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INcoMpPLETE CONJUNCTS
Richard Hudson,
University College London

Squibs
and
Discussion

Williams (1978) and Gazdar (1981) make different claims with
respect to examples like (1).

(1) John gave the books to Mary and the records to Sue.

Williams argues that such examples show the need for a rule
of Conjunction Reduction, since the surface conjuncts are not
structurally comparable—the first being (John) gave the books
to Mary and the second the records to Sue. Indeed, the second
conjunct does not constitute a complete constituent of any rec-
ognized kind (being a VP containing two NPs, but lacking the
verb). On the other hand, Gazdar claims that it is possible to
account for the absence of a verb from the second conjunct in
(1) by the same mechanism that is responsible for the absence
of saw from the second conjunct in (2), namely ‘‘Gapping’’.

(2) John saw Mary and Bill, Sue.

According to this analysis, the second conjunct of (1) would
still be incomplete, but it could be generated by a grammar
which contained a mechanism capable of generating gapped
examples like (2). In other words, examples like (1) would not
count as evidence against Gazdar’s phrase structure treatment
of coordinate structures. I shall give evidence below (mostly
taken from Hudson (1976)) suggesting strongly that (1) is not
in fact an example of Gapping, which means that such sentences
remain beyond the present capacity of a phrase structure gram-
mar without transformations. On the other hand, there is no
need to take the evidence as support for a transformational
treatment of such sentences, as claimed by Williams; it shows
merely that phrase structure grammar, even as enriched by
Gazdar, still faces problems which may be soluble only within
some alternative theory.

The following facts seem to show that sentences like (1)
have all the properties of the sentences that can be directly

I have benefited from the comments of Bob Borsley, Gerald Gaz-
dar, and Neil Smith.
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SQUIBS AND DISCUSSION

generated by ‘‘phrasal conjunction’’—except for the crucial
fact that the second conjunct is incomplete—and none of the
properties of gapped sentences which distinguish these from
the former. Even though a nontransformational treatment of
gapping can be developed (e.g. Stump (1978), Hudson (in prep-
aration)), it will need to reflect these factual differences, and
so will not be able to help in the generation of sentences like
1).

A. In gapped sentences, the only possible conjunctions
are and, or, and nor; however, in sentences with phrasal con-
junction (PC), but is also possible:

(3) a. John drinks coffee and/or/*but Mary, tea.
b. John drinks coffee and/or/but likes tea.

Example (1) takes but without any problems:
(4) John gave the books to Mary but the records to Sue.

If gave’s absence from the second conjunct really resulted from
Gapping, it would be necessary to impose a very complex re-
striction on this rule, so that it would not apply after but if the
gap is in the middle of the second conjunct (e.g. (3a)), but would
be compatible with but if the gap is at the start of the second
conjunct.

B. In gapped sentences, only two constituents are possible
in the second conjunct, one before the gap and the other after
it; in PC sentences, on the other hand, the second conjunct
may contain any number of constituents:

(5) a. *John drinks coffee at 11, and Mary, tea at 10:30.
b. John drinks coffee at 11 in his office with his col-
leagues, and eats his lunch at 1 with his friends.

It is easy to add extra items to (1), showing that it is like PC
sentences and not like gapped ones:

(6) John gave the books to Mary at Christmas and the
records to Sue for her birthday.

C. In gapped sentences, the order of constituents in the
second conjunct is very severely restricted, so that they parallel
the order of the corresponding constituents in the first conjunct;
but in PC sentences, the order after the conjunction is much
freer:

(7) a. ?*John left at 11 and, at 12, Bill.
b. John left his office at 11, and, at 12, the library.

The order of elements in (1) can be altered simply by making
Heavy NP Shift necessary:

(8) John gave the books to Mary, and to Sue the records
which he’d been saving up for such a long time to buy
for her.
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D. In gapped sentences, the first constituent in the second
conjunct must be the subject of the shared verb, but obviously
no such restriction applies to PC sentences:

(9) a. *Which book did Mary buy and which record, Bill?
b. John drinks coffee for breakfast and tea in the
afternoon.

It will be seen that in (1) the first constituent of the second
conjunct (the records) is not subject, but object, so once again
(1) does not satisfy the conditions which otherwise need to be
placed on Gapping.

E. If the first clause of a gapped sentence is negative, the
conjunction must be either nor or or (i.e. not and), but and is
possible after a negative clause in a PC sentence:

(10) a. John didn’t see Mary nor/or/*and Bill, Sue.
b. John doesn’t drink coffee nor/or/and smoke a

pipe.

If the first clause of (1) had been negative, the conjunction
could still have been and, contrary to what we should expect
if (1) were the result of Gapping:

(11) John didn’t give the books to Mary and the records
to Sue.

F. Gapped sentences are stylistically very restricted, and
(as far as I can tell from informal observation over some years)
hardly ever occur in casual conversation, although they are
common in prepared speech such as news broadcasts (Five
people were killed and fifteen injured), as well as in formal
writing. However this fact should be incorporated into a com-
plete description of English, it will clearly need to presuppose
the distinction between gapped and other sentences (including
PC sentences). My stylistic intuitions about (1) are quite clear:
(1) is no more ‘‘formal’’ or ‘‘deliberate’’ than any other kind
of PC sentence, and I should not be at all surprised to hear
such a sentence used casually, in the course of conversation,
whereas I should be surprised to hear a genuine gapped sen-
tence.

In conclusion, then, (1) is not an example of a gapped
sentence, so we cannot assume, with Gazdar, that it will be
generated by a PSG provided the latter contains a rule of Gap-
ping. Instead, we have seen that (1) has all of the characteristics
of the conjoined structures which Gazdar proposes to generate
directly by PS rules, with the crucial difference that at least one
of the conjuncts is a constituent which is incomplete—that is,
a constituent which the PS rules cannot generate. It is hard to
see how Gazdar’s theory can provide satisfactory analyses for
such sentences.
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GENERATIVE PHONOLOGY AND
TurkisH RHYME

Joseph L. Malone,
Barnard College and
Columbia University

SQUIBS AND DISCUSSION
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In a pair of important studies, Paul Kiparsky (1968; 1972) has
demonstrated that, in poetic traditions as dissimilar as those of
the Finnish folk epic Kalevala and the Sanskrit Rigveda, key
aspects of phonetic organization in verse may depend upon
presurface phonological regularities. However, despite the
great promise of these studies for new and deeper understanding
of poetic traditions elsewhere on the globe, very few applica-
tions of Kiparsky’s methods to other languages have appeared.'
The purpose of this note is to rectify this deficit in part, by
showing how Kiparskian analysis illuminates an important as-
pect of traditional Turkish rhyme.?

A frequent traditional Turkish verse form comprises a lead-
off quatrain having the rhyme scheme a b a b, and one or more
follow-up quatrains rhyming cccb, dddb, etc. Rhyme
groups evidence phonological identity minimally of word-final
-V(C) (e.g. salp ‘spreading’/anp ‘removing’), but usually also
of -CV(C) or even of a wider leftward subsequence (e.g. salip/
kalip ‘mould’). Moreover, rhyme usually involves morpholog-
ical (suffixal) identity (-ip in salip/atip is a participial suffix),
though this is not necessary (kalip is a single morpheme).?

The identity required for rhyme was said to be phonolog-
ical. This requirement is in fact the Kiparskian key to Turkish
rhyme, for to construe the identity as (broad) phonetic proves
to be either starkly or subtly inadequate, depending on what
sort of rhyme is envisaged.

! Part of the rationale for this might be preemption by more recent
work of Kiparsky’s, notably his important application of the new
‘“‘metrical phonology’’ to the analysis of (poetic) meter in (neo-Classical)
English verse; see Kiparsky (1977) and applications to other languages/
traditions such as Chen (1979).

% Considerably more detailed treatments of two other languages
(and traditions) appear in Malone (ms.; forthcoming). I should also
mention unpublished work on French verse by Juliette Levin (formerly
of Barnard College, now of MIT).

* All examples are from Anonymous (n.d., 73-79). Though the
poems are undated, a nineteenth century date seems likely.
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