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1 Introduction

Our paper compares two types of comitative constructiorolisP and Russian,

1. what in an earlier analysis of Polish data has been catiedsi-comitative coordination”
(Dyfa, 1988) and “comitative coordination” with respectRaissian data (McNally, 1993),
and

2. the plural pronoun construction (PPC) introduced ont lihguistic scene by (Schwartz,
1988).

The relevant examples illustrating the two types of comsion in both languages are as
follows:

[Polish: comitative coordination]

(1) Dorota z  Mirkiem poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTRwent-PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘Dorota and Mirek went to the beach.’
[Russian: comitative coordination]

(2) Dasa s Misegj posli  napljaz.
Dasha-NOMwith Misha-INSTRwent-PLto beach-ACC
‘Dasha and Misha went to the beach.’

[Polish: plural pronoun construction]
(3) Myz  Mirkiem poszlémy naplaze.

we with Mirek-INSTR went-1PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC
‘We went shopping with Mirek/Mirek and | went shopping.’



[Russian: plural pronoun construction]

(4) Mys  Misej posli  napljaz.
We with Misha-INSTRwent-PLto beach-ACC
‘We went to the beach.with Misha/ Misha and | went to the béach

In what follows, we will refer to sentences like (1 and (2) #%"comitative coordinationér "the
NP-with-NP Vpl construction".

The discussion of comitatives and PPCs is not new in theikstigditerature (see (Schwartz,
1988), (Ladusaw, 1989), (Dyta, 1988), (Aissen, 1989), (iraple et al., 1998) (McNally, 1993),(Urtz,
1994), (Vassilieva, 2000), (Skrabalova, 2001), (CamatB86), to mention but a few}. Comita-
tive coordination is treated as either conjunctionlessnainy coordination (Dytfa, 1988), for Polish)
or as a complex NP, consisting of a head (NP) and a non-heaghtdsuPP) of a complex NP
(McNally, 1993) or as a complex NP, where the prepositiontlitvsubcategorizes for two argu-
ments, a nominative NP and an instrumental NP (Feldman,)2002 comitative phrase in PPCs is
treated as an adjunct (Ladusaw, 1989) or as complementilfggasand Richard K. Larson, 2001),
(Feldman, 2002).

The common challenge that anybody working with these coastms faces is their rela-
tion (or lack thereof) to ordinary coordination. After alhspite of the apparent lack of an overt
conjunction, both constructions exhibit some propertlegracteristic of ordinary coordination. We
will follow the same path here. More specifically, we woukElito test several hypotheses:

1. Polish and Russian exhibit a similar behavior with respecomitative coordination; and
therefore, comitative coordination in the two languagesughget a unified analysis;

2. Comitative coordination is an instance of ordinary camation;

3. Comitative coordination is a separate structure andldhmuanalyzed differently from ordi-
nary coordination;

4. In PPCs, the comitative phrase is an adjunct to the prgnoun
5. In PPC'’s, the comitative phrase is a complement of theqanon

6. PPC is an instance of comitative coordination.

In doing so, we will run our Polish and Russian data againstteety of constituency and
coordination tests. Based upon the behavior of Polish arsdiBu comitative coordination with re-
spect to binding anaphors. We will observe the behavior@Pblish and Russian comitatives with
respect to different types of discontinuities, such asagkiton, the insertion of parenthetical expres-
sions and clitics; number and gender agreement, congastiess assignment, semantic factors,

For a discussion of comitative coordination from a typobtagiperspective, cf.(Stassen, 2000), cite{leon2



such as the accessibility of the collective and distrilutigadings and definiteness agreement. The
thorough consideration of all these phenomena leads us #lief that Polish and Russian comi-
tative coordinate constructions are not the same. Polisfitative coordination constructions are
very much like the ordinary coordination, which goes alorithwhe analysis proposed by (Dyta,
1988); whereas Russian comitatives behave neither likisiPohes, not like Russian ordinary co-
ordination — the binding phenomenon is our main evidenceetfAdr they cannot and should not
be analyzed uniformly. is moot. Inspite of the differenae®inding, we will attempt to provide a
unified account of comitative coordination in both langusage

The second part of our paper deals with PPCs. In Polish, thdegaesolution in PPCs
presents evidence for the coordinate nature of PPCs infPdiswever, Russian does not exhibit
gender agreement in plural noun phrases, and as a resulegideimce is not available for Russian.
We consider semantic and syntactic properties of PPCs isi&uand conclude that the construction
is neither an instance of adjunction, nor of comitative dowation.

2 Comitative Coordination in Polish and Russian

2.1 A Side by Side Comparison
Consider (5) and (6) belot

(5) Dorota z  Mirkiem poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTRwent-PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘Dorota and Mirek went to the beach.’

(6) Dorota z  Mirkiem poszta naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR went-3SG.FEMo beach-ACC

‘Dorota went to the beach with Mirek.’

(5) is an example of the comitative coordinate constructiith the comitative phrase immediately
following the subject NP, while the latter is an instancehaf tegular comitative construction where
the comitative phrase is an adjunct. The basic differend¢evd®n the two is that in (6[Dorota
andz Mirkiemare two separate constitutents, whereas in (5) they aremctsjin a coordinate NP,
ConsequentlyDorotais the subject of (6) and as such triggers feminine singudaeement on the
verb. The masculine plural form of the verb in (5) indicateattthe subject NP is plural, which
can only be the case if the host NI®rota and the comitative phraseMirkiemform one complex
subject NP.

The same phenomenon is evident in Russian as well. To seeahipare example (7) with
(8) below.

The former example is repeated here for the reader’s coeneei
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(7) Dasa s Misegj posli  napljaz.
Dasha-NOMwith Misha-INSTRwent-PLto beach-ACC
‘Dasha and Misha went to the beach.’

(8) Dasa s Misej posla napljaz.
Dasha-NOMwith Misha-INSTRwent-3SG.FEMo beach-ACC
‘Dasha went to the beach with Misha.’

(7) and (8) are parallel to the Polish (5) and (6).
Although there is no gender difference for plural 3rd perRogsian verb forms, the plural

agreement with the verb in (7) suggests the same anali)siSa s MiSeiis one constituent, the
subject ofposli.

2.2 Constituency Tests
2.2.1 Extraction

No extraction of either the host NP or the comitative phrasglowed out of the comitative coordi-
nate construction, as shown by the ungrammaticality of xaengles below.

9) *Zz Mirkiem, Dorota poszli naplaze.
with Mirek-INSTR Dorota-NOMwent-3PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘With Mirek, Dorota went to the beach.’

(10) * Dorota, sadze, ze z Mirkiem poszli naplaze
Dorota-NOMthink-1SGthatwith Mirek-INSTR went-3PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

“*Dorota | think that with Mirek (they) went to the beach.’

Ungrammatical examples involving extraction are extrgmate. We found a single exam-
ple of relativization out of the NP z NP.

(11) * Ktéry wraz z  kilkoma zolnierzami  dotarli do
who-SG.MASCtogethemwith a-few-INSTRsoldiers-INSTRreached-3PL.VIRILEo
przeleczy
pass-GEN

‘who together with a few soldiers reached the pass’



Such sentences while comprehensible to most native spgealeutterly ungrammatical.

The same is true for Russian:

(12) *S Misej Dasa posli  napljaz
With MashaDashawent-PLto beach-ACC
‘With Masha Dasha went to the beach.’

(13) * Da3a, yadumaju,posli  napljaz s  MiSej.
Dasha-NOMI think went-PLto beachwith Misha
‘Dasha, | think, went to the beach with Misha.’

However, the use of the singular agreement in sentencelvimgeextraction is perfectly grammat-
ical in both languages, as the examples below indicate:

(14) Dorota sadze, ze z  Mirkiem poszia naplaze.
Dorota-NOMthink-1SGthatwith Mirek-INSTR went-3SG-FEMo beach-ACC

‘Dorota, | think, went to the beach with Mirek.’

(15) Da3a, ja dumaju,posla napliaz s Misej.
Dasha-NOM think went-3SG-FEMo beachwith Misha
‘Dasha, | think, went to the beach with Misha.’

Note, however, that the host NP and the comitative phrasdeaxtracted together, as a
constituent., as can seen in the following perfectly wethfed examples of topicalization out of
the subordinate clause.

(16) Dorota z  Mirkiem, sadze, ze poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR think-1SGthatwent-3PLto beach-ACC

‘Dorota and Mirek, | think, went to the beach.’

(17) Dasa s  Midej, ja dumaju,posli napljaz.
Dasha-NOMwith Misha-INSTRI think  went-3PLto beach-ACC
‘Dasha and Misha, | think, went to the beach.’

The ungrammaticality of examples involving extraction loé thost NP or the comitative
phrase out of the NP-with-NP cluster indicates that thetefusrms a constituent.



2.2.2 Contrastive Stress Assignment

In Polish, contrastive stress can only be assigned to the&i{PNP as a single constituent, when
the verb is plural, but not separately to the host NP or to &mitative phrase..

(18) *DOROTA z  Mirkiem poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR went-3PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘It was Dorota who went with Mirek to the beach.’

(19) * Dorota Z MIRKIEM  poszli na plaze.
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR went-3PL.VIRILE to beach-ACC

‘It was with Mirek that Dorota went the beach.

(20) DOROTA Z MIRKIEM  poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR went-3PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘It was Dorota and Mirek who went the beach.’

Russian exhibits another type of behavior in contrastiveesds. The comitative phrase is
stressed, not the entire NP-with-NP string.

(21) Tanjas Vasejostalis’ doma.Dasa s MISEJposli  napljaZ.
Tanyawith Vasyastayed-PLhome.Dashawith Misha went-PLto beach
‘Tanya and Vasya stayed at home. Dasha and MISHA went to thehbie

2.2.3 Adjacency

In order for the host NP+comitative phrase to "trigger"plusgreement with the predicate or at-
tribute, the comitative phrase must immediately follow fost NP. Since what kind of intervening
material can be found between the host NP and the comitdtrase will be relevant later, we split
this section into two: one dealing with parentheticals,dtreer with clitics.

2.2.3.1 Parentheticals Parentheticals cannot be placed between the host NP andrttimative
phrase.

(22) * Dorota, niestety, z  Mirkiem poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMunfortunatelywith Mirek-INSTR went-3PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘Unfortunately, Dorota and Mirek went to the beach.’



(23) * DaSa, k sozalenijupoSli napljaz s MiSei.
Dasha-NOMfor regret went-PLto beachwith Misha-INSTR
‘Unfortunately, Dasha and Misha went to the beach.’

2.2.3.2 Clitics Clitics cannot intervene either, as can be seen from theanmgiaticality of (25)
vs. the perfect well-formedness of (24).

(24) Dorota sie z  Mirkiem spotkata naplazy.
Dorota-NOMCLITIC with Mirek-INSTR met-3SG.FEMat beach-LOC

‘Dorota met Mirek at the beach.’

(25) * Dorota sie z  Mirkiem spotkali naplazy.
Dorota-NOMCLITIC with Mirek-INSTR met-3PL.VIRILEat beach-LOC

‘Dorota and Mirek met at the beach.’

Since parentheticals in Polish tend to occur at major cuestt boundaries, as noted by (Cichocki,
1983), the ungrammaticality of (25) indicates the lack ofjan@onstituent boundary between
Dorotaandz Mirkiem

Russian does not seem to exhibit this type of behavior. Rngditics tend to occur in the
so-called second position, i.e. either they follow the frgtsodic word or the first constituent of a
sentence. So, the two cases are grammatical:

(26) Dasa ze s  MiSej posli  napljaz.
Dasha-NOMCLITIC with Misha-INSTRwent-PLto beach-ACC
‘Dasha and Misha went to the beach, after all’

(27) Dasa s MiSej ze posli  napljaz.
Dasha-NOMCLITIC with Misha-INSTRwent-PLto beach-ACC
‘Dasha and Misha went to the beach, after all’

2.2.4 Control of Reflexives

The complex NP consisting of the host NP and the comitativagghacts as a single constituent
with respect to reflexivization. Consider the following exale:



(28) Dorota z  Mirkiem; wracili doswego.;
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR returned-3PL.VIRILEo their-REFL.GEN

mieszkania.
apartment-GEN

‘Dorota and Mirek returned to their apartment.’

(29) Dasa s  Misei; vernulis’ v svoju;  kvartiru.
Dasha-NOMwith Misha-INSTRreturned-PLto self’'s-ACC apartment-ACC

‘Dasha and Misha returned to their apartment.’

Split antecedents are not allowed in case of this constmucéis shown below. The ungrammaticality
of these examples indicates that the host NP and the comitaltrase form a single constituent.

(30) *Dorotag z  Mirkiem wrocili doswegq
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR returned-3PL.VIRILEo their-REFL.GEN
mieszkania.

apartment-GEN
‘Dorota and Mirek returned to her apartment.

(31) *Dorotag z  Mirkiem; wrocili doswegq
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR returned-3PL.VIRILEo their-REFL.GEN
mieszkania.

apartment-GEN
‘Dorota and Mirek returned to his apartment.’

The same observation can be made with respect to Russian data

(32) Dasa i MiSa; vernulis’ v svoju,;  kvartiru.
Dasha-NOMandMisha-NOMreturned-PLto self's-ACC apartment-ACC

‘Dasha and Misha returned to her apartment.’

(33) Dasa s  Misej; vernulis’ v svoju;  kvartiru.
Dasha-NOMwith Misha-INSTRreturned-PLto self’'s-ACC apartment-ACC

‘Dasha and Misha returned to his apartment’

(34) Dasa s  Misej; vernulis’ v *svoju; kvartiru.
Dasha-NOMwith Misha-INSTRreturned-PLto self's-ACC apartment.ACC

‘Dasha and Misha returned to her apartment.’



(35) Dasa s  Misej; vernulis’ v *svoju; kvartiru.
Dasha-NOMwith Misha-INSTRreturned-PLto self’'s-ACC apartment.ACC
‘Dasha and Misha returned to his apartment.’

2.2.5 Control of Equi in Infinitival Complements

The NP-with-NP cluster also behaves like a constituent végipect to control of Equi in infinitival
complements. No split controllers are allowed, as can be sem the fact that both the Polish and
Russian examples below can only have a comitative reading.

(36) Kasia chciata iS¢ naplaze z  Marcinem
Kasia-NOMwanted-3SG.FEMgo-INFto beach-ACCwith Marcin-INSTR

‘Kasia wanted to go to the beach with Marcin.

(37) Katja xocet/*xotjat poiti  napljaz s Masej.
Katya-INSTRwant-SG-3P-FEM/*want-Plgo-INF to beach-ACCwith Masha
‘Katya wanted to go to the beach with Masha’

In view of this, the grammaticality of (38) in Polish and 0B}3n Russian indicates that in
both languages the NP and the comitative phrase that imiegdfallows it form a constituent.

(38) Kasia Zz Marcinem chcieli isc naplaze.
Kasia-NOMwith Marcin-INSTRwanted-3PL.VIRILEgo-INFto beach-ACC

‘Kasia and Marcin wanted to go to the beach.

(39) Katja s MasSej xotjat poiti  napljaz.
Katya-NOMwith Masha-INSTRwant-PL-3Pgo-INFto beach-ACC
‘Katja and Masha want to go to the beach'’

2.2.6 Control of Equi in Participial Clauses

Another test for constituency that supports the claim thatNIP and the comitative phrase form
a constituent is their ability to jointly control Equi intagicipial clauses. Consider the following
examples:



(40) Przyjechawszy potudnie,Kasia Zz Marcinem zaraz
having-arrivedatnoon Kasia-NOMwith Marcin-INSTRimmediately
poszli naplaze.
went-3PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC
‘Having arrived at noon, Kasia and Marcin immediately wenttte beach.’

(41) Priexav v polden’,Katja s Masej posli  napljaz.
Having-arrivedatnoon, Katya-NOMwith Masha-INSTRwent-PLto beach
‘Having arrived at noon, Katya and Masha went to the beach.’

The fact that the only readings that (40) and (41) have aretatwe should be construed that split
controllers for Equi in participial clauses are forbidderbbth languages. Thus, the ability of the
NP + comitative phrase cluster to serve jointly as a cordroil (42) and (43), respectively, counts
as evidence for the claim that they form a constituent.

(42) Przyjechawszy potudnie,Kasia zaraz poszta naplaze z
having-arrivedat noon Kasia-NOMimmediatelywent-3SG.FEMo beach-ACCQwith
Marcinem.

Marcin-INSTR

‘Having arrived at noon, Kasia immediately went to the beaith Marcin.’

(43) Priexav v polden’,Katja posla napljaz s Masej.
Having-arrivedatnoon, Katya-NOMwent-SG-FEMto beachwith Masha-INSTR
‘Having arrived at noon, Katya went to the beach with Masha.’

2.3 Tests for Coordination

In this section, we will argue that the complex NP evidenaenfbich we presented in the previous
section is in fact coordinate. Arguments for coordinatiaket the form of showing that the NP-
with-NP Vpl construction mimics the behavior of ordinary N&ordination.

2.3.1 Number Agreement

In Polish and Russian, a coordination of singular NPs alralvgys requires plural number agree-
ment on the verl? In Polish, only a handful of collective nouns can triggerrpliagreement on its
predicate and vice versa, a plural lexical noun subjectmiggers singular agreement. Thus, if a
phrasal subject NP does trigger plural agreement, it is dication of its plurality. Since the com-
ponents of the phrasal NP are not plural themselves, thdugion follows that the plural verbal
forms indicate that the NP-with-NP string is an instanceaafrdination.

*The exceptions are rare instances of agreement with thestlosnjunct.
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2.3.2 Control of Reflexive Possessives Within Comitative Pase

For most speakers of Polish, the host NP in the constructimieuconsideration cannot serve as
an antecedent for a reflexive possessive pronoun withindimtative phrase, as illustrated by the
example below.

(44) * Dorotag ze swym; chtopakiem poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith her-REFL.INSTRboyfriend-INSTRwent-3PL.MASCto beach-ACC

‘Dorota and her boyfriend went to the beach.

In this respect, the NP-with-NP Vpl construction mimics behavior of ordinary NP coor-
dination, as shown in (2.3.2) below.

(45) * Dorotag i SwOj chiopak poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMandher-REFL.NOMboyfriend-NOMwent-3PL.MASCto beach-ACC
‘Dorota and her boyfriend went to the beach.

Non-reflexive possessives in the comitative phrase carenahteceded by the first conjunct
either.

(46) * Dorotg ze jej; mezem poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith her-INSTRhusband-INSTRvent-3PL.MASCto beach-ACC
‘Dorota and her husband went to the beach.’

Only zero anaphoric possessive in the comitative contdbe the first conjunct seems
somewhat acceptable.

(47) ? Dorota z 0 mezem poszlina plaze.
Dorota-NOMwith husband-INSTRvent-3PL.MASCto beach-ACC
‘Dorota and her husband went to the beach.’

Note, however, the non-reflexive possessive pronoun iseseib ordinary coordination.
The example with zero possessive sounds odd.

(48) ? Dorota i 0O maz poszlinaplaze.
Dorota-NOMandhusband-NOMwvent-3PL.MASCto beach-ACC
‘Dorota and her husband went to the beach.’
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(49) Dorota i jej; maz poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMandher-NOM husband-NOMwvent-3PL.MASCto beach-ACC

‘Dorota and her husband went to the beach.’

Occasional instances of first conjuncts controlling reflexiossessives within the comitative phrase
can rarely be found in written language, but their ungranahty is indisputable.

Russian, however, exhibits a different pattern:

(50) a. Dasai ee drug posSli  napljaz.
Dashaandherfriend went-PLto beach
‘Dasha and her friend went to the beach.
b. *DasSai svoj drug posli  napljaz.
Dashaandher friendwent-PLto beach
‘Dasha and her friend went to the beach.’

c. DaSa so svoim; drugomposli  napljaz.
Dashawith her friend went-PLto beach
‘Dasha and her friend went to the beach.’

d. *Dashas eg drugomposli napljaz.
Dasha andherfriend went-PLto beach
‘Dasha and her friend went to the beach.

There are two types of possessive pronouns in Russian, iveflard non-reflexive. The
former can modify the comitative phrase, whereas the |at#@r modify the second conjunct in
ordinary coordinate constructions.

Thus, Russian and Polish with-coordinate constructiorsddferent in their binding pat-
terns.*

2.3.3 Gender Resolution

In ordinary coordinate structures in Polish, virile (mdse human) always overrides non-virile.
This happens regardless of whether the gender is inhergmlgified or assigned by the pragmatic
context. Thus, (51) is grammatical only if uttered by a maleaker, (52) is ungrammatical for
both male and female speakers since the gender agreemdrd eerb is non-virile and one of the
conjuncts, Marcin, is inherently virile.

“Incidentally, the Russian reflexive binding in comitati@odination runs counter Munn’s (1993) claim that con-
juncts do not receive a theta role and thus cannot act aseaieets for reflexive binding.

12



(51) Joanna i ja polecielsmy do Calgary.
Joanna-NOMandI-NOM flew-3PL.VIRILEto Calgary-GEN
‘ Joanna and | flew to Calgary.

(52) *Marcin i ja poleciahémy do Calgary.
Marcin-NOM andI-NOM flew-3PL.NON-VIRILEto Calgary-GEN

‘Marcin and | went to Calgary.’

Note that the form of the verb in example (53) is in its thiradgea plural virile form.

(53) Dorota z  Mirkiem poszli naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR went-3PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘Dorota and Mirek went to the beach.’

The use of the third person plural non-virile form of the veghders the sentence ungram-
matical, as shown in (54) below.

(54) * Dorota Z  Mirkiem poszty naplaze.
Dorota-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR went-3PL.NON-VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘Dorota and Mirek went to the beach.’

The grammaticality of (53) taken together with the ill-fardness of (54) indicates that the
comitative phrase Mirkiemparticipates in gender resolution. Hence, it must be a canju

Since there is no gender distinction for plural verbs in Rargsthis phenomenon is not
attested.

2.3.4 Distributive vs. Collective Reading

An s-adjunct cannot modify a verb that requires a distributeading. Thus, for example, verbs
such adelieveor knowwill not havewith-modifiers. Howevers-phrases with coordinate meanings
are acceptable with these verbs (see (55b)) just as araregudrdinated subjects (55c):

(55) a. *MaSa verit s DaSej v boga.
Mashabelieve-3SG.PRE®ith Dasha-INSTRn God
“*Masha believes in God with Dasha.’

b. MaSa s DaSej verjat v boga.
Mashawith Dasha-INSTRbelieve-3PL.PRE$ God

‘Masha and Dasha believe in God.’
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c. MaSai DaSa verjat v boga.
MashaandDasha.-INSTRbelieve-3PL.PRE$ God

‘Masha and Dasha believe in God.’

The ability of awith-phrase to occur with verbs likeelievethat only require distributive readings
can be considered a diagnostic for (with)-coordination us$an.

In addition, comitative adjuncts cannot occur with recgais:

(56) a. MaSas Da3ejljubjat drugdruga.
Mashawith Dashadlike-3PL eachother
‘Masha and Dasha like each other.’
b. *MaSas Da3ejljubit  drugdruga.
Mashawith Dashadlike-3SGeachother
“*Masha likes each other with Dasha.’

The NP-with-NP Vpl construction in Polish also occurs wittegicates that have exclu-
sively distributive meanings, as can be seen below.

(57) Marcin z Joanna sa WYSOcy.
Marcin-NOM with Joanna-INSThe-3PL.VIRILEtall-VIRILE

‘Marcin and Joanna are tall.’

(58) Marcin z Joanna sa WYySocy.
Marcin-NOM with Joanna-INSThhe-3PLtall-VIRILE

‘Marcin and Joanna are tall.’

(59) Marcin z Joanna sa zwolennikamipostepu w
Marcin-NOM with Joanna-INSTRbe-3PLproponent-PLprogress-GENvithin
granicach zdrowego rozsadku.

boundaries-LOGommon-GENsense-GEN
‘Marcin and Joanna are proponents of progress within thedares of common sense.’

Additional evidence in favor of the claim that the NP-withRString is a coordinate struc-
ture comes from the following examples:

(60) a. MaSas DaSejzarabotalatri rublja.
Mashawith Dashaearned-SGhreerubles

‘Masha earned three rubles with Dasha.’
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b. MaSa s DasSejzarabotalitri  rublja.
Mashawith Dashaearned-Plthreerubles

‘Masha and Dasha earned three rubles/Masha and Dasha eaetl #aee rubles (6 rubles in total).’

As becomes evident from the translations of the examplegg®d in this section, the comitative
adjuncts do not allow a distributive reading, whereas thaitaiives conjuncts allow the object to
either distribute over the subject or not, the way ordinagrdinate constructions do.

A closely related piece of evidence for the plurality and¢berdinate nature of the phrase
in question comes from its co-occurrence with the distieuprepositionpo which subcategorizes
for an NP in the accusative case, a test available both isliPahd Russian. Consider the following
examples:

(61) Marcin i  Tomek Zjedli po dwa ciastka.
Marcin-NOM andTomek-NOMate-3PL.VIRILEDISTR two-ACC cookies-ACC

‘Marcin and Tomek ate two cookies each.’

(62) Misa i Katja seli  po dva pecenja.
Misa-NOM andKatya-NOMate-3PLDISTR two-ACC cookies-ACC
‘Misha and Katya ate two cookies each.’

The meanings of examples (61) and (62) are identical to thatcoordination of (63) and
(65) and of a coordination of (64) and (66), respectivelydAp are the meanings of examples (67)
and (68), both of which involve the NP-with-NP phrase indtefiordinary coordination.

(63) Marcin Zjadt dwa ciastka.
Marcin-NOM ate-3SG.VIRILEwo-ACC cookies-ACC

‘Marcin ate two cookies.’

(64) Misa s'el dva pecenja.
Misha-NOM ate-3SG.MASQGwo-ACC cookies-ACC
‘Misha ate two cookies.’

(65) Tomek zjadt dwa ciastka.
Tomek-NOMate-3SG.VIRILEtwo-ACC cookies-ACC

‘Tomek ate two cookies.’

(66) Katja s'ela dva pecenja.
Katya-NOM ate-3SG.FEMwo-ACC cookies-ACC
‘Katya ate two cookies.’
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(67) Marcin z Tomkiem zjedli po dwa ciastka.
Marcin-NOM with Tomek-INSTRate-3PL.VIRILEDISTR two-ACC cookies-ACC

‘Marcin and Tomek ate two cookies each.’

(68) Misa s Katej seli  po dva pecenja.
Misha-NOMwith Katya-INSTRate-3PLDISTR two-ACC cookies-ACC
‘Misha with Katya ate two cookies each.’

Note that adjunct structures are absolutely impossiblk thi¢ distributive prepositiopo:

[Polish]

(69) * Marcin z Tomkiem zjadt po dwa ciastka.
Marcin-NOM with Tomek-INSTRate-3SG.VIRILEDISTR two-ACC cookies-ACC

‘Marcin and Tomek ate two cookies each.’

[Russian]

(70) * Ma3a s Tanegj s’ela po dva pectenja.
Masha-NOMwith Tanya-INSTRate-3SG.FEMDISTR two-ACC cookies-GEN

‘Masha and Tanya ate two cookies each’

Basically, this is a test for plurality but it also provestthamitative coordination NP-with-
NP can have a distributive reading (unlike adjunct striegyand like ordinary coordination.

2.3.5 Definiteness Agreement

In Polish there is a clear relationship between the featomedbe nominative NP and the features on
the NP within the comitative phrase. Compare the followirgreples:

(71) Mirek z Dorota poszli naplaze.
Mirek-NOM with Dorota-INSTRwent-3PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘Mirek and Dorota went to the beach.’

(72) ? Mirek z ta dziewczyngposzli  naplaze.
Mirek-NOM with this-INSTRgirl-INSTR went-3PLto beach-ACC

‘Mirek and this girl went to the beach.
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(73) * Mirek z jakes dziewczyngooszli  naplaze.
Mirek-NOM with some-INSTR.FEMirl-INSTR went-3PLto beach-ACC
‘Mirek and some girl went to the beach.’

In (71) where the two NPs are proper nouns, plural agreemiémtive verb is fine. It becomes more
problematic in (72), where one of the NPs is a proper noun lamather a definite description. In

(73), where the other NP is indefinite, plural agreementtaljounacceptable. Note, however, that
the two NPs agree with respect to definiteness, plural agreem just fine, (as in (74) and (75)).

(74) Ten chtopak z ta dziewczyngposzli na
this-NOM.MASCboy-NOM with this-INSTR.FEMgirl-INSTR went-3PL.VIRILEto
plaze.
beach-ACC

‘“This boy and this girl went to the beach.

(75) Jaks chiopak z jakas dziewczyngposzli na
some-NOM.MASChoy-NOM with some-INSTR.FEMyirl-INSTR went-3PL.VIRILEto
plaze.
beach-ACC

‘A boy and a girl went to the beach.’

However, Russian is different in this respect. Native speakrefer the plural agreement
over singular in all the cases regardless whether the ctiveiahrase is definite or indefinite, as is
illustrated by the following examples. The singular agreatris not completely ruled out, but is
definitely dispreferred®

(76) DaSa s MiSej posli/poSlanapljaz.
DashaandMishawent-PL to beach
‘Dasha and Misha went to the beach.’

(77) DaSas kakoi-todevakoj posli/posla napljaz.
Dashaandsome girl went-PL/went-SGo beach
‘Dasha and some girl went to the beach.

(78) DaSa s toj devakojposli/posla napljaz.
Dashaandthatgirl went-PL/went-SGo beach
‘Dasha and some girl went to the beach.

5To accept a sentence with a singular verb the speakers hateritiency to dislocate the phrase phrase farther away
from the nominative NP.
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(79) Etotmal’Cik s etojdevakoj posli/posel napljaz.
Thisboy  with this girl went-PL/went-SG.MASGo beach
‘This boy and this girl went to the beach./This boy went tolteach with some girl.’

(80) Kakoj-tomal'¢ik s kakoj-todevakoj posli/poSel napljaz.
Some boy  withsome girl went-PL/went-SG.MASQo beach
‘Some boy and some girl went to the beach./Some boy went togheh with some girl’

2.4 Comitative Coordination in Polish and Russian - Summary

Our discussion is summarized in the table below. Both Pdisth Russian NP-with-NP clusters
occur with plural verbs, both can occur with verbs that haseusively distributive meanings. The
NP-with-NP cluster, both in Polish and Russian, can servatacedent for reflexive pronominal
modifiers of objects. The NP-with-NP is a controller for Equinfinitival and participal clauses.
When the verb is plural, there is a strict linear order (inece NP-NOM is singular) of the NP-
with-NP cluster: the host NP must immediately precede thmitative phrase. The host NP can
never be an antecedent for a non-reflexive possessive witRicomitative phrase; however, in
Russian, unlike Polish, it can antecede reflexive possssiithin the comitative phrase. Note the
differences between Polish and Russian: the host NP andthiative NP must agree with respect
to definiteness in Polish, whereas Russian lacks this emeint; the comitative NP participates in
gender resolution in Polish (like ordinary coordinatiompwever, Russian does not have the gender
resolution phenomenon.

Property Polish | Russian
Plural verb agreement Yes Yes
Ability to co-occur with verbs that have exclusively dibuitive meanings Yes Yes
NP-with-NP serve jointly as an antecedent for a reflexive Yes Yes
NP-with-NP serve jointly as a controller for Equi in infivéil complements Yes Yes
NP-with-NP serve jointly as a controller for Equi in a paigtial clause Yes Yes
The host NP must precede the comitative phrase Yes Yes
The comitative phrase must be strictly adjacent to the h&st N Yes Yes
The comitative NP participates in gender resolution Yes n/a
Extraction out of the NP z NP phrase No No
The host NP serves as an antecedent for a reflexive possestivethe comitative NP No Yes
The host NP serves as an antecedent for a non-reflexive piv&sesthin the comitative NB| No No
The host NP and the comitative NP must agree with respecffituitdaess Yes No
Personal pronoun as the host NP No No
Personal pronoun as the comitative NP No No
The elements of the PPC’s can be conjoined by “and” Yes Yes
The order of the NPs in the NP-with-NP cluster is arbitrary Yes Yes

The facts suggest that Polish comitative coordination tdifferent from ordinary coordi-
nation. This conclusion goes along the analysis proposd®ia, 1988).
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2.5 Polish Comitative Coordination — Analysis

Considering the Polish facts, summarized in the table gbaveatural assumption to make with
respect tavith-coordination is to assume that it is exactly the same asarglicoordination, or at
least very similar.

(Dyta, 1988) treats comitative constructions that triggkeral verb agreement as ‘quasi-
comitative’; i.e. they look like comitative constructiobst exhibit the syntactic properties of co-
ordinate constructions. Dyfa’s main argument relies onféloe that both ordinary and comitative
coordination trigger plural agreement with the verb. (Dy#888) argues that comitative coordinate
phrases (‘quasi-comitative constructions’) are indeemtdioate constructions.

Dylfa treatsz (an analogue of the Russiawith’) as neither a conjunction, nor a full-
fledged preposition. Thephrases are rather NPs with proclitic prepositions. Heiges a number
of arguments to support this claim. Polish, for instandewa extraction of prepositions and deter-
miners out of what look like PPs as if they were single coustits.

Dyta argues for the following internal structure of the sdled z- phrase in Polish:

NP

N

NP NOM

\N
TN

P[+CL] N[-CL]

In other words, comitative coordination is conjunctioslesdinary coordination.

2.6 Russian Comitative Coordination — Analysis

The binding facts in Russian suggest that comitative coatiin should be analyzed differently
from that of ordinary coordination. The section outlines possible analyses of Russian comitative
coordination.

This analysis has been proposed in (Feldman, 2002) witlerirtimework of HPSG. The
argument in favor of this distinction between ordinary amdniative coordination comes from
the difference in the behavior of these constructions wagpect to possessive pronouns when the
possession relation holds between the entities denotdtelyrdinary/comitative coordinate phrase.
In the case of comitative coordination, the nominal headlects two NP complements.

(Feldman, 2002) proposes to treats a nominal head that selects two noun complements.
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[lexical entry forg|

[PHON(s)

HEAD noun

SUBJ(NP.pro)

COM Ps<NPnpm[msm>
| CONT|INDEX | NUM plu

VAL

Thes-coordinate structure will look like the following:

HEAD [4]
VALENCE ()
NP IND i+ }

CONTENT
|:RESTR Hulz

HEAD [4] HEAD [4]
VALENCE () NP
P . SUBJ
content| P! VALENCE nre HEADLE]
RESTR] COMPS()
CONTENT[S]
HEAD [4] HEAD noun
NP CASE instr|
SUBJ< npro[HEADD NP | VALENCE ()
VALENCE IND j
NP
COMPS< npro[instr] > CONTENT |:RESTR:|
CONTENT[S]

In ans-coordinate structure, the nominal hessubcategorizes for a subject NJR, and a comple-
ment NB,,,.o(inst,]- Moreover, the head values of the nominal head are tokeriodéto the head
specification of its subject as represented in the avm albigeimportant to notice that this head
selects two NP’s whose heads are non-pronominal.

Though such an analysis seems to be counterintfitiveas several immediately appealing
facts. First, it ensures the right number specification efititother NP. Second, it predicts that when
a possession relation holds between the entities denotggelmpmitative coordinate NP, a reflexive
pronoun is required. Third, the first NP always varies in ¢gasecord with the grammatical relation
it bears, while the second is invariably in instrumentalecaloreover, it predicts that only non-
pronominal NP’s will participate is-coordination and provides grounds upon which to explagn th
contrasts between comitative coordinates and ordinarydawates on the one hand, and between
comitative coordinates and Plural Pronoun Constructianthe other.

See (Feldman, 2002) for the discussion of iterativity amthtri and left-node raising apparent problem and their
solutions
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2.6.1 An Excursus on Grammaticalization

In order to understand where the two languages are today regipect to comitative coordina-
tion, we must remember that the current state of affairsssgusynchronic reflex of the on-going
diachronic process of grammaticalization of coordinatiandescribed in (Mithun, 1988). More
precisely, what we are faced with is the process of recateggn of a comitative preposition into
a conjunction. Since the process of grammaticalizatiors e occur overnight and many factors
are probably involved, both linguistic and extralinguistivhich can speed up or slown down the
process, it is not surprising to find Polish and Russian & mdifit stages of the proceSsAs (De-
Lancey, 1994) has pointed out, a consequence of the grath@gs of grammaticalization is that
in any language one may find a number of transitional, hybaiggories whose properties are a
combintion of the propertie of the source category and ofpttoperties of the target category. As
such, they may not always be easily descibed in terms of a lnebdgeammar based upon a prede-
fined set of grammatical categories. We claim that the dedaomitative preposition’ is such a
category.

2.6.2 The Neutralization Hypothesis

(van Riemsdijk, 1983) in his study of the case of German gigigcproposes that German adjectives
are unspecified for the feature [N:+]. His Neutralizationpdthesis analysis was later extended by
(Samiian, 1989) to an analysis of Persian prepositions. & that an similar analysis would
probably be the most suitable for comitative prepositianBalish and Russiaf.

If, following (Chomsky, 1970), we assume for the sake of a&sion that a preposition can
be characterized as [V:-] [N:-], then the Russian prepmstj being unspecified for [N:-], becomes
compatible with the class of nominals, or, as (Feldman, 2@@@s it, the preposition becomes
a functional nominal. It still subcategorizes for an NP ie thstrumental case, or at minimum,
assigns the instrumental case to the NP it immediately ge=celThe host NP is reinterpreted as the
specifier of the functional nominal.

Two questions need to be answered

1. How to account for its ability of the host NP in Russian ttveeas an antecedent for a reflexive
possessive within the instrumental-marked NP?

2. Why is this impossible in Polish comitative coordinafion

"We do not intend to use diachronic arguments in a synchramidysis but we believe that diachrony imposes
constraints on synchrony in that it limits a set of possilyieckironic analyses.

8At this point, such an analysis is not avilable in HPSG dueh® requirement that feature structures be ‘“fully
specifed’. .Note, however, that (Sag, 2003) proposes toirdite from HPSG the requirement that feature structures be
assigned maximal types and suggests that it may be destoablininate the requirement that feature structures bear a
specification for all features that could be specifed fot tiype of feature structure.

°To avert possible misunderstandings, we would like to méléer that we DO NOT postulate any synchronic
reanalysis rules.
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Note that in sentences like (81) below, the host NP c-commant does not s-command
the reflexive possessive pronoun. One may claim that Ruaiams not only clausal subjects to be
controllers ofsvotreflexives but also subjects (or specifiers) of the NP toesas/controllers. Note
that this does not require any changes in the binding theself.i

(81) Dasa so svoim; drugomposli  napljaz.
Dashawith her  friend went-PLto beach
‘Dasha and her friend went to the beach.’

It follows that NP-internal binding should be possible insRian not only with a functional
head like 5 but also with lexical heads and indeed it is. The results aneesvhat "weird". but not
ungrammatical., as in the following example:

(82) Unizenie lvanom svoej zeny.
humiliation-NOM John-INSTRREFL-GENwife-GEN

‘John’s humiliation of his wife.’

The Polish comitative prepositiaris likewise neutralized with respect to [N:-] and so is the
comitative phrase, thus allowing its value for gender tatigbute to the gender specification of the
mother. Since comitative coordination in Polish is conjiordess ordinary coordination, the host
NP cannot be used as an antecedent for a reflexive possestiedomitative phrases. In addition
to this NP-internal binding of the kind exemplified in

ciagte upokazanie przezJanka swojej zony

(83) * ciagh kazani Jank . .
constanthumiliation-ITERATIVE-NOMby  John-INSTRREFL-GENwife-GEN
‘John’s constant humiliation of his wife.’

3 The Plural Pronoun Construction in Polish and Russian

In Polish and Russian, the Plural Pronoun Construction jRGIlves a complex subject or object
NP that consists of a plural pronoun and a comitative phrasehas always made up of the prepo-
sition z (for Polish) ands (for Russian) (or one of its functional variants likeaz z(Polish),razem
z(Polish), vmeste gRussian) etc. ) and an NP in the instrumental d8s€&he case of the plural
pronoun is either the default case assigned to an NP thas laesubject or direct object relation
in the clause (nominative or accusative) or the genitivee @asigned when the plural pronoun is
within the scope of quantification or negation or when it iagessor within an NP. Dative-marked
hosts are limited to Inversion nominafs.

owe will limit ourselves to a discussion to the PPC properbvended coordination (VCC) (cf. (Schwartz, 1988) as
well as a variety of constructions that form a continuum lestwthe PCC and the VCC deserve a separate treatment.

"The term used the literature on Relational Grammar (RG) aedPair Grammar (APG) to refer to a nominal that
bears a subject relation in one stratum and an indirect blgéation in the next stratum.
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In this construction, the inclusive pronominal is usuat first or second person plural
pronounmy(Polish,Russian) 'we’ owy/vy(Polish/Russian) 'you’, as in (84) or (85,88) below, but
examples involving the third person plural pronowms (virile, Polish) orone (non-virile, Polish)
or oni (masculine/feminine; Russian), though less common, aeattested and in a proper context
sound perfectly fine, as can be seen from the well-formeduicbe examples below?

[Polish]

(84) Myz Ewa pojechalsmy na zakupy.
we with Ewa-INSTRwent-1PL.VIRILEshopping
‘Eve and | went shopping.’

(85) Czy wy z Ewa pojechalcie dzis na zakupy?
whetheryou with Ewa-INSTRwent-2PL.VIRILEtodayshopping

‘Did you and Eve go shopping today?’

(86) Oni z Ewa pojechali na zakupy.
They-VIRILE with Ewa-INSTRwent-3PL.VIRILEshopping

‘He and Eve went shopping.’

(87) Maria zostawia Janka w Kinie a one z Ewa
Maria-NOM leave-3SGanek-ACCat cinema-LOCandthey-NOM.FEMwith Ewa-INSTR
jada na zakupy.

went-3PL.FEMshopping
‘Maria leaves Janek at the cinema while she and Eve are ghopping.’

[Russian]

(88) Mys  DaSej kupili kompjuter.
We with Dashabought-PLcomputer
‘We bought a computer with Dasha/ Dasha and | bought a compute

The examples below illustrate other contexts in which th€ B&n be found.

[Polish]

(89) Alenas z Ewa nie potrzebowali przekonywa.
but us-ACCwith Ewa-INSTRNEG needed-3PL.VIRILEconvince-INF

‘But they did not have to convince Eve and me.’

12Note that in (88), usinga (1), instead ofmy (we)is impossible.
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(90) *Nam z Ewa nikt nie pomagt.
us-DAT with Ewa-INSTRnobody-NOMNEG helped-3PL.VIRILE
‘Nobody helped Eve and me.’

(91) Nam z Ewa przyjemniesie  tu mieszka.
us-DAT with Ewa-INSTRenjoyably REFL herelive-3SG

‘It is enjoyable for Eve and me to live here!

(92) Poczekaflo naszegoz Mama powrotu.
Wait until our-GENwith Mom-INSTRreturn-GEN

‘Wait until Mom and | return.’

(93) Dlanas z Ewa stalo sie jashe, ze...
For us-GENwith Ewa-INSTRbecameREFL clear-NEUTthat

‘It became clear to Eve and me that...

(94) O nas z Ewa sie  nie martw.
aboutus-LOCwith Ewa-INSTRREFLNEG worry-2SG.IMP

‘Don’t worry about Eve and me.

[Russian]

(95) Nonas s Evoj im ne nuzno bylo ubezdat’
butus-ACCwith Eva-INSTRthem-DAT NEG needed-ADVconvince-INF

‘But they did not have to convince Eve and me./But they didhaste to convince us and Eve.

(96) Nam s Evoj nikto ne pomog
us-DAT with Eva-INSTRnobody-NOMNEG helped-3SG.MASC

‘Nobody helped Eve and me./Nobody helped Eve and us.’

(97) Nam s Evoj nravitsja tut zit’
us-DAT with Eva-INSTRIike.REFL herelive-INF

‘It is enjoyable for Eve and me to live here./Itis enjoyalde Eve and us to live here.

(98) PodozdnaSegeos  mamoi vozvraschenija.
Wait  our-GENwith Mom-INSTRreturn-GEN

‘Wait until Mom and | return./Wait until Mom and us return.’
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(99) Nams Evoj stalo jasno...
TO us-DAT with Eva-INSTRbecame REFL clear-NEUT that

‘It became clear to Eve and me that... / It became clear to Beaua that...

(100) Za nas z Evoj ne volnujsja
aboutus-LOCwith Eva-INSTRNEG worry-2SG.IMP.REFL

‘Don’t worry about Eve and me./Don’t worry about Eve and us.

With the exception of example (91)which is ambiguous betweeo readings— one on
which the referent of the instrumental NP within the coninatphrase is included in the referent
set of the pronoun and the other on which is not— all the otlndist sentences have all only a
PPC (inclusory) reading. All Russian examples, however,amnbiguous between inclusive and
exclusive readings, as evident from their translations.

The PPC has been analyzed as an instance of comitative catiodi (as in (Aissen, 1988,
1989)) or as adjunction (Ladusaw, 1989). However, as has bbserved in (Ladusaw, 1989)
and (Vassilieva, 2000), PPCs possess syntactic and senmoperties that contrast with those
exhibited by coordination. In the following sections, wdlwhow that Polish PPC’s are indeed
coordinate, whereas Russian PPC'’s are instances of naiherction nor coordination, but rather
of complementation.

3.0.3 Extraction

Let’s begin with extraction out of the complement clausetr&otion of the plural pronoun alone
yields an ungrammatical result in Polish, as in (101). Wimenplural pronoun is accompanied by
the comitative phrase, the result is fine, which indicates tie plural pronoun and the comitative
phrase form a constituent.

[Polish]

(101) * Wy, sadze, ze z Mirkiem poszlicie naplaze.
you-NOM.2PLthink-1SGthatwith Mirek-INSTR went-2PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC
“*You | think that with Mirek went to the beach.’

(102) Wy z  Mirkiem, sadze, ze pdjdziecie naplaze.
you-NOM.2PLwith Mirek-INSTR think-1SGthatwill-go-2PL to beach-ACC

‘You and Mirek, | think, will go to the beach.

In Russian, the extraction of the plural pronoun alone dotyield ungrammatical exam-
ples. Moreover, the two readings, the inclusive and theinolusive ones, are still available.
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[Russian]

(103) Vy, jadumaju, s Masej posli  napljaz.
you-NOM.2PLI think-1SGwith Masha-INSTRwent-PLto beach
‘You([sg], | think, went to the beach with Masha./ You[pl] wep the beach with Masha’

(104) vy s Masej, jadumaju, posli napljaz
you-NOM.2PLwith Masha-INSTR think-1SGwent-PLto beach

‘You[sqg], | think, went to the beach with Masha./ You went e tbeach with Masha.

3.0.4 Contrastive Stress Assignment

A similar situation obtains in case of contrastive stresse @nly example which has a PPC reading
in Polish is (3.0.4).

[Polish]

(105) *MY z  Mirkiem poszlémy naplaze.
we-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR went-1PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC
‘It was ME who went with Mirek to the beach.’

(106) *my Z MIRKIEM  poszlemy naplaze.
we-NOM with Mirek-INSTR went-1PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC
‘It was with MIREK that | went to the beach.’

(107) MY Z MIRKIEM  poszlemy naplaze.
we-NOM with Mirek-INSTR went-1PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘It was MIREK and | who went to the beach. ’
[Russian]

(108) MY s Masej posli  napljaz
we-NOMwith Masha-INSTRwent-PLto beach
‘It was US who went with Masha to the beach.

(109) my S MASEJ] podli  napljaz
we-NOMwith Masha-INSTRwent-PLto beach
‘It was with MASHA that we went to the beach.’
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(110) ?2? MY S MASEJ podli  napljaz
we-NOM with Masha-INSTRwent-PLto beach
‘It was US AND MASHA who went to the beach.’

The fact that contrastive stress applies to both the plutaiqun and the comitative phrase
in Polish constitutes evidence for the existence of the dexnNP. In Russian, however, the NP-
with-NP string as in (110) seems to be the least acceptabke ca

3.0.5 Parentheticals and Clitics

Parentheticals cannot intervene between the plural proama the comitative phrase in Polish,
as can be seen from the ungrammaticality of (111). Nor cdicglias shown in (115) below. In
Russian, however, the examples in (112) and in (114) arergedital.

[Polish]

(111) * My, niestety, z  Mirkiem poszlémy naplaze.
we-NOM unfortunatelywith Mirek-INSTR went-1PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC

‘Unfortunately, we went to the beach with Mirek.’

[Russian]
(112) My, Kk sozalenijus Mashej poSlina pljaz.
we-NOM unfortunatelywith Masha-INSTRwvent-1PLto  beach

‘Unfortunately, we went to the beach with Masha./ Unfortiefyg | and Masha went to the beach.
[Polish]
(113) My sie z  Mirkiem spotkamy naplazy.

we-NOM CLITIC with Mirek-INSTR met-1PL.VIRILEat beach-LOC
‘Mirek and | met Mirek at the beach. /We met Mirek at the beach.

[Russian]
(114) My ze s MasSej vstretilis’ napljaze.

we-NOM CLITIC with Masha-INSTRmet-1PL at beach-LOC
‘Masha and | met at the beach. /We met Masha at the beach.’

The behavior of the Polish clitisigin (113) is in line with (Toman, 1981), who showed that
it cannot be moved into an NP. Thus, the ungrammaticalityldf J shows that the plural pronoun
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and the comitative phrase form a constituent. In Russiameher, the clitic does not seem to affect
the two readings available for PPC’s, as evident from (114).

Note, however, that the ban on material intervening betwherplural pronoun and the
comitative is lifted when the clitic is a’'mobile inflection®3as can be seen from the well-formedness
of (115) and (116).

[Polish]

(115) MySmy z Joanna poszli naplaze.
we-NOM-1PLwith Joanna-INSTRvent-PLto beach-ACC
‘Joanna and | went to the beach./We went to the beach witmddan

[Polish]

(116) My zeésmy z Joanna poszli naplaze.
we-NOM that-1PLwith Joanna-INSTRvent-PLto beach-ACC
‘Joanna and | went to the beach./We went to the beach witmddan

Some speakers will undoubtedly find (117) less acceptalle (h15) because the use of
pleonasticzeis limited to colloquial, socially lower registers of Pdlibut brushing all the social
biases aside, we will treat (116) on a par with (115). Doesitiean that the complex NP can indeed
be split? Note that ‘'mobile inflections’ can also penetratér@ry coordination, as in (117).

(117) Albcscie Joanne alboEwe widzieli.
either-2PLJoanna-ACQ@r Ewa-ACCsaw-PL

“You either saw Joanna or Eve.’

3.0.6 Reflexives and Equi

The examples below show that the plural pronoun and the etim@itphrase acts as a constituent in
Polish when they jointly serve as an antecedent for a reBgossessive. When the plural pronoun
is a sole controller, the PPC reading gets blocked. Sincedimitative phrase alone cannot antecede
reflexive possessives, (120) is ungrammatical.

[Polish]
(118) My; z  Mirkiem; wrécilismy doswego, ; mieszkania.

we-NOM with Mirek-INSTRreturned-1PL.VIRILEo their-REFL.GENapartment-GEN
‘Mirek and | returned to our apartment.’

13For a detailed discussion of constraints on 'mobile inflewi, cf. (Sussex, 1980) and (Borsley and Rivero, 1994).
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(119) My; z  Mirkiem wraécilismy doswego mieszkania.
we-NOMwith Mirek-INSTRreturned-1PL.VIRILEo their-REFL.GENapartment-GEN

‘We returned to our apartment with Mirek.’

(120) * My; z  Mirkiem; wrociliSmy doswegq mieszkania.
we-NOMwith Mirek-INSTR returned-1PL.VIRILEo their-REFL.GENapartment-GEN
‘We returned with Mirek to his apartment.’

In Russian, on the non-inclusive interpretation, the adeat of the possessive reflexive
svojis understood asy(we), without the inclusion of Dasha. This fact suggests thawtith-phrase
in (121) cannot be a conjunct.

[Russian, non-inclusory]
(121) My; s Dasej prodali svoj/*;/*;+; kompjuter.

We; with Dasha sold-PLself's;/* ;/*;+; computer
‘We; sold oug/* ;/*;+; computer with Dashga

[Russian, inclusory]

(122) My; s Dasej prodali svoj*;/*;/;+; kompjuter.
We; with Dasha sold-PLself's*;/* ;/;+; computer
‘Dasha and |, sold our*/* ;/;+; computer.’

In the context of Equi, the plural pronoun + comitative plrelsister behaves like a complex
NP. Examples below are ambiguous between a PPC reading andRRC reading.

[Polish]
(123) My z  Marcinem chcielsmy isC naplaze.

we-NOMwith Marcin-INSTRwanted-1PL.VIRILEgo-INF to beach-ACC
‘Marcin and | wanted to go to the beach./We wanted to go to #seb with Marcin’

(124) Przyjechawszw potudnie,my z Marcinem zaraz poszlémy
having-arrivedatnoon  we-NOM with Marcin-INSTRimmediatelywent-1PL.VIRILE
naplaze.

to beach-ACC

‘Having arrived at noon, Marcin and | immediately went to teach./ Having arrived at noon, we
immediately went to the beach with Marcin.
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[Russian]

(125) My s MasSej xoteli poiti  napljaz.
we-NOMwith Masha-INSTRwanted-1PLgo-INFto beach-ACC
‘Masha and | wanted to go to the beach./We wanted to go to thetbeith Masha'’

(126) Priexav v polden’,my s MasSej srazu posli na
having-arrivedatnoon  we-NOM with Masha-INSTRmmediatelywent-1PLto
pljaz.
beach-ACC

‘Having arrived at noon, Masha and | immediately went to tkadh./ Having arrived at noon, we
immediately went to the beach with Masha.’

3.0.7 Gender Resolution

Consider the following sentence:

[Polish]

(227) My z  Mirkiem poszlémy naplaze.
we-NOM with Mirek-INSTR went-1PL.VIRILEto beach-ACC
‘Mirek and | went to the beach./We went to the beach with Mirek

The sentence has both readings regardless of whether thikespge male or female. How-
ever, if we replace the virile verb form with a non-virile gras in (128), the resulting sentence will
have only one reading, a non-PPC one, and only when utteraddiypale speaker can only have a
non-PPC reading:* The reason for this is that the virile gender of the phmbirkiemcontributes
to the gender of the complex NP. Since the virile gender aesrthe non-virile genders, the com-
plex NP is likewise virile. Since as the subject of the sec#eit should agree with the predicate in
gender and the verb is in its non-virile first person plurahfpothe PPC reading is blocketP

[Polish]

(128) My z  Mirkiem poszhsmy naplaze.
we-NOMwith Mirek-INSTRwent-1PL.NON-VIRILEto beach-ACC
‘We went to the beach with Mirek.’

The fact that the comitative phrase contributes its valueyémder to its mother indicates
that the complex NP is coordinate.

14The sentence is ungrammatical when uttered by a male speaker
5For a detailed discussion of gender resolution in Polish?B{C Dyta (2003).
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3.0.8 Control of Reflexive Possessives Within Comitative Pase

Like the NP-with-NP Vpl construction discussed in the poea section, the PPC does not allow the
plural pronoun to control a reflexive possessive pronouhiwthe comitative phrase, thus following
the pattern of ordinary coordination.

[Polish]

(129) * My; ze sSwoimy synem poszlémy naplaze.
we-NOMwith REFL.INSTRson-INSTRwent-1PL.MASCto beach-ACC
‘My son and | went to the beach.’

The inability of the plural pronoun to serve as an antecefigr reflexive possessive within
the comitative phrase is a consequence of the construatimig lsoordinate (and of the fact that the
referent of the comitative NP is already included in the nexfié set of the plural pronoun).

In Russian, PPC’s behave different from the comitative doation in that they do not
allow for reflexive possessives to modify the comitativegsier.

[Russian]

(130) My SO moim/*svoim drugomposli  napljaz.
we-NOMwith my.POSS-NONREFL/*self. POSS-RERliend went-PLto beach-ACC
‘I went to the beach with my friend.’

(131) My S0 nasim/*svoim drugomposli  napljaz.
we-NOMwith our.POSS-NONREFL/*self. POSS-RERiend went-PLto beach-ACC

‘We went to the beach with our friend.’

As evident from the examples in (130) and (131), neither efrdadings allow for reflexive
possessives to modify the comitative phrase phrase witleiNP-with-NP cluster.This fact suggests
that PPC’s in Russian are not instances of comitative coatidin; moreover, the inclusory PPC’s
are not instances of adjunction either.

3.0.9 Co-occurence with Exclusively Distributive Predictes

The plural pronoun + comitative phrase cluster can co-oadtir predicates that have exclusively
distributive readings. This may indicate that the comr@afpreposition is viewed as a conjunction
in Polish.

[Polish]
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(132) My z Joanna jestsmy Wysocy.
we-NOMwith Joanna-INSTRe-1PL.VIRILEtall-VIRILE

‘Joanna and | are tall.

(133) My z Joanna jestesmy zwolennikamipostepu w
we-NOMwith Joanna-INSTRe-1PL proponent-PLprogress-GENvithin
granicach zdrowego rozsadku.

boundaries-LOGommon-GENsense-GEN
‘Joanna and | are proponents of progress within the boueslaficommon sense.

In Russian, when a non-inclusory PPC cooccurs with the veugh asbelieve which
trigger only a distributive reading, the intended intetatien is impossiblé®

[Russian]

(134) *My s DaSejverim v boga.
We with Dashabelieve-PLin God
‘We and Dasha believe in God.’

Observe, incidentally that sentence is perfectly gramrahthowever, on the inclusory interpreta-
tion.

Additional evidence that the non-inclusory PPC does noe laadistributive reading is the
fact that it never cooccurs with reciprocals:

[Russian]
(135) *My s DaSej ljubim drugdruzku
We with Dashdike eachother

“*We like each other with Dasha.’

Again, this sentence is grammatical on the inclusive imeggion.

3.1 Inclusory PPCs (IPPCs) — Polish vs. Russian

While all the tests that we applied to Polish PPC’s suggestttiese constructions in Polish are
coordinate, Russian PPC’s behaved differently from cdiw@acoordination. In addition,there are
several additional facts that suggest that PPC’s in Russ@not coordinate constructions.

165ee (Vassilieva, 2000) for additional data
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The elements of the inclusory PPCs cannot be conjoinedamg’, unlike coordinate comi-
tatives, where such a substitution is allowed.

(136) a. My[i  Masa] kupili kompjuter
We [and Masha]bought-PLcomputer

‘Masha and we bought a computer./*Masha and | bought a caenput
b. My[s MaSejlkupili kompjuter.
We with Mashabought-PLcomputer

“*Masha and we bought a computer./Masha and | bought a cagnput

Polish PPCs behave in the same way.

S-coordinate constructions trigger plural agreement withterb. The order of conjuncts can be
freely changed in both comitative and regular coordination

(137) a. MaSas DaS3ej(=DaSa s Masej) pokupajut kompjuter.
Mashawith Dasha(=DashandMasha)buy-Pres.3Plcomputer
‘Masha and Dasha are buying a computer.’

b. Mys DaSejpokupaem kompjuter.
We with Dashabuy-Pres.1Plcomputer

‘Dasha and | are buying a computer.’

c. *Dashas  namipokupaem/pokupajltompjuter.
Dashawith us  buy-Pres.1PL/3PL computer

‘Dasha and we are buying a computer.’

As evident from (137b) and (137c), plural agreement is imsfis in inclusive PPCs when the

order of the elements of the comitative phrase is altéfeldoreover, pronouns cannot participate
in s-coordination in Russian:

(138) a. *Onso mnojdelaem/delajut uroki.
He with me do-Pres.1PL/3Phomework

‘He and | are doing the homework assignment.’

b. ?20ni jadelaem uroki.
He andl do-Pres.1Plhomework

‘He and | are doing the homework assignment.’

As has been noticed in (Urtz, 1994), native speakers tenebid and-coordination of pronouns (as
in (138b)), giving preference to PPCs (cf.(139)) as 'moreira’:

The order in Polish PPCs is also fixed.
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(139) Mys nimdelaem uroki.
We with him do-Pres.1Plhomework

‘He and | are doing the homework assignment.’

In addition, there is a restriction on the order of elementdFPCs with respect to the person
hierarchy. While English requires the 1st person pronowbtoe second in a coordinate structure
(He and Ivs. *I and hg, Russian has no preference. However, in inclusory PPEg|tmal pronoun
must be higher in the hierarchy ¢ 2 >~ 3) than the pronoun in theith-phrase. Therefore, the
example below cannot have an inclusory reading even whevettieagrees with the plural pronoun
in person:

(140) a. Mys  nejpoem.
we with hersing.1PL

‘She and | sing.’

b. **Oni so mnojpoem/pojut.
Theywith me sing.1PL/3PL

‘She/he and | sing.’

Thus, the strict selectivity imposed on the constituentsthrir order is unique to IPPCs and does
not apply to other comitative constructions. This supptireshypothesis that the IPPC is not an
instance of coordination (although Polish PPCs inspitehefrtcoordinate nature share some of
these restrictions too).

3.2 Summary and the analysis of the IPPC’s in Russian and P&h

As has been discussed in the previous sections, Polish |pd&¥Sess very similar properties to those
of coordination (see the table below), so that no additiamalysis is required for them.
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Property Polish| Russian
Plural verb agreement Yes Yes
Ability to co-occur with verbs that have exclusively disutive meanings Yes Yes
NP z NP serve jointly as an antecedent for a reflexive Yes Yes
NP z NP serve jointly as a controller for Equi in infinitivalroplements Yes Yes
NP z NP serve jointly as a controller for Equi in a participiduse Yes Yes
The host NP must precede the comitative phrase Yes Yes
The comitative phrase must be strictly adjacent to the h&st N Yes'® | No
The comitative NP participates in gender resolution Yes n/a
Extraction out of the NP-with-NP phrase No No
The host NP serves as an antecedent for a reflexive possestirethe comitative NP| No Yes
The host NP and the comitative NP must agree with respecffituitdaess Yes No
The elements of the PPC’s can be conjoined by “and” No No
The order of the NPs in the NP-with-NP cluster is arbitrary No No
There is a restriction on the order of elements with respettté person hierarchy n/a Yes

However, Russian IPPC’s behave differently from PolishGRRand also they behave dif-
ferently from comitative coordination. The analysis of Bias IPPC’s have been proposed in
(Feldman, 2002) within the HPSG framework, where otheryaea are also discussed and pro-
vided counterexamples. In a nutshell, IPPCs share somepiesp with comitative adjuncts and
with-conjuncts. Likewith-coordinate constructions, IPPCs “trigger” plural agreemwith the
verb, jointly antecede reflexives, prohibit 'wh-extracticand appear with reciprocals and distribu-
tive verbs; however, unlike coordination and like adjunictithe prepositional phrase can occur in
postverbal position. The most intriguing fact is that IPR&Eibit a number of features not found
in otherwith-constructions: the order of the constituents with resptieir person specification
is unique; and an IPPC cannot be substituted with an equivat®ordinate phrase. Since IPPCs
pattern neither witls-coordinate constructions nor with comitative adjunctigfeldman, 2002) as-
sumes that the plural pronouns that occur in such strucarekeads that selewfth-phrases with
particular specifications. The plural pronoun is transitwd it selects a RPTo ensure that the de-
notation of the complement is included in the denotatiorheftiead for the inclusory interpretation
and to impose restrictions on the order of elements in IPPi@srespect to the personal hierarchy,
(Feldman, 2002) states two additional constraints:

1. An element of poset Acoversanother element provided that there exists no third element
y in the poset for whiclx C y C z, where A is a set of individuals, some of which are plural
and X\z is a singleton. (We writ& < 2).

2. lexical entry for a transitive plural pronoun in Russian
PHON<phon>

HEAD noun

CAT [VAL | COMPS(PP, )

CONT ,r,_r [INDEX 2]

CONX | BG{ < }
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A@PERS 1rst\ [ PERS(2ndv 3rd)) v (@ PERS 2ndA [0 PERS 3rdy (@ PERS 3rdA
PERS 3rd)

4 Conclusions

We believe to have shown here that with respect to comitatiaedination and the plural pronoun

construction there are significant differences betweeisP@nd Russian. On the comitative >
coordinate continuum, Polish is very close to the coordireatd, while Russian is somewhere in
the middle. Although it is not possible to provide a unifiedss-linguistic account of the the two

constructions under consideration, we were able to find ssamemon ground and and shed some
light on the diferences in binding.

36



References

Aissen, J. L. (1988). Agreement Controllers and Tzotzil @atives. Languagg65), 510-536.

Aissen, J. L. (1989). Agreement Controllers and Tzotzil @atives. Paper presented at the LSA
Annual Meeting in New Orleans.

Borsley, R. D. and M. L. Rivero (1994). Clitic auxiliaries caincorporation in Polish.Natural
Language and Linguistic Theofg2), 373—422.

Camacho, J. (1996). Comitative Coordination in SpanistM.is. Claudia Parodi, Carlos Quicoli
and M. L. Zubizarreta (Eds.Aspects of Romance Linguistiggp. 107-122. Washington D.C.:
Georgetown University Press.

Chomsky, N. (1970). Remarks on Nominalization. In R. A. fscand P. S. Rosenbaum (Eds.),
Readings in English Transformational Grammpp. 184-221. Waltham Mass.. Ginn and Com-

pany.
Cichocki, W. (1983). Multiple WH-questions in Polish: A Tvammp Analysis. Toronto Working
Papers in Linguisticg4), 53—-71.

Dalrymple, M., |. Hayrapetian, and T. H. King (1998). The Setics of the Russian Comitative
ConstrucionsNatural Language and Linguistic Theof$6), 597—631.

DelLancey, S. (1994). Grammaticalization and Linguistieofy. In J. G. de Garcia and
D. Rood (Eds.)Proceedings of the 1993 Mid-America Linguistics Confeeeand Conference
on Siouan/Caddoan Languaggs. 1-22. Boulder, CO: Department of Linguistics, Univtgrs
of Colorado.

Dyia, S. (1988). Quasi-comitative Coordination in Polismguistics 26 383-414.

Dyta, S. (2003). Note on gender resolution in the plural pron construction in Polish.Glot
International (7), 90-92.

Feldman, A. (2002). On NP-coordination. Tine UIL OT YearboalJtrecht, the Netherlands.

Ladusaw, W. (1989). Group Reference and the Plural Pronamst@iction. InPapers on the Plu-
ral Pronoun Construction and Comitative CoordinatjddCSC Syntax Research Center Report
SRC-89-02), pp. 1-7. UCSC Syntax Research Center, Santa CAu

McNally, L. (1993). Comitative Coordination: A Case StudyGroup Formation.Natural Lan-
guage and Linguistics Theory 1347-379.

Mithun, M. (1988). The gramaticization of coordination. JnHaiman and S. Thompson (Eds.),
Clause Combining in Grammar and Discourgp. 237-249. John Benjamins Publishing Com-
pany.Amsterdam/Philadelphia.

37



Munn, A. B. (1993). Topics in the Syntax and Semantics of Coordinate Structu?és D. thesis,
The University of Maryland.

Sag, I. A. (2003). Coordination and Underspecification.. IKith and S. Wechsler (EdsProceed-
ings of the Ninth International Conference on Head-Drivdwd3e Structure Grammar, Kyung-
Hee University, Seoul 5-7 August, 20@&anford: CSLI Publications.

Samiian, V. (1989). Prepositions in Persian and the Nemd#tédn hypothesis. In V. S. Frederick
H. Brengelman and W. Wilkins (EdsJhe Proceedings of the Western Conference on Linguistics
WECOL 89 Volume 2, pp. 300-309. Department of Linguistics, CalifarState University,
Fresno.

Schwartz, L. (1988). Asymmetric Feature Distribution ilmfsminal 'Coordination’. In M. Barlow
and Charles A. Ferguson (EdsA)greement in Natural Languagpp. 331-360. CSLI.

Schwartz, L. (1988). Conditions for Verb-coded Coordioasi. In E. M. Michael Hammond and
Jessica Wirth (Eds.Jtudies in Syntactic Typologyypological Studies in Language (TSL), pp.
53-73. John Benjamins Publishing Company.Amsterdanaéiiphia.

Skrabalova, H. (2001, November 16-18). Comitative congins. comitative adjuncts: Evidence
from Czech. InThe 4th North West Centre for Linguistics International @&wences: Coordina-
tion: Syntax, Semantics, Pragmati&alford, GB.

Stassen, L. (2000). AND-languages and WITH-languagesyuistic Typology 41-54.

Stassen, L. (2003). Noun Phrase Conjunction: The Cooidindtind The Comitative Strategy.
In F. Plank (Ed.)Studies in Syntactic Typologimpirical Approaches to Language Typology
(EUROTYP 20-7), pp. 761-817. Mouton de Gruyter.Berlin/Néovk.

Sussex, R. (1980). On Agreement, Affixation and Enclisisatidh. In C. Chvany and Richard
Brecht (Eds.)Morphosyntax in Slavigp. 187-203. Slavica. Columbus, OH.

Toman, J. (1981)Levels of Syntactic Representati@hapter Aspects of Multiple WH-Movement
in Polish and Czech, pp. 293-302. Dordrecht/CinnamisonisRublications.

Urtz, B. J. (1994).The Syntax, Semantics, and Pragmatics of a Nominal Comgumcthe Case of
Russian. Ph. D. thesis, Harvard University.

van Riemsdijk, H. (1983). The case of German Adjectives.. IHény and B. Richards (EdsDin-
guistic Categories: Auxiliaries and Related PuzzMslume 1, pp. 253—289. Dordrecht. Reidel.

Vassilieva, M. (2000). On the Typology of Russian Comitagiv In T. H. K. Steven Franks and
M. Yadroff (Eds.),Proceedings of the 9th Annual Workshop on Formal ApproatbeSlavic
Linguistics: The Bloomington Meeting 2Q00p. 327-344. Ann Arbor, MI: Michigan Slavic
Publications.

Vassilieva, M. and Richard K. Larson (2001). The Semantidb@ Plural Pronoun Construction.
In B. J. Rachel Hastings and Z. Zvolenszky (EdSALT XI CLC Publications, Ithaca, N.Y.

38



