
Hybrid phrases: the Danish sidder og phrase�Anne BjerreUniversity of Southern Denmarkbjerre�sitkom.sdu.dkTavs BjerreAarhus Universitytavs.bjerre�hum.au.dk1 Introdu
tionIn Danish aspe
tual di�eren
es are expressedby 
ertain verbal 
onstru
tions. Su
h as-pe
tual 
onstru
tions have not re
eived mu
hattention in the Danish literature, but 
f.Dideri
hsen (1946, p. 156), Hansen (1967,vol. 3, pp. 30{31), Jensen (1985, p. 113),Brandt (1992) and J�rgensen (2001).(1) is an example of su
h an aspe
tual 
on-stru
tion whi
h is used to express imperfe
tiveaspe
t, and whi
h we will hen
eforth refer toas the sidder og 
onstru
tion.(1) PeterPeter siddersits ogand smiler.smilesThe sidder og 
onstru
tion 
onsists of twoverbal 
onjun
ts and the 
onjun
tion og, `and'.The verb in the �rst 
onjun
t is an intransi-tive motion or position verb, primarily sidder,`sit', ligger, `lie', g�ar, `walk', l�ber, `run', andst�ar,`stand'.In Swedish and Norwegian, the sidder og
onstru
tion is also found. Josefsson (1991)mentions the Swedish example in (2).(2) HenryHenry sittersits o
hand �skar�shes abborre.per
hesL�drup (2002) similarly mentions the Nor-wegian example in (3).(3) HanHe sittersits ogand skriverwrites dikt.poemsApart from being interesting from a se-manti
 point of view, the sidder og 
on-�We would like to thank two anonymous reviewersfor their helpful 
omments. Tavs Bjerre would like tothank Det Letterstedtske Selskab who supported hisparti
ipation in the workshop.

stru
tion is synta
ti
ally interesting, as it be-haves di�erently than ordinary 
oordinated
onstru
tions wrt. a series of synta
ti
 phe-nomena. The synta
ti
 properties of 
on-stru
tions like the sidder og 
onstru
tion havebeen dealt with in the Nordi
 literature underthe heading pseudo
oordination. The dis
us-sion is, among other things, 
on
erned withwhether the 
onstru
tion is really a 
oordina-tion or whether it may better be treated assome kind of subordinated 
onstru
tion, 
f.e.g. Johnsen (1988), Josefsson (1991), Johan-nessen (1998), L�drup (2002), Vannebo (2003)and Wiklund (2005).Contrary to the above-mentioned proposals,the analysis presented in this paper rests onthe assumption that the 
onstru
tion is both a
oordination and a subordination at the sametime. The main idea is based on a furtherdevelopment of a 
onstru
tional approa
h tophrasal types, as presented in Ginzburg andSag (2000).2 A short note on the semanti
s ofsidder ogHere we will shortly des
ribe the seman-ti
s of the 
onstru
tion, 
f. e.g. Bjerre andBjerre (2007) for a semanti
 treatment of thesidder og 
onstru
tion.The 
onstru
tion is mainly 
hara
terizedby the aspe
tual information that it intro-du
es, as mentioned above, i.e. whether theevent expressed by the se
ond 
onjun
t is re-garded as 
ompleted or not, (Brandt, 1992)and (Hansen, 1967). We propose that the 
on-stru
tion is used to remove any ambiguity thatmay be present in a 
ertain 
ontext. This isexempli�ed in (4).
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(4) a. PeterPeter sangsang dawhen OleOle kom
ame hjem.homeb. PeterPeter sadsat ogand sangsang dawhen OleOlekom
ame hjem.home(4a) is ambiguous. Either Peter had alreadystarted singing before Ole 
ame home or hestarted at the time when Ole 
ame home. (4b),on the other hand, is not ambiguous. In this
ase the singing was already in progress whenOle 
ame home.An interesting 
hara
teristi
 of these 
on-stru
tions manifests itself when the verb inthe se
ond 
onjun
t is either a semelfa
tive ora
hievement verb, as shown in (5).(5) a. PeterPeter siddersits ogand blinker.winksb. PeterPeter siddersits ogand vinder.winsWhen semelfa
tive and a
hievement verbsenter the 
onstru
tion, the 
ombination of thepun
tual property of the verbs and the imper-fe
tive aspe
t of the 
onstru
tion results in aniterative reading of the event des
ribed by these
ond 
onjun
t.3 Related 
onstru
tionsDanish also uses a set of pseudo
oordination
onstru
tions to for
e a sequential reading onthe involved events, rather than a progressivereading. Examples of su
h 
onstru
tions areshown in (6), 
f. Bjerre and Bjerre (2007).(6) a. HunShe gikwent udout ogand s�asaw tiltomaden.food-theb. HestenHorse-the gikwent henover ogand d�de.died
. TagTake ogand sliplet-go-of tasken!bag-the`(You should) let go of the bag'While we do not �nd 
onstru
tions with thesimilar fun
tion as the sidder og 
onstru
tionin English, these related examples seem tohave English 
ounterparts, as shown in (7).(7) a. I �nally went and did it.

b. He went and got all pompous.
. She upped and opened the door.4 Synta
ti
 properties of sidder ogIn this se
tion we would like to point out thatthe Danish sidder og 
onstru
tion shares manyof the synta
ti
 properties dis
ussed in theabove-mentioned literature on pseudo
oordi-nation. We will point out the properties thatthe 
onstru
tion shares with ordinary 
oordi-nated 
onstru
tions, and we will dis
uss its be-haviour wrt. extra
tion, overt subje
ts, there-
onstru
tions and time and pla
e adjun
ts set-ting it apart form ordinary 
oordination.4.1 Coordination properties of thesidder og 
onstru
tionThe 
onstru
tion 
ontains a 
oordinating 
on-jun
tion. It is, however, restri
ted to og, `and',as shown in (8).(8) a. PeterPeter siddersits ogand sover.sleepsb. *PeterPeter siddersits eller/menor/but sover.sleepsThe verbs in the two 
onjun
ts have thesame morphologi
al form1. This is shown in(9).(9) a. PeterPeter siddersits ogand sover.sleepsb. *PeterPeter siddersits ogand sov.sleptThe sidder og 
onstru
tion shares theseproperties with ordinary 
oordinated 
on-stru
tions.4.2 Extra
tion and sidder ogA

ording to the Coordinate Stru
ture Con-straint, (Ross, 1967), a 
onjun
t 
annot 
on-tain a gap ex
ept in `A
ross-the-Board' 
aseswhere ea
h 
onjun
t has a gap that refers toone and the same �ller. (10a) is an example ofthe sidder og 
onstru
tion 
learly violating this
onstraint, whereas the 
onstraint is obeyed inthe 
oordination without sidder, (10b).1It should be noted that this restri
tion 
an be over-ridden on semanti
 or pragmati
 grounds.



(10) a. PigeniGirl-the PeterPeter sadsat ogand kyssedekissedei.b. *PigeniGirl-the PeterPeter dansededan
ed ogandkyssedekissed ei.That the sidder og 
onstru
tion does notobey the 
onstraint suggests that it is not anordinary 
oordinated 
onstru
tion.4.3 No overt subje
t in se
ond
onjun
t in sidder ogIn pseudo
oordinations, the se
ond 
onjun
t
annot have an overt subje
t, 
f. (11).(11) a. HanHe siddersits ogand blinker.blinksb. *HanHe siddersits ogand hanhe blinker.winksIn ordinary 
oordinations the overt expres-sion of the se
ond subje
t is optional, 
f. (12).(12) a. HanHe syngersings ogand danser.dan
esb. HanHe syngersings ogand hanhe danser.dan
esIn some 
ases the subje
t of the se
ond 
on-jun
t may be overtly expressed in what maylook like a sidder og 
onstru
tion, but in that
ase it loses its 
hara
teristi
 aspe
tual mean-ing and is not a sidder og 
onstru
tion, but anordinary 
oordination. Again the data sug-gests that pseudo
oordinations are not ordi-nary 
oordinations.4.4 There-
onstru
tions and the sidderog 
onstru
tionA restri
ted set of verbs may appear in there-
onstru
tions, in
luding sidder, as shown in(13).(13) a. DerThere visnerwithers ena masselot (of)blomster
owers her.hereb. DerThere d�rdies ena masselot (of) blomster
owersher.here


. DerThere siddersits ena mandman iinhaven.garden-theTransitive verbs, on the other hand, typi-
ally do not appear in there-
onstru
tions, asshown in (14).(14) a. *DerThere l�serreads ena mandman ena bog.bookb. *DerThere kendteknew ena mandman ena pige.girl.There-
onstru
tions 
an also appear in 
o-ordinated 
onstru
tions if the two 
oordinatedverbs belong to the set of verbs allowing there-
onstru
tions, as shown in (15).(15) DerThere visnerwithers ogand d�rdies ena masselot (of)blomster
owers her.hereAgain, transitives are not allowed, as shownin (16)(16) a. *DerThere syngersings ena mandman ena sangsongogand l�serreads ena bog.bookb. *DerThere danserdan
es ena mandman ogandsyngersings ena sang.song.However, sidder og 
onstru
tions with atransitive verb in the se
ond 
onjun
t do o

urin there-
onstru
tions, as shown in (17).(17) a. DerThere siddersits ena mandman ogand l�serreadsena bog.bookb. DerThere siddersits ena mandman ogand syngersingsena sang.song.The fa
t that a transitive verb in the pseu-do
oordination may appear with a der, `there',subje
t suggests that pseudo
oordinations arenot ordinary 
oordinations.
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4.5 Time and pla
e adjun
ts andsidder ogSidder og 
onstru
tions and ordinary 
oordi-nations behave di�erently with respe
t to thepla
ement of time and pla
e adjun
ts. In sid-der og 
onstru
tions, time and pla
e adjun
ts
an o

ur in front of, between or after thetwo 
onjun
ts, but it is not possible for thetwo 
onjun
ts to have separate time and pla
eadjun
ts, 
ontrary to ordinary 
oordinations.This is shown in (18).(18) a. *PeterPeter havdehad siddetsat udeout iihavengarden-the ogand spisteaten enanisi
e 
ream indein iin huset.house-theb. PeterPeter havdehad repareretrepaired bilen
ar-theudeout p�aon gadenstreet-the ogand derefterafter thatdrukketdrunk ena �lbeer indein iinhaven.garden-theNote that there is no problem with separatemanner adjun
ts, as shown in (19).(19) PeterPeter havdehad siddetsat bekvemt
omfortably udeoutiin havengarden-the ogand omhyggeligtmeti
ulouslygenneml�stread through manuskriptet.manus
ript-the5 Copredi
atesIn the previous se
tion we showed that thesidder og 
onstru
tion has both subordinationand 
oordination properties. In this se
tionwe suggest that sidder og 
onstru
tions, in ad-dition to 
oordination 
onstru
tions, are also
omplex predi
ate 
onstru
tions 
onsisting ofa host predi
ate, the verb in the �rst 
onjun
t,and a 
opredi
ate, the verb in the se
ond 
on-jun
t.(20) shows examples of other 
omplex pred-i
ates.(20) a. ManuskriptetManus
ript-the blevwas f�rdigt.�nished

b. ManuskriptetManus
ript-the varwas f�rdigt.�nished
. PeterPeter skulleshould l�seread manuskriptet.manus
ript-thed. PeterPeter havdehad l�stread manskriptet.manus
ript-theIt 
an be seen that in 
omplex predi
ate 
on-stru
tions the 
opredi
ate is the most 
ontent-ful part of the predi
ate, while the host pred-i
ate 
ontributes with information on tense,aspe
t, modality et
. This also applies to thesidder og 
onstru
tion in (21).(21) PeterPeter siddersits ogand r�aber.yellsIn (21) the most 
ontentful part of the 
on-stru
tion is the se
ond 
onjun
t. It is moreabout yelling than about sitting, in otherwords. The main purpose of the �rst 
onjun
tis to add aspe
tual 
ontent even though it doeshave 
on
eptual 
ontent, Peter is a
tually sit-ting.6 Other hybrid 
onstru
tionsIn this se
tion we will show that the hybridanalysis of phrases has a more general appli-
ation than pseudo
oordination 
onstru
tions.6.1 Adjun
t 
omplementsPhrases like nede under k�kkengulvet in (22)indi
ating the pla
e of something, normallyfun
tion as adjun
ts.(22) MuseneMi
e-the havdehad legetplayed l�ngelong nededownunderunder k�kkengulvet.kit
hen 
oorSu
h phrases may either be omitted or be
ombined with do so repla
ing the VP, asshown in (23).(23) a. MuseneMi
e-the havdehad legetplayed l�nge.longb. MuseneMi
e-the legedeplayed ogand detthat gjordediddethey nededown underunder k�kkengulvet.kit
hen 
oor



However, with a verb like bo, `live', su
hphrases 
annot be omitted or 
ombined withdo so, as shown in (24).(24) a. MuseneMi
e-the havdehad boetlived l�ngelong nededownunderunder k�kkengulvet.kit
hen 
oorb. *MuseneMi
e-the havdehad boetlived l�nge.long
. *MuseneMi
e-the boedelived ogand detthat gjordediddethey nededown underunder k�kkengulvet.kit
hen 
oorThe data in (24) indi
ate that the phrasenede under k�kkengulvet in these examplesfun
tions as a 
omplement of the verb. How-ever, it retains properties 
hara
teristi
 of ad-jun
ts. The internal stru
ture of the phraseis not sele
ted by the verb, any phrase de-noting a pla
e may satisfy the verb bo. Thephrase o

upies the same position in the sen-ten
e among the (other) adjun
ts even if itfun
tions as a 
omplement.6.2 Possessive determinersAnother interesting 
onstru
tion from thepoint of view of hybrid phrases, is a nounphrase with a possessive determiner. At �rstglan
e the Danish possessive determiner in(25a) behaves distributionally like the 
entraldeterminer in (25b).(25) a. minmy bogbookb. ena bogbookIt pre
edes a nominal to form a full nounphrase This behaviour suggests that a nounphrase with a possessive determiner is ahead-spe
i�er 
onstru
tion, just like 
onstru
-tions with a 
entral determiner, or a head-
omplement 
onstru
tion if one prefers a DPtype of analysis of noun phrases.However, in Danish the possessive deter-miner has a more varied distribution. (26)shows examples from Neville (2000).(26) a. dennethis minmy nyvundnenewly won verdenworld .

b. jeresyour denthe gamleold grammofonre
ord player .Note that in e.g. Norwegian and NorthernSwedish we also �nd the possessive determinerfollowing the noun. The examples in (27) arefrom Delsing (1993).(27) a. husethouse-the mittmy (Norwegian)b. husehouse-the mittmy (NorthernSwedish)Thus distributionally, the Danish possessivedeterminer exhibits a more adjun
t like be-haviour in that its position is less �xed thanthat of the 
entral determiners. But even moreinteresting, from a semanti
 point of view, thepossessive introdu
es more 
ontent than the
entral determiners, in that it additionally in-trodu
es a possessive relation, suggesting thatit is an adjun
t. So again we �nd a 
onstru
-tion type with hybrid properties.7 FormalizationTo a

ount for an analysis of the sidder og 
on-stru
tion as both a 
oordinated and a subor-dinated 
onstru
tion, we set up a hierar
hy ofphrases. Firstly, we assume that 
oordinatedphrases split into two types, 
ore-
oord-ph andpseudo-
oord-ph, the sidder-og-ph being a sub-type of the pseudo-
oord-ph, as shown in (28).(28) 
oord-ph
ore-
oord-ph pseudo-
oord-phsidder-og-ph . . .Similarly, we assume that phrases 
ontain-ing a head and a 
opredi
ate split into twotypes, pseudo-
oord-ph and 
ore-hd-
opred-ph,again sidder-og-ph being a subtype of thepseudo-
oord-ph, as shown in (29).(29) hd-
opred-phpseudo-
oord-ph 
ore-hd-
opred-phsidder-og-ph . . .
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When we �t these subhierar
hies into alarger phrase hierar
hy we get the hierar
hyshown in (30).(30) phrase
oord-ph hd-ph
ore-
oord-ph hd-val-ph hd-adj-phhd-subj-ph hd-
omps-phhd-
opred-ph hd-obj-ph
ore-hd-
opred-phpseudo-
oord-phsidder-og-ph . . .The hiera
hy allows the sidder-og-ph, andother pseudo
oordination 
onstru
tions, to in-herit 
ontraints expressed on both headed and
oordinated phrases.7.1 Representing daughters in phrasesThe analysis in the previous se
tion hinges ona more generalized way of representing daugh-ters in phrases.Typi
ally, daughters are represented in away that makes expli
it what types of phrasedaughter is a
tually represented, as shown in(31) through (33) taken from (Pollard and Sag,1994).(31) 2664phrasedtrs24head-
omp-stru
head-dtr sign
omp-dtrs list(phrase)353775(32) 2664phrasedtrs24head-adj-stru
head-dtr phraseadjun
t-dtr phrase353775(33) 2664phrasedtrs24head-�ller-stru
head-dtr phrasefiller-dtr phrase353775Di�erent features are used for di�erent non-head daughters. A 
ommonly used alternativeis to use the non-hd-dtr feature for repre-senting non-head daughters of the types aboveas shown in (34).

(34) "hd-phhd-dtr signnon-hd-dtr phrase#For representing 
oordinated phrases, a typeis typi
ally used with 
ompletely di�erent fea-tures, notably with no hd-dtr feature, asshown in e.g. (35), also from (Pollard and Sag,1994).(35) 2664phrasedtrs24
oord-stru

onj-dtrs set(sign)
onjun
tion-dtr word353775Su
h representations do not allow hybridphrases that are subtypes of both headedphrases and e.g. 
oordinated phrases, as theywill inherit two distin
t sets of features.Instead we propose a generalized list-valueddtrs feature introdu
ed at phrase level asshown in (36)2.(36) �phrasedtrs list(sign)�On su
h an analysis both headed phrasesand 
oordinated phrases will inherit the dtrsfeature and 
onsequently a subtype of the twowill inherit the same feature from both its su-pertypes.With this way of representing daughters, hy-brid phrases 
an be assumed to inherit 
on-straints pla
ed on its supertypes. One su
h
onstraint is the head feature prin
iple.The hybrid pseudo-
oord-ph is both a headedand a 
oordinate phrase, and 
onsequentlythe head feature prin
iple applies to thephrase. On an analysis employing a general-ized list-valued dtrs feature, the head fea-ture prin
iple needs reformulation, and weexpress it by the 
onstraint on headed phrasesshown in (37).(37) 2664hd-phsynsem j lo
 j 
at jhead 1dtrs��signsynsem j lo
 j
at jhead 1�j list�3775In other words, we use the 
onvention thatthe �rst daughter on the dtrs list is thehead daughter. We have not 
hosen the �rstdaughter as the head daughter on theoreti
algrounds, rather from a pra
ti
al point of viewthe �rst element on a list is easily identi�ed.2Sag et al. (2003) also use a DTRS feature, but inaddition they also have a hd-dtr feature.



7.2 Adjun
t 
omplements andpossessive determinersIn 6 we showed that the hybrid analysis ofphrase types has a more general appli
ationthan the analysis of pseudo
oordination 
on-stru
tions. To formalize the hybrid analysis ofadjun
t 
omplements and possessive determin-ers we need to further develop our phrase typehierar
hy. In (38) we propose two more hy-brid types, the hd-
opred-adj-ph and hd-spe
-adj-ph.(38) hd-phhd-adj-ph hd-val-phhd-
omp-ph hd-spe
-phhd-spe
-adj-ph hd-
opred-ph 
ore-hd-spe
-phhd-
opred-adj-ph
ore-hd-
opred-phThe hd-
opred-adj-ph is a subtype of bothhd-
opred-ph and hd-adj-ph, whereas the hd-spe
-adj-ph is a subtype of both hd-spe
-ph andhd-adj-ph.8 Further resear
hIn 7 we showed a formalization of hybridphrases. This formalization is the �rst steptowards an a

ount of the hybrid behaviourthese phrases were shown to have in 4. Theanalysis of the sidder og 
onstru
tion as an in-stan
e of the hybrid sidder-og-ph, a subtype ofthe pseudo-
oord-ph, makes it possible to a
-
ount for the observation that the 
onstru
tionbehaves as a 
oordinated 
onstru
tion in somerespe
ts, but as a subordinated 
onstru
tion inothers, as it will inherit 
onstraints expressedboth on the 
oord-ph and the hd-
opred-ph.Further resear
h will investigate whi
h 
on-straints are needed and for whi
h types theyshould be de�ned in order to give a full a
-
ount of the behavior of the Danish sidder og
onstru
tion.9 Con
lusionIn this paper we have proposed an analysis ofpseudo
oordinations as a hybrid phrase type.This is a
hieved by setting up a phrasal type

hierar
hy, where the type pseudo-
oord-ph isa subtype of both 
oord-ph and hd-
opred-ph, and 
onsequently inherits properties fromboth types.The analysis hinges on us not using spe
i�
features for daughter types, e.g. hd-dtr, non-hd-dtr, 
onj-dtr et
. Instead the more gen-eral list-valued feature dtrs is used.We also showed that the hybrid phrase anal-ysis has a more general appli
ation by givingexamples of other 
onstru
tions with hybridproperties, be they distributional or semanti
in nature. We showed that phrases 
ontainingadjun
t 
omplements and possessive determin-ers might be analysed as instan
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