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This talk considers adverbs and verbs, normally assumed to take propositions as semantic argument and clauses 
as syntactic argument/modificand, but which appear in (1, 2) to be modifying noun phrases (Collins conjunctions 
or CCs, after Collins 1988; also Vicente 2013, Schein 2017, Bogal-Allbritten & Weir 2017, Condoravdi et al. 2019 
a.o.) 
 

(1) Sue gave Ted and {possibly/unfortunately/I think/I suspect/*slowly} Bill some flowers. 
(2) John, Mary and {possibly/unfortunately/I think/I suspect/?*sneakily} Bill met in the park. 
 

There are diagnostics of ‘hidden clauses’ in such structures, e.g. in languages such as Spanish, Polish or Hungarian, 
verbal ‘interrupting categories’ (e.g. I think) come with complementizers (Vicente 2013): 
 

(3) Al y  creo  que  Blas fueron de compras. 
Al and I.think that Blas went shopping.  (Spanish) 
 

But previous analyses attempting to reduce (1-3) to clausal ellipsis (e.g. Bogal-Allbritten & Weir 2017) do not fare  
well with collective predicates; (2) cannot be derived from infelicitous (4). 
 

(4) #John met and Mary met and possibly Bill met. 
 

The present analysis argues for clausal structure, conjoined with truth-functional and, but located within a single, 
complex (but not itself coordinate) DP; what is conjoined is (the propositional core of) reduced free relatives which 
express a parthood relation between each of the DPs and an operator (cf. Križ & Schmitt 2012 a.o. on parthood in 
CCs). The operator moves across-the-board from each of these clauses to create a single DP. 
 

(5) [DP/FR Opi [[CP ti ≥ John] and [CP ti ≥ Mary] and [CP possibly ti ≥ Bill]]] met in the park. 
Paraphrase: a group of which John was a part and Mary was a part and possibly Bill was a part met in 
the park. 
 

The talk also considers the tight relationship between verbal interrupting categories and the predicates that can 
embed fragment answers. 
 


