern-ing[M.S&itte(M)[SG] of

YOBCK-a
éovek-a
human(M)[SG]-DEF

‘It is this awareness and self-awareness thath@@herent driving forces of human
beings.’

Sourcewww.ceeol.com/aspx/getdocument.aspx?logid=5&id=8004 -CDOE-
41C9-9DFC-3F4CC7CBCC6Iaccessed on 18 Dec 2007)

Coordinations of two full NPs
(the determiner takes scope over the first conjonéy)

(1)
ToBa CCJIMII-C n Kpe€rocCT-Ta ca
Tova selist-e i krepost-ta sa

this.NT.SG settlement(NT)-SG and fortress(FJfP&F AUX.3PL
IOCTPO-€H-U OT Tpak-U-Te.

postro-en-i ot trak-i-te

build-PASS.PPRT-PL by Thracian-PL-DEF

‘This settlement and the fortress were built by Theacians.’
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Sourcehttp://bg.wikipedia.org/wikiMankoro_kaie (accessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(2)

ToBa PBKOBOJACTB-0 U MHTHYHH-ST MuTan

Tova dkovodstv-o i mémni-jat Mital
this.NT.SG leadership(NT)-SG and mythical[[G]-DEF Mittal(M)[SG]

ca MOAXOOSII-U-TE Xopa.

sa podxodjast-i-te &xor

be.PRES.3PL right-PL-DEF people.PL

‘This leadership and the mythical Mittal are thghtipeople.’

Sourcewww.donbalon.bg/article.php?artid=28fdccessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(3)
Tosa [pEe3pEHN-€ A JIoII-a-Ta YCMHUBK-a ca...
Tova prezreni-e i lofaa usmivk-a sa...

this.NT.SG hatred(NT)-SG and bad-F.SG-DERilefF)-SG be.PRES.3PL
‘This hatred and the evil grin are...’

Sourcehttp://forums.webleit.com/index.php?showtopic=17488v=getnewpost
(accessed on 18 Dec 2007)

(4)
ToBa IMPpaBUTCJICTB-O n Koajlnnou-s-Ta ca
Tova pravitelstv-o i koalici-ja-ta sa

this.NT.SG government(NT)-SG and coalitigrffs-DEF be.PRES.3PL
OTTOBOPH-HU

otgovorn-i

responsible-PL

‘This government and the coalition are responsible’

Sourcenttp://financebg.com/?act=showarticles&more=116&essed on 18 Dec
2007)
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PART 3
Conjoined Phrases Found Accidentally in Bulgarian E€xts

Inanimate Controllers

Single-Conjunct Agreement

1)

MOXE-T€C Ha pasyuTa-T¢ Ha BCIAKaKB-a IIOMOI] u IMOoAKpeII-a
moZze-te da rara-te  na vsjakakv-a pomost [ podkrep-a
can-2PL COMP rely-2PL  on any-F.SG dasice(F)[SG] and support(F)-SG

‘You can rely on all kinds of assistance and suppor

[Source: Sofia Translation and Interpreting Ageringtructions for Translators, 01
Feb 2009]

(2)

aa ce HU3BBPIIBA TpeOHO-TIPOU3BOICTBEH-a IEUHOCT "
da se IZvSva drebno-proizvodstven-a dejnost [
COMP REFL carry.out[3SG] small.scale-prodmetF.SG activity(F)[SG] and

yCIyr-u

uslug-i

service(F)-PL

‘to carry out small-scale production and services’

[Source: word file accessed on 26 Feb 2009]

3)
BC€UC pasmnojiara-me C JOII'bJIHUTCIICH HpO(l)eCI/IOHaJICH OIIUuT
vece  razpolaga-me S gloggelen profesionalen opit

already have.available-1PL with additional[M.SGPfIM.SG] experience(M)[SG]

n IIO3HAHU-4, C KO-HU-TO me HaMCpU-M
[ poznani-ja, s ko-i-to Ste nara@r
and knowledge(NT)-PL  with which-PL-RELAME FUT find-1PL

HaAUCTHHA KAa4CCTBCH-U KaHaugaT-nu
naistina kastven-i kandidat-i
really quality-PL candieéM)-PL

‘We already have more professional experience aoavikhow which will help us
find really good quality candidates.’

[Source:
http://staging.gcms5.co.uk/sites/bulgaria_bg/reupertise/marketing-and-
creative/marketing-and-creative.php?s_ida@cessed on 20 March 2009)]

389



(4)

Komnanu-s-ta HU € A3Tpaj-eH-a BBPXY COIUIH-U-TE
Kompani-ja-ta ni e zgiad-en-a amxu solidn-i-te
company(F)-SG-DEF our AUX.3SG build-PASS.PPRT-F@G solid-PL-DEF

OCHOB-U Ha moutd SOTomumieH  omur U Tpagullu-u
osnov-i na po 50-godiSen opit i tradici-i
foundation(F)-PL of almost 50-year[M.SG] expade(M)[SG] & tradition(F)-PL

‘Our company has been built on the solid foundatiohalmost 50 years of
experience and traditions.’

[Source:
http://staging.gcms5.co.uk/sites/bulgaria bg/réfrecruitment/permanent-
recruitment.phfaccessed on 20 March 2009)]

(5)

Hwopoa ce  orreriu c pa3BBIHYBAa-H-0 ChbpI-€ u
Djuroa se otteqgli S razualnuva-n-o asc-e i
Duroy REFL retire.PAST[3SG] with excite-PASS.PRRT.SG heart(NT)-SG and

yM.
um.

mind(M)[SG]
‘Duroy retired with an excited heart and mind’
[Source: Guy de MaupassaBgl Amj Bulgarian translation by Iskra Panova:

Monacas, I'. (1979).5ern Amu. Codust: Hapoana xynrypa, crp. 129.npeBoa Mckpa
[TanoBa.)]

(6)
Ta cera 0aBHO ce OTIPUILBA H TH TJIacKa KbM €IH-0
Tja sega bavno se otpriStva gi tlaska ak edn-o

she.NOM now slowly REFL free[3SG] & them.A@Gsh[3SG] to one-NT.SG

He-cpema-H-o I[OCKOpO KCIIaHHU-€ H XbC
ne-sreSta-n-o daoskozelani-e i ax
NEG-meet-PASS.PPRT-NT.SG recently desire(NT)-&Gambition(M)[SG]

3a YCIICX, 3a HOGGI[-a, 3a IIOCTHUT'aH-€ Ha IICJI.
za uspex, za pobed-a, za postigan-e na cel.
for success(M)[SG] for victory(F)-SG for aehing(NT)-SG of goal(F)[SG]

‘She is now slowly released and pushes them tsimedaend ambition, until recently
unfamiliar, to succeed, to be victorious, to achidwe goal.’

[Source:http://www.uni-sofia.bg/index.php/bul/novini/gordéscnovini/skr_bna_vest
(accessed on 13 April 2009)]
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(7)

poJI-da-Ta Ha CCIICKTHUpPA-H-U-TC KOMITaHU-U 3a
rolj-a-ta na selektira-n-i-te kompani-i za
role(F)-SG-DEF of select-PASS.PPRT-PL-DEtompany(F)-PL for

YCTOHYHUB-0-TO pa3Butu-e Ha OBarapck-a-Ta
ustogiv-o-to razviti-e na Blgarsk-a-ta
sustainable-NT.SG-DEF development(NT)-SG dBulgarian-F.SG-DEF

MKOHOMHUK-a U eapp OusHec
ikonomik-a i el biznes
economy(F)-SG and big[M.SG] business(M)[SG]

‘the contribution of the selected companies tosh&tainable development of the
Bulgarian economy and big business’

[Source: News programme]

(8)

[IpustH-a IIOYMBK-a A [OpasHUuL-u
Prijatn-a povk-a [ praznic-i
pleasant-F.SG break(F)-SG and holiday(M)-PL

‘Have a good break and holidays’

[Source: E-mail message, 4 Sept 2011]

9)
Kpau Ha OO0sB-€H-a-Ta npoBepk-a U oOyueHH-e
kraj na objav-en-a-ta proverk-a i alaumi-e

end(M)[SG] of announce-PASS.PPRT-F.SG-DEF te@R§G & training(NT)-SG
‘end of the announced testing and training’

[Source: announcement made during servicing thegamey alarms of Sofia on 01
October 2009]

(10)
IIo TO3M Ha4YuH HaACTOSIIH-AT cTaTyc U TmpobieM-u
Po tozi ran nastojasti-jat status i problem-i

in  this.M.SG way(M)[SG] present[M.SG]-DEF stafM)[SG] & problem(M)-PL

Ha 3JpaBH-a-Ta pedopm-a B bwarapus ca MPAKTUYECK-U
na zdravn-a-ta reform-a Bilgarija sa prasaisk-i
of health-F.SG-DEF reform(F)-SG in Bulgar be.PRES.3PL practical-M.SG

pesyirar...
rezultat...
result(M)[SG]
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‘In this way, the present state and problems ohimthcare reform in Bulgaria are
the practical result...’

[Source: article on Bulgarian healthcare reformeased on 01 October 2009]

(11)
CbBMECTU-M U B3aMMO-JEHCTBA-I Xapayep u codryep
savmesti-m I vzaimo-dejstva-Stxarduer i softuer

compat-ible[M.SG] & inter-act-ing[M.SG] hardwgM)[SG] & software(M)[SG]
‘compatible and interacting hardware and software’

[Source: brochure]

(12)
MHOTI'O OT 3BE3-U-TC Ha 6’bJ'IFapCK-O-TO KHH-0 n
mnogo ot zvezd-i-te na aldarsk-o-to kin-o [

many of star(F)-PL-DEF of Bulgaribi~-SG-DEF cinema(NT)-SG and
TeaThbp

teatir

theatre(M)[SG]

‘a lot of the stars of Bulgarian theatre and cinema

[Source:http://www.vesti.bg/?tid=40&0id=24854 1accessed on 06 Oct 2009)]

(13)
KaTO 4acCT OT PCCIICKT-a KbM YOBCHIK-a-Ta CB060,Z[-a
kato cast ot respekt-a amk ¢ovesk-a-ta svobod-a

as part(F)[SG] of respect(M)[SG]-DEF to human-F.SG-DEF freedom(F)-SG

u JIOCTOMHCTB-0
[ dostojnstv-0
and dignity(NT)-SG

‘as part of the respect for human freedom and gigni
[Source:

http://dnevnik.bg/analizi/2009/10/07/796428 otnostite se pogazva_svobodata na
viarata/ (accessed on 07 Oct 2009)]
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(14)

Tosa[...] moka3Ba  Heros-a-Ta HHU30CT U CEJSTHIYpPCK-H
Tova[...] pokazva negov-a-ta nizost I seljandursk-i
this.NT.SG show[3SG] his-F.SG-DEF basenessE)ghd boorish-M.SG

MAHTAJIUTCT
mantalitet
mentality(M)[SG]

“This [...] shows his baseness and boorish mentality’

[Source:http://vbox7.com/play:27b457 faccessed on 09 Oct 2009)]

(15)
Kynarypau-ar TYpPU3BM e o CBO-€-TO
Kulturni-jat turizm e po svo-e-to

cultural[M.SG]-DEF tourism(M)[SG] be.PRES.3SGcaing.to own-NT.SG-DEF

CBIIECTB-0 u  JAeUHUIM-S 00OHUKOJIEH, MEXIy-HapOJIeH
sastestv-0 i definici-ja obikolen, mezdu-naroden
nature(NT)-SG and definition(F)-SG roundaboutpd] inter-national[M.SG]

TYpU3BM
turizam
tourism(M)[SG]

‘According to its nature and definition, culturautrism is roundabout, international
tourism’

[Source:
http://dnevnik.bg/pazari/turizam/2009/10/11/79793tateqgiiata_za_kulturen_turizu
m_shte_se_razglejda_déccessed on 11 Oct 2009)]

(16)

Takasa MH3EpU-A U YyOaabK caMo B

Takava mizeri-ja i upkd samo %
such.F.SG misery(F)-SG and decay(M)[SG]nly in
3aTbHTCH-U-TC KbTUEC-Ta Ha A.H6aHI/I5I ChbM BHXa-JI.
zatnten-i-te Mce-ta na Albanija ars vizda-.

remote-PL-DEF  corner(NT)-PL of Albania AUX.1SG see-PPRT[M.SG]
‘I have only seen such misery and decay in the teroorners of Albania.’
[Source:

http://dnevnik.bg/dnevnikplus/2009/10/07/796257 alatp i bulgarski izvor jivotu
t _teche_daleche_dfAccessed on 11 Oct 2009)]
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(17)

I'-n X 3apaszu ayAUTOpH-SI-Ta ChC CBO-f-Ta

G-n X zarazi auditori-ja-ta as svo-ja-ta

Mr. X infect. PAST[3SG] audiencgEG-DEF  with own-F.SG-DEF

HENPUHYAECHOCT,  U3THHYEH XyMop A BUTAJHOCT.
neprinudenost, #icen xumor i vitalnost.
friendliness(F)[SG] sophisticated[M.SG] humou)[$/G] and vitality(F)[SG]

‘Mr X infected the audience with his friendly beli@w, sophisticated humour and
vitality.’

[Source:

http://www.uni-
sofia.bg/index.php/bul/novini/goreschi_novini/ediianlbi_v_sofijskiya_universitet
(accessed on 13 October 2009)]

(18)
HG-C(bGKTHBH-O MMpoOu3BOACTB-O U U3NOJI3BaH-€ Ha CHCPIru-4-Ta
ne-efektivn-o proizvodstv-o i izpolzvan-e na energi-ja-ta

NEG-efficient-NT.SG production(NT)-SG & use(NTES of energy(F)-SG-DEF
‘inefficient production and use of energy’
[Source:

http://dnevnik.bg/analizi/l2009/10/14/799949 ne_enw_za_uspokoenigdccessed
on 14 October 2009)]

(19)
ITomo0H-0 CHTPYIHUYECTB-O u KOOPIUHAIIH-S Os-xa
Podobn-o agudnicestv-o [ koordinaci-ja bja-xa

similar-NT.SG cooperation(NT)-SG and owbnation(F)-SG be.PAST-3PL

HE-MUCIA-M-U pu MIPEIUIIH-U KpH3-H.
ne-misli-m-i pri prediSn-i kriz-i.
NEG-think-able-PL  during previous-PL isgs(F)-PL

‘Such cooperation and coordinated efforts were infttble during previous crises.’
[Source:

http://dnevnik.bg/analizi/2009/10/14/799949 ne_enw_za_uspokoeni@ccessed
on 14 October 2009)]
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(20)

aa ocurypsaBa-me JKHU3HECHO BaXH-a IMOAKpECII-a n

da osigurjava-me Zizneno vazn podkrep-a [
COMP provide-1PL vitally impontaF.SG  support(F)-SG and

¢buHaHCOB-a TTOMOIIT 3a  M3Toun-a EBpomn-a
finansov-a pomost za lzton-a Evrop-a
financial-F.SG assistance(F)[SG] for Eastern-F.SG Europe(F)-SG

‘to provide vital support and financial aid for E&® Europe’
[Source:

http://dnevnik.bg/analizi/2009/10/14/799949 ne_enw_za_uspokoeni@ccessed
on 14 October 2009)]

(21)
...HeltH-a-Ta CJIOKHOCT U MHOroobpasu-¢ [...] J0Ka3Ba-T...
...nejn-a-ta sloZznost i mnogoobrazi-e [...] dokazva-t...

her-F.SG-DEF complexity(F)[SG] and divey@\T)-SG demonstrate-3PL
‘...its [=Canada’s] complexity and diversity [...] @enstrate...’
[Source:http://www.uni-

sofia.bg/index.php/bul/novini/goreschi novini/kulte mnogoobrazie i socialno ed
instvo_kanadskiyat_op(accessed on 16 October 2009)]

(22)
Taka Maptun JJuMHUTPOB OTTrOBOPHU KOCBEHO Ha YKOp-U-TE
Taka Martin Dimitrov  otgovori kosveno na ukor-i-te

thus Martin Dimitrov  reply.PAST[3SG] imectly to accusation(M)-PL-DEF

KBbM HETOo 3a HETroB-a-Ta MJIIag0OCT n HE-OITUTHOCT.
kam nego za negov-a-ta ladwost I ne-opitnost.
against him.ACC about his-F.SG-DEF youth(F)]S{ad NEG-experience(F)[SG]

‘In this way, Martin Dimitrov indirectly addresséde accusations that he is too
young and inexperienced.’

[Source:
http://dnevnik.bg/bulgaria/2009/10/17/801225 maudimitrov_obiavi_sds_za_jiva i
perspektivha(accessed on 17 October 2009)]
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(23)

.U 00peKb-11 TOOUM-U-TE CH  IKeles-a Ha

ool obrek-| ljubim-i-te Si zelez-a na
and consign-PPRT[M.SG] favourite-PL-DEswn iron(NT)-PL to

BCUCH IIJIEH u pPBXI-A.
vecen plen [ tizd-a.
eternal[M.SG] captivity(M)[SG] and r(s}-SG

‘and then he consigned his favourite iron to etecagtivity and rust.’

[Source: ‘Xadzi Axil’, short story by Ivan Vazov8&82 (1saun Basos, , Xamxu
Axun”)]

Resolved Agreement

1)

OTrPOMH-U ChpII u 4yK

ogromn-i ap [ cuk
enormous-PL  sickle(M)[SG] and ham{B[SG]

‘an enormous hammer and sickle’

[Source: news broadcast on Bulgarian national Dvf27 September 2009]

(2)

Ta e B OonHuL-a CbC  CUYN-CH-U

Tja e v  bigla s gup-en-i

she.NOM be.PRES.3SG in hospital(F)-SG wittbreak-PASS.PPRT-PL
pBK-a u pebp-a.

rak-a [ rebr-a.

arm(F)-SG and  rib(NT)-PL
‘She is in hospital with a broken arm and ribs’

[Source: BTV news, 13 Oct 200BTB Hosunute, 13oxkrompu 2009)]
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APPENDIX I
BULGARIAN QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

PART 1
Questionnaire Design

Section 1
INFORMANT’S DETAILS:

Age:

Sex: M/F

Education:

Native language(s):

Foreign languages:

Home town:

Any other place that you've lived in:

Section 2
INSTRUCTIONS:

Ilo-0ony ca OadeHu u36a0Ku OmM YNPANCHEHUA 3d UYHCOEHYU, KOUMO U3YYaeam
ovneapcku esux. Mons nonwineme npazuume mecma c¢ EJHA oyma, xoamo oa
3anouga ¢ doadenama 6yxea (0yKeu), maxka ue 0a ce nOLYHU CMUCTEHO U3pPeYeHUe.

Po-dolu sa dadeni izvadki ot upraznenijacegdenci, koito iztavat hilgarski ezik.
Molja popilnete praznite mestaEEDNA duma, kojato da zapwa s dadenata bukva
(bukvi), takace da se polgi smisleno izréenie.

The sentences below come from exercises designmdmn learners of Bulgarian.
Please fill in the gaps wit®NE word beginning with the letter(s) given, so thaty

form a sentence which makes sense.
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Section 3
TEST SENTENCES:

1. Grammatical role: Subject; Type of target: pess& pronoun as determiner:

* Mo Opatye u cectpuye/6paT u cecTpa/6paToBUeq H CECTPAa MHOTO CE
TpriKaT 3a MCH U moMaraT BKbIIH.

« Mo___ bratée i sestrie/brat i sestra/bratowed i sestramnogo se grizat za
men i pomagat \Asti.

« M___ little brother and little sister (diminutive, N + N; natural

coord.)/brother and sister (M + F; natural coord.)tousin and sister (M +
F; accidental coord.)look after me a lot and help around the house.

* Mo Ky4e U KoTe/Kydye M KOTKa/XaMCcTep M MUIIKA [TOCTOSTHHO Ce OHAT
M 3aTOBa I'M Ibp>Ka B OTACTIHHA CTaH.
* Mo kuce i1 kote/kuce i kotka/xamster i miSka postojanno se bijat i

zatova gi drza v otdelni stai.

e M___  doggie and kitty (N + N; natural coord.)/dog and ca (N + F;
natural coord.)/ hamster and mouse (M + F; accidemtl coord.) are always
fighting — that's why | keep them in separate rooms

e Mo NylmKa ¥ cadsa/mymka M NMHCTOJET/MyKAa W JbK CIeUYelnxa
IIbpBa Harpaaa Ha JJOBHOTO HU3JIOKCHHC.

* Mo___ puska i sabja/puska i pistolet/puska idk speelixa pirva nagrada
na lovnoto izlozenie.

e M___ rifle and sword (F + F; natural coord.?)/rifle and pistol (F + M;
natural coord.)/rifle and bow (F + M) won the first prize at the hunting
exhibition.

2. Grammatical role: Subject of an embedded cladispe of target: possessive
pronoun as determiner; (NB! coordinate phrase ¥l by PL verb and PL adjective
(unlike 1, where there is only a PL verb)):

* Bceku cu Mucny, 4e He JKeHa H Jblepsi/’KeHa H Jena/aere U BHYK ca
Hali-noOpuTe Ha CBeTa.

* Vseki si misli,ée ne___ Zena i diSterja/Zena i deca/dete i vnuksa naj-
dobrite na sveta.

* Everyone thinks thdt __ wife and daughter (F + F; accidental (or maybe

natural)® coord.)/wife and children (F + PL; natural coord.ychild and
grandchild (N + M; accidental coord.)are the best in the world.

°It has not always been straightforward to determwieat is natural and what is accidental
coordination, as there is often no clear-cut boundeetween typical and random collocations.
Sometimes, what initially seemed to belong to gpe ton closer inspection, turned out to be closer
to the other.
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* ToWi cu mucny, 4e He Kyde M KOTe/Ky4de H KOTKa/KOH W KpaBa ca I10-
MopoaAruCTHU OT TC3U HA CbCCAUTC.

* Tojsimisli,¢ene___ kuée i kote/kuce i kotka/kon i krava sa po-porodisti
ot tezi na ssedite.

* He thinks thath____doggie and kitty (N + N; natural coord.)/cat and dg
(N + F; natural coord.)/horse and cow (M + F; accidntal coord.) are of a
better pedigree than the neighbours’.

* Toii cu muciu, 4e He Oupa u pakusi/BUHO U pakusi/Maca U Ta0ypeTKu
IIe ca JOCTaThbUHM 3a TOCTHTE, HO MOXE O I My ce HaJOXH Jia B3eMe Ha
3aeM OT ChCEAUTE.

e Toj si misli, ¢e ne bira i rakija/vino i rakija/masa i taburetki Ste sa
dosta#icni za gostite, no moze bi Ste mu se naloZi da vzemeaem ot
sasedite.

* He thinks thath___ beer and brandy (F + F; natural coord.)/wine and
brandy (N + F; natural coord.)/table and stools (F+ PL; accidental
coord.) will be enough for all the guests, but he mightéh#éo borrow some
from the neighbours.

3. Grammatical role: Direct object; Type of targatissessive pronoun as determiner:

* A3 MHOro obuyam cg 0a6a u Jensn/6a6a u asm0/6ada U MPaAAIO U C
YAOBOJICTBUC OCTaBaM MpH TAX MPE3 BAKAHITUUTC.
* Az mnogo obiam sv baba i lelja/baba i djado/baba i pradjadoi s

udovolstvie ostavam pri tjax prez vakanciite.

| really lovem___ (lit. the owr) grandma and aunt (F + F; accidental
coord.)/grandma and granddad (F + M; natural coord)/grandma and
great-granddad (F + M; accidental coord.) and enjoy staying with them
during the holidays.

e MBau mMHOro obuya 6a Kyde M KOoTe/Kydye M KOTKa/Ky4ye M MHMIIKA U
BCE M€ MOJTH JIa TO BOJIS y Bac, 3a Ja TH TaJIH.
* Ivan mnogo ohia va kuce i kote/kuce i kotka/kuce i miSkai vse me

moli da go vodja u vas, za da gi gali.

* lvan really lovesyo _ doggie and kitty (N + N; natural coord.)/cat and
dog (N + F; natural coord.)/dog and mouse (N + F;&idental coord.) and
he always asks me to take him to your place sahbaan pet them.
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e To# MHOro obnya ce BIWJINLA M JBKUANA/HOK M BHINIA/IIATO U
JIbKUIIA, 3aI[0TO CH TH € KYIWI OT 4y:KOWHA U ca My CKBIT CIOMEH.

* Tojmnogo obtasv___ vilica i lazica/noz i vilica/plato i kiZica, zaStoto si gi
e kupil ot¢uzbina i sa mu gip spomen.

* He really likeshi___ (lit. the own) fork and spoon (F + F; natural
coord.)/knife and fork (M + F; natural coord.)/platter and spoon (N + F;
accidental coord.) because he bought them when he was abroad andrihe
a dear souvenir.

4. Grammatical role: Prepositional complement f&f $ame Bulgarian preposition!);
Type of target: possessive pronoun as determiner:

e bux HanmpaBWJI BCHYKO 3a M8 MOMYe M MOMHYe/CHH M Abluepsi/nere u
BHYK, 3aI1[0TO I'M YyBCTBAaM Taka, Y€ BCE €HO Ha MEHE ca MU Jiela.
* Bix napravil vstko zatv mom¢e | momite/sin i dasterja/dete i vnuk,

zastoto gtuvstvam takage vse edno na mene sa mi deca.

* | would do anything foyo ___boy and girl (N + N; natural coord.)/son and
daughter (M + F; natural coord.)/child and grandchild (N + M; accidental
coord.), because | love them as if they were my own céiidr

e MHoro obOwuam Ja ce Tpuxa 3a ms Ky4ye M KoTe/Kydye u
KoTKa/mamaraj u KaHapye, J0Karo Tebe Te HsAMa — TOBa HAWCTHHA MU
A0CTaBA YA0OBOJICTBMEC U HC MC HaTOBapBalll HA Hal-MaJKo.

e Mnogo obtam da se griza z&v_ kuce i kote/kuce i kotka/papgal i
kanarce, dokato tebe te njama — tova naistina mi dostagfaolstvie i ne me
natovarvas ni naj-malko.

e | really enjoy taking care offo___ doggie and kitty (N + N; natural
coord.)/cat and dog (N + F; natural coord.)/parrotand canary-bird (M +
N; accidental coord.)while you're away — this is a real pleasure argdnot a
problem at all.

e TpsabBa nma ce mMO3aMUCIHUIN 3a M6 KbIIa M KOJA/KbIIA U
amapTaMeHT/KbIa  MHKPOOYC — U JIBETE CC HY)KIasAT OT PEMOHT U HAMa Jia
HMa C KaKBO Ja AOKapall roCTuTte U KpAC€ Aa I'M HACTAHUII, aKO HC B3CMCII
MEPKHU.

* Trjabva da se pozamislis ra __ kasta i kola/kaSta i apartament/kiasta i
mikrobus — i dvete se nuzdajat ot remont i njama da imakvdaa dokaras
gostite i kide da gi nastanis, ako ne vzemes merki.

* You should think abowo  house and car (F + F; natural coord.)/house
and flat (F + M; accidental (or natural?) coord.)/house and van (F + M,;
accidental coord.)— both need repairing and you won’'t have anythimg
drive your guests in or anywhere to put them upyati don’t take any
measuregadapted according to the conjuncts in the actuadsjionnaire)
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5. Grammatical role: Subject; Type of target: atiyecas pre-modifier:

* Ho MoMYe H MOMHYe/YUYeHHK H YYeHHYKa/ydeHUK M yYuTeaKa Osxa
IIpUETH zxo6pe B KJIaCa U KaKTO YYUTCIUTC, TaKa U YUCHUIIUTE, UM IIOMOI'Haxa
Jla ce ajarnTupar.
* No___ momée i momice/wenik i uéeni¢ka/ucenik i ucitelka bjaxa prieti
dobre v klasa i kaktoditelite, taka i @enicite, im pomognaxa da se adaptirat.
e Thene_ _ boy and girl (N + N; natural coord.)/schoolboy andschoolgirl
(M + F; accidental (or maybe natural?) coord.)/scholboy and teacher (M
+ F; accidental coord.)were welcomed to the class and both the teachers a
the pupils helped them to adapt.

 Ho KbIIa U KoJa/anapTaMeHT H KoJia/KbIlla 1 KAMHOH Osxa MHOTO
CKBIIA U 3aTOBA MY CC HAJIOXKU Ia POAaAC U ABATa CHU CTApU allapTaMCHTAQ, 3a
Ja MOKE J1a CHU T' II03BOJIH.

* No___ kasta i kola/apartament i kola/kiSta i kamion bjaxa mnogo sipi i
zatova mu se nalozi da prodade i dvata si start@panta, za da moze da si
gi pozvoli.

e Thene__ house and car (F + F; natural coord.)/flat and car(M + F;
accidental (or maybe natural?) coord.)/house and toy (F + M; accidental
coord.) were so expensive that he had to sell both hidlatd to be able to
afford them.

6. Grammatical role: Direct object; Type of targadjective as pre-modifier:

* Hamepuxa Ha AETETO OT CUPONUTAIUILETO HO Majika M Jeast/Maiika u
TaTKO/IIOM H POAUTEJIH 1 TO MHOI'O C€ 3apajJiBa, 4 Hail-ceTHE 1€ 3aKUBEC B
HCTUHCKO CEMEHUCTBO.

« Namerixa na deteto ot siropitaliSteto _majka i lelja/majka i tatko/dom
I roditeli i to mnogo se zaradvée naj-setne Ste zazivee v istinsko semejstvo.

* They found the child from the orphanageea _mother and aunt (F + F;
accidental coord.)/mother and father (F + M; naturd coord.)/home and
parents (M + PL; accidental coord.) and the child was very happy that he
would finally have a real family.

* He 4e umax MHOro HyXzJa, HO CH KYIIUX HO 0Jy3a U moJa/moaa u
NMAHTAJIOH/SIKe ¥ TepaaH —eJia J1a BUIUIII JaJTH 1Ie TH Xapecar.
* Ne ¢e imax mnogo nuzda, no si kupiro bluza i pola/pola i

pantalon/jake i gerdan— ela da vidisS dali Ste ti xaresat.

* Not that | really needed to, but | boughha  blouse and skirt (F + F;
natural coord.)/skirt and trousers (F + M; natural coord.)/jacket and
necklace (N + M; accidental coord.} come and tell me what you think.
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7. Grammatical role: Subject; Type of target: dest@iive pronoun as determiner:

T MOMYEe M MOMHYEe/MBK M JKeHA/CIy;KHTe]l H CeKpeTapKa Ha
CHMMKaTa 0siXa M3MpPaBeHH Mpe]] ChJa, 3alI0TO Ca CE OMUTAIH Ja W3BBPIIAT
¢uHaHCOBa M3MaMa.

T mom¢ée I momike/maz i Zzena/sluzitel i sekretarkana snimkata bjaxa
izpraveni pred &la, zastoto sa se opitali dadrsat finansova izmama.
Th boy and girl (N + N; natural coord.)/man and woman(M + F;

natural coord.)/official and secretary (M + F; accdental coord.) in the
picture are standing trial because they've attethfiecommit fraud.

T Kydye W KoTe/Kyde M KOTKa/XaMcTep W MHIIKA Ha JBOpa HE
IpecTaBaT Ja ce OuAT —oMph3Haxa My Beue!
T kuée i kote/kuce i kotka/xamster i miSkana dvora ne prestavat da se

bijat — om#znaxa mi vée!

Th__ doggie and kitty (N + N; natural coord.)/cat and dg (N + F;
natural coord.)/hamster and mouse (M + F; accidentacoord.) in the
garden won't stop fighting — I'm fed up with them!

T JErJI0 M KaHanme/Maca ¥ cTojl/KaHalne ¥ JUBAH B X0J1a Ca MU MHOTO
Heyno0HU — mo0pe MmIenie 1a €, ako Ty 0s1Xa TalUIHPaTH.
T leglo i kanape/masa i stol/kanape i divarv xola sa mi mnogo

neudobni — dobre SteSe da e, ako gi bjaxa tapiciral

Th _ bed and couch (N + N; natural coord. (might actuall be
accidental))/table and chair (F + M; natural coord)/ couch and sofa (N +
M; accidental coord.) in the living room are very uncomfortable — it waul
have been great if they had upholstered them.

8. Grammatical role: Direct object; Type of targelemonstrative pronoun as

determiner:
e Bmwxpgam mm m MOMYe M MOMHYE/MB]K M KeHA/MBXK U MOMHYE B
bI'bJIa —3a TIX TH T'OBOPCX, Y€ Ca CC OKCHUJIN HACKOPO.
e VizdaSlit__ _momcée i momice/maz i Zzena/maz i momice v agala — za tjax
ti govorex,ce sa se ozenili naskoro.
e Canyouse¢h  boyand girl (N + N; natural coord.)/man and woman

(M + F; natural coord.)/man and girl (M + N; accidental coord.) — they are
the ones | was telling you got married recently.
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*  Bwxpam nmu m Kyde H KoTe/Ky4ye M KOTKa/XxaMcTep M mamarajiye B
bI'bJIa— TAX JIM UCKAIl Ja KYITUM UJIU Oa MPOBCPUM U B CIICABAIIIHA MaFaSI/IH?

e Vizdas it kuce i kote/kuce i kotka/xamster i papagafe v agala — tjax
li iskas da kupim ili da proverim i v sledvastijaagazin?

e« Canyou se¢h  doggie and kitty (N + N; natural coord.)/cat and dg (N
+ F; natural coord.)/hamster and parrot (M + N; acddental coord.) in the
corner — is it them you wanted to buy or shall vaeeha look in the next shop
too?

e 4 Bux m TeTpPagKa M XHMHKAJIKA/MPBCTEH M orbpJuia/tedrep u
(enepue Ha MomHUA padT — TAX M HCKAIl Ja KYNUM HIM IBPBO IE
pasrieaame U B APYTUTE MarasuHu?

« Javizt___ tetradka i ximikalka/pr asten i odirlica/tefter i fenerce na
dolnija raft — tjax li iskas da kupim iligovo Ste razgledame i v drugite
magazini?

* Look atth____notebook and pen (F + F; natural coord.)/ring and ecklace
(M + F; accidental (or maybe natural) coord.)/notelmok and flashlight (M
+ N; accidental coord.)on the lower shelf — is it them you wanted to louy
shall we have a look in the other shops first?

Section 4
FILLER SENTENCES:

Example from the instructions:

* Hamara ynuna He nocTpaja CEpUO3HO NPU HaBOAHEHUETO, HO HA ChceOHama
yJIMa UMalie MHOIr'o IeTH, 3aI0TO T € 10-0JIN30 10 pekara.

* NaSata ulica ne postrada seriozno pri navodnenreiona 8sednata ulica
imasSe mnogo Steti, zastoto tja e po-blizo do rekata

« Our street didn't suffer serious damage in thedldaut the one next to it was
seriously affected because it's closer to the river

Actual fillers:
e He ce 3Hae kora me ObIe B peuieHue 3a HoBara aToOMHa
€JIEKTPOLIEHTpAIA.
* Ne se znae koga Stade v reSenie za novata atomna elektrocentrala.

* It remains unclear when exactly the decision alibatnew nuclear power
plant will be ta .
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Axo cu 10 nere, obem@aBaM Aa TH Kyms Onu3anka. 3aroBa Obau
MOCITYIIEH U HE TIpaBu OeiH.

Ako si do dete, obeStavam da ti kupja blizalledova ladi posluSen i ne
pravi beli.
If you're a go boy, | promise I'll buy you swieeso behave yourself and

don’t cause any trouble.

bux wu na paboTsi BBPXY BTOPHUS BBIPOC, HO HE 3HAM Jalu
nmpenoaaBaTeJIAT ¢ MU IMO3BOJIN.

Bix i___ da rabotjaarxu vtorija vapros, no ne znam dali prepodavateljat Ste
mi pozvoli.

I would | to work on the second question, Ibatnot sure if the teacher
will allow me to.

Bcuuko ce ciydn ¢cbBCeM HEHAACHHO — OT Ha I1a3ap, KOrato HIKOM UM
Ka3aJl, 4€ KblllaTa UM € orpaGeHa.
Vsicko se sldi sivsem nenadejno — ot na pazar, kogato njakdgairal,

¢e kastata im e ograbena.
It all happened suddenly and unexpectedly — they ge shopping when
someone told them that they'd been burgled.

Nudopmanusara 3a MHIIMIIEHTA € OCK —I0YTH HULIO He Oellre ChbOOIIEHO

B MCIIUUTC.

Informacijata za incidenta e osk _ —¢tponiSto ne beSe asbsteno v
mediite.

There was only sc___ information about the accidehardly anything was

announced in the media.

3a ga ce mpeanasuTe OT Ha Mpe3 €CeHTa, TPSOBa Ja HOCUTE TOIUIH APEXH

" ga IIMEeTe MHOI'O YJail ¥ BUTAMUHU.

Za da se predpazite ot na____ prez esenta, triddvaosite topli drexi i da
piete mnogasaj i vitamini.

To avoid catching a co in autumn, you shewddr warm clothes and

drink a lot of tea and vitamins.

Toit Moxe u 1a HE € J0OBp YYEHUK, HO IBK 3a CM Ha TOBa € MHOTO
OyIHO ¥ TOOPOIYIITHO JIETE.

Toj moze i da ne e débucenik, no ak za sm___ na tova e mnogo budno i
dobrodusno dete.

He may not be a good student, but in sp__ oftthas a very switched-on

and good-natured kid.
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3a POXIACHUA CU ACH MHUCJIA J1a IIOKaHA CaMO TC KpPbI' OPpUATECIIN, 3allIOTO
HAMaM OOCTAaThbYHO Iapu 3a r'oJIsIM KYIIOH C MHOT'O XOpa.

Za rozdenija si den mislja da pokanja samo te__rag krijateli, zaStoto
njamam dostatno pari za goljam kupon s mnogo xora.

For my birthday, I'm planning to invite only my cl__ friends, because |
don’t have enough money to throw a huge party \oith of people.

CrpanaTta € uU3mpaBeHa Mpel OCTpa UK KpU3a — MHOTO HPENIPHUITHS Ca
npen ¢anut, a 6e3padorunara HaaMuHaBa 20 IporeHTa.
Stranata e izpravena pred ostra ik kriza — mrgdprijatija sa pred

falit, a bezraboticata nadminava 20 procenta.

The country is faced with a deep ec___ crisis —yntarsinesses are on the
verge of bankruptcy and unemployment has exceedeeizent.

I'eprana e c yepHa Koca ¥ ThMHHM OYH, a CECTpPa M C pyca Koca U CB oy

— HHUKOIr'a HC MOXKCIII Ja KaXXCIII, 4€ Ca CCCTPH.

Gergana e &erna kosa idmni oi, a sestra i, s rusa kosa i sv__¢i -onikoga
ne mozes da kaze& sa sestri.

Gergana has black hair and dark eyes, while hégrdms blonde hair and
br _ eyes - you wouldn’t be able to tell theysasters.

OTI/IBaM Ja B3€Ma acuara OT ACTCKAaTa rpaJiuHa. HUckam 1mn aa o C MCH
HJIK I0€ OCTAHCII Ja IIPUTOTBHUII BeqepﬂTa?
Otivam da vzema decata ot detskata gradina. Iskde d s men ili Ste

ostanes da prigotvis verjata?
I’'m going to pick up the children from kindergartaifould you like to ¢
with me, or will you stay home and cook dinner?

Mons BH poyYeTeTe WHCTPYKIMUTE, MPEIH Ja 3alovyHeTe Ja paboTure

10 3a1a4YUTC.

Molja vn___ prdetete instrukciite, predi da zapwte da rabotite po
zaddite.

Please read the instructions ca before yotut starking on the

assignments.

Munena IIpUTE)KaBa C IMO3HaHHUA IO r€OMETPHA — 3aTOBa MOXKCII Ja CE
0oOpBIIaNI KbM Hesl, KOTaTo UMaIl MPoOJIeM B YUUITHIIIE.

Milena pritezava s poznanija po geometrijaatova mozes da se
obriastas Km neja, kogato imas problem viliste.

Milena has a s knowledge of geometry, so youask her for help if
you're finding it hard at school.
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Axo ciyuaiiHO u3 B ONACHOCT, HE ce KoyiebaiiTe Ja ce oObpHETe 3a
MIOMOIIl KbM Hai-0au3K0TO nojenenne Ha MBP.

Ako slitajno iz___ v opasnost, ne se kolebajte da mete za pomostakn
naj-blizkoto podelenie na MVR.

If you happen to be i danger, don't hesitateetek help from the nearest
police station.

JKenara, kosaTo BUsX, Oemie Ha Cp BB3paCT —MOKe Ou Ha okoJio 35.
Zenata, kojato vidjax, beSe na sr__azrast — moze bi na okolo 35.

The woman | saw was mi -aged — maybe around 35.

I1o MU PBbKa, 3al10TO HC MOTra Jia CC U3IlpaBd CcaM — IIPCKAJICHO CTap CbM
BCUC.

Po mi &ka, zaStoto ne moga da se izpravja sam — prekatroam
vece.

G me a hand because | can’t get up on my olwn teo old.
[Ipe3uneHTsT Ha penyOnukaTra HanpaBu 00 KbM HalMsATa, KOeTo Oere

HU3JIBYCHO 110 HalTMOHAaJIHATa TCJICBU3 M.

Prezidenit na republikata napravi ob___ ark nacijata, koeto beSe dZkno
po nacionalnata televizija.

The President of the Republic delivered an add to the nation which was
broadcast on national TV.

locnoxko, He pa3zOpax nmamu TpsiOBa 3aeqHO Aa pabOTUM MO 3aaduuTe WU
10 .

Gospozo, ne razbrax dali trjabva zaedno da rabbimadaite ili po

Mrs., | didn’t get if we were supposed to work dme tproblems together or
in

Ilersp He nmomycka MHOIO T , KOraTo IUIIE Ha AHIJIMHCKH, 3all0TO €
YYMJI B QHIVIMICKO YUUIIMILIE.

Petir ne dopuska mnogo g, kogato piSe na angligdtoto e &il v
anglijsko wiliste.

Peter doesn’t make many m when he writes gligin because he went

to an English school.

Heneiite na B ITyM, 3a110TO OaIa By CIU CJIE] HOII[HA CMSIHA.
Nedejte da vd Sum, zastoto basSta vi spi sléthasmjana.
Don't m so much noise because your fatheregpstfter his night shift.
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Enna nobpa cexperapka TpsOBa 1a ymee 1a BOJIU KO Ha IOHE JIBA €3UKa

— Ja IHIIE O(l)I/II_[I/IaJIHI/I MHMCMa, Ja OTroBaps HAa UMEWIM U Ja TOBOPU IO
TenedoHa C Uy KIACCTPaHHH KIHUCHTH.

Edna dobra sekretarka trjabva da umee da vodi kona pone dva ezika — da
piSe oficialni pisma, da otgovarja na imejli i davgri po telefona s
cuzdestranni klienti.

A good administrative assistant must be able tadleanor in at least
two languages — i.e. to write formal letters, tplyeo email messages and talk
on the phone with international clients.

Cn orOopu OBpP30 OTMaZHaXa OT KIACHPAHETO, 3alIOTO He ce Osxa
IMMOATOTBHUIIM AOCTATBhYHO U HE pasrojaraxa C ,I[O6pI/I Hurpaydu.
Sl otbori Brzo otpadnaxa ot klasiraneto, zastoto ne se bjaxigqivili

dosta#icno i ne razpolagaxa s dobri igra
The we teams quickly dropped out, because they harhitted enough
and didn’t have good players.

AKO BHUIUII HAKBJE OpaT MU, KQXKH M ,9¢ MaMa Ka3a, 4e TpsOBa aa ce
npubepe BegHara.

Ako vidi$ njakide brat mi, kazi m___ ¢e mama kazae trjabva da se pribere
vednaga.

If you see my brother anywhere, tell h___ that Mgaid he should
immediately come home.

TwHpcux moa 1bPBO U K ,HO HE MOTa HUKB/E J1a TH OTKPHU.

Tarsix pod drvo ik, no ne moga riile da gi otkrija.

| searched highand |, but | couldn’t find thanywhere.

T'o KOJIMYECTBO pecypcu Ie ObJaT BIOKEHH B HOBHUS MPOEKT 3a
Pa3sBUTUC HA PCTHUOHA.

Go___ koltestvo resursi Steadat vlozeni v novija proekt za razvitie na
regiona.

A la amount of resources will be invested in tlev project for the
development of the region.

Nn napy He J1aBaM KakBO MpaBH JIUMHUTHp — XU4 HE M€ UHTEepecyBa!
Ip pari ne davam kakvo pravi Didrit- Xi¢ ne me interesuval
| couldn’t care | what Dimit is up to — I'm just not interested!
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* 3a mppBU IOBT ce Ip ONUT Jla ce BbBeAe OE3KOHTPOJHA HaMeca Ha
IbpKaBaTa B TWYHATA cepa Ha TPaxITaHUTE.

e Za parvi pat se pr opit da seivede bezkontrolna namesa riazdvata v
licnata sfera na grazdanite.
e For the first time an attempt has been m tadice uncontrolled state

intervention in citizens’ private lives.

*  VYTpe TpsibBa Beue sa cMe roToBM 3a ImbT. He 3Ham obade Kos Koja € Io-

yIa4HoO Ja B3EMEM —H WY Bamniara?
e Utre trjabva vée da sme gotovi zaip Ne znam ob#e koja kola e po-udao
da vzemem —n ili vaSata?

* We have to be ready to go by tomorrow. | only ddaibw which car we
should take —o____ or yours?

The additional fillers were as follows

* He e paspeuieHo aa ce niyBa B €3€pOToO, 3a1[0TO TO € MHOTO Ib .
* Ne e razreSeno da se pluva v ezeroto, zaStotontwogo d .
* Swimming in the lake is forbidden because it's vaey :

* CoabT ompaBia MojJ_____ ¥ ro MycHa Ha cBoboa.

e Sadat opravda pod___ i go pusha na svoboda.

* The court acquitted the acc___ and set him free.

e Crapuar 40BEK MMaIlle U3KJIIOUUTEITHO 100pa MmaMeT — Cl_____ CH JIOpH HEIla,
cimyunnu ce npeau SO0roauHu.

« Starijat¢covek imaSe izkljtitelno dobra pamet —sp__ si dori nest&iiklse

predi 50 godini.
* The old man had an incredibly good memory — he eeen _ events that
happened 50 years ago.
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Section 5
DISTRIBUTION OF TEST ITEMS IN THE DIFFERENT TEST \ESIONS

Bapuant 1/Version 1

* A3 MHOro obwyam cB_____ 06aba u JIeNiss M C YAOBOJICTBUE OCTaBaM IPH TIX
IIPE3 BAKaHIIUUTE.

e Az mnogo ohiam sv__ baba i lelja i s udovolstvie ostavamtjax prez
vakanciite.

e T__ wmacawu cTon B X0la ca MU MHOTO HEYIOOHH — JOOpe MIele Aa €, ako TH
0s1Xa TanUIHPaITH.

« T___ masai stol v xola sa mi mnogo neudobni —elditeSe da e, ako gi

bjaxa tapicirali.

° Msmuoro OGI/I‘-IaM Ja CC I'priKa 3a TB rnararaj 1 KkaHapyde, J0KaTo T66€ TC
HAMa —TOBA HAUCTHHA MU JOCTaBA YAOBOJICTBUC M HC MC HaTOBAapBalll HA Hali-
MAaJIKO.

e Mnogo obtam da se grizazatv____ papagal i ksmadokato tebe te njama —

tova naistina mi dostavja udovolstvie i ne me nate&s ni naj-malko.

Bapuant 2/Version 2

° Ho Kbllla U KaMHUOH 0sixa MHOTO CKBIIM M 3aTOBa My C€ HAJIOXKH Oa
poJaajie U ABaTa CU CTapU arapTaMeHTa, 3a 1a MOXKE J1a CU T [O3BOJIU.
* No KSta i kamion bjaxa mnogo &k i zatova mu se nalozi da prodade i

dvata si stari apartamenta, za da moze da si gotioz

* Mo OpaT M cecTpa MHOTO Ce TPIIKAT 32 MEH U IoMaraT BKbIIH.

* Mo brat i sestra mnogo se grizat za men i pamagsti.

e Toit MHOrO 0OMya CB HOXX ¥ BUJIUIIA, 3aII0TO CH TH € KyIuJ OT 4yXOnHa
" Ca MY CKbII CIIOMCH.

e Toj mnogo ohbia sv noz i vilica, zastoto si gi e kupilcozbina i sa mu

skap spomen.

o BI/I)KI[aH_I JU T XaMCTEp M mamnarajadye B bI'bJla— TAX JIM UCKall Ja KyYIIUM
WJIU J1a IPOBEPHUM M B CJIC/IBAILIMS Mara3uH?
e VizdaS li t xamster i papagalv agila — tjax li iskas da kupim ili da

proverim i v sledvastija magazin?
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Bapuanr 3/Version 3

* Mo OpaToBYe[ M cecTpa MHOTO CE TPIIKAT 32 MEH M ITOMarat BKbIITH.

« Mo bratoved i sestra mnogo se grizat za men i pomagaitivk

e lIBa" mMHOro oOnya Ba Ky4de ¥ KOTKa 4 BCE M€ MOJIX Ja I'o BOJA Y Bac, 3a
Ja T'U TaJHu.

* Ivan mnogo ohia va ke i kotka i vse me moli da go vodja u vas, za da
gi gali.

b BI/I)KI[aH_I JAU T MOMYC U MOMHYE B BI'bJIa —3a TAX TH I'OBOPEX, Y€ Ca CC
O0XCHHJIM HACKOPO.

e Vizdaslit morde | momte vagala — za tjax ti govorexie sa se ozenili
naskoro.

hd Ho KbIIla U KOJIa 0sIXxa MHOTO CKBIIM U 3aTOBa My CC HAJIOXKU Jia Mpoaanc
U ABaTa CU CTapy amapTaMeHTa, 3a 1a MOXE [a CU ' II03BOJIH.

* No kiSta i kola bjaxa mnogo 8ki i zatova mu se nalozi da prodade i

dvata si stari apartamenta, za da moZe da si giotioz

Bapuant 4/Version 4

e Mo___ xamMmcTep M MHIIKA ITOCTOSIHHO C€ OMSAT M 3aTOBA T'M AbpPKa B OTNICITHU
CcTau.

e Mo___ xamster i miSka postojanno se bijat i zafgiv@drza v otdelni stai.

* Ho__ ydeHuk u yyeHHuKa 0sixa mpueTu 1o0pe B Kijaca U KaKTO YUUTEIUTE,
Taka U YYeHULUTE, UM [IOMOTHaxa Ja ce aJanTupar.

* No___ uenik i wenikka bjaxa prieti dobre v klasa i kaktg@itelite, taka i

ucenicite, im pomognaxa da se adaptirat.

e S BuxT TeTpaJKa ¥ XUMHKaJIKa Ha JOJHUSA padT — TAX JIM HUCKAll Ja
KYITUM WJIU TIBPBO 1€ pa3riielaMe U B JPYTUTE Mara3uHu?
e Javizt tetradka i ximikalka na dolnija raftjax li iskas da kupim ili

parvo Ste razgledame i v drugite magazini?
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Bapuanr 5/Version 5

d Mo Ky4€ U KOTKa MOCTOSAHHO CC 61/I$IT " 3aTOBA I'M IbprKa B OTACIIHHU CTaH.

* Mo ke i kotka postojanno se bijat i zatova gizh v otdelni stai.

* Ho MOMYE U MOMHYE Osixa MPHETH M00pe B Kilaca M KaKTO YYUTEIIHTE,
Taka ¥ YYCHUIIUTE, UM IIOMOTHaxa Jia ce aganTupar.

* No momnie i momge bjaxa prieti dobre v klasa i kaktd@itelite, taka i

ucenicite, im pomognaxa da se adaptirat.

e To¥ cu MHUCIIH, Y€ HE Maca U TabypeTKH I ca JOCTaThUHU 3a TOCTHUTE,
HO MOJKe OM IIIe My CE€ HAJIOXKH Jia B3e€M€ Ha 3a€M OT ChCEUTE.
e Toj si misli,ce ne masa i taburetki Ste sa dé&tatza gostite, no moze bi

Ste mu se nalozi da vzeme na zaenistdite.

e T JIETTIO W KaHarme B X0Ja ca MM MHOTO HEyIOoOHHM — A00pe miemie na e,
aKo Ty 0s1Xa TalmuIHPaTH.
e T leglo i kanape v xola sa mi mnogo neudobabbre SteSe da e, ako gi

bjaxa tapicirali.

Bapuant 6/Version 6

o Mo Ky4€ M KOTC ITIOCTOSAHHO C€ OHST U 3aTOBA ' ABbpiKa B OTACIIHU CTaH.

* Mo ke i kote postojanno se bijat i zatova gizh v otdelni stai.

* Ho VYCHHK M YYHUTEJIKa OsXa MpUeTH A00pe B Kilaca M KaKTO YUUTEIIHTE,
TaKa U YYEHULIUTE, UM IOMOTHaxa Ja ce aJanTupar.

* No wenik i Wwitelka bjaxa prieti dobre v klasa i kakt@itelite, taka i

uc¢enicite, im pomognaxa da se adaptirat.

e dBuxT NPBCTEH U OI'bPJIMIA HA JOJTHUA padT — TAX JIM MCKALI J1a KyITUM
WIY ITBPBO 1I€ pasriefame U B IpYTuTe Mara3uHu?
e Javizt gisten i ogrlica na dolnija raft — tjax li iskasS da kupim girvo

Ste razgledame i v drugite magazini?
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Bapuanr 7/Version 7

d MO_ nmynmika ¢W THUCTOJICT CICYCIIMXa IIbpBa HaArpaga Ha JIOBHOTO
HU3JI0KECHHUC.

e Mo___ pusSka i pistolet spelixa pgirva nagrada na lovnoto izloZzenie.

* MHoro o6u4aM J1a ce Tpuka 3a TB_____ Kyde U KOTKa, JOKaTo Tede Te HAMa —
TOBA HAMCTUHA MU NOCTAaBs YAOBOJICTBUC U HC MC HATOBApPBAIll HU HAU-MAJIKO.

* Mnogo obéam da se grizazatv____ daui kotka, dokato tebe te njama — tova

naistina mi dostavja udovolstvie i ne me natovaniagaj-malko.

d HaMepHxa Ha JCTCTO OT CHPOIUTAIHUIICTO HO Mailka ¥ J1eJI1 1 TO MHOI'O
CC 3apajiBa, 4c Hail-ceTHe 1€ 3a’KUBEC B UCTHUHCKO CEMEUCTBO.
 Namerixa na deteto ot siropitaliSteto no madjKkalja i to mnogo se

zaradvage naj-setne Ste zazZivee v istinsko semejstvo.

e T MBX W JK€Ha Ha CHHMKara 0sxa W3MpPaBeHHW NpeX ChJa, 3alloTo ca ce
OTIUTAJIH J1a U3BBpIIAT ((MHAHCOBA U3MaMa.
e T n&z 1 zena na snimkata bjaxa izpraveni prédias zaStoto sa se opitali

da iz\arSat finansova izmama.

Bapuanr 8/Version 8

* Mo nynika u cabs crieuenrxa rbpBa Harpaja Ha JIOBHOTO U3JIOKEHHUE.

e Mo puska i sabja sgmlixa pirva nagrada na lovnoto izlozenie.

¢ HBan mHOro obuua Ba Kyd4e U KOT€ U BC€ ME MOJIU Jla 'O BOJAA y Bac, 3a J1a
T raju.

e Ivan mnogo oliia va kte i kote i vse me moli da go vodja u vas, za da gi
gali.

o Ho anapTaMCHT U KOJia 0s1xa MHOT'O CKBIIM M 3aTOBa MYy C€ HAJIOXKH 1a
poJaajie U ABaTa CU CTapU arapTaMeHTa, 3a 1a MOXKE J1a CU T [O3BOJIU.

* No apartament i kola bjaxa mnog@psk zatova mu se nalozi da prodade

| dvata si stari apartamenta, za da moze da ziqQli.

° Bnnc;[am JAU T MBXK U KCHA B BI'bJIa — 3a TIX THU TOBOPCX, 4YC Ca CC
OKCHUJIM HACKOPO.

e VizdaS lit___ mZ i Zzena vagala — za tjax ti govorex¢e sa se ozenili
naskoro.
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Bapuant 9/Version 9

MO nymKa " JIBK CIIcUcCjinxa H’pra Harpa;[a Ha JIOBHOTO H3JI0KCHUC.
Mo puska idk speelixa pirva nagrada na lovnoto izlozenie.
MHuoro obuuam 1a ce rpuxa 3a TB Ky4de M KOTE, JIOKaTo Tebe Te HiIMa —

TOBa HAMCTWUHA MU AOCTaBs YAOBOJICTBHUE U HE MC HAaTOBapBalll HAU Hal-MajiaKo.
Mnogo obtam da se griza za tv deui kote, dokato tebe te njama — tova
naistina mi dostavja udovolstvie i ne me natovaniataj-malko.

BI/I)KI[aH_I JAu T___ MBX W MOMHYC B BI'bjla — 3a TIX TH IOBOPEX, Y€ Ca CC
O0XCHHJIM HACKOPO.

Vizdas lit___ mz i momie v agila — za tjax ti govorex¢e sa se ozenili
naskoro.

Bapuant 10/Version 10

Bceku cu Muciy, 4e He 7ieTe ¥ BHYK ca Haili-moOpuTe Ha cBeTa.
Vseki si misli,ce ne dete i vnuk sa naj-dobrite na sveta.
TpsiOBa nma ce mo3amMuCHMII 3a TB KbIlla U MHUKPOOYC — M JBETE ce

HYXIasAT OT PEMOHT U HsMa J1a UMa ¢ KaKBO J1a JOKapall TOCTUTE U KbJIE 1a TU
HACTaHUIII, aKO HC B3CMCII MCPKH.

Trjabva da se pozamislis za tv___aSta i mikrobus — i dvete se nuzdajat ot
remont i njama da ima s kakvo da dokaras goski#ielé da gi nastanis, ako ne
vzemes merki.

T XaMCTEep W MHIIIKa Ha JIBOpa HE MPEeCcTaBar Ja ce OUsAT — OMpPh3HAXa MU
Beue!
T xamster i miSka na dvora ne prestavat dgate-bomtiznaxa mi vée!

Bapuant 11/Version 11

Bceku cu mucin, 4e He YKEHa ¥ JIeTla ca Hail-moOpuTe Ha CBETA.
Vseki si misli,ce ne Zena i deca sa naj-dobrite na sveta.
TpsibBa ma ce mo3aMuciIMII 32 TB KbIlla U amnapTaMeHT — U JBETE C€

HYKJasIT OT pEMOHT U HsAMa J1a UMa C KaKBO Ja JOKapalll I'OCTUTE U KbJC Ja I'u
HaCTaHUII, aKO HC B3CMCIII MEPKH.

Trjabva da se pozamisliS za tv___aSta i apartament — i dvete se nuzdajat ot
remont i njama da ima s kakvo da dokaras goski#ielé da gi nastanis, ako ne
vzemes merki.

T Kyde ¥ KOT€ Ha JIBOpa He TPecTaBar Jia ce OusT — oMph3Haxa MU Bede!
T ke i kote na dvora ne prestavat da se bijat -apnaxa mi veée!
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Bapuant 12/Version 12

Bceku cu Muciu, 4e He KEHa U JIbILeps ca Hall-1o0puTe Ha CBeTa.

Vseki si misli,ce ne Zena idterja sa naj-dobrite na sveta.

Toit mHOrO 0OMua CB BIWJIMIIA U JBXKHWIA, 3aIll0TO CH W € KyIOWI OT
qy)KOMHA U ca MYy CKBIT CIOMEH.

Toj mnogo ohia sv vilica idzica, zaStoto si gi e kupil ¢uzbina i sa mu

skap spomen.

T Kyde ¥ KOTKa Ha JBOpa HE MPEeCcTaBar Ja ce OusIT — oMpb3Haxa MH Beue!
T ke i kotka na dvora ne prestavat da se bijat -apnaxa mi vee!

Bapuant 13/Version 13

Toit cu muciu, 4e He Ky4e U KOT€E Ca MO-TIIOPOJUCTHU OT TE3U HA CHCEIUTE.
Toj si misli,¢e ne kée i kote sa po-porodisti ot tezi ngsedite.

bux HampaBwi BCUYKO 3a TB_____ CHUH W AbBIIEPS, 3alI0TO T'M YyBCTBaM TaKa,
ge BCe €JHO Ha MEHE ca MM Acla.

Bix napravil vstko za tv____ sin i &terja, zaStoto giuvstvam takage vse
edno na mene sa mi deca.

T KaHame W IWBaH B XOJla ca MU MHOTO HEyAoOHM — qo0pe miere za e,
aKo TW 0s1xa TanmuIupaiy.

T kanape i divan v xola sa mi mnogo neudobnobrel SteSe da e, ako gi
bjaxa tapicirali.

Bapuant 14/Version 14

Toil cm mucnM, 4e He_ Kyde M KOTKa ca IO-IIOPOJMCTH OT TE3H Ha
CBbCCOUTC.

Toj si misli,ée ne____ kée i kotka sa po-porodisti ot tezi néssdite.

A3 MHOTro obmuam cB_____0aba u mpajsao u ¢ yJOBOJICTBUE OCTaBaM IPH TIX
IMPpE3 BAKAHIIUUTC.

Az mnogo ohiam sv__ baba i pradjado i s udovolstvie ostavamnjgx

prez vakanciite.

T MOMYE ¥ MOMHYE Ha CHUMKAaTa 0sXxa U3MPaBEHH MPE] ChlIa, 3aI0TO ca
ce OMHTAJIH J]a U3BbpIIAT (UHAHCOBA U3MaMa.
T monte i momge na snimkata bjaxa izpraveni predia, zasStoto sa se

opitali da iz\arSat finansova izmama.
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Bapuant 15/Version 15

Toii cu MUCIIU, Y€ HC KOH U KpaBa €a MO-MOpOAUCTHU OT TC3U HA CHCCAUTC.
Toj si misli,¢e ne kon i krava sa po-porodisti ot tezi fsedite.
TpsiOBa 1a ce Mo3aMuCIINII 3a TB KBII[a U KOJIa — U JIBETE CE€ HYXXIAAT OT

PEMOHT U HAMA J1a UMa C KaKBO J1a JTOKapaml rOCTUTE U KbJE Ja I'M HACTaHUIILI,

aKO HC B3CMCIII MCPKH.

Trjabva da se pozamislis za tv___aSta i kola — i dvete se nuzdajat ot remont
i njama da ima s kakvo da dokara$ gostitédiekda gi nastanis, ako ne vzemes
merki.

T CIIY)XUTEI U CEKpeTapka Ha CHUMKaTa OsXa W3MpaBeHHU Mpe] ChIa,
3al10TO Ca CE€ OMTaIu Aa U3BLPIIAT (bHHaHCOBa n3mMama.
T sluzitel i sekretarka na snimkata bjaxa me@napred 8da, zastoto sa se

opitali da iz\arsat finansova izmama.

Bapuanr 16/Version 16

Toi cu muciu, 4e He Oupa M pakus IIe ca JOCTaThbYHH 3a TOCTHTE, HO
MOKe O e My CC HAJIOKHU J1a B3€MC Ha 3aCM OT CbCCAUTC.
Toj si misli, ¢e ne bira i rakija Ste sa do&tai za gostite, no moze bi Ste

mu se nalozi da vzeme na zaemaseslite.

WBan mHOTO 0OMYa Ba____ Kyd4e W MHUIIIKA ¥ BCE M€ MOJIH JIa TO BOJS Yy Bac, 3a

Jla TY TaJIH.

Ivan mnogo oliia va___ ke i miSka i vse me moli da go vodja u vas, za da
gi gali.

Hamepuxa Ha 1eTeTo OT CUPONMTAIUINETO HO___ MaiKa ¥ TaTKO U TO MHOI'O

ce 3apajiBa, 4e Hal-CETHE 1€ 3aKMBEE B UCTUHCKO CEMENCTBO.

Namerixa na deteto ot siropitaliSteto no_ majkatko i to mnogo se

zaradvage naj-setne Ste zazivee v istinsko semejstvo.

A BUXK T tedTep u PpeHepue Ha JOTHUA padT — TAX JIU UCKAII Ja KyIUM
WIY ITBPBO 1I€ pasriefame u B IpYTUTe Mara3uHu?
Javizt tefter i fen&e na dolnija raft — tjax li iskas da kupim ilirpo Ste

razgledame i v drugite magazini?
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Bapuanr 17/Version 17

* Toii MHOro obmuua cB IJIaTO M JBXKHUIA, 3al0TO CU T € KyIOul OT
qyXOMHa U ca My CKbII CIIOMEH.
* Toj mnogo obia sv plato iakica, zastoto si gi e kupil ¢uzbina i sa mu

skap spomen.

o bux HarpaBuJ1 BCUYKO 3a TB MOMYEC WU MOMMHYC, 3alllOTO I'M YYBCTBaM
TaKa, 4e BCe €JHO Ha MEHE ca MU Acla.
* Bix napravil vstko za tv mowke i momte, zastoto géuvstvam takage

vse edno na mene sa mi deca.

o HaMepHxa Ha ACTETO OT CHUPOIHUTAIMUINCTO HO AOM M POAUTECIN U TO
MHOI'0 C€ 3apaaBa, 4c HaH-ceTHe 1€ 3a’KUBEC B UICTUHCKO CEeMEHCTBO.
* Namerixa na deteto ot siropitaliSteto no donoditeli i to mnogo se

zaradvage naj-setne Ste zazivee v istinsko semejstvo.

Bapuant 18/Version 18

* Mo OpaTde U cecTpuye MHOTO CE TPIIKAT 32 MEH M IToMaraT BKbIIIH.

« Mo brate i sestide mnogo se grizat za men i pomagatstk

e Tol cu MHUCIH, Ue HE BHHO M pakys IIe ca JOCTaThYHU 3a I'OCTUTE, HO
MOXe O e My C€ HAJIOKH J1a B3€EMC Ha 3a€M OT CbCCAUTC.

e Toj si misli,¢e ne vino i rakija Ste sa dostai za gostite, no moze bi Ste

mu se nalozi da vzeme na zaemaseslite.

o He e mmax MHOTO HYXJa, HO CH KYIIUX HO I10JIa 1 IMIaHTAaJIOH — €JIa aa
BHUHUII JAJIU 1€ TH Xapecart.
* Ne ¢e imax mnogo nuzda, no si kupix no pola i gdanta ela da vidis

dali Ste ti xaresat.

Bapuant 19/Version 19

d bux HalTpaBUJI BCUYKO 3a TB ACTC U BHYK, 3allI0TO I'M YYBCTBAM TaKa, 4c
BCC €IHO Ha MCHE Ca MU Ac1a.
e Bix napravil vstko za tv dete i vnuk, zaStoto @ivstvam takage vse

edno na mene sa mi deca.

* He 4e umax MHOTO HY/1a, HO CH KyITMX HO 0JTy3a 1 1oJj1a — ej1a J1a BUJIHII
JIaJIM 1Ie T Xapecar.
¢ Ne ¢e imax mnogo nuzda, no si kupix no bluza i potda da vidis dali

Ste ti xaresat.

hd BI/I)I(,Z[aLH JM T KydC M KOTC B bI'bJla — TAX JIM UCKAIl Ja KyIIUM WA Ja
MIPOBEPHM M B CIICJIBAIIMS Mara3uH?
e Vizdas it kde i kote vagala — tjax li iskas da kupim ili da proverim i v

sledvastija magazin?
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Bapuant 20/Version 20

* A3 mHOro obuyam cB_____ 06aba W 470 U C yIOBOJCTBHE OCTaBaM IPH TAX
IMPpE3 BAKAHIIUUTC.

* Az mnogo obtam sv____ baba i djado i s udovolstvie ostavantjgxi prez
vakanciite.

o BI/I)KI[aH_I JU T___ Ky4€ M KOTKa B bI'bJla — TAX JIM WCKalll Ja KyIIUM HJIK Ja
MIPOBEPHM H B CIICJIBAIIMS Mara3uH?

 VizdaSlit___ kde i kotka vagala — tjax li iskas da kupim ili da proverim i v

sledvastija magazin?

e He 4ye umax MHOTO HYXZ1a, HO CH KYITUX HO SIKE U TepJaH — ej1a Ja BUOUII
JIaJM 1Ie T Xapecar.
* Nece imax mnogo nuzda, no si kupix no jake i gerdala da vidis dali

Ste ti xaresat.
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PART 2

RESULTS GROUPED ACCORDING TO THE CONTROLLERS

Section 1

HUMAN CONTROLLERS

Bulgarian English PL Sameness Animacy Nat.v Gram.

example tranglation of gender = status accid. function
coord.

Tozi/tezi maz i This/these man 5 no human natural subject

Zenana snimkata and woman

bjaxa izpraveni

pred ada

Toziltezi sluzitel i  This/these 3 no human accidentalsubject

sekretarka na official and

snimkata bjaxa secretary (one

izpraveni pred instance of

sida (one instance “the.sad.PL")

of taznite)

Tova/tezi mom¥e  This/these boy 1 yes human natural subject

I momiée na and girl

snimkata bjaxa

izpraveni pred

sada

Mojat/moite brat My.SG/PL 3 no human natural subject

I sestramnogo se brother and

grizat sister

Mojat/moite My.SG/PL 3 no human accidentalsubject

bratovéed i sestra cousin and sister

mMNogo se grizat...

Moeto/moite My.SG/PL little 2 yes human natural subject

bratée i sestre brother and little

mNogo se grizat zasister

men

Novijat/novite The new.SG/PL 5 no human accidentalsubject

uéenik i u¢itelka  schoolboy and

bjaxa prieti teacher

Novoto/novite The new.SG/PL 4 yes human natural subject

momé¢e i momike  boy and girl

bjaxa prieti dobre

Novijat/novite The new.SG/PL 1 no human accidentalsubject

uéenik i uéeni¢ka = schoolboy and (or

bjaxa prieti dobre schoolgirl natural?)

Vseki si misli,ce  his.SG/PL child 3 no human accidentalsubject of

negovoto/negovite and grandchild embedded

dete i vnuk sa... clause

®To ease the presentation, the gender of the casjuamd the singular attributive elements is not
indicated; if the attributive element is singulidhas the same gender as the conjunct closesst to i




Bulgarian English SG PL Sameness Animacy Nat.v Gram.

example translation of gender = status accid. function
coord.

Vseki si misli,ce  his.SG/PL wife 2 3 no human natural subject of

negovata/negovite and children embedded

Zena i decasa clause

Vseki si misli,ce  his.SG/PL wife 3 4 yes human accidentakubject of

negovata/negovite and daughter embedded

Zena i diSterja sa | (one instance of clause

(one instance of  “unmarried.SG”)

neonizena zena i

dasteterja)

Az mnogo obtam own.SG/PL 2 2 yes human accidentaldirect object

svojata/svoite grandmother and

baba i lelja aunt

Az mnogo obtam own.SG/PL 7 no human natural direct objec

svojata/svoite grandmother and

baba i djado grandfather

Az mnogo own.SG/PL 1 5 no human accidentaldirect object

obicham grandmother and

svojata/svoite great-

baba i pradjado  grandfather

Namerixa na new.SG/PL 3 3 yes human accidentaldirect object

deteto ot mother and aunt

siropitaliSteto (one instance of

novi/nova majka  “but his.SG

I lelja (one mother and

instance of: “no | aunt”)

negovata majka i

lelja”™)

Namerixa na new.SG/PL 2 5 no human natural direct objec

deteto ot mother and

siropitalisteto father

nova/novi majka

| tatko

Vizdas litova/tezi this/these boy 2 2 yes human natural direct object

momée i momike  and girl

Vizdas litozi/tezi  this/these man 1 5 no human accidentaldirect object

maz i momiée (1  and girl (one

instance of instance of “the

“tamnija maz i dark.SG man

momice”) and girl)

Vizdas litozi/tezi  this/these man 1 5 no human natural direct objec

maz i zena and woman
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Bulgarian English SG PL Sameness Animacy Nat.v Gram.
example translation of gender = status accid. function
coord.

Bix napravil your.SG/PLboy 5 2 vyes human natural preposition
vsicko za and girl object
tvoeto/tvoite
mom¢e i momice
Bix napravil your.SG/PL 5 2 no human accidentalprepositional
vsic¢ko za child and object
tvoeto/tvoite dete  grandchild
I vhuk
Bix napravil your.SG/PLson 4 3 no human natural preposition
vsicko za and daughter object
tvoja/tvoite sin i
dasterja

TOTAL 57 78

(HUMANS): SG PL

al

al
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Section 2

ANIMAL CONTROLLERS'

Bulgarian English SG PL Sameness Animacy Nat.v Gram.

example trandation of gender = status accid. function
coord.

Tozi/tezi xamster This/these 4 no animal accidentalsubject

I miSka na dvora | hamster and

ne prestavat... (2 = mouse (two

instances of “tvoite instances of

xamster i miska”) | “your.PL")

Tovaltezi kuce i This/these 3 3 yes animal natural subject

kote na dvora ne  doggie and kitty

prestavat da se (one instance of

bijat (one instance “your.PL” and

of “tvojte” and of  “your.SG” each)

“tvoeto”)

Tovaltezi kuce i This/these dog 5 2 no animal natural subject

kotka na dvora ne and cat (two

prestavat da se instances of

bijat (two instances “their.SG”)

of “tjaxnoto”)

Moeto/moite ku¢e My.SG/PL 2 4 yes animal natural subject

| kote postojanno  doggie and kitty

se bijat

Moeto/moite kuée My.SG/PL dog 2 3 no animal natural subject

i kotka postojanno and cat

se bijat

Mojat/moite My.SG/PL 3 2 no animal accidentalsubject

xamster i miSka  hamster and

postojanno se bijat mouse

Toj si misli, ce his.SG/PL horse 6 no animal accidentalsubject of

negovijat/negovite and cow (natural?) embedded

kon i krava sa po- clause

porodisti

Toj si misli,ce his.SG/PL 1 5 yes animal natural subject of

negovoto/negovite doggie and kitty embedded

kuce i kotesa po- (one instance of clause

porodisti ot... (one “someone’s.SG”

instance of

“necie”)

"To ease the presentation, the gender of the casjuamd the singular attributive elements is not
indicated; if the attributive element is singulidhas the same gender as the conjunct closesst to i
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Bulgarian English SG PL Sameness Animacy Nat.v Gram.
example trandation of gender = status accid. function
coord.

Toj si misli, ¢e his.SG/PL dog 7 no animal natural subject of
negovoto/negovite and cat (one embedded
kuce i kotka sa instance of “not clause
po-porodisti ot... = own.PL” and
(one instance of | “invisible.PL”
“ne svoite” and of each)
“nevidimi”)
Ivan mnogo olila  your.SG/PL 2 4 yes animal natural direct object
vaSeto/vaSite kde doggie and kitty
i kote
Ivan mnogo oldla your.SG/PLdog 1 3 no animal natural direct object
vasSeto/vaSite kde and cat (one
I kotka instance of
(one instance of | “faithful.PL”")
“vjarni”)
Ivan mnogo oldla  your.SG/PLdog 3 3 no animal accidentaldirect object
vasSeto/vaSite kde and mouse
i miSka
Vizdas litozi/tezi  this/these 1 3 no animal accidentaldirect object
xamster i hamster and little
papagakev agala parrot
Vizdas litova/tezi this/these doggie 5 2 yes animal natural direct object
kuce i kotev agala = and kitty (one
(one instance of | instance of “the
“tamnoto”) dark.SG”)
Vizdas litova/tezi  this/these dog 3 2 no animal natural direct object
kuce i kotka v and cat (one
agala (one instance instance of
of “tamnoto”) “dark.SG”)
Mnogo obéam da your.SG/PLdog 2 4 no animal natural prepositional
se griza za and cat object
tvoeto/tvoite kuce
I kotka
Mnogo obtam da your.SG/PL 1 3 no animal accidentalprepositional
se griza za parrot and canary object
tvoja/tvoite
papagal i kanar¢e
Mnogo obtam da @ your.SG/PL 3 3 yes animal natural prepositional
se griza za doggie and kitty object
tvoeto/tvoite kuce
i kote

TOTAL 37 63

(ANIMALS): SG PL
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Section 3

INANIMATE CONTROLLERS?

Bulgarian English PL Sameness Animacy Nat.v Gram.
example trandation of gender = status accid. function
coord.
Mojata/moite My.SG/PL rifle 5 no inanim. | natural subject
puska i pistolet and pistol
speelixa
Mojata/moite My.SG/PL rifle 4 no inanim. | accidentalsubject
puska i lak and bow
speelixa
Mojata/moite My.SG/PL rifle 4 yes inanim. | natural subject
puska i sabja and sword
speelixa
Tazi/tezimasai  This/these table 2 no inanim. | natural subject
stol v xola sa (one and chair (one
instance of instance of
“texnite”)... “their.PL")
Toval/tezilegloi | This/these bed an 2 yes inanim.  accidentalsubject
kanapev xola sa = couch (one
mi mnogo instance of
neudobni (one “your.SG”)
instance of
“tvoeto”)
Tovaltezi kanape @ This/these couch 4 no inanim. | accidentalsubject
i divan v xola sa = and sofa (two
mi mnogo instances of
neudobni (two “your.PL")
instances of
“tvoite”)
Novijat/novite The new.SG/PL 3 no inanim. = accidentalsubject
apartament i kola flat and car (or
bjaxa mnogo sipi maybe
natural)
Novata/novite The new.SG/PL 1 yes inanim. | natural subject
kasta i kolabjaxa house and car
mnogo skpi (one instance of
(one instance of  “But this.PL
“No tezi kasta i house and car”)
kola”)
Novata/novite The new.SG/PL 3 no inanim. | accidentalsubject
kasta i kamion house and lorry
bjaxa mnogo sipi

8To ease the presentation, the gender of the casjuamd the singular attributive elements is not
indicated; if the attributive element is singulidhas the same gender as the conjunct closesst to i




Bulgarian English SG PL Sameness Animacy Nat.v Gram.
example trandation of gender = status accid. function
coord.

Toj si misli, ¢e his.SG/PL table 1 2 no(same inanim. accidental subject of
negovata/negovite and stools gender embedded
masa i taburetki but not clause
Ste sa dostatni the same

number!)
Toj si misli, ¢e his.SG/PL beer 2 2 yes inanim. | natural subject of
negovata/negovite and brandy (one embedded
bira i rakija Ste sa instance of “not clause
dostaiicni (one all.SG”)
instance of ¢e ne
vsickata”)
Toj si misli, ¢e his.SG/PL wine 3 3 no inanim. | natural subject of
negovoto/negovite and brandy embedded
vino i rakija Ste sa clause
dosta#icni
Ja viztoziltezi this/theseringand 3 3 no inanim. | accidentaldirect object
prasten i odirlica = necklace
Ja viztaziltezi this/these 2 1 yes inanim. | natural direct objec
tetradka i notebook and pen
ximikalka na
dolnija raft
Ja viztoziltezi this/these 2 3 no inanim. | accidentaldirect object
tefter i feneréena notebook and
dolnija raft (one | flashlight (one
instance of instance of
“tvoja”) “your.SG”)
Toj mnogo obda  own.SG/PL knife 4 no inanim. | natural direct objec
svoja/svoite noz i and fork
vilica
Toj mnogo obhia | own.SG/PL platter 5 2 no inanim.  accidentaldirect object
svoeto/svoite and spoon
plato i lazica
Toj mnogo ohia | own.SG/PL fork 4 3 yes inanim.  natural direct objec
svojata/svoite and spoon (one
vilica i lazica (one instance of “the
instance of “svitata bent.SG fork and
vilica i lazica”) spoon”)
Nece imax mnogo new.SG/PL blouse 6 1 yes inanim. | natural direct objec

nuzda, no si kupix
nova/novi bluza i
pola

and skirt
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Bulgarian English SG PL Sameness Animacy Nat.v Gram.
example trandation of gender = status accid. function
coord.

Ne ¢e imax mnogo new.SG/PL skirt 7 1 no inanim. | natural direct objec
nuzda, no si kupix and trouser(s)
nova/novi pola i
pantalon
Nece imax mnogo new.SG/PLjacket 6 1 no inanim. | accidentaldirect object
nuzda, no si kupix and necklace
novo/novi jake i
gerdan
Namerixa na new.SG/PL home 7 no (same inanim.+ accidental direct object
deteto ot and parents (one gender animate
siropitaliSteto instance of but
nov/novi domi “new.SG.DEF") different
roditeli (one number)
instance of
“novija”)
Trjabva da se your.SG/PLhouse 2 4 no inanim.  accidental prepositional
pozamislis za and flat object
tvojata/tvoite
kasta i
apartament
Trjabva da se your.SG/PL house 5 2 yes inanim.  natural preposition
pozamislis za and car object
tvojata/tvoite
kasta i kola
Trjabva da se your.SG/PLhouse 1 4 no inanim.  accidental prepositional
pozamislisS za and van object
tvojata/tvoite
kasta i mikrobus

TOTAL 74 64

(INANIMATES): SG PL
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PART 3

BREAKDOWN OF RESULTS BY INFORMANT

Section 1: First Study

(study conducted in “Velizar Peev” High School, §¥pon 05 Jan 2010)

Informant 1

Tozi maz i Zzena
Tvoeto ke i kotka
Novi majka i lelja
Moite puska i pistolet

Informant 2

Tezi xamster i miSka
Tvoite kasta i mikrobus
Negovite dete i vnhuk

Informant 3

Tvoite papagal i kanae
Tazi masa i stol
Svojata baba i lelja

Informant 4
Moite puska ik
Tezi maz i momkie
Tvoite ke i kote

Informant 5

Novite apartament i kola
Moite puska i sabja
Vaseto kde i kote

Tozi maz i Zena

Informant 6

Mojata puska idk
Tamnija maZ i momie
Tvoeto ke i kote

Informant 7

Novite apartament i kola
Moite pusSka i sabja
Vasite ke i kote

Tezi miz i zena

*Here “.SG” refers to the agreement marker on thes@ssive pronoun, not to whether it has singular or

plural reference.

this man and woman

your.S&dog and cat
new.PL mother and aunt
my.PL rifle and pistol

these hamster and mouse
your.PL house and van
his.PL child and grandson

your.PL parrot and canary
this table and chair
own.SG grandmother and aunt

my.PL rifle and bow
these man and girl
your.PL doggie and kitty

the new.PL flat and car

my.PL rifle and sword
your.SG doggie and kitty
this man and woman

my.SG rifle and bow
the dark.SG man and girl
your.SG doggie and kitty

the new.PL flat and car

my.PL rifle and sword
your.PL doggie and kitty
these man and woman
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Informant 8

Moite ke i kote
Novite wenik i witelka
Tezi pisten i ogrlica

Informant 9

Vasite ke i kotka
Novata KiSta i kola
Moite bratoved i sestra
Tova monge i momte

Informant 10

VaSeto kge i kotka

No tezi kasta i kola
Moite bratowed i sestra
Tezi montge | momte

Informant 11

Moite brat i sestra
Tozi xamster i papagsd
Svoite noz i vilica
Novite kiSta i kamion

Informant 12

Tezi maz i Zzena
Tvoite ke i kotka
Novi majka i lelja
Moite puska i pistolet

Informant 13
Novite monge i momte

Ne samo masa i taburetka

Moite kute i kotka
Tezi leglo i kanape

Informant 14

Tazi tetradka i ximikalka
Mojat xamster i miSka
Novite wenik i kkenicka

Informant 15

Tezi tetradka i ximikalka
Moite xamster i miSka
Novijat wenik i wenicka

my.PL doggie and kitty
the new.PL schoolboy and teacher
these ring and necklace

your.PL dog and cat

the new.SG house and car
my.PL cousin and sister

this boy and girl

your.SG dog and cat

but these house and car
my.PL cousin and sister

these boy and girl

my.PL brother and sister
this hamster and little parrot
own.PL knife and fork

the new.PL house and lorry

these man and woman

your.PL dog and cat
new.PL mother and aunt
my.PL rifle and pistol

the new.PL boy and girl
not only a table and toelevant)
my.PL dog and cat
these bed and couch

this notebook and pen
my.SG hamster and mouse
the new.PL schoolboy and schoolgirl

these notebook and pen
my.PL hamster and mouse

the new.SG schoolboy and schoolgirl
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Informant 16

Tezi miz i Zena

Tvoite kute i kotka

No negovata majka i lelja
Moite puska i pistolet

Informant 17

Novijat apartament i kola
Mojata puska i sabja
Vasite ke i kote

Tezi miz i zena

Informant 18

Novoto monge i momte
Negovata masa i taburetki
Moeto kue i kotka

Tvoeto leglo i kanape

Informant 19

Tvoja papagal i kanae
Tezi masa i stol
Svoite baba i lelja

Informant 20

Moeto kue i kote
Novite wenik i witelka
Tozi prasten i ogrlica

Informant 21

Tvoite xamster i miSka
Tvoite kista i mikrobus
Negovite dete i vnhuk

Informant 22

Moite brat i sestra
Tezi xamster i papagsd
Svoite noz i vilica
Novata KiSta i kamion

Informant 23

Moite kwe i kote
Novite wenik i witelka
Tezi pisten u ogrlica

Informant 24

Novite monte i momte
[blank] masa i taburetki
Moeto/moite ke i kotka
Tova leglo i kanape v xola

these man and woman
your.PL dog and cat
but his.SG mother amit au
my.PL rifle and pistol

the new.SG flat and car

my.SG rifle and sword
your.PL doggie and kitty
these man and woman

the new.SG boy and girl
his.SG table and stools

my.SG dog and cat
your.SG bed and couch

your.SG parrot and canary
these table and chair
own.PL grandmother and aunt

my.SG doggie and kitty
the new.PL schoolboy and teacher
this ring and necklace

your.PL hamster and mouse
your.PL house and van
his.PL child and grandchild

my.PL brother and sister
these hamster and little parrot
own.PL knife and fork

the new.SG house and lorry

my.PL doggie and kitty
the new.PL schoolboy and teacher
these ring and necklace

the new.PL boy and girl
[blank] table and stools

my.SG/my.PL dog and détst SG then PL)

this bed and couctheliving room

428



Informant 25

Tazi tetradka i ximikalka
Moite xamster i miSka
Novijat wenik i wenicka

Informant 26

Mojata puska idk
Tezi maz i momite
Tvoeto ke i kote

Informant 27
Mojat brat i sestra
Toziltezi xamster i papaga

Svoite noz i vilica
Novite kisSta i kamion

Informant 28

Tuk ima kue i kotka
Svoite baba i djado
Novo jake i gerdan

Informant 29

Svoeto plato idzica
Tvoeto monde i momte
Nov dom i roditeli

Informant 30
Nova bluza i pola
Tezi ke i kote
Tvoite dete i vnuk

Informant 31

Ne vstkata bira i rakija
Novi majka i tatko
VaSeto kde i miSka
Tezi tefter i fenate

Informant 32

Tvoite kiSta i apartament
Tezi kuee i kote

Negovite Zena i deca

Informant 33
Tamnoto kue i kotka
Svoite baba i djado
Novo jake i gerdan

this notebook and pen
my.PL hamster and mouse

the new.SG schoolboy and schoolgirl

my.SG rifle and bow
these man and girl
your.SG doggie and kitty

my.SG brother and sister
this/these hamster and little parrot
(SG corrected to PL)

own.PL knife and fork

the new.PL house and lorry

there’s a cat and dog héreelevant)
own.PL grandmother and gethef
a new.SG jacket and necklace

own.SG platter and spoon
your.SG boy and girl
a new.SG home and parents

a new.SG blouse and skirt
these doggie and kitty
your.PL child and grandchild

not all. SG beer and brandy
new.PL mother and father
your.SG dog and mouse
these notebook and flashlight

your.PL house and flat
these doggie and kitty
his.PL wife and children

the dark.SG dog and cat
own.PL grandmother and gethef
a new.SG jacket and necklace
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Informant 34

Svitata vilica i fizica
Neonizena zena iddterja
Tjaxnoto kute i kotka

Informant 35

Nova pola i pantalon
Moeto brate i sestite
Negovoto vino i rakija

Informant 36

Nova pola i pantalon

Moeto brate i sestide

Negovoto vino i rakija

Informant 37
Svoeto plato idzica
Tvoite/tvoeto monie i momie

Nov dom i roditeli

Informant 38
Nova bluza i pola
Tova kiEe i kote
Tvoeto dete i vnuk

Informant 39

Nova pola i pantalon
Moeto brate i sestite
Negovoto vino i rakija

Informant 40
Toziltezi sluzitel i sekretarka

Negovite kon i krava
Tvojata kiSta i kola

Informant 41

Tvoite kiSta i apartament
Tova kiee i kote
Negovata Zena i deca

Informant 42

Ne samo bira i rakija
Novi majka i tatko
VaSeto kide i miSka
Tozi tefter i fenete

the bent.SG fork and spoon
unmarried.SG woman and daughter
their.SG dog and cat

new.SG skirt and trousers
my.SG little brother and little sister
his.SG wine and brandy

new.SG skirt and trousers
my.SG little brother and little sister
his.SG wine and brandy

own.SG platter and spoon

your.PL/your.SG boy and girl

(began with PL, didn’t finish and corrected it to
SG)

a new.SG home and parents

a new.SG blouse and skirt
this doggie and kitty
your.SG child and grandchild

a new.SG skirt and trousers
my.SG little brother and little sister
his.SG wine and brandy

this/these officand secretary
(SG corrected to PL)

his.PL horse and cow
your.SG house and car

your.PL house and flat
this doggie and kitty
his.SG wife and children

not only beer and braidglevant)
new.PL mother and father
your.SG dog and mouse
this notebook and flashlight
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Informant 43
Negovite ke i kote
Tvoite sin i diSterja
Tvoite kanape i divan

Informant 44

Tova monge | momte
Svoite baba i pradjado
Ne svoite kde i kotka

Informant 45

Tvoite kiSta i apartament
Tvojte kuee i kote
Nevinagi Zena i deca

Informant 46

Svojte vilica i Bzica
Negovite Zena idbterja
Tezi kute i kotka

Informant 47
Negovite ke i kote
Tvoja sin i diSterja
Tezi kanape i divan

Informant 48

Svoeto plato idzica
Tvoeto monde i momte
Nov dom i roditeli

Informant 49

Nova bluza i pola
Tamnoto kute i kote
Tvoeto dete i vnuk

Informant 50

Tova monge i momte
Svojte baba i pradjado
Negovite ke i kotka

Informant 51

Tozi sluzitel i sekretarka
Negovite kon i krava
Tvojata kista i kola

Informant 52

Necie kue i kote
Tvoja sin i diSterja
Tova kanape i divan

his.PL doggie and kitty
your.PL son and daughter
your.PL couch and sofa

this boy and girl
own.PL grandmother andtggeandfather
not own.PL dog and cat

your.PL house and flat
your.PL doggie and kitty
not always wife and childraelevant)

own.PL fork and spoon
his.PL wife and daughter
these dog and cat

his.PL doggie and kitty
your.SG son and daughter
these couch and sofa

own.SG platter and spoon
your.SG boy and girl
a new.SG home and parents

a new.SG blouse and skirt
the dark.SG doggie and kitty
your.SG child and grandchild

this boy and girl
own.PL grandmother andtggeandfather
his.PL dog and cat

this official and seeary
his.PL horse and cow
your.SG house and car

someone’s.SG doggie and kitty
your.SG son and daughter
this couch and sofa
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Informant 53

Svojata vilica i #Zica
Negovite Zena i &terja
Tova ke i kotka

Informant 54
Tezi/tova monde i momte
Svinsko baba i djado

Nevidimi kwe i kotka

Informant 55

Taznite sluzitel i sekretarka
Negovite kon i krava
Tvojte kasta i kola

Informant 56
Ne stigat bira i rakija

Nova/novi majka i tatko
Valja kute i miska

Tetradka, tefter i fenée

Informant 57

Ti kuce i kotka
Svoite baba i djado
Novo jake i gerdan

Informant 58
Tozi sluzitel i sekretarka
Ne iska kon i krava

Tvojta kista i kola

Informant 59

Tezi miz i zena

Tvojte kute i kotka

Novi majka i lelja
Moite/mojata puska i pistolet

Informant 60

Tova kuee i kotka
Svoite baba i djado
Novo jake i gerdan

own.SG fork and spoon
his.PL wife and daughter
this dog and cat

these/this boy and g{fPL corrected to SG!)

piggy grandmother and giethef
(discarded as irrelevant)
invisible.PL dog and cat

the sad.PL officiatlsecretary
his.PL horse and cow
your.PL house and car

beer and brandy isn’t egio
(discarded as irrelevant)
new.SG/new.PL mother &atter
(SG corrected to PL)
Valja(??7?) dog and mouse
(discarded as irrelevant)
a notebook, notepad and flashlight
(discarded as irrelevant)

you dog and cédiscarded as irrelevant)
own.PL grandmother and gethef
a new.SG jacket and necklace

this official and sdary

doesn’t want a horse and cow
(discarded as irrelevant)
your.SG house and car

these man and woman
your.PL dog and cat
new.PL mother and aunt
my.PL/my.SG rifledapistol
(PL corrected to SG)

this dog and cat
own.PL grandmother and gethef
a new.SG jacket and necklace
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Informant 61

Tova monge i momte
Svojata baba i pradjado
Negovite ke i kotka

Informant 62

Tvojata kiSta i apartament
Tvoeto kige i kote
Negovata zena i deca

Informant 63

Svojata vilica i #Zica
Negovite Zena i &terja
Tova kuee i kotka

Informant 64

Nova pola i pantalon
Moeto brate i sestiie
Ne samo vino i rakija

Informant 65
Ne pod(?) bira i rakija

Nova majka i tatko
Vaseto kde i miSka
Tvoja tefter i fenate

Informant 66

Svoeto plato idzica
Tvoeto monde i momte
Novija dom i roditeli

Informant 67
Nova bluza i pola
Tova ke i kote
Tvoeto dete i vnuk

Informant 68
Ne moze kue i kote

Tvoja sin i diSterja
[blank] kanape i divan

Informant 69

Novi bluza i pola
Tova ke i kote
Tvoeto dete i vnuk

this boy and girl
own.SG grandmother arat-ggr@andfather
his.PL dog and cat

your.SG house and flat
your.SG doggie and kitty
his.SG wife and children

own.SG fork and spoon
his.PL wife and daughter
this dog and cat

a new.SG skirt and trousers
my.SG little brother and little sister

not only wine and brandy
(discarded as irrelevant)

not under(?) beer andtya
(discarded as irrelevant)

a new.SG mother and father
your.SG dog and mouse
your.SG notebook and flashlight

own.SG platter and spoon
your.SG boy and girl
the new.SG home and parents

a new.SG blouse and skirt
this doggie and kitty
your.SG child and grandchild

not allowed doggie and kitty

(discarded as irrelevant)

your.SG son and daughter
[blank] couch and sofa

new.PL blouse and skirt
this doggie and kitty
your.SG child and grandchild
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Informant 70

Svoite plato idZica
Tvojte monge i momte
Nov dom i roditeli

Informant 71

Tova monge i momte
Svoite baba i pradjado
Negovite ke i kotka

Informant 72
Moite puska ik
Tezi maz i momkie
Tvoeto ke i kote

Informant 73

Mojte ke i kote
Novite wenik i witelka
Tozi prasten i ogrlica

Informant 74

Novijat apartament i kola
Mojte pusSka i sabja
Vasite ke i kote

Tezi miz i zena

Informant 75

Tezi xamster i miSka
Tvoite kista i mikrobus
Negovite dete i vnhuk

Informant 76

Vasite ke i kotka
Novata KiSta i kola
Mojat bratowed i sestra
Tova monge i momie

Informant 77

Tvojata kiSta i apartament
Tova kute i kote

Negovite zena i deca

Informant 78

Tezi sluzitel i sekretarka
Negovite kon i krava
Tvojte kista i kola

own.PL platter and spoon
your.PL boy and girl
a new.SG home and parents

this boy and girl
own.PL grandmother andtggeandfather
his.PL dog and cat

my.PL rifle and bow
these man and girl
your.SG doggie and kitty

my.PL doggie and kitty
the new.PL schoolboy and teacher
this ring and necklace

the new.SG flat and car

my.PL rifle and sword
your.PL doggie and kitty
these man and woman

these hamster and mouse
your.PL house and van
his.PL child and grandchild

your.PL dog and cat

the new.SG house and car
my.SG cousin and sister

this boy and girl

your.SG house and flat
this doggie and kitty
his.PL wife and children

these official and seary
his.PL horse and cow
your.PL house and car
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Informant 79

Novite monte i momte
Negovite masa i taburetki
Moite ke i kotka

Tezi leglo i kanape

Informant 80

Tezi maz i Zena
Tvoeto ke i kotka
Nova majka i lelja
Mojata puska i pistolet

Informant 81

Nova pola i pantalon
Moite brate i sestiie
Negovite vino i rakija

Informant 82

Moite brat i sestra
Tezi xamster i papagsd
Svoite noz i vilica
Novite kisSta i kamion

Informant 83

Svojata vilica i #zica
Negovite Zena idbterja
Tjaxnoto kue i kotka

Informant 84

Tvoite papagal i kanae
Texnite masa i stol
Svoite baba i lelja

Informant 85

Tam tetradka i ximikalka
Mojat xamster i miSka
Novijat wenik i wenicka

Informant 86

Novijat apartament i kola
Moite pusSka i sabja
Vaseto kde i kote
Tezimiz i zena

Informant 87

Moite kwe i kote
Novite wenik i witelka
Tezi pisten i ogrlica

the new.PL boy and girl
his.PL table and stools

my.PL dog and cat
these bed and couch

these man and woman

your.SG dog and cat

a new.SG mother and aunt
my.SG rifle and pistol

a new.SG skirt and trousers
my.PL little brother and little sister
his.PL wine and brandy

my.PL brother and sister
these hamster and little parrot
own.PL knife and fork

the new.PL house and lorry

own.SG fork and spoon
his.PL wife and daughter
their.SG dog and cat

your.PL parrot and canary
their.PL table and chair
own.PL grandmother and aunt

there notebook and (tiacarded as irrelevant)

my.SG hamster and mouse

the new.SG schoolboy and schoolgirl

the new.SG flat and car

my.PL rifle and sword
your.SG doggie and kitty
these man and woman

my.PL doggie and kitty
the new.PL schoolboy and teacher
these ring and necklace
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Informant 88
Negovite bira i rakija
Novi majka i tatko
Vasite kite i misSka
Tezi tefter i fenate

Informant 89
Moite puska ik
Tezi maz i momkge
Tvoite ke i kote

Informant 90

Tezi kute i kotka

Svoite baba i djado
Novo/novi jake i gerdan

Informant 91

Negovite ke i kote
Tvoite sin i diSterja
Tezi kanape i divan

Informant 92

[blank] xamster i miSka
Tvojata kiSta i mikrobus
Negovoto dete i vnuk

Section 2: Second Study

his.PL beer and brandy
new.PL mother and father
your.PL dog and mouse
these notebook and flashlight

my.PL rifle and bow
these man and girl
your.PL doggie and kitty

these dog and cat
own.PL grandmother and gethef
new.SG/new.PL jacket aadklace
(SG corrected to PL)

his.PL doggie and kitty
your.PL son and daughter
these couch and sofa

[blank] hamster and mouse
your.SG house and van
his.SG child and grandchild

(Second study, conducted at the “William Shakesgdarst Private English
Language School, Sofia, in the spring of 2010)

Informant 2/1

Moeto kiee i kote
Novijat wenik i witelka
Tozi prasten i ogrlica

Informant 2/2

Tezi kue i kotka
Svoite baba i djado
Novo jake i gerdan

Informant 2/3

Tova monge i momte
Svoite baba i pradjado
Negovite ke i kotka

my.SG doggie and kitty
the new.SG schoolboy and teacher
this ring and necklace

these dog and cat
own.PL grandmother and gethef
a new.SG jacket and necklace

this boy and girl
own.PL grandmother andtggeandfather
his.PL dog and cat
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Informant 2/4
Svoite/svoeto plato &Fica

Tvoeto momnde i momie
Nov dom i roditeli

Informant 2/5
Negovite ke i kote
Tvoja/tvoite sin i dSterja

T'va/tvoite kanape i divan

Informant 2/6

Novite monte i momte
Negovite masa i taburetki
Moeto kite i kotka
[blank] leglo i kanape

Informant 2/7

Tezi maz i Zzena
Tvoite ke i kotka
Nova majka i lelja
Mojte puska i pistolet

Informant 2/8

Novi pola i pantalon
Moeto brate i sestite
[blank] vino i rakija

Informant 2/9
Nova bluza i pola
Tova kiEe i kote
Tvoeto dete i vnuk

Informant 2/10
Nova bluza i pola
Tezi ke i kote
Tvoite dete i vnuk

Informant 2/11

Tvojte papagal i kanae
Tazi masa i stol
Svojata baba i lelja

own.PL/own.SG platter and spoon
(PL corrected to SG)

your.SG boy and girl

a new.SG home and parents

his.PL doggie and kitty
your.SG/your.PL son and daughter
(SG corrected to PL)

this/your.PL couch aada
(SG corrected to PL)

the new.PL boy and girl
his.PL table and stools

my.SG dog and cat
[blank] bed and couch

these man and woman

your.PL dog and cat

a new.SG mother and aunt
my.PL rifle and pistol

new.PL skirt and trousers
my.SG little brother and little sister
[blank] wine and brandy

a new.SG blouse and skirt
this doggie and kitty
your.SG child and grandchild

a new.SG blouse and skirt
these doggie and kitty
your.PL child and grandchild

your.PL parrot and canary
this table and chair
own.SG grandmother and aunt
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Informant 2/12
Targovsk-i sluzitel i sekretarka

Negovite kon i krava
Tvoite/tvojata ksta i kola

Informant 2/13
Tova kuee i kotka
Svoite baba i djado
Novo jake i gerdan

Informant 2/14

Vjarni (?) (sic) kde i kotka
Novata KiSta i kola

Moite bratowed i sestra
Tezi monte | momte

Informant 2/15

[blank] tetradka i ximikalka
Mojat xamster i miSka
Novijat wenik i wenicka

Informant 2/16

Tezi monte i momte
Svoite baba i pradjado
Negovite ke i kotka

Informant 2/17

Novite apartament i kola
Mojata puska i sabja
Vasite ke i kote

Tezi miz i Zena

Informant 2/18
Moite puska idk
Tezi maz i momie
Tvojte kuee i kote

Informant 2/19

Tvojte xamster i miSka
Tvojte kista i mikrobus
Negovoto dete i vnuk

Informant 2/20

Svojte plato idzica
Tvojte monge i momte
Nov dom i roditeli

trade-M.SG/PL atlicand secretary
(not included in the data because the target is
ambiguous between M.SG and PL)
his.PL horse and cow
your.PL/your.SG house and car
(PL corrected to SG)

this dog and cat
own.PL grandmother and gethef
a new.SG jacket and necklace

faithful.PL dog and cat

the new.SG house and car
my.PL cousin and sister

these boy and girl

[blank] notebook apdn
my.SG hamster and mouse
the new.SG schoolboy and schoolgirl

these boy and girl
own.PL grandmother andtggeandfather
his.PL dog and cat

the new.PL flat and car

my.SG rifle and sword
your.PL doggie and kitty
these man and woman

my.PL rifle and bow
these man and girl
your.PL doggie and kitty

your.PL hamster and mouse
your.PL house and van
his.SG child and grandchild

own.PL platter and spoon
your.PL boy and girl
a new.SG home and parents
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Informant 2/21

Nova pola i pantalon
Moeto brate i sestide
Negovite vino i rakija

Informant 2/22

Negovata bira i rakija
Novi majka i tatko
Vaseto/vasite kte i miSka

Tezi tefter i fenate

Informant 2/23

Tozi sluzitel i sekretarka
Negovite kon i krava
Tvojta kiSta i kola

Informant 2/24

Svoite vilica i hZica
Negovite Zena idbterja
Tova kige i kotka

Informant 2/25
Negovite ke i kote
Tvoja sin i diSterja
Tova kanape i divan

Informant 2/26
Tvoite kiSta i apartament
Tovaltezi kde i kote

Negovite Zena i deca

Informant 2/27

Nova pola i pantalon
Moite brate i sestiie
Negovite vino i rakija

Informant 2/28
Negovite bira i rakija
Nova majka i tatko
Vasite k&e i miSka

a new.SG skirt and trousers
my.SG little brother and little sister
his.PL wine and brandy

his.SG beer and brandy
new.PL mother and father
your.SG/your.PL dog and mouse
(SG corrected to PL)
these notebook and flashlight

this official and seeary
his.PL horse and cow
your.SG house and car

own.PL fork and spoon
his.PL wife and daughter
this dog and cat

his.PL doggie and kitty
your.SG son and daughter
this couch and sofa

your.PL house and flat
this/these doggie and kitty
(SG corrected to PL)

his.PL wife and children

a new.SG skirt and trousers
my.PL little brother and little sister
his.PL wine and brandy

his.PL beer and brandy
a new.SG mother and father
your.PL dog and mouse

Telefonnija tefter i fen€e the phone.SG (note)book and flashlight
(excluded from the data because the adjective

has scope only over the first conjunct)

Informant 2/29

Svoite vilica i hZica
Negovata zena iadterja
Tezi kuwte i kotka

own.PL fork and spoon
his.SG wife and daughter
these dog and cat
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APPENDIX IlI

ENGLISH CONJOINED PRONOUNS

CORPUS

PART 1

Attestations of Possible Combinations of Pronounskich Mark Case

IN THE BRITISH NATIONAL

Combination
of pronouns

Subject

Subject
of -ing
clause

of
finite
verb

Subject
of
infinitive

Subject
Complement

Object

Object of a
Preposition

I ndependent

use

| and he

| and him

| and she

| and her

| and we

| and us

| and they

| and them

ol ©O O O o o o o

Me and he

o O Ol O o o o o o

1(?)°

Me and him

=

2+2(?)

Me and she

o W o o o o o o o o o

Me and her

o O O O O O O o o o o o

[EEN

2+1(?)

Me and we

1(?)

o w| O

o

Me and us

[ —

N

Me and they

Me and them

o O O o o o o o ol o o o o o o o

w O

o O O O W O 0O o ol o o o o o o o

He and |

1311 +1

(?)

[EEN

o O O

1(?)

H

o O O O O

He and me

The question mark indicates examples which arécdiffto classify.
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Combination
of pronouns

Subject
of
finite
verb

Subject
of -ing
clause

Subject
of
infinitive

Subject
Complement

Object

Object of a
Preposition

I ndependent
use

He and she

He and her

He and we

He and us

He and they

o ©O O O W

He and them

[ —

Him and |

(&)
o © ©O o o o o

o ©o O O o o o

Him and me

=

Him and she

Him and her

Him and we

o N O W O O O o o o o

Him and us

Him and
they

o O o] o o

o O Ol O o o o o o o o o o

o O O N O

o A~ O O O U1 O O O O o o o

o O Ol O O w o

Him and
them

o

o

o

She and |

She and me

She and he

She and him

She and we

She and us

She and they

She and
them

ol © O O o o o o

ol o o o o o o o

ol ©o O O o o o o

ol o o o o o o o

o o o o o o o

o ©O O O o o

Her and |
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Combination
of pronouns

Subject
of
finite
verb

Subject
of -ing
clause

Subject
of
infinitive

Subject
Complement

Object

Object of a
Preposition

I ndependent

use

Her and me

Her and he

Her and him

Her and we

Her and us

Her and they

Her and
them

o © ©O o o o o

ol o o o o o o

o ©o O O

o ©ol o o

N O O O N O O

o ©o O O O o o

We and |

o

We and me

We and he

We and him

We and she

We and her

We and they

o O O O o o o

We and then

o O o o o o o o

[ —

Us and |

1(?)

Us and me

Us and he

Us and him

Us and she

Us and her

Us and they

o O O

©O o o o o o o

Us and them

10

15

They and |

o O Ol O O O O O Ol ol o o o o

O O O O O O O O o o o o o o o o© o

o N O O O O O O O O O O o o o o o

o O O o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
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Combination Subject Subject Subject Subject  Object Object of a Independent
of pronouns of  of -ing of Complement Preposition use
finite clause infinitive
verb
They and me 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
They and he 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
They and 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
him
They and she 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
They and her 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
They and we 7 0 0 0 0 0 0
They and us 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Them and | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Them and 0 0 0 0 2 1 0
me
Them and he 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Them and 0 0 0 0 1 2 0
him
Them and 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
she
Them and 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
her
Them and 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
we
Them and us 0 0 0 3 2 514
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PART 2:
SELECTED EXAMPLES:

NOM + NOM USED INDEPENDENTLY (AS DEFAULT FORMS):

(1) How happy they had been togethee, and sheand the little lad in the drowsy
heat of the meadows.

NOM + NOM SUBJECTS:

Finite verbs:

(2) |_and shed never said a word

(3) Old woman, by my faith, you must go away whiknd sheare to play
(4) to drive on lest and theywere to be injured in an accident

(5) at a time wherme_and theywere concerned about the WEA'’s drift towards the
middle class

(6) We and theyused to go there when the blacklegs came out
(7) in a considerably shorter time thiwey and wewould have liked
(8) And andthey and | went past James and my friend started laughidgraes

Non-Finite Verbs:

(9) I need a. SorryRle_ and | go. You don’t have to. I'm notllt is not certain that
“go” is a non-finite verb here)

(10) I can remembdre and | spending many eveninge pronouns here are treated
as filling both the role of subject in the non-Hfeing clause and that of object of the
matrix verb)

(11) so perhaps things were best as they wehe-and | working alone

(12) he wasn't scratching amee and hechasing a fly round the kitchen.

NOM + NOM SUBJECT COMPLEMENTS (NONE FOUND!):

ACC + ACC OBJECTS:

(13) She’s trying to makme and himenemies

444



(14) 1 want the bricks of this motel to release and herfrom this timed Hell.

(15) I hadn’t realised that before. God hbgr and me too. (“and me too” might be
an afterthought)

ACC + ACC OBJECTS OF PREPOSITIONS:

(16) I think that betweeme and him we got through the, nearly the whole wine box

(17) But so far she’s managed to record five misatieconversation betweene and
her.

(18) the rapport and affinity betwebim and metranscended all things

(19) And somebody had said to her erm said songtoouthim and her, and she
says well...

(20) And it's an opportunity foner and meto say a couple of words to us
(21) I wonder what sort of conversation would bengan betweemnis and them

NOM + NOM USED INDEPENDENTLY (AS DEFAULT FORMS) IN THE
HYPER-CORRECT VARIETY:

(22) Between two beingbg and |, he like a Vulcan and | boiling too...

NOM + ACC OBJECTS (NONE FOUNDD:

ACC + NOM OBJECTS (NONE FOUND!:

NOM + NOM OBJECTS:

Cf. (10) above

NOM + NOM OBJECTS OF PREPOSITIONS:

(23) he was carrying the shield and afforded alghotection to bothe and |.

(24) ... [the] same glow of blue in the sky measutlee light-years close to the
universe okhe and I(what is holiday, except secrets at the twiligh¢ach day...

NOM + ACC OBJECTS OF PREPOSITIONS (NONE FOUNDY:

ACC + NOM OBJECTS OF PREPOSITIONS (NONE FOUNDY):

ACC + ACC USED INDEPENDENTLY (AS DEFAULT):

(25) Leila wanted to do that. Juse and her.

(26) The news of her temporary reprieve was bgteeet. Us and them” she said
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under her breath. “No exceptions,”

NOM + ACC USED INDEPENDENTLY (AS DEFAULT):

(27) What did they, on the outside, knoW& and them inside and outside

(28) Share language, jargon. Identify an exterhakdt: e and theni. Share
materials, papers, experiences. Add social a@#/itb work activities

ACC + NOM USED INDEPENDENTLY (AS DEFAULT):

(29) it's wet today Yeah, but erm as | say we weribedher and | Mm and he was
well Yelling she was shouting at him

(30) and ears and mouth and nose, head and sheuktheres and toes)e_and he |
have to do it a little bit faster A little bit fast

ACC + ACC USED AS MODIFIER:

(31) “It’s difficult to shake off the is and theni’ feeling and realise that there’s only

us-.

(32) but it further allows alienistic attitudes dgain a stranglehold, generating ars*“
and them’ approach to education.

(33) Here the tis and them’ view of the village society could be maintained
(34) passive acceptance of them and ussyndrome

NOM + ACC SUBJECTS'*

(35) and take Maggie away from him asite_and meand Francie could go back to
Ireland and live quietly together and play musicl &n is unclear what the actual
grouping of the conjuncts is. It may well be “shed me and Fannie”)

ACC + NOM SUBJECTS:

(36) Oh, the night beforme _and wewent to bedqThis is probably an error, due to
the anomalous reference, and should be ignored.)

(37) andhim _and | got on very well together and he really initiated into running

Yys and themandthem and usn examples likea them and us mentality/the them and us syndrome
[BNC], are better treated as lexicalised, fosslligeaterial, but it is still significant that it ihe
accusative forms, and not the nominative ones,htaa¢ been lexicalised.

2Example (i) below, which also appears in the BNCjginored, as it does not seem to belong to
Standard English. This is evident not only from tlse of “us” as the sole subject of a finite verb,
but also from the non-standard number marking @ary;

(i) for seventeen year, before us got married
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times
(38) buthim and | have this fight, right?
(39) Ah we, weher and | cheered on who, who, who couldn’t score

(40) “her_and | were never separated.”

ACC + ACC SUBJECTS:

(41) Me and him'd sit and eat from half past six

(42) me and himdon’t talk very much

(43) | remember wheme and herwere kids

(44) but, when he, whemm and meare arguing when we were younger

(45) Him and me have never kept things from each other

NOM + ACC SUBJECT COMPLEMENTS (NONE FOUND!):

ACC + NOM SUBJECT COMPLEMENTS (NONE FOUNDD:

ACC + ACC SUBJECT COMPLEMENTS:

(46) When it's jusme and himhe plays his favourite...
(47) It's great when it's jughe and herin the evening
(48) But by then there was oritym and meleft

(49) and it'd be quiet and it'd be jusér and me

(50) Once more, it'&Js and Them
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