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Pseudocoordination (PC; also verbal hendiadys) refers to the apparent coordination of two
verbs that nevertheless has non-coordinative structure and/or semantics. Although research
on the phenomenon has generally focused on European languages, especially Swedish and
Norwegian, examples can be found all around the world from Semitic to Austronesian to
‘Khoisan’, and elsewhere (Ross 2016a).
The distribution within Europe, and Germanic in particular, has also been underrepresented in previous research. For example, the use of PC is just beginning to receive
specific attention and only for a few languages within Slavic although it appears to be
widespread. As for Germanic, PC in the Scandinavian languages and English are well
studied, but that leaves an apparent gap of Dutch and German (Höder 2011). However, PC
has been researched for Afrikaans, and in fact some of the earliest observations of the
phenomenon, from the 1800s, are about Dutch and Flemish dialects, and it was apparently
even more common in Middle Dutch (but replaced now by te-infinitival constructions in
most dialects). That leaves only German lacking PC, but it can be found at least in rare usage
in some dialects. The origin remains somewhat opaque for Germanic, whether PC was
inherited from Proto-Germanic or evolved independently.
To consider the distribution of PC from a typological perspective, I present several
case studies of different construction types:
• Motion PC (English go and get) is common but not always clearly grammaticalized
as a distinct construction, while go-and-V in particular often develops a ‘surprise’
reading: What did you go and do now? (Ross 2016b), apparently an independent
development in a dozen or more languages.
• Take-and-V has a similar ‘surprise’ or inceptive sense, and can be found in over 50
languages across Europe (Coseriu 1966; Ross 2017b). There is an interesting gap in
the middle of western Europe: French, Dutch, German and Slovenian.
• Posture PC (e.g. ‘sat and read’, equivalent to zat te lezen), found in Germanic, Slavic,
Greek, Semitic and elsewhere, is often said to be a progressive construction but may
rarely fully grammaticalize as such (Ross & Lødrup 2017).
• Try-and-V (Ross 2014) is control-verb PC, which differs morphosyntactically from
the other constructions and is rarer. English and Faroese, however, display the same
quirky development: that both verbs must look like an infinitive (I try and sing; *He
tries…). Corpus studies on historical origin, dialectal variation and language
acquisition are presented as a model for corpus-based PC research.
More broadly, PC can be compared to other phenomena. For example, many types (motion,
posture, take) can be considered a type of verb-verb complex predicate. In fact, the difference
between those PC and serial verb constructions (SVCs) is just definitional: SVCs cannot, by
definition, have a linking element. The emphasis on form in both definitions (PC has a linker
and but SVCs cannot) and their functional similarities strongly suggest a unified analysis
may be beneficial to understanding both construction types. For Dutch in particular, it is
apparent that te-infinitives function in this way as well. Whether a linker (or which) is
interposed, and whether the second verb carries the same morphology as the first, are thus
independent of the function and structure of the construction (Ross 2017a, f.c.). I emphasize
the need to distinguish between form and function/structure in both description and analysis.
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