
English finite auxiliaries in syntax and phonology
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1. Introduction
The behaviour of the English finite auxiliary (aux) contractions has engendered much debate over their status in
syntax and phonology:

(1) a. John's probably just left
b. [a picture of John]'s lying on the table

Most authors claim these forms are 'clitics' under some conception of the term. Some have claimed that
'cliticization' takes place in syntax (Bresnan 1971, Kaisse 1985), others, that cliticization is exclusively
phonological (e.g. Nespor 1994). All these authors conceive of cliticization as restructuring of a hierarchical
representation. For Bresnarq contracted aux procliticizes in slmtax (2); for Kaisse, contracted aux encliticizes in
syntax (3). Nespor also proposes enclisis (3), but claims that the representations are not syntactic but prosodic:

lJohnl Is] tw lteftl) -+ fJohn] tw I s+ teft]1

lJohn I I s ] lteftl -+ lJohn +sl lkrt)

Considering either of these transformations to be syntactic is extremely problematic from the standpoint of
current theory. As far as syntax is concerned, displacemant of a category is an instance of move-cr. Assuming (i)
that moved o leaves a tracg and (ü) that a trace must be c-commanded by its moved antecedent, movement car
only be to a c-commanding position. Neither transformation meets this requirement. (2) represents 'downward'
movement of aux, i.e. movement to a c-commanded position. (3) represents 'sideways' movement: neither the
landing site nor the launching site c-comrnands the other. This is clearer when complex cases like (lb) are
considered:

(2)

(3)

(4)

(s)

Cliticization in synta:r is generally conceived of as an instance of move-c, specifically of head movement
(cf. e.g. Kayne 1991, Ouhalla 1991, Cardinaletti & Starke 1995 on clitic pronouns). If aux contractions are
syntactic clitics, they are simply heads that move to a head-position higher in the clause-schematically (5):

[p [Op a picture of fJoh*aux ] I [f taux lying ] l

fJohn[XoIaux [Wleft]lll + lJohn Iaux+XoItauxlW left]lll

Within recent approaches to phonology (prosody), restructuring transfomations of both types (2) and (3)
are well-motivated. Indeed, central cases that motivate prosodic representations that are non-isomorphic to
syntactic (S-struaure) representations involve the outputs of such operations. It is certain that in the output (PF),
at least one contracted aux-'s (: is, hos )-is tautosllabic with final segments of the word preceding it. Hence
any analysis will have to assume (3) for this form at least. Gven the c-command argument, (3) cannot be a
syntactic transformation.

The question arises of whether prosodic encliticization is sufficient to account for the distribution of
contracted auiq as claimed by Nespor (1994). I claim that it isn't. In the following I propose a three-stage
account, which involves both a syntactic stage 'head movement' (5) and a prosodic stage 'proclisis'
corresponding to (2), prior to prosodic encliticization (3). Thus the account proposed here utilizes ingredients of
previous approaches; however, contractions are argued to be special in both synta:r and phonology in ways that
differ from prwious proposals.

English finite auxiliary verbs (including copula 'be') show similar properties to their counterparts in
Serbian/Croatian (S/C>-in both languages, we find one weak (contracted/enclitic) form and two strong forms
(po sitive,/negative) :

sam jesam nisam (: be. l SG) I
've have haven't I

hocu necu (= want. l SG)
will won't

cu
1l

(6)
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(7) a.

b.

Ja sam i§ao

f've left
Ja cu ici
I'11 go

I
I

It has previously been proposed that the English contracted finite aux is a 'second position special clitic', i.e. a
clitic (or weak elemem) with special syntactic properties, like the weak aux in S/C (Kaisse 1985, Cavar & Wilder
1995). This claim is substantiated in section 2. Support for the special syntaaic status of contractions comes from
their restricted distribution. The restictions concern (i) word order, and (ü) distribution over clause-types. The
same facts hold for the S/C weak auxiliaries, indicating that the auxiliary systems in the two languages share basic
syntactic properties. The restrictions on t]rc occurrence ofweak forms are argud to reflect their being singled out
for special treatm€nt in synta,r. In particular, contracted/clitic forms are only permitted to occur in certain clause

types, and are subject to an obligatory movement transformatio4 corresponding to Baket's (1971) *Aux Shift
rule. Section 2 ends with a proposal to account for the distribution of weak and strong auxiliaries in terms of the
presence or absence of a functional element Eo in the clause structure.

The account in terms of E" only partially accounts for the distribution of English contractions: while the
presenoe of Eo is sufficient to orclude a contracted aux, the absence of Eo is not sufficient to render contracted
forms legitimate. There are many contocs where it is not reasonable to postulate Xo, but where contracted aux is
blocked (section 3). These conteds twn out to be the same ones that motivated Bresnan (1971) to postulate that
contracted aux is a proclitic.

The claim that contracted ar»< is a proclitic seems to conflict with the fact that contractions are clearly
enclitic on the zurfrce. Nevefiheless, I argue that Bresnan's idea is essentially corr€ct. Contracted aux imposes
requirements on its righthand contfit which must be expressed in phonological terms. Section 3 explores these
(phonological) determinants of the distribution of contracted aux, within a model of the syntan-prosody mapping
as outlined in Inkelas & Zec (1993). The conclusion is reached that the requAements on the righthand context are
to be accounted for in terms of general properties ofthe synta<-prosody mapping, which feeds encliticization.

2. The syntu of finite aux

In this section, I review the arguments for treating contractions as morphologically distinct entities from non-
contracted forms. Then I proceed to show that the distribution of contractions is restricted in a syntactically
significant ways. Finally, a proposal is made to account for the syntol-form correlation in which the possibility for
spelling out aux with a contracted form is controlled by a syntactic property.

2.1 Contraction vs. rcduction
Like all monosyllabic funstion words, auxiliary verbs are capable of zurfacing as unstressed elements or as
phonological words, i.e. elements bearing word stress (the former possibility differentiates funaional elements
from lexical, i.e. open clasq elements-cf. section 3 below). That is, for all English finite aruiliarieq it is possible
to distinguish accented from accentless (phonologically reduced) forms. However, some of the finite auxiliaries
have three distina realizations, i.e. they ba\te a contracted form that is distinct from the deaccentsd full form (d
Kaisse 1985, Inkelas & Zec 1993, Nespor 1994). The three-way cortrast can be be thought of in terms of two
oppositions, as in (8), with contracted forms inherently unable to bear accent:

(8)

Examples are shown in (9) (following Inkelas &. Zec 1993:207). The contractions in (9a) are to be treated as

morphologically distinct entities from their non-contrasted counterparts, in contrast to the weak forms in (9a.) and
(9b ). ' As Inkelas &Zec point out, "full and reduced forms can be related by an independently motivated rule of
vowel reduction in unstressed syllable§', while "full and clitic forms cannot be related by . any set of rules known
to operate in the English loriconl' (cf. also Kaisse 1985).

' Th" contracted forms for luve,wauld and hadlackschwa when preceded by a nominative pronoun or
w}o, whereby the pronoun itself may be reduced or not: you've = [iuwv], [iuv]; he'd = [hüd], [htd]; etc. Cf Kaisse
(1985) for discussion-

accent contraction

IS

is
ts

(*)

+

+
+

+
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full (=stressed) reduced (,=rnstressgd) contraction(e)
a. ls

ctm

cüe

has
hove
will
would
had

z
m
r
z
ev
ol
ed
ad

Tz

Om

Or

hez
hev
wal
wUd
had

Tz

trn,em
at
hr;z
hav
wrl
wUd
had

wCz
duw
drluz

drd

mAst

kren
kud

was

do.
does
did
must
ccln

could

wAz
do
dez
drd
mOst

kan, kg
kud

Vowel reduction reduoes nonhigh vowels to schwa. Schwa can then disappear from schwa+sonorant
syllables, cf lajku] for I can ... I icon. Some dialects have initial h-deletion(hat -+'at) that might account for
have -+ 'ave,but no dialect permits schwa to be removed from schwa+obstruent, to give 'aye -+'ve, or deletion
of initial [w], as would be needed forwould -+'d.

This means that whereas reduced forms need not be listed separate! Aom full forms, both full and clitic
forms must be listed independently of one another. In other words, we are dealing with allomorphy.

It is also significant that distinctions among full forms are selectively neutralized in the 'contrastion'
column: [z] spells out äas and is (but not vas or does), and [d] spells out had andwottld (but not did, could or
should).2 Such neutralization also characterizes the relation between paradigms of clitic and full pronouns: cf.
English them / him -+ 'm [em], French moi (Acc.) I dmoi @at.) -+ me (Acc/Dat) (Cardinaletti & Starke 1995).

On the surface, nonsyllabic contracted forms (i.e. those lacking schwa) are enclitic, being integrated into
the (coda of the preceding qyllable in the string. The clearest indicator for enclitic status is provided by [z] (rs,

has), which undergoes voicing assimilation with the preceding segme!ü (i.e. [z] -+ [s], if preceded by a voiceless

consonant):3

(10) a. Mary [z] left. b. Pete [s] left.

Voicing assimilation is used below to distinguish contractions from reduced full forms in otherwise unclear cases.

The evidence that that the contraction-full form opposition is relerrrant in synta:r takes the following form:

b

(11) a.

b.

c.

contractions can be used only in a subset oftensed aux positions.

the distribution of contractions is not coextensive with that of unstressed (reduced) firll forms
(he latter occur in positions forbidden to contractions)
the subset of positions (a.) forms a'natural class' in syntactic terms

(lla) could in principle have a nonsyntactic (e.g. phonological) account. But the restrictions on contractions are

not reducible to possibilities for deaccenting finite aux (11b), which rules out the most plausible phonological
account; while (l lc) points to a syntactic account.

2 
Precisely these two contractions-[z] and [d]-are also homophonous with the finite affixes that attach to

main verbs. This observation makes it tempting to seek a unified analysis of these contractions and finite
affixation. However, to attempt this would require consideration ofd*.support, lack of agreement on modals, and

other phenomenq which put it beyond the scope of this paper.

' Mor" accurately, auxitiary /z/ behaves phonologically exactly tike the vertal agreement suffix and the

nominal plural suffix. Each surfaces as [Iz] following a strident-cf. [bckslz] in. the box's over there = the boxes
over there, and in: he boxes professionally-and undergoes voicing assimilation elsewhere.
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2.2 Word order
The first piece of evidence comes fiom word order facts first discussed in Baker (1971) (cf. also Bresnan 1971,

Kaisse 1985). In simple declaratives contractions must appear to left of aspectual adverbs (often, never, etc.):

(12) a. Peter d never read that
b. * Peter never d read that
c. Mary s often (been) in London
d. * Mary often s (been) in London

(d: would ltßd)

(s-is/has)

This placement restriction singles out contractions from both stressed and destressed full forms. With full forms,

the most natural orders are iux+adv, if aux is destressed, and adv+ar»q if aux is stressed. However, both orders

are possible for both variants (13)-(14), although contexts in which 'marked' orders are usable can be hard to
access.

(13) a. (?) John ts often in his office (ok in contort: "John isnt often in his officd)
b. John is oFfEI{ in his office

A stressed zulx crun precede the adverb; (13a) is felicitous in a 'denial of the negation' reading e.g. when used to
deny the validity ofa previous utterance, as indicated. a

While the order adv+aux is most natural for the stressed form (14a), it is also possible for the destressed

full form (lab). The latter is most felicitous with stress placement on the adverbial, i.e. when the adverb bears a

degree offocus: s

(14) a. John often IS in his office
b. ? John oFTEN is in his office.

(14b) contrasts with (15a): post-advert placement for the contraction yields unacceptabihty in any contort. There

is no indepurdent reason why 3 may not encliticize to often, cf. (15b):

o 
Cont ary to the claim made in Baker (1971), repeated in Baker (1939:210). While many ofthe examples

he cites are indeed infelicitors at first §gkt, this turns out to result from the lack of an appropriate or plausible
context. In many cases, I do not share Bakeds judgements. Baker (1971:17l,note 8) himself notes
counterernmples to his clainl involvi tg' epistemic' may'.
r) You ul,y never need that revolver.
ü) * You never MAY need that rwolver.
As indicated, the reverse (otherwise unmarked) order seerns to be ungranunaticat in this case. There seem to be
two independent factors at work here. Firstly, the surface order of adverb and a»r determines relative scope in
many caseq regardless ofwheher aux is stressed (cf. Baker 1989: ):
üi) John often hasn't called us
lv) John hasn't often called us
Certain orderings may be filtered out by this factoE e.g. it seems that epistemics cannot fall into t}te scope of
quantificational adverbs, as in (ü) or (v) :

v) * It often must rain here
vi) It must often rain here
Secondly, when aur is focussed, the clause implicates a 'denial of the negation' of its propositio4 in additon to
asserting that proposition. This reading is also associatd with errphacic do-support (d. section 2.8).

5 
Thu factors at play here are murky. Some such examples, e.g. (i)-(ü) seerrr downright impossible, but this

may bave to do with the length ofthe VP, as the contrast with (i+(vr) suggests. See also discussion inBaker
(1e71).
i) * John NEvER has swum. (ok: Jokr never HAS swum)
ü) +? John ALwAys is smiling. (ok: John always Is smiling)
iü) John Ne\rEn has swum as well that before. [hez]
w) John arweys is smiling whenl arrive.
v) JohnNrvsR wouldhave donethat.
vi) There alwlys will have to be someone in the office. [rvel]
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(15) a. * John often's in his office
b. How often's he here?

A suitable adveö for the 'voicing assimilation' test isjnst. In (16), the contrast betwesr the destressed arrx and
the contraction is absolute:

(16) a. fack's (onty)just Ieft
b. ? Jack (only) just has left
c. * Jack (only) just's left

lsl
[hez]
lsl

The selective nature of this placement restriction makes a phonological account implausible; tlere is no
obvious reason why contractions should not be possible where destressed aux is. On the other hand, it can be
handled straightforwardly in synta:r in terms of movement. This necessitates the asnrmption of two syntactically
distinct variants of finite arx--call them aux*"rL and auxrl*n'-related to the allomorphs as in (17). 6

(17) a. contraoted forrrs only realiz-e the syntactic element auxweak
b. affistrong is only realized by full forms (unstressed, stressed)

(18) a. auweak must move in overt synt&x to an Infl-head above the adverbial
b. austrong may but need not raise.

Pollock (1989) has proposed that all finite auxiliaries raise out of \lP to an Infl head (T) in English. The
aux-raising proposed in (1E) is independent of Pollock's aux-raising rule. The operation (18a) targets only a zubset
of finite aux (aux*sak), which thus undergoes an obligatory raising rule in addition to Pollock's rule. The

finite arxiliaries undergo additional raising optionally (18b).
The question of landing site for the rule (18) depends on assumptions concerning (i) clause structure; and

(ü) adverb positions. Pollock proposed the clanse strucfiire (19), with finite arr< in the higher Infl-head (T") at S-
structure, Spec,TP the canonical subject position. The post-aux and pre-aux adverb positions correspond to
adjunction to VP ard adjunction to T'respectively:

(19) [rp SU ([1Adv) [T'aux+T" ([Neg» Neg") [agrp Aef (Vp Adv) [yp .. V

If both Pollock's movement analysis (finite aux always raises to To), and the proposal (18) to treat
contraction placement as au,x-raising are correct, then the clause must contain one Infl-head more than in (19), to
serve as landing site br auweak.'11ry, proposals (e.g. Chomsky 1991, 1993), TP is dominated by a second
agre€rnent projection. Its head (AgS) is the obvious candidate for the higher landing site for aux.

u 
Bukr, (1971) proposed a movement solutioq in terms of an'Arx-shift'ruIe, which preposes unstressed

finite aux before an adverb, and an 'Aux-reduction'rule. The ungrammaticality of (15a) etc. was derived by
making both the 'Aux-shift' and'Aux-reduction' sensitive to stress properties of aux. The solution proposed here is
to posit an independent weak-strong distinaion in the synta:r and to make both movement and selection of the
contracted form sensitive to that distinction.

Baker identifies three degrees of stress, independent of contraction: low, nonhig[ and high. Nonhigh is
distinguished from low according to whether vowel reduction has occurred; only low may undergo contraction:

(i) ha,z

^l

I
hish

low

hez
*
*

"l

Arx-Shift coiltraction

nonhigh

(ü) Billhasalwayshandedinontime. ([hez];lbezl) low
(ir, John has never handed in on timg but Bill etweys has _. (lhazj ; *[hezJ ) nonlow
(iv) Bill ALwAys has handed in on time. (lhazh [hez] )

An aux is "nonhigh'when it precedes a VP-ellipsis and is precedd by a stressed adverb (iü). Vowel reduction is
impossible in this case. However in the corresponding case with no VP-ellipsis, aux can reduce (rv), i.e. has low
stress in Baker's terms. Thus Baker fails to capture the fact that aux cannot coftract in examples like (rg.

The question of adverb placement with respect to contractions was not addressed by Pollock.
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(20) a.

b
SU Agro [fp aux*T [W tau* [W .. V
SU [aux+To]+Agr" [fp tTo tvp tau* [W.. V

John apparently's on drugs. lzl
John probably'll leave later. [el]
John actually'd be a good candidate. [ed]

Who, in your opinion, did Mary suspect?
Never, in my opiniorq was so much owed by so many

It is not possible to apply the voicing assimilation test, since all S-adverbs are vowel-final, ending on -/y.

Iesrp
tAgrp

In declaratives, auxweak always directly follows the subject, preceding all preverbal adverbs. English thus
displays an 'aux-second' effect in IP resembling more familiar 'V2-effects' found in English root raft-questions
(finite aux second in CP), root clauses generally in Germanic V2 languages (finite verb second in CP), and finite
declaratives in French (finite verb second in IP, directly following the subject). The proposal (17)-(18) has the
'second position' placement of aux*""1 determined by syntag just as in standard account of V2-effects. The
canonical subject position is the highest specifier 'h P', and the landing site for auxweak is the head of that
highest funaional proj ection.

The syntactic account of'second' effects depends on the specifierbeing adjacent to the head ofits host
projectioq which in turn requires the assumption that adverbs do not adjoin to the relevant intermediate
projections. This may reflect a general ban on adjunction to intermediate projections deriving from (whatwer
underlies) X-theory. If Kayne (1994) is correct, each adverb must be adjoined to its own specifierJess host
phrase. Alternatively, adverbs are permitted to adjoin to maximal projections containing specifier positionq but
not to intermediate projections. Either way, once it is established that adverbs may not adjoin to intermediate
projections, adverbs must follow weak aux, since aux has raised across all post-subject, preverbal Xnu
adjunction sites. I

2.3 Sentential adverbs and parentheticals
The above analysis predicts tlat an adverb may never intervene between uweak and the subject in simple
declaratives. So far, it has only been shown that aux*"rL must precede aspectual adverbs (cf. (12)). Sentence
adverbs, which canonically precede aspectual adverbs, may precede or follow the subject+aux*eak nexus, as
expected:

(2r) Apparently, John's on drugs.
John's apparently on drugs.

But examples like (22) are also possible. ln (22a), [z] syllabifies with the final vowel of apparently, indicating a
contraction rather than a reduced firll form: 10

a.

b.

(22)

(23)

a.

c.

d.

It can be shown that these are not ordinary sentential adverbs, but parentheticals; given tlriq the examples
do not threaten the 'aux-second' proposal. Parenthetical o<pressions intervene easily between specifiers and heads
in 'X-second' environments, e.g. between a preposed #l-phrase or neg-phrase and an inverted aux, positions
which are are barred to genuine adverbials:

a.

b.

t I assume that each auxiliary heads its own VP, the lowest aux goveming the VP of the main veö, the
highest being the finite aux that raises.

9^.' The present account is incompatible with Choms§ (1995:Ch.4), where it is proposed that adverbs may
end up adjoined to intermediate projections, and furthermore, that 'second' effects ofthe type at issue are to be
handled in the phonological component. Further questions arise in connection with adverb placement. More than
one adverb may intervene between the subject and VP, and as is well known, different classes of preverbal
adverbials underly strict relative sequencing constraints; sentential adverbs precede aspectual adverbs, which in
turn precede 'completive' adverbs. Under Kayne's (199a) approach to adjunctio4 it becomes necessary to
recognize more functional heads 'in IP' than indicated in (20). See Alexiadou (1994), Cinque (1995), for
approaches in which the functional overlay of VP provides §ngle dedicated specifier positions for different classes
ofadverbs.

10
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Such data raise questions about specifier-head adjacency and the ban on adjunction to intermediate projections

needed to derive it. But parenthetisals are 'everyone's problem' in the wider sense that an account is lacking of
how (if at all) they are integrated into syntactic structue. For preseut purpose§, it is enough to show that the

intervening adverbs n (22) must be analped as parcnthetical e4pressions; theq they pose no problem specific to

the'second position' analysis of contractions'
Bresnan (lg7l> already pointed out that contractions may follow @ut not precede) parentheticals (her

examples 12aab)). Here, the voicing assimilation test is conclusive (249e):

(24) a. John, my dear, 's a bastard lzl
b. * John's, my dear, a bastard (ok John is, my dear, a bastard)

c. This one, dammit, 's gonna to make me rich. [s]
d. * This one's, dammig gonna make me rich

e. This one, you idiot, 's in the wrong box! [s]
f. * This one's, you idiot" in the wrong boxl

Thus the sequences in (25) are to be distinguished. The pre-aux sentence adrrerb gets there by virtue ofbeing a
parenthetical. The post-aux adverb cannot be a parentheticaf since contraction§ cannot precede parentheticals;

hence, it is a sentence adverb in a canonical adverbial position:

(25) a. This one, apparently, 's in the wrong box. <- pwenthetical po§tion

b. This one's appaxently in the wrong box. <- adverb position

Aspectual adverts make bad parentheticals (cf. 26), hence (27) (=12b,d) are excluded.

a. tWho, often, 0r0 you see?

b. *Only Johq usually, did I see.

a. * Peter, never, 'd read that (would, had)
b. * Mary, often, 's (been) in London (is, has)

Furth€r evidenc€ for the parenth*ical analysis of (22) comes frorn the special behavior:r of weak
pronominals zuch as English ir, German es (cf. Cardinaletti & Starke 1995). Just like 'aux-second' in IP, theY2
effect in Crerman root CP gets obscured by post-subject parentheticals:

(26)

(27)

(28) Er, { wie es scheint /jedoch / anscheinend }, ist ein Idiot
he, as it seems however apparently is an idiot

(2e)

Howeveq when the prwerbal zubject is eg the position between subject and finite verb is barred to parentheticals:

* Es, t *ie es scheint ljedoch /... ), war ein guterKauf
it as it seems however was a good buy

Exactly the same effect is observd with English ir:

(30) a.

b
c.

It's apparently in the wrong box
*It apparontly 's irt the wrong box
*h, you idiot, 's in the wrong box

+ adverb position
+ parenthetical
? parenthetical

In view of these shared properties, the second-effect with English contractions and V2 in Gennan should have a
common analysis. If V2 is syntactic, then so is'aux-second'.
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2.4 Serbian/Croatian clitic euxiliaries
With regard to placement, English contractions look remarkably similar to the weak (clitic) forms of finite
auxiliaries in Serbian/Croatian. The S/C clitic aux must appear at the left edge of IP following the first constituent.
As in Englis[ this represents a subset of the positions available to the fi:Il forms of aux:rr

(31) a. Ja (sam) c esto (*sam) citao knjigtr
I be-lsg-cl often be-lsg-cl read book

Ja (nisam) cesto (nisam) citao knjigu
NEG-be-lsg

Several anttrors have argued for a syntactic account of the placernent of clitic aux (cf. Wder & Cavar 1994,
Rivero l$oq Roberts 1994), according to which a clitic aux undergoes head movement to a functional head high
in clause (e.9. C"), independently of phonological properties, while a firll aux may but need not move to that
position.

While they may differ in daail (e.g. specific landing site for weak aux movement), the two cases are similar
enough to warrant a common analysis. So argrr.ments for a syntactic treatment of clitic aux placement in S/C also
indirectly support the syntactic approach to weak aux placement in English.l2

This point is reinforced by the observation that weak au:< distributes in the same way across finite clause

types within each language. Both languages
(t) o(press sentential negation in finite clauses with a negated finite aux, which is a strong form

(cf. (6) above),
(ü) must use a strong form in emphatic assertiong
(iiD permit the weak form to be used in root wh-questions,
(rg allow only the strong form in root yes-no questions.
These restrictions are discussed in the following sections.

2.5 Optionality
There is one respect in which English contractions appear to differ from S/C enclitic forms. The possibility to use
an enclitic aux in a simple declarative (32) blocks use of the full form (33), with the result that the latter is only
possible in an emphatic assertion (34)-aux must be focussed. The S/C paradigm thus patterns with the do-
support paradigm which translates it. In English on the other hand, the possibility to use a contracted form
apparently does not lead to the exclusion of the full form:

b.

(32)

(3 3)

a.

a.

i§ali su

corne-ptc be-3pl-cl
b. they came c. they've arrived

b. *they did come c. they have arrived [hav]

b. they DID come c. they HA\IE arrived

* jesu i§ali
be.3pl come-ptc

(34) c. rESU i§ati

11 
S/C is a pro-drop language with more freedom of constituent order than English. Even with noncanonical

constituent orders (i)-(iü) , the weak aux is generally restricted to second positiorl while fulI forms are not so
restricted (iv):

(r) lmjrgu ( sam / nisam) cesto citao
(ir) öesto ( sam / nisam ) citao knjigu
(üi) * knjigu cesto sam citao
(iv) knjigu cesto nisam citao

On the contrast (v)-(vi), see Wilder &, Cavar (1994):
(v) citao sam cesto knjigu
(O * citao nisam cesto knjigr

72 Cf Kaisse (1985:106), who claims that English contractions are 2P 'special clitics', like S/C clitic aux,
taking 2nd position in S (IP) rather than S' (CP). The difference with respect to the present proposal concerns the
nature of syntactic cliticization.. For Kaisse, it involves adjunction to (a word inside) a phrase in a c-commanding
specifier, rather than head-movement to a c-commanding functional head (assurned here).
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This cortrast may simply reflect register-specific options. While the S/C enclitic and Engl. do-support
paradigms are invariant across registers, formal (e.g. written) registers of English fortid the use of contractions.
Conceivably, within the informal register permitting contractiong full forms (I have wrived he is out) are
restricted to eqihatio assertions. Then apparent optionality of contractions reduces to optionality in choice of
register. Ifthis is so, then the paradigm divides into two:

(35) informal: they came
* they did come

they DID come

(36) formal: they came
* they did corne

they DID come

they've arrived
* they have arrived [hev]

they HAVE arrived

they have arrived [hav]
they HA\ß arrived

We have already seen one case where an unstressed full form is possible in simple declaratives, namely,
where aux appears post-adverbially (37). Although aux is not focussed (the adverb is), the firll form is used, as is
expected since the contraction is independently excluded in this position:

Apart from these cases, there are two main environments that er(clude contractions: negation and yes-no
questions. We look at these before returning to the focussing effect in section 2.8.

2.6 Negation
Sentence negation is expressed in S/C by means of a prefix on the finite verb. In periphrastic constructionq it is
the finite auxiliary that carries the neg prefi6 the negation morpheme may not be reelized on the main verb (38c).
As indicated above, the negated form of the verb is a strong forq not a weak form. Weak forms of the finite ar»r
are barred from negated s€ntences:

(37)

(38) a.

b.

c.

John NE\rER is in his office.

Oni nrkupuju knügu
they neg buy-3pl book
Oni ni=su laryili kniign
they neg-be.3pl buy.3pl book

{ß Oni su nFlilpili knigu

Similarly in Englis[ ssntence negation is realized by an morpheme attached to the finite veö (the sufrx n'l). The
negative form is a strong form (can follow an aspectual adverb) As in S/C, the weak furm may not cooccur with
negation (39b):

(39) a. They (usually) haven't bought the book
b. * Theylen't bought the book

In both languages, negated aux shows morphological peculiarities. While in Englista the neg morpheme
attaches to the strong form (cf. (39)), in S/C, the neg morpheme prefixes to the weak form of aux, nwer the
strong forrr (e.g. ni=xr vs. *ni:jexr); though the rezult is not a weak form. Most combinations are
molphologically transparent, formed with the prefix ne- that also attaches to main verbs. The negated forrrs of
ärr, (be'), however, contain an exceptional form of the prefix (zi-). In English, several neg-aux forms are opaque:
won't, shaft, wen'tfor ütt+asgin inversioq dialeclalain't, etc.--rf. Zwic§ & Pullum (1982).

The facts suggest that weak aux is barred from negative sentences. This is true of S/C; but for English, the
picnre is complicated by the possibility for weak aux to coocflr with the non-afrxed negation particle not Q
return to this dif[erence below):

(40) I 've not bought the book

2.7 No contractions in yes.no questions

Bresnan (1971) claims that contractions can occur in initiat position in yes-no questions, giving examples like
(a1):
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(41) a. 's that so? [zJ / " [s]
b. 'm I goingwith you?

c. 'd he go? (: Did he go?)

This is incorrect-the forms in (41) are not contracted aux. Raher, these reductions are the product of a different
process--perhaps a 'fast speech nrle'-which I cdl Left Edge Reduction. Further examples are given in (42>
@3):

(42) a. 's not true [sJ / *[z] b. it [sJ not true

's not here. lz} I * [s](43) A: where's Pete?

he [z] not here

In (4la), the initial reduced aux is obligatorily voiced. Ttis fact is neutral with respect to the status of the
aux (contraction or not). It does howwer indicate that devoicing is not available to aux in the absence of a
potential host ending in avoiceless segn€nt.

The voiceless initial segment of (a2a.) shows that initial ar:< here is a contraction. It follows that
phonological enclisis of contracted aux can precede Left Edge Reductiorr-the final ttl of ü must be present at
some stage in the derivdion, in order for the segnent spelling out arx to assimilate to it.

(42a) also tells us more about Left Edge Reduction. Contracted au:r is the target of enclisis, i.e. 'prosodic
restructuring'. For voicing assimilation to apply, encliticized [z] must follow a voiceless segment in the coda of
the host syllable. The late deletion in (42) thus tügets Wt of a syllable.

The impossibility of [s] in (a3) is explained, if the response to the question must involve the pronoun äe-
which is deleted (as the initial part of its syllable) following enclisis of the contracted aux.

The daa in (41) are thus amenable to analysis as late deletion of initial parts of unstressed syllables in
string-initial positiorl stranding a consonant of the coda:

(M) a. *[z] that so?

b. -+[m] I going with you?
c, 4i-tdl he go?

The preceding strows that there is an analysis for the reductions in (41) compatible with the claim ttrat
contractions are barred from yes-no questions. An argument for that claim can be obtained by looking at
environments where there is a potential host for enclisis and dwoicing of a putative contraction. Such an
environment is provided by coordination with but. A contraction initial in its declarative clause (45a) can
encliticize to bat and surface as [s]. kr the same context, dwoicing of is in a yes-no question is not possible
(45b)-as expected, if contraaed aux is independently baned:l3

a.

b

(45) a" a man who was here earlier, but's left again.
b. John lvas here earlier, but's he left agalur,l?

lsI
lzl I * [s]

Turning to S/C, we find üat weak aux is barred in yes.no-questions in this language also (cf Rivero
1992). The paradigm (46) illustrating this requires some e,(planation Yes-no questions are formed using the
particle /i, which forms a part of the second position clitic cluster. Descriptively, when no other constittrent
precedes a clitic cluster (which can contain ü and clitic pronorms, along with weak aux) the highest nouclitic verb
precedes the cluster. Thus in the declarative containing a weak arrx, the non§nite main veö precedes the aux
(a6a). This is the 'Long Head Movement' constnrction (cf. Rivero 1991, 1993, Wilder & Cavar 1994). The
exclasative construction illustrated in (21b) shows that nonfinite veö preposing is possible with /i. No other
constituent precedes /l in yes-no questions. Hence if the weak aux wefe permittd the orpected pattern would be
(46c). Howerrer, the only possibility is to use the full form ofthe auxiliary, which then preposes before li $6d.):

t3 
The 's-orthography is meant only to indicate an unstressed form. Kaisse (1985:107) claims encliticization

to conjunctions to be impossible, citing conjoined main clauseg like (i). I do not understand why (i) is bad.:
(D * Sandy left and's never comingback.
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(46) a.

b.

c.

d.

(s 1)

Pio sam pivo.
drunk auCL beer "I drunk beer"
Pio li je pivo! "Did he drink beer!"

* Pio li sam pivo?

drunk Q auxgl beer
Jesam li pio pivo ?

aux Q drunk beer "Did I drink beer?"

The ungrammaticality of (46c) can be attributed to the incompatibility of weak aux with the clause-type of yes-no
questions.la

2.8 Weak aux and focus
This leaves two major root clause types that permit the use of weak aux-neutral declaratives and wlz-questions:

(47) a. Oni su kupili kdigu b.

(48) a. Sta su kupili? b.

They've bought the book
What've they bought?

Where the weak form is possiblg the use of the strong form is only possible if it is stressed (49)-(52). Given the
problem with idealization to one register (sect. 2.5), this is illustrated for English with do-support for declaratives
and wlz-questions with a questioned root subject:

(49) a. x Oni jesu kupili knjigu
b. (*) They have bought the book
c. * They did buy the book

(50) a. * §ta lesu kupili?
b. (*) lvhat have they bought?
c. * Who did buy the book?

(s2)

a.

b

c.

a.

b.

c.

Oni JESU kupili knjigr
They HA\E bought the book
They DID buy the book

§ta;rsu kupili?
What HA\rE they bought?
Who DID buy the book?

The use of the strong form in (51)-(52) brings with it a special contextual effect, which is due to the fact
the finite aux is focussed (the faas described here for English hold equally for S/C). An assertion with focussed
aux presupposes that the negation of the proposition it expresses is contqrtually salient. The use of (53a) is only
felicitous in a context which the proposition expressed by (53b) is salient (e.g. (53b) may just have been uttered
by another speaker). Hence (53a) appears to express the denial of(53b):

(53) a. They haven't bought the book
b. They I{A\rE bought the book (:5lb)

The effea of focussing a constituent is to open up a set of propositions (the 'focus-set') defined by the
meaning ofthe sentence containing the focus, and including the proposition expressed by the sentence (cf Rooth
1985). The alternative propositions (i.e. those other than the proposition asserted) in the focus-set are then

t4 
This claim should be qualified; there is a form for yes-no questions which permits clitic aux ro appear:

(i) dali sam pio pivo?
whether aux.cl drunk beer "Did I drink beer?"

This type is introduced by the non-clitic form doli, and does not involve raising of a fulI verb form. Dafi functions
otherwise as a complementizer introducing embedded whether-intenogatives. Weak aux is generally possible in
embedded interrogstives.
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imptied to be false. When a finite aux is focussed in a declarativg the focus-set seems to contain merely the
proposition expressed by the declarative and its negation:ls

(54) {thelve bought the book; they haven't bought the book}

The only aiternative proposition is the negation oftle proposition asserted-hence the effect described.

For uä-questiong the effect is more subtle. With focussed ar4 a whnuestion seems to require that a

proposition of a certain type is salient in the context; (55b) for example is only felicitous if some proposition to
the effect of (55c) is salient; (56b) similarly requires (56c). Without stressed aux, the question is 'neutral', in that
it imposes no such demand on the context:

(5s)

(s7>

(s8)

a.

b.

o.

What's he bought?
What HAs he bought?

"There is one (or more) relevant thing which he hasn't bought"

{ John bought the book; Mary bought the book; Bill bought the book, ...}

{ John didnt buy the book; Mary didnt buy the booh Bill didn't buy the bool ...}

A: theyVe read the book. B: they HA\IEn't read the book.

(56) a. \Yho bought the book?
b. Who DID buy the book?
c. "There is one (or rnore) relevant person who didnt buy the book."

The relation of the (b)-examples to tle (c)-examples can be explicated with reference to the meaning of the
questions. A ry'l-question does not assert a proposition-rather, its meaning can be thought of in terms of a set of
altemative propositions, its'answer set (he set of potentially true answers to that question). Thus (56a) defines a
set such as (57), and asks the hearer to identify the member(s) ofthe set that are true:

Focussing aux in a wh-question generates a second set (the 'focus-set'), which contains the negations of the
propositions from the 'anstiler set' (58). The preceding context must then contain the negation of one or more of
these propositions. (56b) would be felicitous, e.g., if (59) had just been uttered:

(59) John didn't buy the book. (..nor did Mary, nor did Bill...)

The requirement imposed by focus is that at least one of the propositions in the focus-set be contained in the
preceding contort. (59) satisfies that requirement for (56b). Thus the effect of focussing finite ax in a wh-
question is essentially the same as in a declarative.

The foroed'focussing'that accompanies tbe use of finite aux in simple declaratives and in wh-questions can
be attributed to blocking. Suppose that the weak aux (or form without do-support) is 'in competition' with the
strong aux; and that it is 'cheaper' than the strong form. Then, in (neutral) cofitocs in which the weak form is
licensed, it will block the strong form. Only in contexts in which the weak form is not licensed (focus on aux) is
the strong form licensed.

In other constructions (negatiorL yes-no questions), focussing au:r brings similar contextual effects. Thus
focus on negated arx brings requirement that the negation ofthe negarion (i.e. the non-negated proposition) is
present in the context, cf. (60):

(60)

What is important here is that focussing is not an automatic consequence of using the full form in these

constructions, and that this is bound up with the fact that use of the full form is the only option anyway.

15 Thi, is a simplification. B's utterance in (i) is felicitoug indicating that the focus set may also contain modalized
alternatives (thanks to J. Ouhalla for discussion on this point):
(i) A: they must have read the book B: they na.w read the book
The truly infelicitous case is where the previous utterance realizes the same proposition as the sentence with
focussed aux.
(iD A: theyVe read the book B: # they Heve read the book
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2.9 The role of X
Appeal to focus might account for the occurrence of strong forms in neutral declaratives and wh-questions, but
not the presence of strong forms in yes-no questions and negation. Rather, there is a grammatical determinant for
the impossibility of the weak form in those cases. I propose thzt the same factor also excludes the weak form
when aux is focussed.

The account involves Pollook's (1989) negation head. I :§sume that this head does not only host sentential
negation; rather, that negation is paired with an afrrmative element, with both instantiating a functional category
'U ' (cf. Laka 1990). Thus negation is a feature value of a firnctional category E which projects in clause structure.
While negation is realized as an overt morpheme, the affirmative morpheme is abstract:rf

(61) a. X [+Neg] : n't b I[-Neg] -A

The latter surfaces in non-negated declaratives when aux is focussed, as rnJohn DID come I lvan JE do§ao; and
in non-negated yes-no questions. Howorer, in neutral non-negated declaratives and vä-questions, I claim that » is
absent. This forms the core ofthe analysis: the contexts requiring strong aux in S/C and English are clause-types
in which E is projected; conversely, weak aux is limited to clause-t5,pes in whioh E is not projected.IT The
proposal involves a nonstandard view of negation, outlined briefly in the following.

The semantic firuction of E can be thought of in terms of sets of altemative propositions, in the sense just
discussed in connection with focus and questions. Suppose that E triggers the association of the sentence with an

'alternative set'. This set contains propositions that differ with regard to their polarity; i.e. the proposition
expressed by IP (without E), and the negation of that proposition.rs Thus, both when X is [-Neg], and [+]r1sg1,
the clause is associated with a set containing the proposition expressed and its negatio4 which may enter irfio
interpretation in various ways.

As discussed above, both questions and focus feed off such alternative propositions in interpretation.
Consider (62):

(62) a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

{John's arrived; John hasn't arrived}
John has+X arrived.
Has+E John arrived?
John has*n't arrived.
John's arrived (no E)

Both the emphatic assertion and the yes-no question use the set (62a). As an emphatic assertion with focussed
aua (62b) asserts the non-negated proposition and presupposes the other to be salient. The corresponding yes-no
question (62c) takes the set (62a) as its'ansurer set'. In this sense, both focussed aux and yes-no questions require
X to be projected in the clause.

A negated sentence such as (62d) does not, in the standard view, need an alternative set to express a

negated proposition; rather, it expresses semantic negation directly, by virtue of containing a negative morpheme
(it does requires the presence of X thoug[ since E introduces the negative morpheme). The way I have phrased

things, semantic negation is not expressible directly but only via the alternative set. The function of E is to
introduce the polarity alternatives. Then the value [+Nsg] serves to pick out the negated proposition as the
proposition asserted.

16 
Poflock proposed that emphatic assertions may also involve a special morpheme, the affrmative

counterpart to Neg, such that both are realizations of a single category (his "Ast"). The analysis of emphatic
assertion in terms of an abstract morpheme in the lu:x (Infl) complex goes back to Chomslry (1957:65).

17 
This idea was proposed in Cavar & Wilder (1995). There, we suggested a different implementation, in

which @ the affirmative element (0lb) is inherently emphatic (Chomslsy's 1957 Emph-morpheme); and (ii) a third
distinct E-morpheme occurs in yes-no questions CQ'). Then, each instantiation of E can be associated with its own
'PF-a stress-feature for EMPII, and the special rising intonation contour for Q. However,lnlbat account it must
be assumed that E can contain several instantiations simultaneously, e.g. 'Emph'and Neg in an emphatic denial
(IIe »t»n't he leave), Emph' and 'Q' n Dt» he leave? or even all thee in DIDn't he kave? Here, only two E-
morphemes are assumed. 'Q' and'emph' are treated as independent factors; the former located in C, responsible
for question interpretation, and triggering aux-raising, the latter simply being focus.

l8 
This may be an oversimplification: maybe modalized alternatives are also involved. Cf. ft 15.
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This suggests that a neutral declarative assertion could in principle also be o<pressed via E (as in (62b». E

introduces the alternative set, and the feanrre value [-Neg] s€rves to pick out the proposition asserted (in ths
case, the non-negated proposition). Howorer, this case differs from negatio4 in that tle presence of X is not
required. (62e), ivithout E, can be used to express the same cmtent. Here, the appeal to 'economy' comes in: the

inclusion of E in the structure to eryress the neutral assertion would be unnecessary (since the sarne content
would be orpressible without E), hence orcluded by a principle ofeconomy.re

When ar»< is fosuss€4 extra use is made of the alternative set to achieve an interpretive effect
(presupposing the salie,nce of the negated proposition) that is not expressible by the neutral assertion without E ;
hence X[-Neg] is not blocked.

Finally, consider wä-questions. Like a yes-no questiorL a raä-question defines a set of alternative
propositions which functions as its 'answetr set'. However, unlike a yes-no questioq a wäquestion does not
require atternatives ditrering in poluity value; but rather, alternatives differing in the value assigrred to the variable
corresponding to the questioned constituent. These alternatives are generated via the wä-word and not X.

Consequently, a v&-question does not require E to be included in its clatrse shucture, any more than a neutral
assertion does. Hence the same'obligatory foors' effect is induced by the full form of aux.

As far as synta,x is concerned, the claim is that the presenc€ of E blocks weak aux. Finite aroriliaries raise

from Ir'P to T (Pollock's have-be raising). Assrming that E is dominated by TP and governs VP, the auriliary
must first incorporate into E (by the Head Movemat Constraint). Hencg negated clauses, clauses with focussed
finite aux" and yes-no questions all share (63) as part oftheir derivation. Where X is [+Neg], the verb will pick up
z'l en route to T, Where E is [-Neg], the complex in T will cortaiü the abstract X-morpheme.2o

(63) Negation (emphatic affirmation, yes-no question, ...)

SU Agr t t t tT
has-nt

HAS

JESAN{

VV
t
t
t

E

t
t
t

come
come

lSaO

The corresponding structure for clause.§pes like nei.rtral declaratives and wh-questions, which lack E, is (6a)

(64) Neutral declarative (wh-question, ...)

SU Aert T t v I v
come
come
i§ao

Given these assumptions, head-to-head movernent of the highest verb to To (only aux, in English) yields
different complex heads (65), depending on whether the clause contairs a projection of E or not. The analysis thus
provides a syntactic basis for the distribution of weak and strong forms of aux. The former is a V-T complex
lacking E, the latter a V-T complex incorporating X (which may be abstract). The former undergoes additiond
movenent from T to AgrS (cf (18) above):

19 
Technically, the blocking of E in n€utral assertions should be a reflqr of the principle of Full Interpretation

('economy of representation) rather than Last Resort ('economy of derivation). The derivations of the structures
with and without E would begin from dlfferent numerations in Choms§s (1995) sense, hence would not compete
with respect to derivational economy principles. However, appeal to n (E[-NegJ does not contribute to
interpretation) doos not wort either. E[-Neg] does contribute to interpretatioq by making the alternative set it
available, and picking out the non-negated proposition as the proposition asserted. The intuition that 2 is
zuperfluous in the case of the neutral assertion is only orpressible by referring to the existence of an alternative
representation with the same interpretation that does oot contain E. I leave this iszue open.

z0 If the S/C dali-typeof yes-no question (cf &r >or) involves ,, then I suppose it to be located n dali rtself,
presumable an itm of category C. This in turn suggests that the second position location for the clitic cluster
(including the weak aur) must be a head distinct from (lower than) C.

ts

sam

has

t
t

t
t
t
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(65) a.

T T

have
je + sam

ni + sam

The central claim (17) about the correlation of cortraaed ar»r forms with the syrrtactic entity aux*rrL is
reformulated as (66);

Tb.T

V
I

tve

have

sam

E

I

(n'0

»

(66) Contracted aux (Engl ), clitic-aux (SC) cannot realtze a head containing Io

This analysis requires that sentential negation can be ocpressed by othen means than E governing \lP
Consider the paradigm (67) (cf. sect. 2.6). Unlike n't,the contracted aur is compatible with nol:

(67) a. John hasn't left yet ( E = n't governs V(Aux) )
b. *John s n't left yet
c. John s not teft yet ( E : not does not govern V(Arnr) )

I assume that not is not a head governing VP: rather, it is a phrasd satellite, like an adverbial. Crucially, there is

no X-head that intenre,nes between VP and T in (07c). The distinction between n't (had) md not (phrase) mirrors

two strategies for negation found cross-linguistically: Neg is a head (E) into which finite verbs incorporate in

Romance, while it is an adverbial-like element that does not interact with V-movement in Germanic. The fact that

no, contrasts with n't in being able to appear in lower positions in the clause (68) is consisterfi with this vien:

(68) a. John might have not left yet
b. *John rnight haven't left yet (cf. John mightn't have left)

The contrast follows if » has a fixed position (governing the highest VP) while notbas the choice among several

adverbial positions.

There is one reas,c,n for not making this distinction between rnt arrd n'1- lTsl triggers do-zupport just like
n't. ln tlis not differs from other adve$g even negative oneslike rever'.

(69) John {never; *not} arrived.

I correlates elsewhere with do-support: whenever X occurs with simple tenses, do-supporl is triggered. Hence it
might be thought that (69) argues for analping not asä.

Howevef,, do-support is also obtgatory in raä-questionq which are assumed here not to have to cofüain E.

Ifthe approach to X taken here is along the riglrt lines, do-urpport is not directly tied to the presence of2 above

VP. Rather, some ocra condifion on da-zupport is needed to accrlunt for the hd thzt da,-suppofi is obligatory

vnthnot and non-subject wh-trcvement, both contexts permitting contracted aux (cf Wilder & Cavar 1995 for a

proposal):

(70) a.

b

What's John taken? vs.

Where's John going? vs.

* What John took?
* Where John went?

3. Further distributional restrictions

In this sectio4 I e:ramine further restrictions on contracted forms, concentrating on 's (< ,s, has), as tlris form

shows the relevant facts most sharply. It is shown that while contractions group tith material to their left at

surface, the righthand cofltelft influences the possibility for contracted forms to occur. The latter cannot have a

plagsible syntactic account (in terms of X or anything else); the relevant generalizauons are phonological. Hence,
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in addition to syntalL also phonological properties determine whether a contracted or full form is used to spell out
finite aux.

3.1 Lefthand context
At the surface @F, the level determining pronunciation), the contracted form enters a leftward phonological
dependency, i.e. enclisis. The contraction forms a unit with material to its left in prosodic (i.e. syllable)
structure-and not with material to its right:

(71) a. (o lotrns ) (o out ) b. * (o John ) (o sout )

The 'host' is whatever material stands linearly adjacent to aux in the ouput of rules that determine surface order
(including trace-deletion and parenthetical placement). In syntactic terms, that host may be arbitrarily distant from
aux, e.g. several clauses away (72a); possibly --depending on the account of parenthetical placement-not even a
constituent of the same phrase marker (72b, c\:

(72) a.

b.

c.

the spoon that she told me I should stir the soup ( withs ) disappeared
this one, you ( idiots ) in the wrong box!
this one, believe it or ( nots ) in the wrong box!

3.2 Righthand context
Most of the data demonstrating the dependency of contractions on their righthand context was presented in
Bresnan (1971), following Baker (1971), King (1970), Lakoff(1970). The most commonly discussed restriction is
shown in (73). A contracted aux does not tolerate a gap immediately to its righq where this gap may be due
ellipsis or movement of VP governed by aux, or of the nonverbal main predicate governed by copulabe:

(73) a. * Johnisn't coming althoughMary's [W "] (ok: .,.Maryis [W e] )
b. *boughtthebookthoughJohn'sty1» (ok:...Johnhastyp)
c. * I don't know where Johnls tpp (ok: ...John is tpp )
d. * I'm living with N{ary and Bill's [y e ] with Sue (ok: ...BilI is [y e ] with Sue )
e. * she's a better doctor than he's [4p e] a lawyer (ok: ...he is [4p e] a lawyer )

The gap may result in aux standing in final position in its clause, though not necessarily, as shown by medial
deletions in pseudogapping (73d) and comparative subdeletion (73e).

The effect arises only when the head of the complement of aux is deleted. A participial au( saves a
contracted finite aux from the malign effect ofthe gap:

(74) a. John's often been alrested, although Mary's never been [W e ]
b. I don't know where John's been tpp
c. she's been a better student than he's been [ep eJ a teacher

The data in (73)-(74) thus support the generalization in (75).2r

(75) The head ofthe complement of aux-clitic may not be empty

At this pöint, a syntactic account of (75) may seem plausible, which attributes ill-formedness in (?3) not to
the au:g but to the gap itself Suppose that the gap must be licensed in certain ways. The intuition would be that
weak aux is syntactically 'defective', and that such a defective element is insufficient to license the 'gap' in its
complement. The paradigm (73)-(74) could then be explained in terms of the ECP.

(76) Empty Category Principle: [a e ] must be properly governed

2r 
There is a question about whether subdeletion fits the generalization, since AP in a standard analysis (i) is

not the head ofthe complement ofthe copula:
(D ... than he is [yp tAp tna+goe+] a lawyerl

Alternative analyses are imaginable in which the elided degree element heads the main predicate governed by the
copula.
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Assuming (D that the gaps n (73)-(74) can be licensed via head govemment, (ü) strong aux counts as a proper
governor, while weak aux does not, and (iü)there is no other proper governor for the gap in (73), those examples
could be accounted for as violations of (7q.n Such an account could then be implemented in terms of the
presence vs. absence ofl, under the proposal ofsection 2.9.

However, this line of analysis is doomed to fail. Additional facts noted by Bresnan (1971) show that the
generalization (75) is incorrect. Fkstly, in subject-aux inversion constructions, weak au( may appear even though
the complement of aux is empty:

(77) a.

b.

c.

Where's John?

What's that?
Why's Mary leaving, ffid why's John [W e ] ?

LzJ

lsI
lzl

There is no plausible option open to an ECP account to accommodate (77). These examples ought to be as

ungrammatical as (73); the trace ofweak aux should not corurt as a proper governoq just as weak aux in situ does
not.23

Secondly, the ECP account does not generahzn to data involving parentheticals. Recall from section 2.3
that parentheticals may intervene between s$ject and weak arrx, but may not follow weak au4 even though the
complement of aux is not empty (78a-c). The same effect is found in wh-questions (78d-f):

(78) a.

b
g.

d
e.

f.

John, my dear, 's a bastard
+John's, ffiy dear, a bastard

John is, my dear, a bastard
What, my dear, 's a girl like you doing in a place like this?

* What's, my dear, a glrl like you doing in a place like this?
What is, my dear, a girl like you doing in a place like this?

Sue's staying with Bill and John is # with Mary. (:John is s+afng with Mary)
John is with Mary.

This paradigm illustrates a restriction on the righthand context ofthe contraction that does not fall under the
generalization (75). An account in which the illformedness of (77b,e) is due to the same factor as the one
underlying (73) is to be preferred.

The paradigrns (73)-(74) and (77-(78) are taken by Bresnan as evideflce that contractions ent€r a
dependency with material to the riglr, i.e. that contractions undergo proclisis. If contractions are proclitic, then
the contexs which bar them can be explained as environments in which no host for proclisis is available. In
implernenting this account, we can appeal to a notion of a boundary (which I take to be prosodic) that intervenes
between the aux and a potential host to prevent cliticization. In the extreme case, this boundary is the edge of the
sentence; in (734b,c) proclisis is blocked, since there simply is no host to the right.2a

In (73d,e), a medial syntactic gap intervenes between proclitic and potential host; in (78b,0, a paremhetical
intenrenes. In both cases, the aszumption that they induce a relevant prosodic boundary is plausible. The effect of
pseudogapping and subdeletion is to induce two prosodic constituents separated at the deletion site. This is
intuitive§ clear in ndnimal pairs like (79): the second conjunct of (79a) is felt to induce two prosodic units in a
way impossible for the string-identical copula sentence (79b):

(7e) a.

b.

2? 
Such an account has been explored by Zagom(1g82),and for similar facts in Serbo-Croatian and Old

Spanish, by Lema/Rivero (19,or.

23 
Alternatives that involve appeal to governors for the gap other than the immediate head governor fare no

better. §uppose that aux-raising to C opens the possibility for the wh-moved phrase to goverrl hence antecedent-
goverq its trace in (6a,b). This option does not generalize to VP-ellipsis, where the wh-phrase is not the
antecedent ofthe gap. The only other conceivable 'governor'for the gap when aux has raised would be the
subject.

24 
Bresnan's actual formulation is that proclisis destroys environment for the application of deletion rules; in

the case of (73), VP-deletion, Subdeletion and Trace deletion; i,e. the reason for ill-formedness is failure to apply
the relevant deletion rulg rather than failure to apply proclisis. In her model, proclisis is a cyclic nrle in syntax,
ordered before relevant deletion des.
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A similar prosodic effect distinguishes parentheticals from nonparenthetical adjuncts in postzubject position. In
(80a), appmently can be prosodically integrated in the utterance in a way impossible for qparently in (80b),
which is preceded by an at least Implicit'boundary (= #), as ismy dem in (80c):

(80) a.

b.

c.

John's apparently on drugs.
John, # apparently,'s on drugs.
Johq # my dear,'s on drugs.

What's that _?t What's it _ ?

What's it for _ ?
* What's it _ now?

What is it ?

tauxlIhost]..
lJohnJ Is] lteftl
lwhere I Is]lJohn)

-) ...taux+host]..
+ fJohn) [s+ left]
+ lwherelIs+John ]

The proclisis account thus permits a unification of these cases impossible under an ECP approach.
The account also correctly captures cases where contractions are possible. I\ (74), there is a gap that

induces a boundary; but the auxiliary participle precedes that boundary and so can act as host for aux. In inversion
(17), it is the subject NP that intervenes before the boundary, providing a host for the proclitic.

One further piece of evidence for the proclitic analysis is the 'if-effect' noticed by Bresnan. In inversion
constructions, weak aux does not tolerate a 'weak pronoun' to its right, if that pronoun precedes u g.p'.'u

(81) a.

b
c.

d.

e.

(*Who's it? / *How's it? I ... )

The pronoun alone is not sensitive to the presence ofa gap or edge to its right (81e). It is as i{ while the subject
in (81a) (cf also (77)) 'protects' weak aux from the malign effect of the following gap, the weak pronoun is'not
strong enough' to protect weak aul with the result that arx is exposed to the g3p fo[owing the pronoun in
(81b,d). In (Elc), the gap is in the complement of/or (which heads the main predicate), so that a 'host' intevenes
between aux and the boundary induced by the gap. This means that 3 and ir procliticize together onto (stressed)

for. (8ld) is like pseudogapping: 's + i/ cannot procliticize onto now, since the gap intervenes.
The evidence just rwiewed has shown (i) that t}re nanre of the rigtrthand context affects the distribution of

clitic forms; and (ii) that a syntactic account (in terms of underlying distribution of strong/weak aux, i.e.
presenoe/absence ofE) is unlikely to work. Instead, an accourt that üeats the auxiliary as a proclitic, i.e. an item
dependent on a phonological host to its right, is more promising. Specifically, the claim is that aux must form a
constituent with a'host', i.e. a phonologrca[V filled oonstituent, to its rigtrt at some level.

Bresnan assumed that there must be a proclisis transformation of the type (82a):

(82) a.

b.

U.

It is not clear that such a transformation is needed for (82b,c), as the syntactic structure already ensures that aux
forms a constitupnt with material to its right in its sentence, namely I' or C'. Where that constituent contains no
host, the example is ill-formed:

(83) a. John [r s left ]
b. where [C' r John ]
c. * I don't know where John h' 's ]

If however the proclisis requirement is interpreted as meaning that aux must form a wordlevel constituent with its
host, then such a transformation is required, since aux is an independent word (Xo-constituent) in synta:<. This
could not be the syntactic operation assumed by Bresna4 given the ban on downwards movement (cf sect. l.).26

Moreover, syntactic constituency is inzufficient to account for cases with a medial gap. Here, reference
must be made to the presence of a prosodic boundary between arx and potential host, to explain why clitic aux is
blocked in some but not all cases where a potential host is contained in TP (the syntactic sister of aux):

The same effect is created by any unstressed subject pronoun--eitler the pronoun or the aux must be
stressed: where's HE ? / where ts he? I *v,here's he 7 . The effect is most obvious with i/, since it has no
homophonous strong coufterparq cf. Cardinaletti & Starke (1995).

We can safely discount the possibility that 'procliticization' is the result of moving the host up to aux.

25
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(84) a. ..tauxl#thostl . -/+.taux+hostl.
b. * I don't know where John [ 's # now ]
c. I don't know where John [ 's been # ]

In other words, the presence of a syntaotic gap can induce a prosodic constitu«rcy tha{ is non-isomorphic to
Emtactic constituency. The proclisis require,ment of aux must be met in prosodic structure.27

3.3 Left-right paradox
The facts discussed in the last two sections aryar to leave us with a paradox. The evidence for phonological
proclisis (clitic aux forms a constituent with a host to its right) seems to contradict the evidence for phonological
enclisis (clitic arx syllabifies with material to its left). This paradox has not been faced in previous work; 'proc[tic'
authors deny the 'enclitic' facts; 'enclitic' authors deny the 'proclitic' facts. Bresnan's assertion that "despite
orthographic practice, ... Tense contraction is not encliticizing" is surely not zupported by'phonetic practice'.

Kaisse (1985:41), arguing for syntactic encliticizatiorl notes the paradign (73), but claims it does not reflect
proclitic stahrs of a:x, referring instead to Z.agonds (1982) syntactic ac@unt in terms of ECP. Nespor (1994),
arguing for phonological enclisis, does not address the'proclisis' paradigms. Inkelas & Zec (1993) propose that
unstressed full forms are procliticq but e»rplicitly exclude the'enclitic'forms Aom that analysis.a

The paradox in assuming that something is both proclitic and enclitic arises from a basic premise about
hierarchical ünguistic representations. Neither syntactio nor prosodic tre€s admit "multiple motherhood", so that a
node A qurnot be daughter of two nodes B and C that are sisters. If the clitic aux is tautosyllabic with rnaterial of
the preceding word, it cannot form a prosodic constitue,nt with the following word; and vice versa.

However, in a derivational model there need be no paradox. It is perfealy conceivable that ar»r could be
proclitic at one stage of the derivatiorL and enclitic at aüother. Proclisis could be syntactic, but enclisis
phonological; or they could reflect diferent stages ofthe phonological derivation.

It is neither desirable nor necessaf,y to assume proclisis in syntax. While the 'proclisis paradigms' are
partially qyntaAicai§ conditioned, they have no direct syntactic explanation. They are best accounted for in terms
of the synta:<-prosody mapping. In the next sectioq I propose a two-stage account for left-rigtt paradox:

(i) synta:r-prosody mapping (proclisis efu)
(ü) late enclisis rule

Contractions that survive (i) are subject to (ü).

By locating both stages in the phonological component, it becomes possible to maintain the view that in a//
the examples discussed in section 3.2-deolarutives and rnft-questionr-the finite auxiliary is (or can be) the
syntactic element arD(weak lacking E, as predicted by the proposal of section 2.9. Whether or not the clitic forrt

27 
Inkelas & Zec (1993)propose a syntä( tlat is isomorphic to prosodic structure in the case of medial gaps

(pszudogapping, subdeletion). They claim that in all such cases, any subpart of VP that gets stranded to the right
of the gap has in fact raised out of VP by S-structurg prior to deletion. A pseudogapped clause as in (i) then has

the S-struaure (ü):
(D John is dating N4ary, and Sue is, Bill,
(ü) [ Sue [1p isda*instj ] Billj l
Theirs is a proclisis account of the ban on weak aux in zuch cases-see sect 4.below. Esseutially, proclisis in (ü) is
not possible, since the syntactic constituency does not provide a host for aux. These authors are conoerned to
establish that sptactic gaps do not induce prosodic boundaries. This iszue is not ce,ntral to the argument here;
however, I do not thirik this vienr of the syntax of medial gaps is tauble. For arguments against such an analysis
of pseudogapping, cf Lasnik (1995).

28 In an appendix, Inkelas & Zec propose that righthand restrictions on contracted forms are due to a
lexically specified or.the syntactrc environment they appear in: "finite ... clitics require a phrasal sister
to their right":
(, t CL I }elo = syntactic requirement
Their assumption must be that ellipsis and trace sites are unable to satisry (i) at some syntactic level. But iftrace
or ellipsis sites are syntactically represe,nted (as required by the Projection Principle or its equivalent), (i) cannot
account for the basic paradigm (73). Nor will (i) generalize to the parenthetical facts. I&Z propose that the
enclitic nature of contracied aux is lexically specified as a'prosodio zubcategorization':
(ü) t t lw CLlw = prosodic subcat
It is possible that they restrict their proclisis analysis to reduced full aux out of the (mistaken) belief that exending
it to enclitic aux could only lead to a representational paradox ofthe sort alluded to here.
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can be used to spell out that weak aux will depend on factors governing the mapping of the syntactic
representation to a prosodic structure in the phonological component.

This result is also desirable from a crossJinguistic point of view. The 'proclisis' paradigms are specific to
English. In Serbian/Croatian, the weak forms are usable in all wft-questions, regardless of the nature of the
righthand context. Gven that S/C is pro-drop, root wy'l-questions may surface with only two words, the second
being the the weak auxiliary. (85a) is equivalent to saying wha{s? for what is it? , and so on-there is no trace of
the'ir-effect' found in English.

(8s) a. §to je pro?
what be-3sg-cl

Pametan sam.

intelligent be- l sg-cl
'I'm intelligent'

syllable (: o )
foot
phonological word (: p-*d or «r: )
phonological phrase (- p-phr or PPh )
intonation phrase (: int-phr or / )
ufferance (:{/)

cb. Tko je pro?
who be-3sg-cl

Kako je pro?
how be-3sg-cl

A declarative may also be a two word sentence with the main predicate preposed around the clitic aux (86):2e

(86)

(87)

a.

a,

b.

c.

d.

e.

f

b. Spavali su.

slept be-3pl-cl
'They slept'

By auributing the English proclisis effect and the contrast with S/C to properties of the phonological component,
it is possible to maintain a uniform (non-parametrized) account of the syntactic determination of weak forms in
terms of I for both lang:ages. That the phonological component should be a locus for parametrization is expected
in any case.

4. Finite aux in phonolosr

This section sketches an account of the prosodic restrictions on contracted aux within a model of the syntax-
prosody mapping of the type found in much recent work (including Inkelas & Zec 1993, Nespor 1994, Selkirk
1995). Major assumptions are

(D a sentence has a hierarchical prosodic representation distinct from its surface qyntactic representation,
(ü) prosodic structure is mapped from syntactic structure (which partially determines it) by rules of

the phonological component
(üi) prosodic structure is not necessarily isomorphic to surface syntactic structure
(rg prosodic structure is built of phonological categories, hierarchically organised in line with the

'Strict Layer Hypothesis' (SL[D

The categories of,the prosodic hierarchy adopted here are (bottom to top):

We will be concerned here mainly with the phonological word and the phonological phrase.
According to the SIII, any category must dominate at least one category immediately below it in the

hierarchy (a foot must dominate a syllable; a p-wd must dominate a foot; etc). Additionally, any category (except
the root tI) must be immediately dominated by a category immediately above it in the hierarchy. In fact, some
prosodic structures adopted below violate the SLH in selective fashion. Selkirk (1995) decomposes the SLH into
four 'constraints on prosodic domination', of which two (Layeredness and Headedness) are inviolable, two
(Exhaustivity, Recursivity) are selectively viotable. I assume thet substructures such as (89), which violate
Exhaustivity (88a) without violating Headedness (88b), are licit:

(88) a, Exhaustivity (violable): No Ci immediately dominates Cj, j < i-l
b. Headedness (inviolable): fury Ci must dominate a Ci-l (except if Ci = a syllable)

These are instances of Long Head Movement, discussed in Cavar & Wilder 1994.
,Q
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(8e) p-phr

Phoralogrcal Phrasing Algoritbn eP A)
a. a p-wd is targeted, a p-ph is constructed over it
b. a stressless element cr can be incorporated into the p-phr built over a linearly adjacent p-wd ß,

if ß is contained within the qyntactic sister constituent of a

syllable p-wd

The p-phr immediately dominates at least one category immediately below it in the hierarchy, satisfyrng
Headedness. That it also immediately dominates a syllable represents a violation of Exhaustivity.

With regard to the choice between coftnrcted and full forms of au4 I adapt I&Z's account of the
distribution of stressless ('reduced) and stressed firll forms. In that a@ount, stress properties depend on
assignment of prosodic sfiucture. A stressless form is possible iff aux is not exhaustively dominated by a p-wd
node. Aux comes to be dominated by a p-wd node only by a default rule applying a$er phrasing rules. I assume

tlat contrac'ted forms are like stressless full forms in being possible only where not dominated by a p-wd. Where a
contracted form is licensed syntactically (absence of X), contracted forms and full forms are 'in competition'. In
that case, a contracted form is used where there is one, a stressless full form otherwise (i.e. contracted forms have
priority over full forms). In this sense, allomorph selection is dependant on the prosodic environment.

4.1 function words and phonological words
There is a fundamental distinction between functional (closed class) and lorical (open class) items with respect to
the notion of 'prosodically dependent item' (phonological clitic): the only words that can be prosodically
dependent are function words. All lexical words (l-wds) are p-wds, i.e. prosodically independem words that bear
word-stress. Functional words (f-wds) can lack accent-many f-wds consist solely of an unstressed monosyllable.
But while an l-wd might contain unstressed syllables, the sole syllable of a monosyllabic l-wd may not be
unstressed. Hence we can have lfelforfor, but not Lflelforflar; [hoz] for has, but not ßezjfor jazz; etc.

A standard line for encoding this fact exploits the assumption that phonology is split between a lexical and
a postlexical component (e.g. Kiparslry 1982). Word stress is assigned to l-wds in the lexicon, so that these enter
the postlexical component with the status of phonological words. F-wds enter the postlexical component lacking
p-wd status, i.e. without stress properties. Stress, once assigred, cannot be removed. Therq the impossibility of
'reduction'of l-wds is due to lexical assignment of word-stress; and stresslessness is a basic property of f-wds as

they enter the postlexical component, rather than the product of 'reduction'rules.
In the proposal of Inkelas & Zeo, whether an f-wd surfaces as a stressed or stressless ('reduoed) form is

determined by the rules of the postlorical component that map syntactic structure to prosodic structure. In the
unmarked case, the stresslessness off-wds is preserved by that rnapping. The operation that ensures this is the
phonolo§cal phrasing algorithn (discussed direa§) which constructs phonological phrases over pre-existing p-
wds (i.e. l-wds). Only if an f-word acquires prosodic sffucture by a late rule, does it acquire stress

I&Z propose that f-wds acquire prosodic structure by means of (90), a rule of the postlexical component:3o

(90) Default Phonological Word Mapping: [Xo cr, J -+ ( a )r,r

F-wds undergo (90) as 'last resort', i.e. only if they cannot be integrated into the prosodic stnrcture of a
neighbouring l-wd. Once (90) has applied, an f-wd must have word stress, i.e. stressless forms (including
contracted forms) are bared.

4.2 Phonological phrasing and 'proclisis'
Generally, an f-wd integrates with a lexical word to its rigbt, when this is built into phonological ptrase by the
Phonological Plrasing Algorithm (PPA). This algorithm operates 'from the bottom up: in approximately the
following fashion:3l

(e1)

30 
To avoid confusion with syntactic bracketing round brackets are used to show prosodic structure.

31 
The PPA may also group more than one p-wd under a phrase, if the two ae adjacent and one is contained

in the syntactic sister ofthe other. The exact formulation ofthe PPA depends on factors beyond the scope ofthis
discussiorq so I keep to an innritive informal presentation. (91) ditrers froml&Z's formulation, partly since they
make different assumptions about syntax.
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In the simplest case, the l-wd is also the syntactic complement of the f-wd (92). The l-wd need not be the
complement of ttre f-wd; the PPA enables a subject pronoun to be incorporated into the phrase built over the verb
(93). Integration of more than one f-wd into a p-phr is also possible, as in (94):

(e2)

(e3)

(e4)

a.

b.

for ( John )0,
is ( leaving ),

it ( rained )or

a. for the ( boss ),
b. is it ( raining )co

c. is it a ( problem )*

-+ ( for ( John ), hpt,
-+ ( is ( leaving )o hpt

-+ ( it ( rained )ro )ppf,

-+ ( for the ( boss )ro hptr
-+ ( is it ( raining ),0 )ppfr
-+ ( is it a ( problem )o )ppn

In each case, the p-wd base for p-phr construction is contained in the sister to the f-wd in the syntactic input
configuration. In the output of the PPd the f-wd is not dominated by a p-*d.t'Hence, the f-wd does not acquire
word-stress. Thuspr n(92a) can be pronounced [fe].

The constituents created by the PPA in (92)-(94) match syntactic constituents. The PPA is also responsible
for cases of non-isomorphism between syntactic and prosodic structure. Applied to (95), the PPA brackets aux
together with the p-phr constructed over the zubject. While the p-plv in the kirchen corresponds to a syntactic
constituent, the p-phr is the dog does nol Hence in (95b), no prosodic constituent corresponds to IP in (95a):

Although it produces ouputs that do not match syntactic constituency, the PPA is still sensitive to the
syntactic constituency of the input. If the syntaeic sister of an f-wd is empty, then that f-wd cannot be integrated
in stressless fonrq given (91b). This is this case where deletion or movement of the complement of an f-wd leaves
that f-wd in final position in the string. Default Word Mapping (90) then applies to the 'stranded' f-wd. I&Z
illustrate with preposition-stranding by wä-movement:

(es)

(96) a. Who did you buy the ( book )61 for
b, ( book )o hpt for
c. ( book )co )ppn ( for )co

a. [cp is; [rp [op the dog ] [r ! [pp in the kitchen ] I l
b. (ppn is the (ar dog ) ) (ppn iri the (6 kitchen ))

+ input from syntax
<_ PPA
(- (e0)

In(96),for camot be reduced to [fa] since its is dominated by a p-wd node, and so must have word-stress.
The same account o<plains examples where aux is left in final position by deletion or movement. The PPA

cannot integrate aux into a phrase, so that Default Word Mapping applies:

(97\ a. I know where ( John ). is +- input from syntax
b. ( John ), hpt, ir <- phonological phrasing algorithm
c. ( John )* )pp6 ( is )6p +- (90)

Since it is exhaustively dominated by o: in (97c), the aux is must have word-stress. It is for this reason, according
to l&2, that a reduced full form cannot appear in this position. I claim that for the same reason, the contracted
form is barred.

The result ofthe PPA is proclisis-the f-word forms a constituent with a 'host' to its right, within which it
can remain stressless, It is 'dependent' in the sense that it needs tlat 'host' to project a PPh within which it can
shelter from the rule (90). Stressless f-wds are not 'proclitic' in the sense of forming a wordlevel constituent with
their host. Nor are they 'inherently' proclitic. The fact that f-wds do not remain stressless when they axe not
'proclitiC is due to the default mapping rule (90).

This is only an incomplete sketch of the configurations in which an f-wd can be integrated by the PPA. kr
section 3.2, cases were discussed (raft-movement, pseudogapping subdeletion, parentheticals) that motivate the
assumption of prosodic boundaries within syntactic constituents that block 'proclisis'. In terms of the PPA-
analysis, these boundaries must be taken to close offp-phr construction.

32 
The ou@uts thus violate the Exhaustivity constraint ofthe SLH. The f-wd generally has prosodic strucüre

at levels lower than the p-wd, i.e.is dominated by qyllable and foot nodes.

t__
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Assuming a l-arsoniut' approaclq the structure of a complei< VP that inputs the PF-component is as in

(98a); a pseudo-gapped complex VP as in (9Sb). The PPA does not block proclisis in (98c), since äook is the

closest p-vrd contarned uithin the syntactic sister of arx, so that mtegrating ax into the p-ptu conSnrcteÖ wou\d

satisfy (91b):

(98) a. tohnhas\$ven\\arosel\t\toMary\\
b. ... and Sue has I eiven [ [a book] [ t I to Bi[ ]lnc. Iohn's given a rose to Mary and Sue has, a book to Bill ltazl / *[hez] / *fzl

The PPA can be prevented from including au:< in the p-phr buih on book, if a deletion site induces closure of the
p-phr. Given the intonational grouping effect in such examples, it may be that the deletion site actually induces

closure of an irtonational phrase. On encountering a deletion sitg the PPA nust then close off the p-phr, to
permit closure ofthe int-phr. The aux is'stranded'and urbject to (90), as in example (97).n

(99) ... and (Sue), has giyen (l (pptr a (book). ) (pptr to (Bill)o ) )

4.3 Enclisis
Not all f-wds that fail to be integrated via the PPA are subject to (90). Pronouns are f-wds that lack any l-wd
complement. Object pronouns are frequently stressless, and in that case are enclitic to the preceding verb or
preposition (d. I&2, Selkirk 1995):

(1 00) a. ( need )ro + m
b. will ( need 'm )ol

-> ( need 'm )ro
-+ ( *ill ( need'm )ro bpt,

cf. "Needham"

... (believe'm)* hpf, ( to be (sick)" hpt

This indicates that some f-wds can undergo special "encliticization' rules that apply early, so as to bleed both the

PPA and default mapping. In (100a), the pronoun is incorporated into the lexical p-wd zeed. Subsequent

application of the PPA integftfes the f-wd will as a'proclitiC in the pphr built over the comploi p-wd (100b).

Where an object pronoun is a syntactic sister of V, it could get integrated'enclitically' into the p-pk of the
verb via the PPA. But the PPA cannot capture the enclitic status of unstressed object pronouns in complex VPs
and ECM-constructions. In (101), the pronoun is not a syutactic sister of the verb, rather, it is contained in its
complement.3n ln 1tOtb1, the phrasing indicates that while the infinitive (to be\ is proclitic on the main predicatg

the accusative subject is enclitic onbelieve:

1)10 a,

b
... I believe t t him J I to be sick ] I l
... @elieve)CI 'm to be (sick)ro

The pronoun could procliticize, ae,oordimgto (92b). Its behaviour in (101) is explained rf 'm encliticiz,es before the
application of the PPA.

If a Larsonian synta:r is adopted for (102), then the pronoun is in the specifier of the compleme,nt of V
here, too. Following wh-movernent of PP, it should urd up getting p-wd stattrs by (90). This is possibly the case

for stressed pronouns, but unstressed pronouns clearly encliticize to the preceding l-word:

(102) .. where he l put t t it l tpp I I l

A second case that motivates the assumption of an early enclisis rule is the English genitive 's-morpheme
(POS§). This morpheme shows the same phonologically conditioned allomorphy as contracted ar»< 's (isläas).

Obligatory voicing assimilation indicates that POSS is enclitic on the surface; pkasing indicates that the host
belongs to a previous p-pk. Assming that in syntü( this form realizes a fiurctional head in the nominal srtended
projection (Do for concreteness), enclisis is a'restructuring' rule:

33 
Proclisis not blocked in (i), indicating that the trace of head-movement of aux does not induce such a

boundary:
(r) [ is it _ trainine]l

34 
This discussion presupposes that object pronouns do not encliticize in syntax. See Selkirk (1995) for a

suggestion to the contrary.
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(103) a. the boy from ((York's)o ),0 hpt (@ook), )pp1 [s] / * [z]
b. [Dp I the boy from York ] [o, [o. s ] [xp ... ] I l

NP in (103a) cap be emptied by deletion, with the rezult that POSS stands final in a p-phr or even final in the
utterance, as in (104). POSS shows no trace ofthe proclisis effects disctrssed for contracted allx.

(104) a. You have my book and Mary has John's _
b. This book is the boy from YorlCs _

If the PPA and default word mapping were permitted to precede enclisis of POSS, proclisis effects would be
predicted, (104) should be barred.

To account for enclisis of POSS and of object pronouns, I assume that enclisis applies early to tlese forms,
and so is able to bleed PPA aod default word mapping.

4.4 Enclisis of aux and rule ordering
This discussion gives us the two rules we need to account for the behavior of aux. The PPA accounts for the

'proclisis paradigms'. In (105), aux is integrated into the p-phr built on the host l-wd (Jolm):

(105) ( where ), s ( John ), -+ ( where )o (s ( John )rrlppn

An enclisis rule accounts for the integration of aux irrto a preceding word

(106) ( where ), s + ( where s )o sf. "wears"

More needs to be said about the enclisis rule. There are two problems. Firstly, as we have just seeq
enclisis can precede the PPA. Enclisis should be able to apply to aux in (105) as anywhere else; but if it is able to
apply before the PPA the aux will not be stranded by the PPA in (12). In other words, the account for the 'right-
edge' efu in terms of default word mapping (90) is lost. Secondly, the 'proclisis'rule @PA) must be prevented
from determining the output for clitic-aux I since as pointed out in section 3.1, this form is always enclitic on the
surface. The syllabification evidenc€ indicates that encliticization is obligatory for this form at least.

The descriptive solution is to reverse the order of operations, and to make both obligatory. Proclisis 'feeds'
enclisis. i.e. aux only encliticizes if it has "srrvived" by finding a host as aproclitic. While emclisis must apply early
to POSS, it must apply late to aux. Whether there is a deeper acconnt for this behaviour remains to be seen. At
least, the complex pattens of section 3 can now be cap'tured.

Consider the 'it-effect" (107). The account zuggested above was that weak pronouns like it cannot act as

host for procliticization This would follow if ff is inherently unable to head a p-word; i.e. is never subject to
default word mapping." Tho,, the PPA cannot build a p-pk over r, (this would be consistent with the behaviour
of i, over a wider range of constructions), at»r fails to procliticize, and is subject to default word mapping.. Notice
that when that happens, it is able to undergo enclisis onto aux (108):

(107) * what (s ( it )ohpt
(108) what (( is )0, it hpn

Now consider the neutralization of "it-ef,Fect" 'tnwlnt's it for. ln this case, the preposition stranded by wh-
movement gets p-wd status by default mapping. The PPA can then build a p-phr over fu, to which ar»r can
procliticize (109a), prior to encliticization (109b):

(109) a. ( what ), s it ( for ), -) ( what )6 (s it ( for )r»)ppn
b. (what), (sit(for)rolppir -+ (whats)o (ft(for)o)fpn

It is unclear whether il remains procliticized as in (109b), or whether it encliticizes along with aux. That late
enclisis is available to it is indicated by simple examples lkewhat ts if'l

Procliticization and encliticization of aux to l/ is asymmetric. We find no "it"-effect to the Ieft of au:<-
(l 10b), shows that it may act as the sole host for enclisis of aux:

(110) a. * how difficult's it? b. it's difficult

Possibly, if ir is targeted by default word mapping, it is replaced by its strong pronoun covrfierpart fiü.35
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The account of the righthand uitu-effect depends on the assumption of the non-p-wd status of ir. .Ir is never a p-
wd, hence it either encliticizes (did it) on the basis of an early rule, or else procliticizes (it didl via the general
phrasine dgorithm. How is it that a proclitic can act as a host for aux in its enclitic guise (110b), while not in its
proclitic guise (110a)f The answer lies in the different hierarchical status of the host in each case. As a proclitic,
aux requires a host that is a p-wd. It has syllabic structure, but is not a p-wd, hence il is inadequate as host for aux
in (110a). As an enclitig aux requires a syllabic host, hence i, is adequate in (110b). The two examples are

analysed in (1 1 1):

(111) a. * (ppn s ( it )o bpn b. <- PPA
<- Enclisis

(ppn ( it )o s ( difficult )o hpn
( ( its )o ( difficult )o )ppn

In (111b), aux is encliticized to a proclitic.
Finally, consider the contrast between English and S/C. The absence of the'proclisis'effects (e.g. in (112))

in S/C suggests that aux-enclisis bleeds "proclisis" (PPA) in S/C. Theq the contrast falls out from a a rule-
ordering difference, which is a plausible'lowJevel'phonological parametrization.

(1 12) §to je pro?
what be-3sg-cl

This account predicts that the whole rage of gaps that block contractions in English can immediately follow clitic
aux in S/C. The prediction seems to be borne out. Like Englis[ S/C permits VP-ellipsis and wen pseudogapping.
In (113), the verb-gap is immediately preceded by an enclitic aux, a situation completely excluded in English:37

(ll3) a. Ivan je twdio da Marija nije trudna a ja sam
I. be-3sg-cl claimed that M. isn't pregrrant but I be-lsg-cl

b. * John's claiming that Mary isn't pregnant, but I'm _ that she is.

Thanks to Hans-Martin Girtner for raising this question.

Example due to D. Cavar (p.c.).

r90

da je.

that (she) is

36

5/



References

Alexiadou, L.1994. The Syntm oJAdverbs. PhD., Univ. Potsdam.
Baker, C.L. 1971. Stress lerrel and Auxiliary Behaviour in English. Linguisfic Inquiry 2. 167-181.
Baker, C.L. 1989. English Syttac. Carnbridge, Mass: MIT Press.
Bresnan, l.l97l. Contraction and the Transformational Cycle. (Indiana Univ. Linguistics Club, 1978).
Cardinaletti, A. & M. Starke 1995 The Typology of Structural Defioiency. On the Three Grammatical Classes.

FAS Papers in Linguistics, Vol 1. l-55
Öavar, D. & Wilder, C. 1995, Auxiliaries and Ellipsis. Presented at FDSLI, Lapag.
Choms§ N. 1995 The Minimalist Program. MIT Press.
Cinque, G. 1995. GlOWNewsletter.
Inkelas, S. & D. Ze*. 1993..4urxiliary reduction without empty categories: a prosodic account. Working Papers of

the Cornell Phonetics l-aboratory, vol. 8. 205-253.
Kaisse, E. 1985. Comrected Speech: The Interaction of Syttm and Phonolog,,. Academic Press. San Diego.
K"yne R. 1991. Romance Clitics, Vert Movement and PRO. Linguistic InEtiry 22,647-686.
Kalme, R. 1994. The Antisymmetry of Synta"x. MIT Press.
Kipars§, P. 1982. Lexical Phonology and Morphology.
Lak4 I. 1990. Negation in Syüm: on the Nature of Functional Categories and Projections. PhD, MIT.
Lasnik, H. 1995. A Note on Pseudogapping. Ms.
Lema, l. & M.-L. Rivero 1989. Long Head Movement: ECP vs HMC. ln: NELS 20. 333-347 .

Nespor, M. 1994 The phonolory of clitic groups. In: L. Hellan & H. van Riemsdijk (eds) Clitic doubling and
Clitic Groups Eurotyp Working Papers. Theme Group 8: Clitics, Volume 5.67-%.

Ouhaflq J. 1989. Clitic Movement and the ECP: Evidence from Beöer and Romance Languages. Lingua 79,
t65-2r5. .

Polloch J.-Y. 1989. Verb Movement, UG and the Structure ofIF. Linguistic Inryiry 17 365424.
Rivero, M.-L. 1991. Long Head Movement and Negation: Serbo-Croatian vs. Slovak and Czech. Ihe Linguistic

Review 8.319-351.
Rivero, M.-L. 199? li-hopping. Linguistic Inquiry
RootL M. 1985 PhD, UMass
Selkirk, E. 1995 The Prosodic Structure of Function Words. Ms. Univ. of lvlassachusetts, Amherst.
Wilder, C. & D. Oavar 1994. Long Head Movement? Verb Movement and Cliticization in Croatian . Lingua 93.
Zagon4 K. 1982. Gwernment and Proper Government of Verbal Projections. PhD: Univ. Washington, Seattle.
Zwick-y, A. 1977. On Clitics. Indiana Univ. Linguistics Club, Bloomington.
Zwicky, A. & G. Pullum. 1983. Cliticization vs. Inflection: English n't. Language 49 502-513.

Chris Wilder
Max-Planck-Gesellschaft, ASG, Jägerstr. 10-1 1, D-101 1 7 Berlin
chris@asg. ag-berlin. mpg. de

1

iL

l9l


