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Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple 
Agreement Constructions
An overview

Giuliana Giusti1, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro1 and Daniel Ross2,3

1Ca’ Foscari University of Venice / 2University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign / 3University of California, Riverside

This introductory chapter provides background on the phenomena of 
Pseudo-Coordination (PseCo) and Multiple Agreement Constructions (MACs) 
with the aim of familiarizing readers with major previous research on these var-
ied phenomena. Common structural and functional properties used to identify 
PseCo and MACs are described, along with a detailed discussion of the features 
that make crucial differences within each phenomenon in individual languages 
and cross-linguistically. We also observe interesting similarities between the 
two phenomena and across related and unrelated languages. We maintain a 
pre-theoretical view here that is compatible with the different theoretical ap-
proaches represented in the volume.

1. Introduction

Many languages of the world exhibit the possibility of stacking more than one verb 
displaying the same inflectional features for Tense, Aspect and Mood (henceforth 
TAM) in the presence of a linking element homophonous to a coordinative con-
junction, as in (1):

(1) a. Ramón fue y se cayó.
Ramon go.pst.3sg and refl fall.pst.3sg
‘Ramon unexpectedly fell.’ [Arnaiz and Camacho 1999: 318; Spanish]

b. Hans prövar och läser.
Hans try.pres and read.pres
‘Hans tries to read.’ [Wiklund 1996: 31; Swedish]

c. Koška vzjala i umerla.
cat take.pst.3sg.m and die.pst.3sg.m
‘Suddenly, the cat died.’ [adapted from Weiss 2007; Russian]

https://doi.org/10.1075/la.274.01giu
© 2022 John Benjamins Publishing Company

https://doi.org/10.1075/la.274.01giu
danielross
Highlight
Should this paragraph be justified to the right margin?

danielross
Cross-Out
[My university has formally changed its name to "University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign" (no "at").]

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
coordinating

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
F

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
F

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
PRS

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
PRS

danielross
Inserted Text
trends in



U
nc

or
re

ct
ed

 p
ro

of
s 

- 
 J

oh
n 

B
en

ja
m

in
s 

Pu
bl

is
hi

ng
 C

om
pa

ny

2	 Giuliana Giusti, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Daniel Ross

   d. Qaʕdat wa-katbat…
   sit.pst.1sg and-write.pst.1sg

			   ‘I was writing…’ � [Gamliel and Mar’i 2015: 54–55; Palestinian Arabic]

These are said to be instances of Pseudo-Coordination (henceforth, PseCo) because 
they do not display the semantic and morpho-syntactic properties of a coordina-
tion. For example, they refer to a single event and allow extraction of the object of 
V2. Compare a real coordination in (2) and a PseCo in (3):

	 (2)	 a.	 Mary went to her home town and visited her parents.
		  b.	 *Who did Mary go to her home town and visit?

	 (3)	 a.	 Mary will come and visit them tomorrow.
		  b.	 Who will Mary come and visit?

In this respect the PseCo in (3a) is in some ways more similar to a subordinate infin-
itival clause such as (4a) than the true coordination in (2a).1 The same resemblance 
to infinitival subordination is found in many other languages. The Swedish PseCo in 
(1b) is semantically and structurally similar to the infinitival construction in (4b):

	 (4)	 a.	 John will come to visit us tomorrow.
   b. Hans prövar att läsa.
   Hans try.pres to read.inf

			   ‘Hans tries to read.’ � [Wiklund 1996: 31; Swedish]

Regarding the coordinative connector, it is not necessarily the synchronic coordi-
nator ‘and’, as is the case of southern Italian dialects in which the connector a is 
traditionally analysed as derived from the Latin coordinator AC, which is no longer 
used as a coordinator (cf. Ascoli 1898; Meyer-Lübke 1899: 591–592; Rohlfs 1969):2

(5) a. Passa a pigghia u pani.
   pass.imp.2sg a fetch.imp.2sg the bread

			   ‘Pass by and fetch the bread.’ 
			�    [Cardinaletti and Giusti 1998; Marsala (Trapani)]

1.	 More precisely, the meaning of come and visit is essentially ‘come to visit, and (thereby) visit’, 
with a single-event interpretation, which we can identify as Prior Associated Motion (Lovestrand 
and Ross 2021).

2.	 Because of the grammaticalized nature of PseCo, it should not be surprising that the erst-
while coordinator might split from its source. Compare for example Proto-Polynesian sequential 
coordinator *ʔo which in a number of modern Polynesian languages takes on different functions 
including being used as a complementizer only (Hooper 1997: 213), or consider Russian in Ex-
ample (1c) where the subordinator da ‘that’ could be substituted for the coordinator i (or both 
together as da i) with no change in meaning, as both particles have taken on distinct functions 
within this construction.
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	 Chapter 1.  Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions	 3

   b. stéc’ a ssónǝ
   stand.1sg a play.1sg

			   ‘I’m playing (an instrument).’ � [Andriani 2017: 220; Conversano (Bari)]

Under the diachronic analysis of a as derived from Latin AC, the southern Italian 
constructions in (5) can still be considered cases of PseCo.3

In many languages, the connector in PseCo may be optional, but the omission 
of the connector is usually not free: it depends on the language, the properties 
of V1, or even the combination of TAM features on the two verbs, as discussed 
in Section 4. When the connector is missing, the construction resembles Serial 
Verb Constructions (henceforth, SVCs), that are well-known from West Africa, 
East Asia, Oceania, creoles and other languages:

(6) a. Mede aburow migu msum.
   1sg.take corn 1sg.flow water.in

			   ‘I pour corn into water.’ � [Aikhenvald 2006: 40; Akan, West Africa]
   b. Kiapa li-le li-oi teuko.
   1pl.incl 1incl.real-go 1incl.real-throw hook

			   ‘We’ll go fishing.’ � [Bolton 1990: 159; Nuaulu, Indonesia]

In fact, some researchers have proposed that PseCo could be analyzed as a kind of 
SVC (e.g., Déchaine 1993: 801; Manzini and Savoia 2005; Manzini, Lorusso and 
Savoia 2017; Cruschina 2013; Del Prete and Todaro 2020). However, by most tra-
ditional definitions, SVCs do not have any linking element, so PseCo would be 
excluded in principle. Regardless, important insights can be gained by comparing 
these two construction types, including regarding their monoclausal structure and 
monoeventive interpretation and that they also may display the same inflection on 
each verb (see Ross, this volume). Thus, in many languages TAM morphology ap-
pears together with subject agreement in both PseCo and SVCs, and in this respect, 
they can be considered Multiple Agreement Constructions (henceforth MACs), 
which have agreement on both V1 and V2 with the unique clausal subject, as is 
clear from the glosses in (7a) and (7b). This makes them different from canonical 
auxiliary constructions or verbal periphrases in which subject agreement and TAM 
is realized only once, on the highest functional verb, while the other verb forms 
have non-finite, non-agreeing morphology, as shown in (7a′) and (7b′):

3.	 Note however that a is homophonous to the Italo-Romance dative preposition which can also 
function as the subordinating conjunction of an infinitive. Under this hypothesis, the label PseCo 
is less justified, as claimed by Manzini and Savoia (2005). Some discussion on this is also present 
in the contributions by Giusti and Cardinaletti and by Manzini and Lorusso to this volume.
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4	 Giuliana Giusti, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Daniel Ross

(7) a. u stok a f ’fattsǝ
   it.cl stay.1sg a do.1sg

			   ‘I’m doing it.’
			   ‘They’re doing it.’ � [Manzini and Savoia 2005: 689; Putignano (Bari)]

   a′. lo sto facendo.
   it.cl stay.1sg do.ger

			   ‘I’m doing it.’ � [Italian]
   b. sta sse l’lava
   stay.3sg refl.cl wash.3sg

			   ‘S/he’s washing him/herself.’ � [Manzini and Savoia 2005: 694;  
� Nociglia (Lecce)]

   b′. Si sta lavando.
   refl.cl stay.3pl wash.ger

			   ‘S/he’s washing him/herself.’ � [Italian]

A MAC may also have a connector, but which may be unrelated to a coordinator; 
in this respect, the construction cannot be technically considered a PseCo. This 
is certainly the case of the Balkan-style infinitive-loss (cf. De Angelis and Krstić 
2014; Ledgeway 2016a), which gives rise to MACs (cf. (8b)) replacing what earlier 
stages of the language or cognate varieties in the synchrony would realize as a verbal 
periphrasis with a non-finite, non-agreeing V2 (cf. (8c)):

(8) a. Oj’ a mmangiu.
   want.1sg a eat.1sg

			   ‘I want to eat.’ � [Ledgeway 2016b: 159; Avetrana (Taranto)]
   b. Vogghiu mi veni.
   want.1sg mi come.3sg

			   ‘I want him to come.’ � [Leone 1995: 68; North-eastern Sicilian]
   c. Vuigliu mangiari / vèniri.
   want.1sg eat.inf   come.inf

			   ‘I want to eat / to come.’ � [Delia (Caltanissetta)]

Multiple Agreement may be partial, allowing variation in affected inflectional 
features, for example displaying only subject agreement, as is the case in Swahili 
(9a) from Carstens (2001). It may not involve verbal periphrases as in the case of 
multiple concord of nominal features on adjectives, determiners (very common in 
European languages), and even prepositions embedded in nominal expressions, as 
is the case in Swahili (9b), from Carstens (1991):

(9) a. Juma a-li-kuwa a-me-pika chakula.
   Juma 3sg.pst.be 3sg.perf.cook 7food

			   ‘Juma had cooked food.’ � [Carstens 2001: 150; Swahili]
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	 Chapter 1.  Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions	 5

   b. Picha mpya ya Amira ya Hasan.
   9.picture 9.new 9.of Amira 9.of Hasan

			   ‘Hamira’s new picture of Hasan. / Hasan’s new picture of Amira.’ 
			�    [Carstens 1991: 100; Swahili]

As already shown by Coseriu (1966, 1977), PseCo has been studied in a wide 
range of (especially European) languages, but language-specific or family-specific 
perspectives have predominated. This language-specific and often theory-specific 
attitude has not been abandoned in the last half century in favor of a broader 
perspective. Given that PseCo appears to cut across multiple language families 
with interesting family-internal variation and family-external common features, 
cross-linguistic and cross-theoretical perspectives are urgent.

This volume is a testament to the puzzles that PseCo presents linguists to study, 
and we hope that we have succeeded in bringing together different perspectives in 
order to build cross-linguistic connections with regard to this phenomenon. In this 
way, this volume is presented as a call for continued theoretical and comparative 
research on the topic, which aims to cultivate answers to the following fundamental 
questions:

i.	 Are we dealing with a single general property of language that combines mul-
tiple inflected items together or are we dealing with diverse phenomena which 
must be distinguished?

ii.	 How can we best capture the morpho-syntactic properties that distinguish 
PseCo (in the broad sense) from other canonical and non-canonical verbal 
periphrases present in the languages that display PseCo or have the same func-
tions in other languages?

iii.	 What is the range of semantic and discourse properties that are associated to 
PseCo?

iv.	 What are the properties of Multiple Agreement Constructions in non-verbal 
environments?

This introduction is intended to orient the reader with regard to the main char-
acteristics of PseCo and a wider perspective provided by different MACs across 
language families and theoretical persuasions. Section 2 summarizes previous re-
search, with a focus on the most influential studies and findings, including the 
cross-linguistic distribution of PseCo and some representative examples. Section 3 
surveys the common structural and functional properties that have been used to 
identify PseCo. Section 4 describes variation in these and other features. Section 5 
is a brief presentation of relevant MACs. Section 6 is an overview of the chapters 
in this volume.
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6	 Giuliana Giusti, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Daniel Ross

2.	 Previous research on PseCo

The history of research on PseCo is best understood by distinct, and sometimes iso-
lated, research traditions on individual languages or families. PseCo can be found 
in many related and unrelated languages around the world, although most research 
has focused on Europe. In this section we provide an overview of some of the major 
works on this topic (see also Ross 2016a; forthcoming).

PseCo has been observed for a long time (see Ross 2014a for an overview), 
at least as early as Juan de Valdés who in his c.1535 manuscript Diálogo de la 
lengua described Spanish tomar y ‘take and’ as an undesirable colloquialism. 
Much of the earliest commentary on PseCo was prescriptive in nature, although 
by the mid-1800s some valuable early descriptive accounts were published, such 
as Aasen (1848: 206) on Danish and Fulci (1855: 156) on Sicilian. By the end of 
that century, two important studies dedicated to PseCo appeared: Jespersen (1895) 
on Scandinavian and other languages, and Ascoli (1898) on Sicilian. Soon after 
that, Poutsma (1917) surveyed English PseCo in detail.

For Semitic languages, PseCo has traditionally been investigated under the 
label verbal hendiadys (from Greek ‘one through two’) (Gesenius 1844: 270–
271; Lillas-Schuil 2006; Lillas 2012). Curiously, the term verbal hendiadys has also 
caught on in some research on Dutch and Afrikaans (Roberge 1994; Haslinger and 
van Koppen 2002).

A major focus of cross-linguistic research in the previous century centered 
around the particular expression take and, which has a remarkably widespread 
distribution in European languages (Wagner 1955; Coseriu 1966, 1977; Kiparsky 
1971; Larsson 1992; Ekberg 1993; Vannebo 2003; Ross 2017), sometimes alongside 
other V1s in PseCo and sometimes as the only type in a language. Coseriu’s work 
in particular has considered this type of PseCo to be among the so-called verbal pe-
riphrases (i.e., auxiliary constructions, typically with aspectual function) in Spanish 
and other Romance languages.

The exceptional properties of PseCo, often with an emphasis on English, also 
drew the attention of those working on coordination from a theoretical perspec-
tive (Gleitman 1965: 293; Ross 1967; Lakoff 1986, among others), and this trend in 
research persists today (e.g., Kjeldahl 2010; Brown 2017). Of particular interest has 
been the restriction on any inflectional morphology in the English try and PseCo 
construction (Carden and Pesetsky 1977; Ross 2013, 2014b, 2015, 2018), similar 
also to morphological restrictions in Sicilian PseCo discussed below. Another topic 
of theoretical interest has been the apparent coordination of an imperative and 
indicative clause functioning as a conditional, as in Do that again, and I’m leaving! 
(Culicover and Jackendoff 1997); although not a focus in this volume (but see 
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	 Chapter 1.  Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions	 7

Mitrović this volume), this particular kind of PseCo is remarkably widespread in the 
languages of the world (cf. Haiman 1983). The concept of Pseudo-Coordination has 
also been compared with Pseudo-Subordination (Yuasa and Sadock 2002), which is 
a subordinate (i.e., dependent) form taking on the functional role of coordination.

Following in the footsteps of Jespersen (1895), PseCo has become a prominent 
theme in research on Scandinavian languages (Kvist Darnell 2008). In fact, the term 
pseudokoordination first appeared in Teleman’s (1974) description of Swedish. From 
this usage it has now become the dominant term in Scandinavian research, and 
has also spread to other languages, including by Quirk et al. (1985: 978–979) for 
English. Although this is now the most general term used cross-linguistically and 
the one adopted in this volume, due to growing but multi-faceted and sometimes 
idiosyncratic research on the phenomenon, PseCo has also been assigned a bewil-
dering variety of other labels in the literature, especially in consideration of the 
fact that most studies deal with this phenomenon as specific to a given language or 
group of languages. Some of these alternative labels are Asymmetric Conjunction/
Coordination (Schmerling 1975; Déchaine 1993), Double Verb Construction, 
Fake Coordination (Carden and Pesetsky 1977), Subcoordination (Johnsen 1988), 
Verb-Verb Agreement, Agreeing Complements (Anward 1988), Verbal Hendiadys, 
Contiguous Coordination (de Vos 2005), Inflected Construction (Cardinaletti and 
Giusti 1998, 2001, 2003) Doubly Inflected Construction (Cruschina 2013; Todaro 
and Del Prete 2019; Del Prete and Todaro 2020), Congruence Construction (Nielsen 
2011), TMA-copying (i.e., Tense/Mood/Aspect) Construction (Wiklund 2007), and 
Serial Verb Construction.

While standardized terminology is not necessarily required for productive re-
search on a particular phenomenon, in the case of PseCo in particular it seems that 
this inconsistency reflects the general disconnectedness of previous research and 
has obscured cross-linguistic similarities. In fact, a number of authors have reported 
PseCo in a particular language as an idiosyncratic or even exotic feature, possibly 
attested only as a quirk of the language they are studying. Thus, one purpose of 
this volume is to promote awareness of PseCo as a cross-linguistic phenomenon, 
which we hope in turn will lead to not only continued theoretical research on the 
languages discussed here, but also expanded documentation of PseCo in more 
languages around the world.

In summary, fieldworkers, historical linguists, and others should not be dismiss-
ive of the possibility that a connecting element has developed from a coordinating 
conjunction, even though this is not traditionally known as a common grammati-
calization pathway (cf. Heine and Kuteva 2002: 43–44; Kuteva et al. 2019: 60).

Among the Scandinavian languages, PseCo is an important feature of Swedish 
(Josefsson 1991; Wiklund 2007; Hilpert and Koops 2008; Kvist Darnell 2008; 
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8	 Giuliana Giusti, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Daniel Ross

Blensenius and Andersson Lilja, this volume), Norwegian (Lødrup 2002, 2019; 
Johannessen 1998) and Danish (Bjerre and Bjerre 2007; Nielsen 2011; Biberauer 
and Vikner 2017); for an overview of the phenomenon in Scandinavian languages, 
see Hesse (2009) and Kinn, Blensenius and Andersson (2018). It is also found 
in Faroese (Heycock and Petersen 2012; Ross 2015), but marginal in Icelandic 
(cf. Wiklund 2007; Jóhannsdóttir 2011).

PseCo is only found dialectally today in Dutch, but it was once more wide-
spread historically, and it is found in Afrikaans (cf. de Vos 2005; Biberauer and 
Vikner 2017). PseCo is not a typical feature in German, although it is found di-
alectally (e.g., Ebert 2000; and see Taube forthcoming on Yiddish); the same 
applies to Frisian, while another similar construction type, traditionally called 
imperativus-pro-infinitivo, features the linker en ‘and’ followed by a verb appear-
ing in imperative form (cf. Hoekstra 2017). Many studies have discussed English 
PseCo, some of which have already been cited, while most studies dedicated to this 
topic focus specifically either on the try and construction mentioned above, or 
on the go/come and construction (e.g., Stefanowitsch 2000; Wulff 2006; Nicolle 
2009; Bachmann 2013), although see Hopper (2002) for a more general perspective.

For the Romance languages, most research has followed Coseriu’s interest in 
the take and construction (which appears to be found in almost all of the Romance 
languages aside from French: Coseriu 1966, 1977; Ross 2017), but a number of 
studies have been produced especially about Spanish (cf. Ross 2014; Arnaiz and 
Camacho 1999; Bravo 2020; Covarrubias et al. 2020; Orqueda et al. 2020; Soto 
Gómez 2021), as well as Portuguese (cf. Rodrigues 2006; Colaço and Gonçalves 
2016; Mendes and Ruda, this volume). It is also an important but less studied fea-
ture of Romanian (Guţu-Romalo 1961; Coseriu 1966, 1977; Merlan 1999; Croitor 
2017; Bleotu, this volume).

The research on Italo-Romance has focussed on the PseCo that is found with 
a restricted class of motion and stative verbs, and few other aspectual verbs in 
southern Italian and varieties of Sicily, Calabria and Apulia (Cardinaletti and Giusti 
2001, 2003; Cruschina 2013; Ledgeway 2016b, 2021, among others; cf. Di Caro 
2019a for an overview of the relevant literature; see also the chapters by Giusti 
and Cardinaletti, Manzini and Lorusso, Di Caro and Cruschina in this volume), 
although diachronically traces of PseCo, especially in the imperative, can also be 
found in some other Italo-Romance varieties (cf. Rohlfs 1969: 171; Ledgeway 1997 
and references cited there). The take and construction is also found in Italian 
where it has surprisingly not been researched as extensively as in other Romance 
languages (Masini, Mattiola and Vecchi 2019; Giusti and Cardinaletti, this volume).

In Slavic and other Indo-European languages, as well as Finno-Ugric lan-
guages, PseCo has been predominantly documented via the take and construc-
tion (Coseriu 1966; Kiparsky 1971; Larsson 1992; Ross 2017), although there are 
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	 Chapter 1.  Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions	 9

also some specific studies worth mentioning here: Kuznetsova (2006); Kor Chahine 
(2007); Stoynova (2007) and Weiss (2007, 2012) for Russian, Andrason (2018) 
and Mendes and Ruda (this volume) for Polish, Škodová (2009, this volume) for 
Czech, and Kuteva (1999) and Kanchev (2010) for Bulgarian; Nau et al. (2019) for 
the Baltic languages Latvian and Lithuanian; Svorou (2018a, 2018b) for Modern 
Greek, as well as Rohlfs (1977); Squillaci (2016) and Ledgeway, Schifano and 
Silvestri (2018) for the Greek dialects spoken in southern Italy; Manzini and Savoia 
(2007: 315–318) for Albanian. For Finno-Ugric, see in general Larsson (1992), and 
in particular Hakulinen et al. (2004: § 1093), Drew et al. (2021) and Airola (2007) 
for Finnish, and Csató (2001) for Hungarian, as well as Turkish.

For Semitic languages, PseCo is often mentioned in passing in general works 
and descriptive grammars, and often as verbal hendiadys (e.g., Badawi, Carter and 
Gully 2004 for Arabic, and Huehnergard 1997: 125–126 for Akkadian). Recently a 
few dedicated studies have begun to explore this topic in detail, for example Gamliel 
and Mar’i (2015) for Modern Hebrew and Arabic, Di Caro (2017) for Arabic, Boneh 
(2020) for Modern Hebrew, and Camilleri (2016: 296–302) for Maltese; more gen-
erally see also Edzard (2014, this volume).

Although not within the scope of studies presented in this volume, PseCo is 
also found beyond European and Semitic languages (cf. Ross 2016a; forthcoming), 
for example among Austronesian languages in the Formosan languages of Taiwan 
(Tsai 2007; Tsai and Wu 2012), in Oceanic languages such as Manam (Lichtenberk 
1983), and also in some Khoisan languages (e.g., Eaton 2018 on Sandawe; cf. Ross 
2016a: 221).

Cross-linguistic studies of PseCo are still a developing area of research (with 
some important exceptions such as Coseriu 1966, 1977 and Stefanowitsch 1999), 
but already a number of studies have shown the benefits of comparative ap-
proaches, such as Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001) on Sicilian, American English 
and Swedish; Jørgensen (2003) on Norwegian and Spanish; Ross (2015) on English 
and Faroese; Di Caro (2017) on Sicilian and Arabic; Nau et al. (2019) on the Baltic 
region; Drew et al. (2021) on Danish, English, Finnish and Italian; and Mendes and 
Ruda (this volume) on Polish and Portuguese.

3.	 Structural and functional properties of PseCo

A prototypical case of PseCo is with pairs of inflected verbs that are connected 
by a linking element homophonous to a coordinating conjunction, in the form 
‘V1[TAM.Agr] (and) V2[TAM.Agr]’. Strikingly, this construction is not interpreted 
as a coordination of two separate events but as a single complex event. As a con-
sequence of the monoclausal and monoeventive nature of PseCo, some general 
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10	 Giuliana Giusti, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Daniel Ross

characteristics emerge:4 (i) the order of the two verbs cannot be reversed (cf. (10)), 
(ii) the construction is not subject to the Coordinate Structure Constraint (cf. Ross 
1967: 161), so that, contrary to what happens in real coordinations, arguments 
related to V2 can be extracted (cf. (11)), (iii) the action expressed by the lexical V2 
cannot be negated separately (cf. the English example in (12), adapted from Shopen 
1971: 258), (iv) the two verbs must share the subject (cf. (13)).

	 (10)	 a.	 I’ll go and get some milk.
		  b.	 *I’ll get some milk and go.

	 (11)	 a.	 What will you go and get?
		  b.	 *What will you drive and buy?

	 (12)	 a.	 They go to buy vegetables every day, but there never are any vegetables.
		  b.	 *They go and buy vegetables every day, but there never are any vegetables.

	 (13)	 a.	 I go and get some milk.
		  b.	 *I go and he gets some milk.

In general, V1 is typically restricted to a small class of verbs: most often basic mo-
tion verbs like go and come, or the basic posture verbs sit, stand and lie, and the 
verb take in many European languages; and less often, some other verbs including 
those that would otherwise take an infinitival complement such as try in English 
or want in some Italo-Romance varieties.

In contrast, V2 is usually unrestricted,5 with the general exception of purely 
stative V2s like be and know (e.g., *Go and know it), as well as any V2 that would 
be semantically and pragmatically incompatible with the preceding V1 (cf. (14)).

(14) �*Jeg sidder og går.
  I sit.pres and walk.pres

		  ‘I sit and walk.’ � [Kjeldahl 2010: 72; Danish]

Nevertheless, there are two features that seem to favor some V2s cross-linguistically, 
i.e., transitivity and agentivity. In Sicilian, for example, [+transitive] V2s are 
generally always possible (with the exceptions of purely stative verbs), whereas 
[−transitive] V2s are not accepted or at least disfavored in some varieties (see the 
discussion in Di Caro 2019a; see also Bleotu, this volume on Romanian). Moreover, 
V2s entailing an action (e.g., fetch something, call someone, etc.) are generally 

4.	 Biclausal accounts of PseCo are also found in the literature (for Romance, see Manzini, 
Lorusso and Savoia 2017; Manzini and Lorusso, this volume).

5.	 However, see Di Caro (this volume) for an exceptional case of morphological restrictions on 
what V2s can enter the construction for some Sicilian dialects.
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	 Chapter 1.  Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions	 11

favored, although this depends on the degree of grammaticalization of V1, in the 
sense that when V1 loses its original semantics, non-agentive V2s are more likely 
to be accepted. Finally, we should be careful to distinguish repetitive emphatic co-
ordination, also called reduplicative coordination (ReCo) by de Vos (2005), where 
the same verb is iterated for effect, as in (15):6

(15) Peter går og går.
  Peter walk.pres and walk.pres

		  ‘Peter walks and walks.’ � [Kjeldahl 2010: 72; Danish]

Shopen (1971); Cardinaletti and Giusti (1998) and others have suggested a number 
of tests for PseCo, collected as a list in de Vos (2005), in order to distinguish it from 
normal coordination. These include, in addition to those already discussed above, 
reduced argument structure for the verbs (especially V1) or restricted possibility 
of modification, obligatorily shared inflection on each verb, the inability to negate 
either verb independently, semantic or pragmatic functions of V1 distinct from 
its use as a lexical verb, and an obligatorily phonologically reduced, unstressed 
realization of linking element ‘and’.

Language-specific morphosyntactic tests may also show the distinct nature of 
PseCo, such as clitic climbing in Sicilian varieties as a diagnostic of monoclaus-
ality. Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001: 388–389), following Cinque’s (2003) insights 
on restructuring infinitival clauses, compare the Italian infinitival construction in 
(16), where clitic climbing is optional, according to restructured monoclausal con-
struction (16a) vs non-restructured biclausal construction (16b), and the Sicilian 
infinitival, where restructuring is generally favored (17a) but non-restructured bi-
clausal infinitive is marginally possible (17a′), with Sicilian PseCo in (17b), where 
clitic climbing is mandatory:

(16) a. Lo vado a prendere.
   it.cl go.1sg to take.inf
   b. Vado a prenderlo.
   go.1sg to take.inf+it.cl

			   ‘I’ll go and take it.’ � [Italian]

(17) a. U vaju a pigghiari.
   it.cl go.1sg to take.inf
   a′.� ?Vaju a pigghiallu.
   go.1sg to take.inf+it.cl

6.	 In most Sicilian dialects, where the connecting element is not homophonous to the actual 
coordinator ‘and’, the construction with the same verb in both positions would be connected 
with e ‘and’, instead of a (as used in PseCo).
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12	 Giuliana Giusti, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Daniel Ross

   b. U vaju a ppigghiu.
   it.cl go.1sg a take.1sg
   b′.� *Vaju a (lu) pigghiu(lu).
   go.1sg a it.cl take.1sg+it.cl

			   ‘I’ll go and take it.’ 
			�    [adapted from Cardinaletti and Giusti 2001: 388; Marsalese]

Having established PseCo as a unique phenomenon structurally distinct from nor-
mal coordination, the next section turns to some of the main ways in which the 
properties of PseCo vary cross-linguistically.

4.	 Variation in PseCo

Although some properties of PseCo tend to be shared cross-linguistically, it is 
also important to consider possible dimensions of variation concerning differ-
ent syntactic, morphological and semantic aspects of the construction. One of 
the most prominent ways in which PseCo varies is the number of verbs entering 
the construction as V1, as already shown in examples above, and in fact this may 
often be a small, closed class of verbs. So, while motion verbs, for example, are 
quite common cross-linguistically, individual languages may permit only a spe-
cific, small set of them in PseCo, while V2 is generally unrestricted, as discussed 
above. The semantic functions of these V1s may also vary, especially to what extent 
they retain their literal lexical meanings in PseCo. Motion verbs can retain their 
meaning of literal motion, but also often undergo semantic bleaching or take on 
pragmatic functions, including go taking on an emphatic role marking unexpect-
edness or self-determination, (Sornicola 1976; Stefanowitsch 1999, 2000; Wiklund 
2009; Josefsson 2014; Ross 2016b; Cruschina, this volume), as in (1a) above and 
(18a) below, which is also a typical function of take in PseCo, as in (18b):

	 (18)	 a.	 She’s gone and ruined her dress now. � [Ross 1967: 170]
   b. (S-)a luat și a plecat în
   (refl-)have.pres.3sg take.ptcp and have.pres.3sg leave.ptcp in

lumea largǎ.
world wide

			   ‘He took and set off into the wide world.’ � [Merlan 1999: 168; Romanian]

Likewise, lie, sit and stand may follow a well-known path of grammaticalization 
of posture verbs and take on a progressive-like function (cf. Kuteva 1999; Heine and 
Kuteva 2002; Newman 2002), as in (19a). But in some languages, go may be used 
similarly, as in (19b). And posture verbs may also have a sense of unexpectedness 
or stubbornness in some usage, as in (19c):
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	 Chapter 1.  Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions	 13

(19) a. Jeg står og venter.
   I stand.pres and wait.pres

			   ‘I’m waiting.’ � [Kjeldahl 2010: 30; Danish]
   b. Hon gick og grunnade.
   she go.pst and ponder.pst

			   ‘She was pondering’ � [Blensenius 2015: 37; Swedish]
   c. Sedi i se oplakva vmesto da se
   sit.3sg.pres and refl complain.3sg.pres instead to refl

xvane za rabota.
take.3sg.pres for work

			   ‘S/he has been complaining all the time instead of starting to work.’
			�    [Kuteva 1999: 191; Bulgarian]

In fact, V1 go (especially in the imperative) can even be completely neutralized and 
lose its semantics to the extent that the whole PseCo conveys the same meaning as 
that of just V2 (cf. Sornicola 1976), as illustrated in (20):

(20) a. Va’ pigghia sta cosa!
   go.imp.2sg fetch.imp.2sg this thing

			   ‘Go fetch this thing!’
   b. Pigghia sta cosa!
   fetch.imp.2sg this thing

			   ‘Fetch this thing!’ 
			�    [Sornicola 1976: 71; Santo Stefano di Camastra (Messina)]

Looking beyond semantics, the rest of this section will survey some of the major 
types of structural variation found in PseCo in different languages.

In some, but not all, languages with PseCo, there are specific mood, tense and 
person restrictions (cf. (21)), subject to a very high degree of variation across lan-
guages. The more morphological richness a given language has, the more likely 
it will be that PseCo displays some paradigmatic limitations (cf. Kjeldahl 2010), 
although cases are also attested in languages like English as well (cf. Carden and 
Pesetksy 1977):

	 (21)	 a.	 Try and win the race! [Then even if you do not succeed, you tried.]
		  b.	 I will try and win the race [but I am tired and might not be able to win].
		  c.	 I try and win the race every time [even though I rarely succeed].
		  d.	 *He tries and win(s) the race every time [but he rarely succeeds].
		  e.	 He did try and win the race [but his injury made it impossible].
		  f.	 *He tried and win/won the race [but his injury made it impossible].
		  g.	 *I am trying and win(ning) the race [but I am too tired].� [Ross 2015: 74]

A multi-faceted scenario emerges, for example, in Sicilian, where at least three 
different configurations have been identified. The most recurring configuration 
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14	 Giuliana Giusti, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Daniel Ross

is the one in which PseCo occurs only in some persons of the imperative and the 
present indicative (extensively discussed in Cardinaletti and Giusti 2001, 2003). In 
other dialects PseCo is further extended in the preterite indicative, where it is again 
limited to some persons of the paradigm but following a different pattern (cf. Di 
Caro, this volume). Finally, a third group of Sicilian dialects can be found in which 
PseCo is also possible in the imperfect indicative and in the imperfect subjunctive 
(cf. Di Caro and Giusti 2015; Di Caro 2019b).

The imperative seems to be the favored mood cross-linguistically, so that 
whenever limited cases of PseCo are found in a given language, they are most 
likely to be in the imperative (see, e.g., the cases of some modern Dutch dialects, 
namely the West Flemish of Bruges and the East Flemish of Eeklo described in de 
Vos 2005: 131, where PseCo survives only in the imperative). In a corpus study of 
English, Hopper (2002) also finds that even when PseCo is grammatical in all verb 
forms, the imperative and other non-finite forms are much more frequent in usage.

The indicative is the second most recurring mood in PseCo, with present as the 
favored tense. A tentative hierarchy of mood/tense selection for PseCo in Sicilian 
is provided in Di Caro (2019a: 129) based on more general considerations on data 
mainly from Romance and Germanic:

	 (22)	 imperative > present indicative > preterite indicative > imperfect indicative > 
imperfect subjunctive

A comprehensive cross-linguistic mood/tense selection hierarchy does not seem 
to be straightforward, in part because the factors interacting with this selection 
have not been all analyzed in depth yet. The same holds true for the selection of 
the persons within a given paradigm, which however seems to be a phenomenon 
affecting mostly Italo-Romance varieties (cf. Cardinaletti and Giusti 2001, 2003; 
Di Caro, this volume). Capitalizing on work by Shopen (1971), and Carden and 
Pesetsky (1977) on English, Cardinaletti and Giusti (2001, 2003) account for the se-
lectional restrictions found in Sicilian PseCo by referring to unmarked and marked 
forms, the former being the ones licensing PseCo. But other morphological factors 
(see Cruschina 2013 and references cited there; also Corbett 2016: 82–85) seem to 
come into play when it comes to the person restrictions.

As regards the connecting element, some varieties display a certain degree of 
optionality, especially in the imperative. For example, Kjeldahl (2010: 87–88) re-
ports that in Danish PseCo featuring V1 COME in the imperative, the connecting 
element may optionally be omitted:

(23) Kom lad mig mærke dig igen.
  come.imp let.imp me feel.inf you again

		  ‘Come let me feel you again.’ � [Kjeldahl 2010: 88; Danish]
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	 Chapter 1.  Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions	 15

Optionality of the coordinator is more general in Portuguese and Polish (Rodrigues 
2006; Andrason 2018; Mendes and Ruda, this volume), where omission is preferred 
or obligatory for at least some speakers in some contexts, although in fact especially 
in the imperative. On the other hand, in English PseCo contrasts sharply with a 
functionally similar go get construction without the coordinator, which is strictly 
limited to bare forms of the verb (compare try in (21) above), but go and get PseCo 
with an overt coordinator is possible in any inflection. Despite their similar appear-
ance, this contrast in morphosyntactic distribution suggests they are distinct con-
structions (Shopen 1971; Jaeggli and Hyams 1993; Zwicky 2003; Wulff 2006), with 
two different origins, one from juxtaposed imperatives (‘Go! Look!’), and the PseCo 
pattern grammaticalized from frequent coordination of motion verbs in discourse.

Furthermore, the connecting element in PseCo is typically phonetically re-
duced. In Germanic, where the phenomenon is widespread, the connecting el-
ement usually has the pronunciation corresponding to a reduced coordinating 
conjunction and may be obligatorily unstressed. So, for example, the English and 
can be reduced to [n] (cf. Carden and Pesetsky 1977; de Vos 2005). In Mainland 
Scandinavian, the unmarked pronunciation of and in PseCo is homophonous to 
the infinitival marker (cf. Wiklund 1996: 34, fn. 13), as e.g. in Danish, where the 
unmarked pronunciation of both og (coordinator) and at (infinitival marker) is [ɔ].7

PseCo normally exhibits multiple agreement, that is, parallel inflection, on 
V1 and V2, but rarely V1 may appear in a morphologically more basic form (see 
also Ross, this volume). For example, Bravo (2020: 158–159) reports that Spanish 
va (go.pres.3sg) can be used as a default form even when it does not agree with 
the subject or match the tense of V2. In Sicilian, this goes further, such that some 
V1s (unsurprisingly, the most frequent V1s go and come) can occur in reduced, 
sometimes invariable, forms, sometimes merged with the coordinator (as shown 
only by reduplication of the initial consonant of V2 (cf. Di Caro and Giusti 2015; Di 
Caro 2019a; b).8

Although typically the connector is the only element intervening between the 
two verbs, other material can sometimes intervene, varying by language and the 
degree of grammaticalization of V1. In Sicilian, nothing but the connecting element 
can separate the two verbs, not even frequency adverbs or floating quantifiers, as 
shown in (24) (cf. Cardinaletti and Giusti 2001, 2003). In Germanic, some verb 

7.	 In fact, Endresen (1995) has even argued that in spoken Norwegian, the coordinator has fully 
replaced the infinitive marker in all contexts, although this is not reflected in the orthography.

8.	 This, curiously, seems to be orthogonal to their semantic bleaching, in the sense that a reduced 
or invariable V1 does not have to occur necessarily in a grammaticalized PseCo and can thus 
retain its semantic of motion.
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16	 Giuliana Giusti, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Daniel Ross

particles related to the V1 can occur between V1 and V2 (cf. (25)),9 as well as 
negation (cf. (26)). Moreover, in verb second order with inversion, the subject can 
intervene between the two verbs (cf. (27)):

(24) a. I picciotti vanno *(tutti) a pigghiano (tutti) u pani ne sta butìa.
   the boys go.3pl all a fetch.3pl all the bread in this shop

			   ‘The boys all go and buy the bread in this shop.’
   b. Un vaju *(mai) a pigghiu (mai) u pani ne sta butìa.
   neg go.1sg never a fetch.1sg never the bread in this shop

			   ‘I never go and buy the bread in this shop.’
			�    [Cardinaletti and Giusti 2001: 390; Marsala (Trapani)]

(25) Han gik hen og døde.
  he went over and died

		  ‘He just died (suddenly)’ � [Kjeldahl 2010: 32; Danish]

(26) Han sitter ikke og leser.
  he sit not and read

		  ‘He is not reading.’ � [Lødrup 2019: 92; Norwegian]

(27) Den boken satt Lars och läste.
  the book.def sit.pst Lars and read.pst

		  ‘Lars was reading the book.’ � [Wiklund 1996: 36; Swedish]

To summarize, cross-linguistically there is a high degree of variation in PseCo, 
and although certain common trends emerge, studies of individual languages are 
required to fully explore this topic, and for that we refer the reader to the detailed 
studies included in this volume.

5.	 Multiple agreement constructions

Double verb structures like PseCo can be considered as a particular case of Multiple 
Agreement Constructions (MACs), which more generally describes any con-
struction featuring two elements that share agreement features. Some Southern 
Italo-Romance varieties in Salento, Central and Southern Calabria and Northern 

9.	 Note that this may not always be permitted, such as indicated by de Vos (2005) for English 
in the distinguishing between PseCo (his Contiguous Coordination, ConCo) and what he calls 
Scene-setting Coordination (SceCo), such that a locative expression with a motion verb would 
be permitted only in SceCo, e.g. ‘go (to the store) and…’. What seems to apply cross-linguistically 
is a clear reduction in the potential argument structure of V1s. Consider also the verb take used 
intransitively in PseCo in most languages, but with an optional reflective marker in Romanian 
in (18b) above.

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
sit.PRS

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
read.PRS

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
die.PST

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
go.PST

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
A

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
C

danielross
Cross-Out



U
nc

or
re

ct
ed

 p
ro

of
s 

- 
 J

oh
n 

B
en

ja
m

in
s 

Pu
bl

is
hi

ng
 C

om
pa

ny

	 Chapter 1.  Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions	 17

Sicily feature cases of a specific MAC, which we will call muMAC (following Giusti 
and Cardinaletti this volume).10 Contrary to PseCo, the muMAC is biclausal and 
cannot be generally replaced by a construction featuring an infinitival V2, in line 
with the ‘unpopularity of the infinitive’ ascribed by Rohlfs (1969) to those areas of 
Southern Italy where Greek was spoken until the Middle Ages.

One of the characteristics of the muMAC that set it apart from PseCo is the 
non-obligatory mood/tense feature sharing between the two verbs, as shown in 
(28a)–(28d), where the embedded clause is in the present indicative but the matrix 
clause can be in the imperfect indicative (28a), in the preterite indicative (28b, c), 
and in the conditional (28d).

(28) a. Vulia mu mi porta.
   want.imperf.3sg mu to-me.cl bring.3sg

			   ‘S/he wanted to bring me.’ � [Rohlfs 1969: 103; Southern Calabrian]
   b. Pinsau mi parti.
   think.pst.3sg mi leave.3sg

			   ‘He thought about leaving.’ � [Rohlfs 1969: 103; Province of Messina]
   c. Vinni ma ti viju.
   come.pst.1sg ma you.cl see.1sg

			   ‘I came to see you.’ � [Manzini and Savoia 2005: 654; Sorbo San Basile 
(Catanzaro)]

   d. Vorria mu sacciu.
   want.cond.1sg mu know.1sg

			   ‘I would like to know.’ � [Rohlfs 1969: 103; Southern Calabrian]

Another crucial difference between muMAC and PseCo is that, irrespective of what 
syntactic account is provided for PseCo (i.e., monoclausal vs. biclausal), the mu-
MAC is consistently considered biclausal. The connecting elements in the muMAC 
are labeled by De Angelis (2016: 75) as subordinators (in the sense of Nordström 
2010: 95ff.) since in some Calabrian varieties these elements, originally comple-
mentizers, have turned to modal affixes that have lost their stress, having procliti-
cized to the embedded verb. They can also be preceded by another element acting 
as complementizer, such as pe, and cannot be separated from their embedded verb 
by a negation.

Moreover, in Southern Italo-Romance, procliticization of the pronouns asso-
ciated with V2 onto V1 is not possible in the muMAC, whereas it is obligatory in 
PseCo. Compare the position of the clitic pronoun ti in (28c) with (29) (see also 
Giusti and Cardinaletti, this volume).

10.	 This kind of MAC has also been referred to as the Finite Construction by Cardinaletti and 
Giusti (2001: 373–374), abbreviated in FinCo in later works (cf. Di Caro 2017, 2019a).
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18	 Giuliana Giusti, Vincenzo Nicolò Di Caro and Daniel Ross

(29) a.� *Vinni a ti vitti.
   come.pst.1sg a you.cl see.pst.1sg
   b. Ti vinni a bbitti.
   you.cl come.pst.1sg a see.pst.1sg

			   ‘I came to see you.’ � [Deliano]

Another structural difference between the two constructions lies on which verb 
bears the mood and tense realizations. Whereas in PseCo it is V2 that must neces-
sarily display mood and tense features, to the extent that V1 can appear in an invar-
iable reduced form (such as o- in (30b)), in the muMAC it is the V1 that provides 
the mood and tense features to interpret the utterance (cf. (28)).

(30) a. u ‘ia a ffa’ʃia
   it.cl go.ipfv.1sg a do.ipfv.1sg

			   ‘I used to go and do it.’ �[Manzini and Savoia 2005: 696; Modica (Ragusa)]
   b. U offaceva.
   it.cl o-do.ipfv.1sg

			   ‘I used to go and do it.’ � [Catanese]

As already shown in (28), the Southern Italo-Romance muMAC can appear in a 
number of configurations too and display different diatopically distributed types 
of connecting elements, namely (m)u, (m)i, ma and cu. These connectors function 
as complementizers of the embedded clause (see De Angelis 2017 for an overview 
and for additional connecting elements merging with other complementizers).

More generally, we can also consider issues of multiple agreement in other 
domains and in syntactic theory (Carstens 2001; Hiraiwa 2001, among others), 
as in (31) below. The question of how multi-valuation or multiple agreement is an 
area of growing interest in general, and also in particular regarding coordinating 
constructions, especially in terms of subject agreement and the phenomenon often 
labeled Closest Conjunct Agreement (cf. Benmamoun, Bhatia and Polinsky 2009; 
Tat and Kornfilt, this volume).

(31) Kpeinzen dank-k (ik) morgen goan.
  I.think that-I I tomorrow go

		  ‘I think that I’ll go tomorrow.’ � [Carstens 2003: 393; West Flemish]

Taken together, PseCo and MACs pose a number of challenges but also opportuni-
ties for linguistic research, as shown by the contributions to this volume.
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6.	 Overview of the contributions

Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions are remarkable lin-
guistic phenomena to study because they are challenging from descriptive, com-
parative, and theoretical viewpoints, yet even partial answers to the questions they 
introduce can provide important insights into areas such as the morphology-syntax 
and syntax-semantics interfaces, dialectal variation and language contact, and lin-
guistic typology. Following this introduction, the other papers in this volume offer 
a variety of perspectives on PseCo and related phenomena, and those contributions 
are summarized here to conclude our introduction. The first section focuses on 
PseCo in Romance languages, especially with motion verbs in southern Italian and 
Sicilian varieties but also with ‘take’ in Italian and Romanian. The second section 
turns to PseCo in other languages, notably Slavic, Scandinavian and Semitic. The 
third section concludes the volume with comparative and theoretical perspectives 
on PseCo and related phenomena in verbal as well as nominal domains.

Section 1 opens with Giusti and Cardinaletti who reflect on developments in 
research on PseCo in Italian and Sicilian varieties since their influential works set 
in motion the current enthusiastic description and theoretical analysis of PseCo 
in dialect syntax in Italy two decades ago (Cardinaletti and Giusti 1998, 2001, 
2003, 2019, 2020). In particular, they add a new empirical perspective to this dis-
cussion by including the Italian ‘take and’ construction with e ‘and’ in comparison 
to the more extensively studied aPseCo construction in southern Italian and Sicilian 
varieties. This chapter adopts the protocol approach, in order to unite theoretical 
and descriptive insights and to make the contribution more accessible to a general 
audience. The authors conclude that the three constructions analyzed represent 
three distinct structures: ‘take’ PseCo with e, PseCo with a, and biclausal Multiple 
Agreement Constructions with mu and other linkers.

Manzini and Lorusso continue with this theme, drawing on their earlier work 
as well (Manzini and Savoia 2005; Manzini, Lorusso and Savoia 2017), consid-
ering the theoretical analysis of PseCo from the perspective of a broad dialectal 
comparison. In particular, they diverge in their theoretical analysis from the trend 
of other studies to analyze PseCo as monoclausal, arguing that the properties and 
variation of PseCo across South Italian varieties of Apulia, Calabria and Sicily better 
fit a biclausal analysis, even with the same inflectional features realized on each 
verb. By analogy to other finite constructions such as Balkan subjunctives, which 
are biclausal, the authors argue that a biclausal analysis requires less stipulation 
and is a better explanation for the observed properties. They analyze progressive 
constructions in these dialects, formed as PseCo with cognates of standard Italian 
stare ‘stand’.
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Focusing on one Sicilian dialect, Di Caro describes PseCo in Deliano and espe-
cially its use with the preterite indicative paradigm, which is not possible in many 
other Sicilian dialects, where instead PseCo is often restricted to present-tense and 
imperative forms; additionally, more V1s, although primarily motion verbs, are 
possible in this dialect. This paper expands on the author’s doctoral and continued 
research on PseCo in Sicilian dialects (Di Caro 2015, 2019a, b), and on other verbal 
periphrases (Di Caro 2019c), presenting a detailed case study based on judgments 
collected from 140 speakers. The results support the so-called W-Pattern as a sa-
lient feature in the dialect, such that PseCo is only possible for a subset of forms 
in the paradigm, related to morphomic patterns regarding irregular versus regular 
forms. Interestingly, there are also inflectional restrictions imposed on V2, such 
that only those irregular verbs, reflecting distinct inflectional sub-patterns in Latin, 
are allowed.

Cruschina also investigates Sicilian PseCo, building on previous research 
(Cruschina 2013; Cruschina and Calabrese 2021), but now turning to the semantic 
and pragmatic function of the motion verb GO and its use to express surprise and 
unexpectedness. Often this usage refers to a past event, although via the historical 
present due to paradigmatic gaps in availability of this construction. Taking the 
expression of surprise as a conventional implicature, the author suggests that in the 
same way that motion verbs can grammaticalize as tense or aspect markers, they 
can also be used for a type of modality indicating surprise or movement away from 
expectations. It is further suggested that these developments may help to explain 
the origin of the past-tense auxiliary anar ‘go’ in the history of Catalan.

To close this section, Bleotu studies a different Romance language, to propose 
a preliminary classification of the (a) lua și ‘take and’ construction in Romanian. 
Although this construction type has been widely observed in European languages 
(Coseriu 1966, 1977), this chapter addresses the need for a detailed theoretical 
analysis of this expression in Romanian, based on the results of an acceptability 
judgment task with 52 speakers. It is shown that the properties associated with 
this construction differ from those reported by de Vos (2005) for other common 
types of PseCo, including those with motion or posture verbs, and the TRY type. 
This study also demonstrates some of the challenges associated with gathering and 
interpreting data for PseCo constructions that are often systematically ambiguous 
with normal coordination.

To begin Section 2, Mendes and Ruda expand the coverage of Romance lan-
guages to Brazilian Portuguese in a parallel analysis with Polish. This paper also 
addresses the ‘take and’ construction, which is shown to have strikingly similar 
properties in both languages. Through a series of creative diagnostic tests based 
on the possible ellipsis of the first verb (TAKE), the authors argue that the second 
(lexical) verb is the more central component of the PseCo clause. They consider 
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TAKE to have an expressive function, conveying the attitude of the speaker, rather 
than contributing narrowly to the syntactic structure or semantics of the sentence. 
In an appendix, the authors also report variation, both across languages and be-
tween speakers, in the use or optionality of the linker ‘and’ in this construction.

Škodová also studies Slavic PseCo, specifically with the verb jít ‘go’ in Czech, 
building on this theme from her doctoral studies (Škodová 2009). The morphosyn-
tactic properties of this construction are surveyed in order to distinguish between 
normal coordination and PseCo. Based on a large corpus study with 1611 tokens of 
the verb jít connected with a ‘and’ to a following verb, 668 are identified as PseCo. 
PseCo is associated with the past and future tenses, as well as imperatives. The two 
verbs are considered to form two phases of a single event in a complex predicate, 
the first as the initialization of the event, and the second indicating the consequent 
event, such that the verbs cannot be independently negated, modified by adverbials, 
and so forth. Czech is an interesting example of PseCo, due to highly inflected verbs 
alongside periphrastic tenses.

Blensenius and Andersson Lilja bring us to Scandinavia, the locus of their 
continued PseCo studies (Blensenius 2015; Andersson and Blensenius 2018; Kinn, 
Blensenius and Andersson 2018), and take us back in time, with a diachronic 
corpus study of the development of motion and posture PseCo constructions in 
Swedish. The semantic and pragmatic functions of three types of PseCo are studied 
in detail. Motion PseCo with gå ‘go, walk’ can express either a non-goal-directed, 
progressive-like meaning, or a goal-directed meaning, which often is metaphorically 
extended to a subjective meaning (see also Cruschina, this volume; Mitrović, this 
volume). Posture PseCo with sitta ‘sit’ can express a progressive-like meaning, which 
can be extended to suggest that one sits and continues doing something instead of 
doing something else, which would be preferred. However, these meanings and 
pragmatic functions are nuanced in several ways, as explored in the chapter, demon-
strating that multiple levels of analysis may be required to fully understand PseCo.

Edzard’s research began as a collaboration with Janne Bondi Johannessen 
whose untimely death meant she unfortunately could not participate in this vol-
ume despite her enthusiastic participation at our workshop in Venice in 2017 (see 
also Johannessen and Edzard 2015). This chapter looks beyond Scandinavian 
PseCo, to draw connections to a wide array of constructions in several Semitic 
languages and associated terminology. What is striking about these construction 
types is their variation in form, with regard to the linking element ‘and’ and the 
morphology on each verb (whether displaying multiple agreement or not), while 
expressing similar functions across the languages. Beyond coordination, subordi-
nation and pseudo-coordination, also discussed are pseudo-subordination, as well 
as para-hypotaxis, where an individual construction displays overt marking of both 
coordination and subordination together (Bertinetto and Ciucci 2012).
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Section 3 includes four contributions taking comparative or theoretical per-
spectives. The first by Shimada and Nagano is a study of Japanese multi-verb 
constructions with progressive and perfective aspectual functions. Even though 
strictly defined these may be better classified as pseudo-subordination than 
pseudo-coordination (cf. Yuasa and Sadock 2002), given that conjunctive -te is 
a non-finite suffix, substituting for finite inflection on the initial verb, such that 
the construction does not exhibit multiple agreement, these grammaticalized verb 
combinations resemble typical PseCo in that the two verbs function together as a 
unit and are linked by a form that otherwise can mark the function of clause coor-
dination. The authors compare the available readings in Standard Japanese (SJ) and 
the Fukuoka Japanese (FJ) dialect, concluding that the availability of a progressive 
interpretation in FJ (but not SJ) reflects not a difference in syntax per se, but simply 
that SJ has not grammaticalized a morpheme to pronounce that particular function.

Tat and Kornfilt consider the complementary question to multiple agreement: 
how and when do constructions not agree as expected? Specifically, they describe 
the phenomenon of partial agreement in Turkish possessive nominal phrases and 
with nominalized predicates. They argue that partial agreement is post-syntactic 
and that syntax, strictly defined, need not allow for optionality. Instead, it is the 
realization of agreement, via spell-out to the sensorimotor system, that results in 
partial agreement phenomena. Although this contribution does not deal with (ver-
bal) PseCo or MAC directly, the insights included here are useful for understanding 
variation in agreement in general (whether normal, partial, or multiple), focussing 
on the nominal domain, which is often taken to be parallel to the clausal domain 
but with a less complex structure.

Mitrović attempts to develop a formal semantic and pragmatic analysis for 
PseCo with GO in English, with implications for other types of PseCo in general. 
Expanding on doctoral and other work on coordination (Mitrović 2014, 2021), 
which introduced Junction as a general device for coordination, this proposal rests 
on PseCo being a type of improper Junction, such that PseCo can be derived via 
Dynamic Conjunction, essentially as a way to interpret a coordination-like but 
deviant expression in which the two apparently conjoined parts are mismatched. 
The characteristic features of PseCo, distinguishing it from standard coordination, 
can be systematically derived from this analysis, and a compositional semantic 
account is presented that also supports the derivation of the pragmatic function of 
surprise for PseCo with GO (see also Cruschina, this volume).

Ross closes the volume with a broad typological perspective. Drawing on work 
on the distribution and typology of PseCo (Ross 2016a; forthcoming), as well as 
research on Serial Verb Constructions (SVCs), this chapter considers PseCo in 
the context of multi-verb constructions cross-linguistically. The characteristic fea-
tures of PseCo – the linker ‘and’ and multiple agreement, as well as their typical 

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Inserted Text
, 2021

danielross
Cross-Out

danielross
Highlight
small caps

danielross
Highlight
small caps



U
nc

or
re

ct
ed

 p
ro

of
s 

- 
 J

oh
n 

B
en

ja
m

in
s 

Pu
bl

is
hi

ng
 C

om
pa

ny

	 Chapter 1.  Pseudo-Coordination and Multiple Agreement Constructions	 23

interpretation as monoclausal expressions of a single event – overlap and vary with 
features of other multi-verb constructions. A more general category is needed to 
encompass these types, which are not all included in the traditional definition of 
SVCs, and this category is introduced as Multi-Verb Predicates (MVPs). In this 
way, the notion of MVPs can capture the properties that have compelled some 
researchers to use the term “SVCs” loosely (for example, to explain properties of 
PseCo), while opening doors between research traditions.

It is encouraging and exciting to be part of such a diverse group of linguists 
asking the relevant and timely questions brought up in this volume. In addition to 
the value of these chapters as individual research contributions, we hope that this 
volume as a whole will continue to promote interest in PseCo, MACs and related 
topics. In the future, we look forward to seeing connections to more languages, and 
continued and detailed descriptive and theoretical analyses.
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