Abstract

This thesis investigates Auxiliary Contraction and the behaviour of auxiliaries in non-
standard dialects of English in order to provide an insight into the structure of the

English clause and the parameters along which dialects may differ

I argue for a syntactic account of Auxiliary Contraction which treats clitic auxiharies
as allomorphs distinct from the weak and full forms. In order to account for the two
different positions in which English auxiliaries may appear (above and below adverbs
like probably), I propose that NegP must be replaced by XP in the English clause and
that ¥ hosts |NEG]| and/or [EMPH] features. Weak and full forms are then derived
in clauses in which X is absent, and emphatic and negative auxiliaries from clauses
in which 2. 1s projected. This clause structure is also maintained in the analysis of

non-standard phenomena such as Double Modals and Double Have Constructions.

This thesis is also concerned with dialect variation, and presents a number of ways in
which dialects may differ from one another. I show that the structure of the lexicon
plays a crucial role in small scale variation; dialects which permit Double Have Con-
structions have, in their lexicon, a modal coulduf which is not found in other varieties
(even those Northern dialects which also permit the multiple realisation of have), and
Double Modal dialects differ from each other and from Standard English in the forms
of modals available in the lexicon, i.e. some dialects permit might to be an adverb. and
others an untensed modal. The order of functional heads also plays a role in dialect
variation; Double Have dialects allow X to appear lower in the clause structure, leading
to the raising and eventual Multiple Spell Out of have. Thus, this thesis contributes to
the growing knowledge of dialect variation and to the understanding of the syntactic

structure of the English auxiliary system.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Introduction

This thesis investigates the contraction of modal and auxiliary verbs in Standard Eng-
lish, and the double appearance of modal and auxiliary verbs in non-standard varieties
of English. The theoretical aim of this work is to use the behaviour of auxiliaries in
contraction and non-standard contexts in order to re-think the way in which the Eng-
lish auxiliary system is structured and, in turn, to provide an insight into the nature

of dialect variation.

The English auxiliary system has been chosen for investigation for a number of reasons.
Firstly, there exists in the linguistics literature a large amount of data that has either
been (1) collected and not analysed, or (ii) collected and analysed in an older syntactic
framework. For instance, although there are many accounts of Double Modals such as
maght could and will can (see Di Paolo 1989, Brown 1991, Mufwene 1994), there is no
Minimalist account of the differences between Double Modal dialects and non-Double
Modal dialects. Secondly, there are non-standard uses of auxiliaries such as Double
Have Constructions (e.g. he could have not have gone), for example, that have not
been reported or explored in the syntactic literature, yet may be crucial to the analysis

of English auxiliaries.

In the syntactic literature there are many proposed analyses that concentrate on the

following tacts about English auxiliaries:

e Auxiliaries occur in a fixed order (see Chomsky 1957, Pullum and Wilson 1977,
Akmajian et al. 1979, Boertien 1979, Warner 1993).

e Auxiliarics have a numbecer of properties which distinguish them from main verbs
(sce Palmer 1979b, Lobeck 1986, Johnson 1988, Lasnik 1999).
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e All auxiliaries do not have the same properties - have and be, for instance, do

not sharc the same behavioural traits (see Johnson 1988, Kayne 1993).

Accounting for these facts is not a direct concern of this chapter. Rather, I will assume
that (i) auxiliaries are merged into the derivation as heads of their own projections
and (ii) finite auxiliaries undergo raising to T, and will determine how well such an
analysis can cope with the phenomena of auxiliary contraction and auxiliary and modal

“doubling.”

I will take the analysis of auxiliarics proposed by Lasnik (1999) as ‘a standard analy-
sis,’t and, throughout the thesis, will propose changes to this analysis based on the
data presented. As Lasnik’s analysis was formulated using Standard English (StE)
data, it is expected to have difficulties in accounting for non-standard data. Precisely,
it scems that the clause structure is too sparse to allow for the occurrence of Double
Modal and Double Have constructions shown in (1a) and (1b), respectively, if these

arc to be analysed as instances of two modals or auxiliaries:

(1) a. Hc might could do it.

b. He could have not have done it.

In Chapter 2, as well as suggesting a more extensive clause structure, I will re-assess
the idea that finite auxiharies raise to T. I will suggest that there is an extra functional
projection (X)) required in the clause, and that finite auxiliaries are not always forced

to raisc as high as T.

1.2 The Syntax of English Auxiliary Verbs

Many differences exist between English main and auxiliary verbs (see Huddleston 1970,
Palmer 1988). For instance, as shown in (2), finite auxiliary verbs may appear to the
left of negation and adverbs, and may invert in interrogatives. However, as shown in

(3), main verbs cannot.

(2)  a. She hasn’t/has not arrived.
b. She has always arrived late.

c. Has she arrived yet?

(3)  a. *She arrived not.

'T intentionally avoid the use of the definite article here as there does not exist, in the current
theory, an account of English auxiliary verbs that can explain all of the data. Lasnik’s analysis has
been chosen as it 1s a Minimalist account, and 1s able to account for much of the data.

13



b. *She arrived always late.
c. ¥*Arrived she yet?

It has long been noted that there is a structural difference between English and French
main verbs, and an apparent similarity between French main verbs and English auxil-

iaries (see Emonds 1978, Pollock 1989). Unlike English main verbs, French main verbs
appear to the left of negation and adverbs as shown in the following examples from

Pollock (1989, 367):

*John not likes Mary.

b. Jean (n’) aime pas Marie.

&

(4)

*John kisses often Mary.

b. Jean embrasse souvent Marie.

&

(5)

As shown in (2), English auxiliaries exhibit behaviour like that associated with French

main verbs.

1.2.1 Previous Analyses of Auxiliaries

Many analyses that have been proposed for English main and auxiliary verbs have
been extended to include the cross-linguistic difference between main verbs in French
and English outlined above. For example, Emonds (1978) proposes that English and
French differ according to whether they allow main verbs to raise; he suggests that
in English, only auxiliary verbs may raise, but in French verb raising applies to both

maln and auxiliary verbs.

A similar approach is taken by Lasnik (1981) who proposes the following filter to ensure

that whenever verbal inflection is present, it must be in some way supported:

(6) The Stranded Affix Filter:

A morphologically realized affix must be a syntactic dependent of a morpho-

logically realized category, at surface structure.

Verbal inflection is supported by raising the verb and adjoining it to the inflection.
Thus, verb raising is obligatory when inflection requires support, but in all other cases,
1s unnecessary. Lasnik states that for the Stranded Afhix Filter to achieve the correct
results, verbal inflection must be assumed to be a morphological afthx. As pointed
out in Lasnik (1999), this idea, coupled with a theory of transformations, derives the

following analysis of the English verbal system:

14



(7)  a. Sisamaximal projection of the inflectional morpheme Infl (=C of Chomsky

(1957)).

Infl takes VP as its complement.
When the head of VP is have or be it raises to Infl, the next head up.

Otherwise, Infl lowers to V: Affix Hopping.
Otherwise, do adjoins to Infl.

oo o

&

Like the analysis of Emonds (1978), French main verbs behave like English have and
be, and therefore raise to Infl. This gives an account of their position above negation
and adverbs. English main verbs, on the other hand, do not raise to Infl; in positive
declaratives Infl lowers to V, but in negatives and interrogatives do is inserted to

support the verbal inflection on Infl. Therefore, English main verbs do not raise out

of VP (or vP), and arc thus unable to occur to the left of negation.

A more complex approach to French verbs is that proposed by Pollock (1989). Pollock
argucs that Infl is split into Agr(cement) and T(cnse) projections and the difference
between English and French lies in the opacity of Agr. He argues that English Agr
is not morphologically rich and is opaque to thecta-role transmission. Thus, if an
English main verb raises to Agr, it will not be able to assign theta-roles and so the
derivation will crash as a violation of the Theta-Criterion. In French, however, Agr
1s morphologically rich and transparent to theta-role transmission so main verbs can

raise and are still able to assign theta-roles.

Pollock’s analysis is adapted by Chomsky (1995) who adds that raising must take
place whenever 1t can because it is more economical than lowering; lowering leaves an
unbound trace that must be bound by re-raising in LF. The problem with this analysis
is that raising is not always an option. For instance, (8) would be derived by overt
lowering of the inflection and LF re-raising. However, 1t i1s ungrammatical because

negation blocks the LF re-raising that is required:

(8) *John not likes Mary.

Lasnik (1999) states that if this is the case for English main verbs, it should not be

possible to raise English auxiliaries or French main verbs across Neg either. As shown

in (9), negation does not always block raising;
(9) John has not been here today.

Have and be in English (and French verbs) are not prevented from raising across

negation.

Chomsky (1993) proposes that verbs are fully inflected in the lexicon. In the syntactic

15



component, therefore, verbs are not required to raise in order to pick up inflections.
However, the inflected verbs that have been chosen from the lexicon are required to be
syntactically associated with functional heads in the clause so that their inflectional

properties can be checked against the features marked on functional heads. A result

of this analysis is that Affix Hopping is no longer necessary.

Chomsky (1993) reduces the difference between English and French to the point in the
derivation at which verb raising occurs; he suggests that in English, verb raising takes
place at LF. while in French it occurs in overt syntax. According to Chomsky (1993),
verb raising can take place at different levels in the derivation depending upon the

strength of the V-features. Chomsky proposes that the V-features of Agr are strong in

French, and weak in English. Unless checked, strong V-features are visible at PF and
causc the derivation to crash. French verbs must raise to check the strong V-features
of Agr, while in English, V-raising may be delayed until LF becausc Agr has weak

features that do not cause the derivation to crash at PF.

While this can account for the difference between French and English main verbs,
Lasnik (1999) sees a remaining problem in the behaviour of English auxiliaries have
and be. Chomsky (1993) suggests that have and be arc semantically vacuous and
thus invisible to LF operations. They must, therefore, raise for checking in overt
syntax. Lasnik (1999) questions whether be is actually semantically vacuous and, if it

1s, whether syntactic operations should be sensitive to semantic properties.

As Lasnik (1999) sees a number of problems with the suggested analyses of English
auxiliaries, he attempts to provide an account which will overcome the problems; he
describes his analysis of English auxiliaries as ‘|a return to| the classic analysis of
English verbal morphology of Chomsky (1957) but from a Miniamlist point of view’
(Lasnik 1999, 97). The ‘hybrid theory’ proposed by Lasnik (1999) incorporates a lexical
analysis of English auxiliaries (and French verbs) and an Affix Hopping approach to

English main verbs.

In order to account for the differences between English main verbs, French verbs and
English auxiliaries have and be, Lasnik (1999) proposes the following approach to the
English verbal system:

e Irench verbs are fully inflected in the lexicon.
e Have and be are tully inflected in the lexicon.

e All other English verbs are barc in the lexicon.
The structural assumptions that accompany this analysis are as follows:

e Infl is freely an aflix or a set of abstract features.
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e Finite featural Infl is strong in both French and English.

The crucial component in Lasnik’s analysis is Affix Hopping.

Rather than deriving differences in French and English from the strength of Agr (sce
Chomsky 1993), Lasnik assumes that the difference arises from whether Infl is afhxal or
has abstract features. If Infl is affixal it must merge with a V, a PF process (not head
movement) that demands adjacency. If Infl is not affixal but verbs are fully inflected
in the lexicon (as is argued to be the case for French verbs and have and be) then Infl

has abstract features as does V:2

(10) ... Infl... V ...

+F  +F

In this derivation, which Lasnik assumes applies to French verbs and have and be, V
raiscs overtly to Infl to check the abstract fecatures. Thus, the verbs raise in overt

syntax, and appcar to the left of negation.

The contrast with English main verbs is derived from the fact that English main verbs

arc barc in the lexicon and so occur with affixal Infl rather than featural Infl.
(11) .. Infl ... V ..

Af bare

The merger of afthxal Infl and V takes place at PF (provided that the verb and inflection

are adjacent), accounting for the fact that English verbs do not raise overtly like French

verbs and have and be.

Merge of Infl and V is only possible when Infi and V are adjacent and no element

intervenes. When negation intervenes, for example, PF merge is not possible:

(12) a. *John ed not walk.
b. *John not walked.

These examples are ruled out because (12a) is a violation of the stray affix filter, and
in (12b) negation blocks V raising. In English, when the verb is prevented from raising

to affixal Infl by an intervening negative, do support occurs as a last resort to rescue

the derivation.

2These features are marked as +F.
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(13)  John did not walk.

By combining Verb Raising and Affix Hopping into an analysis, Lasnik is able to
account for the differences between English and French verbs, and English main verbs
and auxiliarics. As Lasnik’s analysis provides a satisfactory analysis of the behaviour
of English auxiliaries, it will be used as a touchstone in dealing with non-standard data
in the following chapters. In his analysis of auxiliaries, Lasnik states that auxiliaries
raisc to Infl. T will interpret Infl as T, and will assumc that auxiliaries raisc to T from
the position in the clause into which they were originally merged. This leads to the

next issue in the analysis of auxiliaries: the positions into which they are merged.

1.2.2 Auxiliaries in the English clause

In this section I will outline some of the most important aspects of the behaviour of
English auxiliaries, investigate some of the proposals made about English auxiliaries

and the clause structure into which they fit, and attempt to arrive to some conclusions

about the structure of the English clause.

Ideally, any analysis of the English auxiliary system will account for the following facts:

e Inglish auxiliaries must occur in a fixed order.
e When present, sentential negation always follows the finite auxiliary.

e [Do-support is found in negative and inverted interrogative clauses when there is

no finite auxiliary present.*

The ordering restrictions on auxiliaries, and on auxiliaries with respect to negation, is

apparent in the following data:

(11)  a. The T-Rex could not/couldn’t eat Lara.
b. The T-Rex could not/couldn’t have eaten Lara.

c. The T-Rex could not/couldn’t have been eating Lara.

(15)  a. She might have been being eaten.
b. * She might been have being eaten.

* She might being have been eaten.

*Negation is also able to occur to the immediate left of the non-finite main verb, but this is typically
viewed as constituent rather than sentential negation,which 1s the focus here.
‘Emphatic do, of coursc. often appears in declaratives.
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This strict ordering of English auxiliaries can be accounted for by assuming a thcory
of a UG hierarchy of functional projections; Cinque (1999) argues, on the basis of
the various adverbial positions that languages permit within the clause, that there is
a fixed order of functional categories across all languages. It has been suggested by

Brown and Miller (1991), Denison (2000) and Adger (2003), among others, that tensed

finite clauses in English have the following structure:°
(16)  Tense - Negation - Modal - Perfect - Progressive - Passive

Brown and Miller use an abstract representation to refer to English auxiliaries and to

make it clear that the auxiliary chosen consequently affects the form of the following

verb: {HAVE + pp}, {BE + -ing}, {BE + pp}.

Within the structure in (16), I make the following assumptions:

e Modals are merged into the derivation as a head Mod and undergo raising to 1.

e Auxiliaries are merged as heads of their own projections (i.e. perfective auxiliaries

are merged into PerfP, passive ones in PassP, and progressive ones in ProgP).
e Finite auxiliaries raise to 1.

e Verbs raise from V to v, but no further.

I will maintain these assumptions, and take on the main characteristics of the analy-
sis of English auxiliaries proposed by Lasnik (1999). I will then use this analysis
throughout the thesis in attempting to account for contracted auxiliaries and the dou-

ble occurrence of modal verbs and pertective have in non-standard varieties of English.

1.2.3 Auxiliaries and the Scope of Negation

Some of the most interesting behaviour exhibited by auxiliaries is in their co-occurrence
with negation. As I will discuss the interaction of auxiliaries and negation in some

detail in Chapters 2-5, I will now outline some of the assumptions I will make and

terminology 1 will use.

In many syntactic treatments, sentential negation is the head of a projection (scc

Pollock 1989, Chomsky 1993, Laka 1990, Adger 2003). Following Pollock (1989), and
Adger (2003) for a morc recent account, I will assume that NegP is situated below TP.

>The questi(;n of whether this is truc for all varieties of English will be addressed throughout the
thesis. It is possible that the varieties of English which allow multiple have and multiple modals may

have more functional structure that StE.
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(17)

TP
T NegP
/\
Neg ModP
/\
Mod PertP
N\
Pert

Thus, auxiliaries that raise to T occur to the left of negation, and main verbs that do

not leave vP occur to the right of negation:

(18) a. He hasn’t caught the rabbit yet.
b. He docesn’t think he can catch the rabbit.

Negation can be expressed by the full form not or the clitic n't® The distinction

between full and clitic negation is a difficult one, and will be addressed in more detail

in Chapter 2.

Negation can be interpreted in a number of different ways, and can appecar 1 different
clausal positions depending on the particular negation that is being expressed. Nega-
tion positioned immediately below TP is generally referred to as sentential negation,
as 1t takes scope over the sentence, or part of the sentence. Drawing a distinction be-
tween sentential and constituent negation is not always straightforward. Klima (1964)

suggests tests for sentential negation; these include the use of a following positive tag

question, and an either/neither clause:

(19) a. He couldn’t go, could he?
b. *He couldn’t go, couldn’t he?

As shown, sentential negation triggers the use of a positive tag, and cannot occur with
a negative tag. Sentential negation also triggers the use of an agreeing clause such as

those including the words either or neither:

(20) a. He couldu't go, and neither could I.
b. He couldn’t go, and I couldn’t either.

c. *He couldn’t go, and so could I.

°The phonological form of these two kinds of negation differs across dialects. For instance, in
Scottish varieties of English, the full form i1s no and the clitic -nae.
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It is not possible, however, for sentential negation to occur with a following positive

clause such as so could I

The sccond form of negation which I will refer to is constituent negation. Constituent

negation takes low scope over a constituent such as vP:

(21) He could probably not go.
Constituent negation can be identified by attaching a negative tag:

(22)  a. He could probably not go, couldn’t he?
b. *He could probably not go, could he?

(23) a. He could probably not go, and so could I.
b. *He could probably not go, and neither could I.
c. *He could probably not go, and I couldn’t either.

I will also refer to constituent negation as low scope negation, as opposed to sentential
negation which takes high scope. This scope diflerence is reflected in the syntactic
position and structure of the two types of negation. Whereas sentential negation is a
functional head located below TP in the clause, constituent negation has adverb-like

properties and 1s left-adjoined to the constituent which it negates. In the tree below,

negation negates vP, and is thus left-adjoined to it:

(24)

Throughout the thesis, 1 will refer to sentential and constituent negation, where sen-
tential negation negates the whole, or part of, the sentence and constituent negation

ncgates a single constituent such as vP. [ will use Klima’'s tests as evidence for the

kind of negation being used.
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1.3 Dialect Variation

Above, T outlined previous accounts of the English auxiliary system and some of the
problems faced in the analysis of auxiliaries. On the face of this, it may seem unusual
to proposc studying variation in a system that is barely able to cope with the task of
accommodating the standard data. It is hoped that studying non-standard phenomena
found in the auxiliary system will strengthen the system’s ability to account for the

standard data, and extend its capabilities to account for non-standard data.

As well as being of theoretical significance, this work has empirical importance in the
usc of data from non-standard dialects of English. The majority of work in the field
of syntactic theory is based on cross-linguistic comparisons. This focus on macro-
variation somcwhat overshadows the mmportance of micro-variation. However, ‘mi-
croparametric syntax is a powerful tool, whose growth is perhaps to be compared with
the development of the earliest microscopes, that allows us to probe questions concern-
ing the most primitive units of syntactic variation. And since the invariant principles of
UG can hardly be understood in isolation from syntactic variation, this tool promises

to provide invaluable evidence that will shape our understanding of those principles

themseclves’ (Kayne 1996, xvii).

Onec of the aims of modern linguistics is to uncover the answers to the following ques-
tions: what properties of language are universal, and how far can languages diverge
from one another? It is believed that the answers to these questions are most likely
to be found during an investigation into the differences between languages. For this

reason, much work in syntactic theory, and in linguistics in general, focuses on cross-

linguistic variation.

Not all languages have the same syntactic structure, this is an uncontroversial claim.
What it is that makes languages differ, however, is not so clear. The fact that languages
arc diffcrent is one of the main concerns of the Principles and Parameters (P&P) the-
ory of language (Chomsky 1986; 1993), a theory concerned with the language faculty
(a component of the mind/brain used in language processing) in human beings. It
1s assumed that this ‘language faculty has an initial state, genetically determined; in
the normal course of development it passes through a series of states in early child-
hood, reaching a relatively stable steady state that undergoes little subsequent change,
apart from the lexicon. To a good first approximation, the initial state appears to be
uniform for the species’ (Chomsky 1995, 14). If all human beings start out with the
same in-built grammar, why is it that languages are so different, not only in terms of
the lexicon but the syntax, phonology and morphology? The P&P theory supposes
that individuals set a series of parameters within the language faculty. These parame-

ters begin at a default setting but are adjusted appropriately according to the input

recelved.
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Changes to the framework in which syntax is studicd results in changes to the way 1n
which parameters arc seen to operate. For instance, ‘Chomsky 1995 suggests that the
only possible differences between grammars relate to whether or not elements move
(overtly) out of their original merge position. This depends on the strength of func-
tional elements [...] which determine whether lexical elements will raise overtly to
them’ (Wilson and Henry 1998, 12). Thus, in a Minimalist framework, we might ex-
pect to find that the parameters along which languages differ related to the strength
of functional heads. As functional categories are projections of lexically encoded fea-
tures, it may also. be possible to discover a link between language differences and the

particular features encoded in the lexicon (see Adger and Smith 2003).

If Language is Universal, with cross-linguistic differences derived by parameter setting,
then in what way should we account for dialectal variation? Henry (1995, 4) states
that dialect variation is a challenge for the P&P theory of language, because dialects
‘do not scem to vary from one another in precisely the way this view would predict...{In
fact| Belfast English differs from standard English in a number of ways, but these are
not all derivable from a single difference in parameter setting.” The study of dialect
variation, therefore, may lead to the discovery of further ways in which varietics of
language (whether individual languages or dialects of thc same language) may differ
from one another. In this work I will show that a recurring area of dialect variation
is the lexicon including features marked on lexical items, the function of lexical items,
and the actual presence or absence of lexical items. For instance, Scottish English in

Fife has a modal coulduf marked with [PERF| features and Arkansas English has an

adverb might in Double Modal constructions.

In her comprehensive study of the syntax of Belfast English, Henry (1995) outlines
a number of contexts in which Belfast English (BelE) utilises different constructions
from those used in Standard English (StE) including imperative constructions, subject-
verb agreement properties and for to infinitives. Although Henry was unable to relate
thesc to a single difference in parameter setting between the two varieties, she was
able to show that ‘all of the differences were of the same type as differences found
between languages; they related for example to the strength or weakness of functional
elements, or the status of elements as clitics or independent items |...leading to the
conclusion that...| dialects differ from one another, as one might expect, in the same
way that languages do: the difference between “language” and “dialect” is after all a
more political than a linguistic construct’ (Henry 1995, 136).

Henry (1995) chose to study the variation found in a particular dialect (Belfast English)
in order to uncover the ways in which it differs from Standard English. In this thesis, |
will tackle dialect variation from a diffcrent angle; rather than choosing one dialect for
study, I have chosen an area of the grammar of English in which to look for variation

across dialects. As mentioned above, the area chosen i1s the English auxiliary system.
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1.4 Summary

In this chapter, | have outlined the importance of studying dialect variation in the
auxiliary system. I have chosen the analysis of auxiliaries of Lasnik (1999) as a touch-
stone in the investigation of non-standard auxiliaries, and have discussed the ways in

which auxiliaries and negation interact with respect to scope.

The rest of the thesis is organised as follows: in Chapter 2 I investigate Auxiliary
Contraction in English and suggest that it should be dealt with syntacticallv; and in
Chapter 3 I present the multiple realisation of have in two varieties of English, and
come to the conclusion that have may be multiply spelled out due to the morphological
reanalysis of the higher form of have and not as a compound word. In Chapter 4, 1
investigate Double Modals in two dialects of American English and propose that might
is an adverb in one of the varieties, and a modal in the other; and in Chapter 5, I
present a syntactic analysis of Double Modals in a variety of Scottish English. Finally,
I return to the structure of the English auxiliary system and the nature of dialect

variation in Chapter 6.
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Chapter 2

A Syntactic Account of Auxiliary

Contraction in English

2.1 Introduction

The main aim of this chapter is to provide a syntactic analysis to account for the
phenomenon of English Auxiliary Contraction. This will involve an investigation into
the distribution of the different phonetic forms of finite auxiliaries, and the way in
which these finite auxiliaries interact with negation, including the apparent variation
between ['ve not and [ haven’t in particular varieties of English. The data used in this

chapter, unlike that in Chapters 3-5, is taken mostly from Standard English.

Auxiliary Contraction (henccforth AC) occurs frequently in English; phonetically re-
duced or contracted forms of auxiliaries like those in (1)-(3) occur in most spoken
varieties (in fact, there is no dialect of which I know that does not permit auxiliary

contraction).

(1) a. HAVE: I've managed to catch the hamster.
b. HAD: He'd turned up late again.
c. HAS: She’s just phoned to say she’ll be late.

(2) a. WILL: She’ll be late as usual.
b. woULD: I'd be able to catch it if it wasn’t so fast.

(3) a. ARE: They’re turning up around nine.
b. 1S: She’s going to be late.

The underlying theoretical question behind this research is: is Auxiliary Contraction




a syntactic or a phonological phenomenon? Both have been suggested in the litera-
ture, yet a suitable analysis remains to be formulated; as we shall see in section 2.3.3,
phonological analyses fail to account for all of the data, and syntactic treatments
are pre-Minimalist Program. Since the proposed analysis by Kaisse (1985), syntactic
theory has undergone many important changes, including P&P theory and the intro-
duction of the Minimalist Program by Chomsky (1993). AC has not been re-examined
in the Minimalist framework, and the most recent literature by Roberts (2000) fails to
offer a fully fledged description or analysis of AC. The aim of this chapter, therefore,

is to develop a syntactic analysis of AC in a Minimalist framework.

AC appears to have a close connection with Negation Contraction (Tagliamonte and
Smith 2002, Yaeger-Dror et al. 2002) in that it is only possible to have either a con-

tracted auxiliary (4a) or contracted negation (4b):

(4) a. I've not seen her in ages.

b. I haven’t seen her in ages.

Examples such as (4a) are often cited in studies of the grammar of Northern English
(see McDonald 1981, Beal 1993) and, according to Trudgill (1984), (4a) is more typical
of Northern dialects and (4b) of Southern ones, although this was not found in the
study carried out by Tagliamonte and Smith (2002).

There 1s no known variety of English which permits both AC and Negation Contraction
(NC):

(5)  *I’ven’t seen her in ages.

In section 2.4.4, 1 will extend the syntactic analysis formulated in this chapter to ac-
count for the difference between Auxiliary and Negation Contraction in (4), and to

explain the ungrammaticality of the co-occurrence of Auxiliary and Negation Contrac-
tion in (5).

Re-investigating contraction from a syntactic point of view will provide evidence for
the syntactic status and position of auxiliaries in the English clause, and extending the
analysis to account for the variation between AC and NC will impact on variationist

studies of the forms in (4).

In this chapter I will argue that there are two structural positions to which auxiliaries
may raisc, as suggested by Roberts (2000) (see section 2.4). That AC is a syntactic
phenomenon is not uncontroversial, so I will first explain the AC debate, showing that
it 1s not possible to account for all of the data using a phonological approach. and that

it is necessary to refer to syntax (see section 2.3). Before doing this, a distinction must
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be drawn between the distinct phonological forms of English auxiliaries as shown in

scction 2.1.1.

2.1.1 Phonetic Forms of Contracted Auxiliaries

In the description of AC by Bresnan (1978) and Selkirk (1984) there is a blurred
distinction between the terms phonological clitic and syntactic clitic, and between the
terms uscd to refer to the phonetic forms of auxiliaries (clitic, weak and strong). 1

will use this part of the chapter to clarify the terminology that I will be using in the

discussion of contraction.

Throughout this work, I will assume that phonological cliticisation does not necessarily
entail syntactic cliticisation. According to Selkirk (1995), phonological cliticisation
involves reanalysing an element so that it forms a phonological word with another unit.
Syntactic cliticisation, however, involves the movement and adjunction of a hcad X"
to another head YV, forming a complex syntactic head (Baker 1988, Travis 1984). For
instance, the formation of couldn’t is typically assumed to involve the left-adjunction

of the modal to negation, shown as X" and YV in the tree below.

(6)

YU

N

X0 Yo
]

could nt

Phonological cliticisation does not entail syntactic cliticisation, so although the aux-
iliaries in (1) are phonological clitics as they have formed a phonological word with
cach of the pronoun subjects, they are not necessarily syntactic clitics. The distinction
between syntactic and phonological cliticisation is an important one as, although I will
not deny that contracted auxiliaries are phonological clitics, I will suggest in section

2.4 that contracted auxiliaries do not syntactically adjoin to another head.

Before going on to discuss AC in depth, an important distinction must be made between
the phonological forms in which auxiliaries may appear. As is pointed out many times
in the literature, English auxiliaries may surface in a number of phonetic forms (Sclkirk
1984, Palmer 1988) other than the full form. These include the clitic and weak forms
which do not have the same distribution as the full forms (see section 2.2). Using
auxiliary have, I will outline some of the distinguishing features ot the clitic, weak and

full forms.! These features are not only true of auxiliary have, they can be generalized

'T use the term clitic to reflect the phonological structure of the auxiliary, and not the syntactic

structure.




to the other English modal and auxialiary verbs.

The clitic form of auxiliary have is a reduced non-syllabic form, and is phonetically
realised as /v/.* As shown in section 2.2, it appears in a sub-set of positions in which
the strong form is found; the only time the clitic form can be used is when it occurs

to the immediate right of a subject pronoun, as illustrated in the following examples.?

(7)  a. T've heard that Mulder has proved that alien life forms exist.
b. They’ve found a UFO at Roswell.

The non-syllabic form is referred to as the clitic form because it is pronounced as part

of a phonological word with the preceding element; clitic thus refers to a phonological

property and not a syntactic one.?

The weak form differs from the clitic form as, although it is phonologically reduced, it
is a syllabic form and can be phonetically realised in a number of ways. For instance, 1t
can be realised with a reduced vowel with or without the initial consonant.> Thc weak
form can appear in a number of positions, again a subset of the positions in which the

full form can surface, including to the immediate right of a modal verb:

(8) a. Scully could’ve been abducted.

b. Mulder may’ve been wrong.

As well as being realised in clitic and weak forms, auxiliaries can, of course, surface in
their full forms. The full form might be expected to occur in all positions in which an
auxiliary is permitted to appear. As shown in section 2.2, however, there is a context

in which the strong form is not permitted. The full form of have is realised with an

initial consonant and an unreduced vowel: [hav].

(9) a. The aliens have taken Mulder.
b. The UFOs have been quarantined.

The full form of the auxiliary can appear in a wide range of contexts, and it is this

" Tl

*This is not to say that the clitic form is necessarily derived from the weak or strong form by

phonological reduction rules. This will be discussed in more detail in sections 2.3 and 2.4.
3As discussed in section 2.2, the exceptions to this rule are auxiliaries has and is which can be

realised as clitics following DP subjects:
(1) Mulder’s found evidence of alien life.
(i1) Mulder’s exposing the conspiracy.

*This form is not analysed as a syntactic clitic (see section 2.4).
*There are many other ways in which have can be phonetically realised but these do not concern

us here. The important point is that the weak form differs from the clitic in terms of syllabicity (see
Inkelas and Zec 1993, Palmer 1988).
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form that appears when contrastive stress is marked on the auxiliary. This is often the

case when an auxiliary occurs to the right of an adverb.

(10)  The UFOs probably HAVE been quarantined.

For easc of exposition, 1 will use the following orthographic forms to represent each

form of an auxiliary.

Al;xiliary form Phonetic form | Orthographic form
clitic v, Edd v, |

weak ___['__BV'] [otd ev, el

full hav], [wrl) have, will
rcontrgastively stressed I[‘ hevl, Cwrl] | HAVE, WILL |

Table 2.1: Some forms of have and will

Thus, the examples given above, and all following examples, will be represented using

the orthographic forms in the table:

a. They’v found a UFO at Roswell.
b. Scully could’ev been abducted.

The UFOs have been quarantined.
The UFOs probably HAVE been quarantined.

(11)

O

-

Following Inkelas and Zec (1993), I will assume that the alternation between the tull
and weak forms (the syllabic forms) is a phonological alternation, 1.e. derived by
phonological reduction. The alternation between the syllabic and clitic (non-syllabic)
forms, however, will be argued to be non-phonological, following arguments by Kaisse
(1985) that there are no phonological rules from which to derive the clitic forms from
the full forms. Inkelas and Zec (1993, 208) argue that with respect to AC ‘a three-way
distinction obtains in the language, that between full and weak forms on the one hand,
and clitics on the other’; they state that it is not possible to relate the full and clitic
forms using phonological rules, but the full and weak forms can be related by the rule
of vowel reduction which occurs in unstressed syllables. 1 will argue that there is a
structural difference between the full/weak and clitic forms of auxiliaries; the clitic
form is forced to raise to T while full and weak forms are not. That a distinction does

exist between clitic and weak forms of contracted auxiliaries has been noted by Selkirk

(1984) and Kaisse (1985) among others, as discussed 1n section 2.3.
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2.2 Auxiliary Contraction Data

A successtul analysis of AC should be able to provide an account of each of the following

facts:Y

1. Clitic and weak forms of auxiliaries do not share the same syntactic distribution
(sections 2.2.1-2.2.3, Selkirk (1984), Kaisse (1985)).

2. AC is sensitive to contexts occurring on the immediate right of the auxiliary

such as an ellipsis site or a (sentence final) weak pronoun (section 2.2.4, Bresnan

(1978)).

3. Auxiliaries (excluding has and is) can only appear as clitics when co-occurring

with a subject pronoun (section 2.2.1, Kaisse (1985)).

4. The clitic form of the auxiliary is found only in a subset of the environments in
which the full form occurs (sections 2.2.1-2.2.3, Kaisse (1985)).

5. Has and 1s are allowed to occur in their clitic forms in a much larger sect of
contexts (section 2.2.3, Wilder (1997)).

Listed below are a number of contexts that play an important role in determining
whether contraction can occur. Accounting for the behaviour of auxiliaries in some of
these contexts will be the focus of the remainder of the chapter. I will pay particular
attention to properties A-C: the grammatical category of the subject, the difference
between finite and non-finite auxiliaries, and the contrast between has and s, on the
one hand, and other modals and auxiliaries on the other. I will show in section 2.4

that properties A-C can be accounted for by assuming, as suggested by Kaisse (1985)
and Inkelas and Zec (1993), that the clitic forms of auxiliarics are distinct from the full

and weak forms and, following Roberts (2000), that there are two syntactic positions

to which auxiliaries may raise.

2.2.1 Property A: Grammatical Category of the Subject

With the exception of has and s, auxiliaries appear as clitics when occurring to the
immediate right of a pronoun subject, but not a DP or proper name. As an initial

hypothesis, we might predict that the clitic form of the auxiliary occurs with pronouns

because most English subject pronouns end with a vowel.’

e

®The task of accounting for the data is made more difficult because, as in most other cases, speakers
do not always agree on judgements. [ will attempt to note cases where speakers judgements may vary,

but may not always be able to provide an account for this in the analysis I propose.
"The only pronoun which does not end in a vowel, it, does not occur with the clitic form of a modal

auxihary but with the weak form:
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Kaisse (1985) falsifies this observation by formulating a number of examples in which
the subject is a DP or proper noun, whose final segment is almost phonologically
identical to a pronoun. Although the pronoun subject can occur with a clitic auxiliary,

the almost identical DP subject cannot, as shown in the following examples adapted
from Kaisse (1985):

(12) a. The ewe’el go.
b. You’l go.

c. *The ewe’l go.

(13) a. The Sioux’ev gone.
b. You'v gone.

c. *The Sioux’v gone.

(14) a. Suc’el go.
b. You'l go.

c. *Sue’l go.

These examples illustrate that it is the grammatical category and not the phonological
form of the subject that affects the phonological realisation of the auxiliary (see section
2.4.3.1 for a syntactic account of these facts). If the form of the auxiliary was dependant
on the phonological form of the subject, the subjects ewe, Stouz, Sue would be expected
to trigger the same form of the auxiliary triggered by the pronoun you, whose final

segment is almost phonetically identical to the other subjects. This is not the case, as

shown by the ungrammaticality of the (c) examples.

The idea that the form of the auxiliary is dependant on the syntactic structure or
erammatical category of the subject is supported by co-ordinated subjects and relative
clauses which end with a pronoun. Again, the clitic form is ruled out, and only the

weak or full forms are able to surtace here:

(15) a. Me and you will have to go.
b. Me and you’el have to go.

c. *Me and you’l have to go.

(16) a. The woman that spoke to you will have to be shot.
b. The woman that spoke to you’el have to be shot.

(1) The door’el be left open for you.
(11) It’el be left open for you.

This can be reduced to the properties of the cluster [tl], which is also pronounced with a schwa in
English words like little.
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c. *The woman that spoke to you’l have to be shot.

If the spell out of the auxiliary was a purely phonological effect then a co-ordinated
subject or a relative clause ending in a pronoun would be expected to trigger the clitic

form, but again, as shown by the (c¢) examples, this is not the casc.

2.2.2 Property B: Finiteness

A non-finite auxiliary may not occur as a clitic; when have co-occurs with a finite

modal, it is typically realised in its weak form (even when this modal is vowel-final):

(17)  a. Harry may ev escaped from Snape.

b. *Harry may’v escaped from Snape.

Bresnan (1978, 25,footnote 9) points that non-finite have does not reduce to a clitic

form when following a pronoun, but occurs as a weak or full form:

(18) a. Should you have gone?
b. Should you’ev gone?

c. *Should you’v gone?

This contrasts with finite have which occurs as a clitic following a pronoun, as shown

in section 2.2.1 and the following example:
(19)  You’v gone.

Thus, there appears to be a contrast in the behaviour of finite and non-finite auxiliary

have, which will be accounted for syntactically in section 2.4.3.2.8

2.2.3 Property C: Behaviour of Has and Is

Has and is behave in a different way from other modals and auxiliaries in that the
contexts in which they may occur as clitic forms are far less restricted than other modals

and auxiliaries. For instance, it scems that the type of subject does not restrict the

occurrence of the clitic ’s:

8This is only true of have as modals are always finite, and have is the only auxiliary which may
contract following a modal (see Johnson (1988) for discussion of the differences between have and be,

including the fact that be cannot contract following a modal).
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(200 a. He’s only seen her once in three weeks.
b. The cat’s been fed today.
c. It’s been a long time.
d. There’s been a lot to do.
(21) a. She’s coming to see you later.
b. The hamster’s very sleepy today.
c. It’s hard to escape ifrom that cage.
d. There’s nothing more to say.

The clitic form of has and is can occur with a range of subjects including a full DP.
It thus appears to have a much freer distribution than the other clitic forms which are

not able to appear following a DP subjcct.

In other ways, the clitic form of has and is does share some similarities with the
clitic forms of the other modals and auxiliaries; it does not appear when immediately

preceding a gap:

(22) a. He hasn’t been as nice to me as he has to you.

b. *He hasn’t been as nice to me as he’s to you.

(23) a. He isn’t going to work today but she is.
b. *He isn’t going to work today but she’s.

In previous accounts of AC, the behaviour of the clitic ’s has not been fully explored.
Kaisse (1985) suggests that perhaps the distribution of the clitic is 1s linked to mor-
phological factors which appear to affect AC. That morphological factors can afiect
contraction is pointed out by Zwicky (1970) to account for the fact that not all aux-
iliarics can be reduced easily. For instance, is and has are more freely reduced than

modals or other persons and tenses of the same verbs.

It may be noted that the clitic form which has the least restricted distribution is the
same phonetically as the morphological inflection which is a marker of plurality and

of the genitive in English, i.e. -s. This will be further investigated in section 2.4.3.3.
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2.2.4 Property D: Sensitivity to Following Context

AC, like wanna contraction,”

appears to be sensitive to the following syntactic context.
For instance, a modal or auxiliary cannot contract when preceding a gap; in this context

the modal or auxiliary cannot appear as a clitic or a weak form, only as a full form:"’

(24) a. This won’t have the effect on us that it will have on you.

b. This won’t have the cffect on us that it will on you.

(25) a. This won’t have the effect on us that it’el have on you.

b. *This won’t have the effect on us that it’el on you.

Bresnan (1978) argues, based on the fact that contracted forms are sensitive to material
occurring to the immediate right, that contracted auxiliaries are proclitics. This will

be discussed in further detail in section 2.3.2 where I present Bresnan (1978)’s account
of these facts.

2.2.5 Property E: Related Lexical Entries

The clitic form, ’s, may occur with plurals while ¢s may not (see Dixon 1977, Nathan
1981, Sparks 1984, Kaisse 1985).

(26) a. Where are the lions?
b. Where's the lions?
c. ¥Where is the lions?
(examples from Kaisse (1985, her (5)))

(27) a. What are the lions doing?
b. %What’s the lions doing?

’ As pointed out by alomsky ( 1577) and Radford (1981), wanna contraction is only possible when
the wh-word is the object, not the subject, of the embedded sentence:

(i) Who do you wanna see?

(i1) *Who do you wanna see Bill?

(examples from Chomsky (1977, 187))
10Remember that the clitic form is independently ruled out from occurring with the pronoun ¢, so

would not be expected to occur in this particular example. That the clitic form is, in fact, ruled out
in this position when following other pronouns is shown by the contrast in the following examples:

(i) You don’t have as much money as I have.

(i) *You don’t have as much money as I'v.

34



However, this is only possible with a DP subject, and not a pronoun.

(28)  *Where’s they?

It seems that the appearance of ’s with plurals is restricted to a very small subset of
cxamples. Consider the following examples in which the use of the clitic s results in

ungrammaticality:

(29) a. Why are the lions roaring?
b. *Why’s the lions roaring?

(30) a. When are the lions going to be fed?
b. *When’s the lions going to be fed?

Similar restrictions hold in existential constructions, which differ from wh-questions in
one major respect - they do not involve inversion. In existentials, the clitic ’s can also

occur with plurals.

(31) a. There’s the lions.

b. *There is the lions.

Thesc cxamples will not be discussed further in this work. The lack of number agrec-
ment between the auxiliary and the existential subject suggest that these cases are

not 1dentical to cases of AC; in fact, Chomsky (1995, 384) states that ‘there’s simply

scems to be a frozen option.’

2.2.6 Summary

I have outlined a number of contexts in which the distribution of the clitic, weak, and
full forms of auxiliaries is not the same. For instance, clitic auxiliaries can only appear
when they immediately follow a subject pronoun (section 2.2.1), and are not permitted
when immediately preceding a gap or weak pronoun (section 2.2.4). In the following

section, I will present some of the main arguments in the debate as to whether AC is

best analysed syntactically or phonologically.

30



2.3 Previous Analyses of Auxiliary Contraction

T'he overall aim of this chapter is to formulate a syntactic analysis of AC. Before doing
this. however, it is important to outline some of the previous analyses. and to give

some justification for their rejection.

T'here have been many different proposed accounts of AC, although few recent analyses
and none in a Minimalist framework. It must be pointed out that not all analyscs focus
on the same phonological contracted forms. For instance, Kaissc (1985) is concerned
with the use of the clitic form of auxiliaries while Selkirk (1984) seems to usc WEAK
as an umbrella term for both weak and clitic forms. This means that it is not always
possible to directly compare different analyses of AC straightforwardly. In this section.
therefore, I will not aim to compare previous analyses, as such, but rather to cvaluate

them in terms of the data for which they are able to account.

2.3.1 Sadler (1997): Auxiliaries as Tense Inflections on Pronouns

In the contraction literature, there are not only proposals for transformational and
phonological accounts of auxiliary contraction, there are also analyses in lexicalist
theories and frameworks. I will outline one of the main lexicalist proposals, that of
Sadler (1997), and will show that although this analysis does have its advantages, it is
unable to account for the same amount of data that can be accounted for in a syntactic

analysis.

Spencer (1991) suggests that non-syllabic reduced auxiliarics arc affixes rather than
clitics. These affixes, he claims, are tense inflections and differ from syllabic reduced
auxiliaries which are post-lexical clitics. Spencer’s analysis 1s supported by the fact that
the non-syllabic forms of the reduced auxiliaries have a highly restricted distribution,
only occurring after single subject pronouns, as we saw in section 2.2.1 above. Sadler
(1997) claims that these forms are positioned morphologically, unlike the syllabic forms
which are positioned syntactically. She goes on to show the arguments for treating non-
syllabic auxiliaries as affixes and to analyse them in an LFG framework. I will outhne
Sadler’s arguments for this approach and will suggest a set of arguments against her

approach, reaching the conclusion that non-syllabic auxiliaries cannot be analysed

lexically as inflections but must be analysed syntactically.

Sadler gives the following reasons for analysing non-syllabic auxiliaries as tense inflec-

tions on subject pronouns:

e Firstly, as claimed by Zwicky and Pullum (1983) affixes are very selective about
the host to which they will attach. This is the case with clitic (non-svllabic)

auxiliaries: they only appear with simple pronoun subjects. The clitic forms
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cannot scope over co-ordinate subjects, which, according to Sadler, is expected

if the auxiliary is an affix which is attached, word internally, to a stem.

o Sccondly, vowel laxing, which happens word internally, is found with non-syllabic

auxiliarics and the pronoun with which they occur, c.g. /hi:l/ becomes /hil/.

o T'hirdly, the stem forms (i.e. the pronoun) vary in ways that are not predictable

on phonological grounds, e.g. we'll - /wi:l/ - /wIl/, I'm - /alm/ - /am/.

While maintaining that the pronoun and affixal auxiliary construction is a morpho-
logical one, Sadler claims that both the stem and the affix make ‘independent and
identifiably different contributions to the functional syntax of the sentence, providing
both predicate-related and argument-related information. That is, that therc are en-

tries in the lexicon which contain information like the following: you:D = ‘PRO’, 2,
FUT.

There are a number of reasons for rejecting Sadler (1997)’s analysis. Firstly, if tensed
pronouns do exist and if they are a combination of a pronoun and an affix in the shape
of a reduced auxiliary, we would expect that these tensed pronouns would always
display unit-like behaviour, i.e. that it is not possible to separate the affix from the
stem. Consider this in the light of wh-questions. Sadler’s analysis predicts that (32b)
would be the result of forming an interrogative from (32a). (32c) would presumably
be ruled out as in this example, the affix has been detached from the stem. Sadler’s

analysis predicts incorrect results for wh-questions.

(32) a. He’s gone home.
b. *Where he’s gone?
c. Where’s he gone?

The fact that (32c) is widespread suggests that Sadler’s analysis cannot be correct as

it should not be possible to remove the affix from the stem in these contexts.'!

Sadler’s analysis seems to make unusual theoretical assumptions. It is assumed that in
English, the subject is separate from the predicate yet Sadler’s analysis suggests that
a tensed pronoun can encode features of the subject and the predicate of a sentence.
This raises the important question of why it 1s that only pronouns and not nouns can
have this particular property. It also raises a number of interesting questions about
tense and how i1t may be marked. The marking of tense on pronouns suggests that

tense may be encoded in different ways in different sentences; at times tense is marked

17t may be possible, however, to modify Sadler’s analysis to incorporate data like (32c); perhaps
stating that either (i) the tense inflection can appear on elements in the specifier of TP (pronouns)
and in C (wh-words) or (ii) that tense is marked in T and that wh-words are in T and not C as

traditionally assumed.
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on pronouns and others on verbs. This would complicate the grammar of English and

make it more difficult to acquire.

Also, if forms like you’ll, he’s, I'm etc are tensed pronouns then an independent ex-
planation is needed for the fact that these forms are not acceptable in ellipsis contexts

or preceding gaps, as shown in example (33).

(33) I won’t be late for work but you will/*you’l/*you’el.

While these facts may be easily explained in a syntactic framework like that of Bresnan
(1978), which is the topic of section 2.3.2, there seems to be no ready explanation in

an analysis like that proposed by Sadler (1997).

2.3.2 Bresnan (1978): Auxiliary Contraction as Procliticisation

In this paper, Bresnan (1978) investigates a range of contraction phenomena: 7To-
contraction, NOT contraction, and auxiliary contraction.'? According to Bresnan, To-
contraction and not contraction are both derived by rules of encliticisation. According

to Bresnan, To-Contraction is derived by the following rule:

(34) [sNPVtoV...]-[NP[V +to] V...

To-contraction only occurs when no element (overt or non-overt) intervenes between
the verb and to, thus leading to the conclusion that to-contraction is derived by en-

cliticisation.

As AC seems to behave in a way opposite to to-contraction, i.e. being sensitive to
material occurring on its immediate right, Bresnan proposes that AC is derived by
a rule of procliticisation which involves ‘rightward adjunction as well as reduction’
(Bresnan 1978, 13). Bresnan’s main argument for analysing AC as procliticisation is
that, according to her, contraction is possible when the auxiliary occurs 1n sentence-

initial position:

(35)  Will one do? - ’el one do” (example from Bresnan (1978, 12, her (39)))

Bresnan’s argument 1s as tollows. If AC involves left adjunction then examples like (35)
would not be possible as there is nothing to the left to which the auxiliary could adjoin.
Thercfore. she concludes that AC must involve adjunction to the right. However, it

must be noted that m examples like that in (35), the auxiliary appears in its weak

12Which Bresnan refers to as Tense Contraction.
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form and not its clitic form. There is no reason for Bresnan to suppose that weak
auxiliaries must be syntactic clitics; it is plausible that the weak auxiliary in (35) may

be in the same syntactic position as the full form.

There is a stronger argument for auxiliaries which are phonological clitics to appear
in a different syntactic positions than the full and weak forms. Therefore, stronger
evidence for Bresnan’s analysis would be the appearance of the clitic form in this
sentence initial position. However, this is rejected by many spcakers of English. In
the following examples, the form form in (a) is acceptable in initial position, the weak
(syllabic) form in (b) is acceptable to some speakers, but the clitic (non-syllabic) form

in (c) is rejected.

(36) a. Will you be coming?
b. 7el you be coming?

c. *lyou be coming?

(37)  a. Is he here yet?
b. 7’es he herc yet”
c. ?7/* ’zhe here yet?

(38) a. Boy, am I hungry!
b. 7Boy, ’em I hungry!
c. *Boy, ml hungry! (Anthony Warner p.c.)

This suggests that it is not possible for an auxiliary to form a phonological word with

an element on its right, and is evidence that auxiliaries are not proclitics.

The virtue of Bresnan’s analysis is that it is able to account for the fact that AC 1s
sensitive to contexts on its immediate right, and by stipulating that the proclicisation
rule occurs after rules which position adverbs, it can also account for the fact that the
strong form of the auxiliary appears after adverbs as shown in the following contrasting

examples from Bresnan (1978, 60).

(39) a. He’s often liked them:.
b. He never HAS liked them.

Bresnan's final hypothesis is that auxiliary contraction is a function of stress and that

auxiliaries with heavy stress cannot procliticise.

Bresnan's analysis focusses on the context following the auxiliary, ignoring the effect

of the preceding subject:
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(40) a. The ewe’el not go.
b.  You’l not go.

The form of the preceding subject is a crucial factor in understanding AC, particularly
in providing an account for the clitic form which is restricted to occurring after a
pronoun subject. Bresnan’'s account of AC ignores these facts and as her analysis
treats contracted auxiliaries as proclitics it does not seem that the distinction between
DPs and pronouns can be analysed in Bresnan’s framework. For this reason, and those

outiined above, Bresnan’s analysis of procliticisation will be rejected.

2.3.3 Selkirk (1984): A Phonological Approach to Auxiliary
Contraction

The very phrase ‘Auxiliary Contraction’ seems to imply that the phenomenon is best
accounted for by phonetics/phonology. Before investigating a syntactic stance on AC,

I will examine a phonological account in order to evaluate its strengths.

Selkirk (1984; 1995) argues that there is a phonological difference between lexical and
functional words in languages. Function words, including auxiliary verbs and modals,

contrast with lexical words in that the former may occur in both strong and weak

forms.1t°

Selkirk (1984) proposes a framework in which all auxiliaries start out as strong forms.
Within the phonological derivation, however, they may lose their basic beat alignment
and will then be produced in their WEAK form. Before discussing Selkirk’s analysis
in more detail, I will outline some of the most important aspects of thc phonological

approach that she adopts.

2.3.3.1 Metrical Grids, Beat Assignment and Auxiliary Contraction

Selkirk’s analysis of AC is formulated within a theory of phonology which utilises the
metrical grid first proposed by Liberman (1975) and the concept of beat assignment.

A metrical grid is composed of two levels:

e A horizontal level which is the metrical (grid) level and;

e A vertical level which consists of demibeats and beats that are built up on the

metrical grid (the horizontal level).

13Galkirk’s use of the term weak appears to be an umbrella term to encompass both weak and clitic
forms. To differentiate this from what I refer to as weak, I will use WEAK to refer to Selkirk's ‘weak

form'.
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(41) An example of a metrical grid:

X X BEATS

XXXXXXX DEMIBEATS

A beat (or demibeat) that does not coincide with a beat on the next higher metrical
level 1s a weak beat (or demibeat). A beat (or demibeat) that does coincide with a

becat on a higher metrical level will be referred to as a strong beat (or demibeat).

A rule known as Silent Demibeat Addition (SDA) operates within metrical grids.
Selkirk formulates the SDA as follows:

(42)  Silent Demibeat Addition
Add a Silent Demibeat (SD) at the end (right cxtreme) of the metrical grid
aligned with
a word,

a.
b. a word that is the head of a nonadjunct constituent,
c. a phrase,

d.

a daughter phrase of S.

Selkirk defines the SDA as a cyclic rule which applies after all rules that generate
prominence patterns on a cyclic domain. The application of the SDA is governed by
the Principle of Categorial Invisibility of Function Words (PCI). This operates to make
function words ‘invisible’ to rules of grammar that appeal to the categorial status of
constituents. Thus, the SDA will not apply to function words, only to words belonging
to major categories. In short, the PCI confines (a) and (b) of the SDA to applying
only to the categories N, V, A, and Adv.

2.3.3.2 Function Words

Selkirk argues that function words are treated differently in syntax-phonology mapping
than non-function words; that, with respect to the metrical grid outlined above, they
are not treated like ‘real’ words by grid construction principles of mapping. For in-

stance, a Silent Demibeat i1s not inserted after them and they do not receive third-level

‘main word stress.’
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As mentioned above, Selkirk suggests that the behaviour of function words is tied
to the PCI. As a consequence of the PCI, function words lack some features of grid
alignment that ‘real’ words have. All other tacts are argued to follow from the metrical

grid alignments which function words are assigned.

The stress that function words receive is also affected by the Monosyllabic Destressing
Rule (MDR) which eliminates the basic beat (2nd level stress) alignment of single
syllables in certain contexts. The alternation between strong and WEAK forms is
directly related to the operation of this rule; in short, a WEAK form is a stressed
syllable which has had its basic beat alignment eliminated by the MDR. The rule

destressing function words must apply on a phrasal domain and must precede the

application of Beat Movement on that domain.

For imstance, when an auxiliary occurs sentence finally, it must occur in its strong

form:

(43) a. Scully’s more skeptical than Mulder is.
b. *Scully’s more skeptical than Mulder’s.

In this case, 1s will start off in the derivation in its strong form. A Silent Demibeat
will be inserted at the end of the phrase in which it is final under condition (c¢) of
the SDA rule. The addition of this Silent Demibeat will then block the application of
Monosyllabic Destressing and only the full form of the auxiliary 1s permitted. 1f the
auxiliary is not phrase final, it does not get a Silent Demibeat inserted after it and it

is able to reduce (as in Scully is/Scully’s above).

Selkirk’s analysis is provided to account for the fact that prepositional phrases with
‘stranded’ prepositions, VPs containing only a modal or auxiliary (where the rest of
the VP has been deleted), NPs with a determiner and an empty head, and NPs with a

possessive pronoun and an empty head must occur in their full form when they precede

a gap as shown in the following examples from 7):

(44) a. What were you thinking [pp of] last night? (*destressed form)
b. I'd like [y p to], but I'm not sure I [y p should|. (*destressed forms)
c. [nyp Some| complained.

d. |[np His| disappeared.

Other analyses (e.g. Barron 1998) have argued that it is trace effects which prevent
the occurrence of the weak forms in these positions. Selkirk disagrees on the grounds

that in comparative constructions, a trace-based theory does not work becausc some

specakers find no contrast in the following:

4 Contrary to the judgements by Bresnan who gives the following examples:
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(45) It’s more trouble than it’s fun.

(46) [t’s more trouble than it’s worth.

The assumption here is that (45) and (46) are derived from (47) and (48) respectively.

(47) It is more trouble than it is X fun.

(48) It is more trouble than it is worth X.

Selkirk argues that the trace of more in (45) that has been deleted under identity does
not block the appearance of the weak form of is for speakers who find both (45) and
(46) grammatical, thus driving her towards a non-trace based approach. However,
Selkirk’s argument is only viable if the X in (47) is actually a deleted clement; if the X
1s a null operator which shares the same interpretation as more in the trouble clausc.
Selkirk’s argument no longer holds as there is no more to delete under identity and

therefore, no trace to block contraction.

Chomsky (1977, 188) suggests that there is a difference between a deleted element and a
zero morpheme such as a null operator: a zero morpheme is identical to other elements
in syntax and morphology, the only difference being that it is assigned a null phonctic
representation by later rules; but a deleted element is null on both morphological and
phonological levels. This explains why a deleted element will block wanna-contraction

and a zero morpheme will not:

(49) a. Who [you want |X to seel]
b. Who [you want [t to see Bill]]
(examples from Chomsky (1977, 187))

(50) a. Who do you wanna see?
b. *Who do you wanna see Bill?

Thercfore, although AC is not permitted preceding deletion sites (see Bresnan (1978)

and sections 2.2.4), as a deletion site is not the same as a zero morpheme, contraction
nced not be blocked in (45).

Selkirk scems to state that there is no contrast between the two derived forms in (45)

and (46). However, this is not correct as for many speakers there is a difference between

et S— = sl e

(i) It’s wore trouble than it is/*it’s fun.

(i1) It’'s more trouble than it’s worth.

13



(51) and (52) when the full form of the auxiliary 1s used.

(51)  It’s more trouble than it is fun.

(52)  7/*It’s more trouble than it is worth.

The full form is acceptable in (51) but is degraded or even ungrammatical in (52). The
unacceptability of (52) raises problems for Selkirk’s analysis as she derives the weak
forms of auxiliaries from the strong forms. The existence of positions in which the
strong form is not possible, as in (52), suggests that perhaps the weak forms are not

simply derived from the strong forms in the way that Selkirk proposes.

Scelkirk’s account for the sensitivity of contraction to the following context has onc
major flaw: there are no phonological rules which can derive the weak and clitic forms
from the strong form (see Kaisse 1985). For this reason, Selkirk’s analysis of contraction
in this context cannot be maintained. Her account of subject efiects on contraction

shares the same problem.

As mentioned in section 2.2.1, auxiliaries may lose syllabicity when they occur with
pronouns. Sclkirk (1984, 401) proposes that these non-syllabic (or clitic) forms are
contractions and that their phonological shape is derived by a rule of Auxiliary Dele-
tion. She assumes that Auxiliary Deletion can occur only if the following conditions

apply:

1. The auxiliary is stressless.

2. The auxiliary is juncturally adjacent (in grid terms) to the preceding syllable.

Auxiliary Deletion reduces stressless syllables, resulting in ‘a “coalescence” with an
immediately preceding syllable’ (Selkirk 1984, 401). In order for this to take place, the
auxiliary must be juncturally close to the preceding element and a syntactic rule must
move the auxiliary (or at least some of the auxiliaries) closer to the preceding element

(Lakoff 1970, Zwicky 1970, Kaisse 1981). Again, Selkirk provides no justification for

this claim.

According to Selkirk, this predicts that AC occurs in contexts where: (i) the auxiliary
is stressless, (ii) a phrase-final function word is not followed by a silent demibeat(s),
and (iii) this function word is juncturally adjacent to the following auxiliary. kor

instance, AC is possible in the following examples given by Selkirk (1984):

(53) a. Shes a gas.

b. You've done 1t again.
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c. I'm up to my ears in it.

We'll give it a try.

>

They're about to go.

Who’ve you been seeing?
Who'll be there?
Where’'ve you been?

How’'m I supposed to do that?

o Ao T o

The one that’s over there?

Selkirk states that junctural adjacency would not be present if the subject was a DP,

rather than an pronoun, and that this is the reason that clitic auxiliarics do not appcar
with DPs.

There are two main problems with an analysis like the one proposed by Selkirk (1984).
The first problem, and the lcast serious, is that the weak and clitic forms have a
restricted distribution; they do not simply appear in all positions in which the strong
form may appear. Selkirk accounts for this using metrical grids and the rules that
operate on them; she proposes that monosyllabic function words fail to destress in a
phrase-final position, because a Silent Dcemibeat has been added at the end of that
phrase. This Silent Demibeat blocks the application of Monosyllabic Destressing, so
the function word must be pronounced in its strong form. However, the fact that the
clitic forms are permitted in positions in which the full forms arc not (sce sections

2.2.5), is more problematic.

Secondly, as pointed out by Kaisse (1985) there are no phonological rules in English
which can be used to derive the weak and clitic tforms of the English auxiliaries from
the strong forms in non-fast speech. For instance, there is no phonological rule (or set
of rules) in English that deletes /h/ beforc an unstressed vowel in all contexts in slow
speech: this only happens in fast speech. This is a major problem for an analysis of

phonological reduction.

2.3.3.3 Summary

The main advantage of Selkirk’s analysis is that it is able to account for somec of
the data using the concept of the metrical grid. However, the fundamental flaw n
her analysis is that she claims that the clitic and weak forms are derived from the
strong using phonological reduction rules. However, this must be rejected as their are
no rules of English phonology which could derive the clitic and weak forms from the
full (sce Kaisse 1985). It seems, thercfore. that it would be sensible to regard AC
as allomorphy rather than as the result of phonological ‘reduction” or ‘contraction’.

In the following section I will investigate the suggestion by Kaissc (1985) that AC is
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contextual allomorphy rather than phonological reduction.

2.3.4 Kaisse (1985): Reduced Auxiliaries as Enclitics

This scction reviews Kaisse (1985)’°s analysis of AC which sees contraction in terms of
“simple chiticisation” (Zwicky 1977) defined as ‘syntactic or morphological adjunction
of some grammatical word to a “host” (some adjacent word or phrase).” The clitic is
then relabelled as part of the category of the host and the host-clitic group and realised
as a single phonological unit. In Kaisse’s analysis of AC, an auxiliary moves leftwards,
cliticizing onto a constituent which it governs. The dcfinition of government will be

addressed shortly and the question of what it is that drives auxiliary movement will

also be addressed.

As "simple cliticisation” refers to the production of a single phonological unit, Kaisse’s

analysis 1s dealing with the clitic form of the auxiliaries, rather than the weak form.

Kaisse’s main reason for not regarding AC as phonological is that the reduced forms
cannot be derived by any productive phonological rule of English. For this reason,
Kaisse proposes an alternative analysis to phonological reduction whereby reduced
forms are not derived from full forms by phonological rules but are suppletive allo-
morphs to be listed in the lexicon alongside full forms. Under this approach, AC is
not a single reduction rule but a series of rules stating the circumstances under which

the reduced allomorph may be inserted.

According to Kaisse, AC takes place in two stages:

1. a restructuring (cliticisation) rule that (Chomsky-)adjoins Aux to a preceding

word.

2. a rule of allomorphy that inserts the reduced variant.

Kaisse’s rule of allomorphy correctly predicts that the three forms of the auxiliary do

not share the same distribution.

2.3.4.1 The Government Condition

A major component of Kaisse’s analysis is what she refers to as the Government

Condition, as outlined in (55):

(55) The Government Condition:

Auxiliaries may cliticise only onto a constituent that they govern, where gov-

ernment is defined as follows:
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(56) ‘The head of any phrase will be said to govern all the phrases (=Xmax) within
its projections, and to c-command every element within those phrases. Gov-
ernment is thus a more stringent relation than c-command: if a node a gov-
erns a node 3, it also c-commands (3, but the converse is not true. Formerly
c-command was defined in terms of branching nodes, but more recent versions
allow a to c-command (3 as long as no maximal projections intervene between

a and 8. Government can then be defined as mutual c-command.” (Kaisse
1985, 47).

Basically, within Kaisse’s analysis the clitic form of the auxiliary may surtace when
there is mutual c-command between the subject (pronoun) and the auxiliary. It is not
enough for the auxiliary to be preceded by a pronoun, as shown by the fact that the
clitic form is not possible when the auxiliary follows a relative clause or a co-ordinated

subject which ends with a pronoun:

(57) a. Me and you will have to go.
b. *Me and you’l have to go.

(58) a. The woman that spoke to you will have to be shot.
b. *The woman that spoke to you’l have to be shot.

A problem for Kaisse’s analysis is that Selkirk (1972) and Pullum (1979) argue that
movement of any phrase into COMP is compatible with AR.

(59)  What’s that? (cf. % What book’s that?)

This should be ungrammatical as single words in COMP are not governed by the

auxiliary any more than phrases are. In order to account for this, Kaisse suggests that

the Government Condition be modified to the following:
(60)  Proform Condition: Auxiliaries may cliticise onto a c-commanding proform.

If the host is a proform, the Government Condition is relaxed so mutual c-command

is not required - only c-command by the host.

Kaisse’s account is preferable to Selkirk’s as it does not assume that rules of reduction
are used to derive the weak and clitic forms from the strong forms. Kaisse’s Protorm
Condition. however, is an ad hoc explanation of the data; she offers no reason as to
why the Proform Condition should be important in thc analysis of AC. Also. as 1t
stands Kaisse's analysis cannot account for the sensitivity of material occurring on the

immediate right of the auxiliary (see section 2.2.4 for the data), as she refers only to
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contexts on the right of the auxiliary. Therefore, if an auxiliary can contract whenever

it follows a simple subject pronoun, we would expect the following example, and others

like 1t, to be acceptable:
(61) *I won’t go but he'l.

However, as discussed in 2.2.4, even when following a pronoun, the clitic form is not
permitted to occur preceding an ellipsis site. Thus, Kaisse’s analysis is in need of
expansion 1n order to account for the ungrammaticality of weak and clitic pronouns

preceding ellipsis sites.

The most significant aspect of Kaisse’s analysis - that the different phonological forms
of the auxiliaries are allomorphs that are listed separately in the lexicon - will be pur-
sued 1 the analysis proposed in the following section, but the rest of Kaisse’s analysis
will be abandoned in favour of a syntactic account that focusses on the structural posi-
tion of auxiliaries. I will show in the following section that there is a close link between

the phonctic form of the auxiliary and the structural position in which it occurs.

2.4 Toward an Analysis of Auxiliary Contraction

In section 2.3, 1 rejected a number of previous analyses of AC for a number of reasons.
For instance, the analysis proposed by Bresnan (1978) concentrates on contexts to
the right of the auxiliary such as ellipsis sites, while that of Kaisse (1985) focuscs on
contexts to the left, namely the type of subject. In section 2.2, I presented a variety
of properties associated with AC showing that AC is affected by a number of factors,
not only the type of subject or following context. In the remainder of this chapter
[ will, therefore, attempt to provide a syntactic analysis of AC that can account for
a number of AC properties. Specifically, I will account for properties A-C (subject
type, finiteness, and the behaviour of has and s) in a syntactic framework, and will

show that there is a strong link between the phonological form of the auxiliary and

the syntactic position and structure in which 1t occurs.

2.4.1 Phonetic Forms of Auxiliaries as Allomorphs

Following suggestions by Kaisse (1985) and Inkelas and Zec (1993), I will draw a two-
way distinction between clitic auxiliaries, on the one hand, and full and weak forms
on the other: both Kaisse and Inkclas and Zec suggest, contra Selkirk (1984) that the
clitic forms cannot be derived from the full by phonological rules. According to the
latter. however, it is possible to derive the weak from the tull. The syntactic position

of the weak and full forms suggest that there is a strong link between the full and weak
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forms. I suggest that this link is a phonological one, i.e. that the weak form is derived
from the strong by phonological reduction rules (see Inkelas and Zec (1993) for a more

thorough discussion of these kinds of rules). This leaves the clitic forms unaccounted

for.

As the clitic forms do not appear in all positions in which the weak and full forms arc
found (for cxample, they do not occur to the immediate right of adverbs), I suggest
that these forms are not directly related to the full and weak forms. i.e. they are not
full/weak forms that have been phonologically reduced in the phonological component.
Rather, 1 propose that the clitic forms are allomorphs (this was originally suggested
by Kaissc (1985)), that are inserted when particular conditions are met. Preciscly, I
propose that the clitic forms are (optionally) inserted when immediately preceded by a
subject pronoun. I will outline this in more detail below when I address the particular

properties of pronoun subjects which make them available for co-occurrence with clitic

auxiliaries.

That auxiliaries can occur in different structural positions, as shown in section 2.2, is a
significant discovery but it cannot provide an explanation for the restricted distribution
of the clitic auxiliary. The clitic auxiliary can only surface when two conditions are
met: (i) the auxiliary has raised to T and (ii) the auxiliary is preceded by a pronoun
subject. 1 will discuss the second of these conditions in more detail in section 2.4.3.1.
In this section, I will focus on the first condition: the structural position of the clitic
auxiliary. As clitic auxiliaries are not permitted to the right of adverbs, this suggests

that the clitic auxiliary is forced to raise above adverbs such as probably.

(62) a. He’l probably turn up later.
b. *He probably’l turn up later.

Pronouns differ from DPs, relative clauses, and co-ordinate subjects in that they have
a non-branching syntactic structure.’® Branchingness is an important concept in the
mapping from syntax to phonology; the syntactic structure of a phrase can determine
the phonological structure of that phrase and other phrases within the clause. For
this reason, I wish to propose that it is not only the syntactic structure of the subject
that is important, but also the phonological structure. I will argue that non-branching

subjects do not introduce a phonological phrase at their right edge, and can thus occur

with the clitic auxaliary.

Inkelas and Zec (1993) propose a Phonological Phrase Algorithim which maps syntac-
tically branching nodes into phonological phrases:

(63)  Phonological Phrase Algorithm

15This will be discussed in further detail in section 2.4.3.
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