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The acceptability of adverb placement to the immatedieft of a VP ellipsis site depends on the
syntactic construction (non-inverted vs. invertdduses), and the scope of the adverb. The
influence of these factors will be accounted forthg interaction of violable constraints in an

Optimality Theoretic framework.

1 Data

Although the ordefinite auxiliary < adverb(< = precedes) is usually preferred over the secpien
adverb < finite auxiliary(1), the former is unacceptable if it coincidegshvadverb placement
immediately in front of a VP ellipsis site in semtes such as (2) and (3): Some element has to
intervene between the adverb and the ellipsis citepare (4).

(1) a. ?George and Martharobably never have seen a real politician.
George and Martha haygobably never seen a real politician.
George and Marthgrobably have never seen a real politician.

(Baker 1981: 309)

(2) Fred has never been rude to Grandfather, but (Baker 1981: 309)
a. Johnalways has .
b. *John has always

3) John has read this book, and (Sag 1978: 149)
a. Otto probably has __, too.
b. *Otto has probably _ , too.

(4) a. John's often been arrested, although Mangserbeen . (Wilder 1997: 348)

b. Bill is living in France, but John iprobablynot .



Post-auxiliary adverb placement is also ruled btha adverb's sister constituent would not include
any phonetic material due to topicalization (Sywrmovement out of a copula construction {6).

(5) They used to be Socialists, but Communists (Sag 1978: 148)
a. they never were _
b. *they were never __ .

(6) | don't know how happy (Sag 1978: 148)
a. they ever were .
b. *they were ever

However, adverb placement in front of a VP ellipsite is possible in subject-auxiliary inversion
constructions.

(7)  A: Terry knows how to build an H-bomb. (Ernst 1983: 548)
B: No - does heeally _ ?

(8)  A: John hasn't gotten along well with Grandpa lately. (Baker 1981: 313)
B: Has heever__ ?

Likewise, an adverb that takes narrow scope witppeet to a modal verb or negation may occur to
the immediate left of an ellipsis site.

(9) a. He's gotten along well with Fred in the past fevelse but he hasralways .
(Baker 1981: 313)
b. A diabetic must monitor his insulin level, andsheuldregularly .
c. Mary might have drunk a whole bottle of gin, bué $an'tpossibly .
(She is still walking straight.)

Note that the sequendieite auxiliary < adverbas in (10)a is ambiguous, whereas the reverse orde
Is restricted to a wide scope reading of the adv@®b. In other words, an adverb with wide scope
reading may appear in pre-auxiliary and post-aamilposition while an adverb with narrow scope
reading has to occur in post-auxiliary position.

(10) a. Students can often run up to the mountaintop. (Ernst 2004: 383)
I) 'Students often can run up to the mountaintop.
i) 'Students can run often up to the mountaintop

b. Students often can run up to the mountaintop.
I) 'Students often can run up to the mountaintop.
i) #'Students can run often up to the mountainto



2 Analysis
21 Basic Assumptions
Following Ernst (2004), | assume that adverb pos#i are restricted by the adverbs' lexical
requirements. An inviolable constraint guarantded tn all competing candidates, an adverb is
merged in a position in which it c-commands (theebpositions of) all and only those elements that
belong to its semantic argument specified in thmuinsee Engels (2005). Hence, under a wide
scope reading the adverb in (10) has to be memgegwhere above the base position of the finite
auxiliary, under a narrow scope reading, it haBaganerged below it. As a result, the interpretative
ambiguity of the sequendmite auxiliary < adverbin (10)a correlates with a structural contrast.
The fact that a finite auxiliary may precede aumeald with wide scope reading indicates that
it is merged in its own projection, AuxP, from whidt moves to a higher head positiofl, |
According to Grimshaw (1997), Alsto-1° movement is triggered by the constraimHD and its
dominance over®y.

(11) a. BLIGATORY HEADS(OBHD): A projection has a [lexicalized, E.E.] head.
b. Sray: Trace is not allowed. (Grimshav@19374)

Given that Auf-to-I° movement is obligatory (1D >> StAY, see candidate T1-a), pre-auxiliary
and post-auxiliary positions of an adverb with wsd®pe reading contrast in the attachment site of
the adverb: I' and AuxP, respectively (see candila@tl-b and T1-c).

(12) I= =(10)

DP/\I'
Students /\
(AdvP) I
(often) / \
Aux AuxP
can
(AdvP) AuxP

(often) / \

g VP

run up ...

Tableau 1Optionality of the order of wide scope adverb andd auxiliary

=(10) Students (often) can (often) run up ... OBHD | STAY
a. [p Student® [auxp often [aue canve run up...JJj] | *!

& b. [ip Studentoften[; can [auxe ti [ve run up...]]]] *

& C. [p Students carfauxp Often[auxp ti [ve run up...]]]] *




2.2 Placement of wide scope adverbsin non-inverted VP Ellipsis constructions
The constraint in (13) prohibits placement of aneatiial to the immediate left of an ellipsis site
(see note 1).

(13) ADJIUNCT-CONTENT (ADJCON):
Adjuncts are sisters to constituents which inclpbdenetic material.

Due to the requirement ofbACoN, adverb attachment to AuxP is ruled out if AuxPl®netically
empty; the adverb has to adjoin to I' where it pdas the finite auxiliary, compare Tableau 2 vs.

Tableau 3.

(14) P =(2)

DP/\I'
John /\

(AdvP) I
(always) / \
AuX AuxP
has
(*AdvP) AuxP
(*always) / \
t VP
|
Tableau 2No adverb placement in front of an ellipsis site
=(2) ... John (always) has (*always) . OBHD | ADJCON | STAY
a. [p John has[auxp always[auxp ti [ve getten-alongrvell—]]]] ! *
=  b. [ipJohnalways[; has [auxe ti [vp gottenalong-well-]]]] *
Tableau 30ptionality of the order of adverb and finite aiadiy in VP Ellipsis constructions
=(4) ... Mary (?never) has (never) been __. OBHD | ADJCON | STAY
= a. [pMary has[auwpinever[aupeiti [auxpz beenvp arrested]]]] *
@ b. [ip Marynever[; has [auxp1ti [auxp2 been[vp arrested]]]] *




2.3  Placement of adverbsin inverted VP Ellipsis constructions

In questions, CP is projected and, consequenjirequires that the finite auxiliary move t8.C
The ranking @HD >> ADJCON >> STAY predicts that subject-auxiliary inversion takeacgl even if
it results in placement of an adverb in front & #lipsis site, see T42a.

(15) CP =(8)
Aux P
has / \
DP I
he / \
t; AuxP
4 /\
AdvP AuxP
ever / \
t VP
Tableau 4Adverb placement in front of an ellipsis site inI®Anstructions
=(8) ... *(Has) he ever (*has) _ ? OBHD | ADJCON | STAY
& a. [cpQhas[ipheti [auxpever[aue ti [ve gotten—]]]]] *| *
b. [cpQ € [p heever[; has [auwe ti [ve gotten—-]]I] X! -

2.4  Placement of narrow scope adverbsin VP Ellipsis constructions

Remember that under a narrow scope reading, armladenerged below the wide scope element.
The constraint SOPEMATCHING prohibits movement of an adverb across an eleneit takes
wider scope, compare Ernst (2004: 420).

(16) SCOPEMIATCHING (SCMA):
The scope of the head of a chain of an advertéaties the scope of its fdbt.

An adverb with narrow scope reading can immediapglcede an ellipsis site: Dominance of
ScMA over ADJCON rules out movement of the adverb to some positidnont of an element that
takes scope over it as in candidate T5-b.



a7 IP =(9)b

DP I
e N
Aux AuxP
should g
T ti VP
Ad{\VP
regularly

Tableau 5Placement of a narrow-scope adverb in front oflapses site

A
=(9)b ... he (*regularly) should (regularly) __. (H)E ﬁA Czil STAY
i a. [p he should[aue ti [ve regularly [ve merter—]]]] " "
b. [ip heregularly; [ should [aue ti [ve b [ve AreRiter—]]]]] *| -

3 Conclusion

The unacceptability of adverb occurrence to the édiate left of a VP ellipsis site in (2) and (3)
cannot be due to a strict prohibition against pgié&ement: An adverb may precede the ellipsis site
if it takes narrow scope or subject-auxiliary irsien takes place. The influence of these factors on
the acceptability of adverb placement in front of @liptic VP can be accounted for by the
interaction of violable constraints in an OT franoekv



Notes

1 In avoiding placement in front of an ellipsis oxtraction site, adverbs pattern like contractedil@res. The
acceptability of auxiliary contraction apparentigpeénds on the phonological context: A contractethfrequires the
presence of a stressed syllable to its right piagethe gap; as illustrated in (iii), a weak pronaloes not suffice (see
e.g. Baker 1971, 1981, and Wilder 1997).

® | wonder (Zagona 1988: 106)
where the partys __ tonight.
*where the partg __ tonight.

ocp

(ii) | don't know where Jofmbeen . (Wilder 1997: 348)

They said that Paul would be polite, but politestetually not .

oo

(iii) a. Whatsthat __? (Wilder 1997: 351)
b. Whatsitfor ?

c. *Whatsit_?

d

*Whats it now?

The unacceptability of adverb positioning in froftam ellipsis site does not seem to depend on fdeusn a focused
adverb (with wide scope reading) cannot precedallgsis site in non-inverted clauses.

(iv) John has admired Sue only since last year, but ... (Baker 1971: 170)
a. ..Bill ALWAYS has .
b. *..Bill hasALWAYS

Occurrence of overt phonetic material behind adggs not allow a medial adverb to precede it.

(v) | wonder ... (Baker 1971: 170)
a. ..where Gerard usually is ___atthis time of day.
b. *...where Gerard is usually ___atthis time of day.
(vi) Mary is taking her final exam this term, and ...
a. ..Sueprobably will ___nhextterm.
b. *.. Sue wilprobably  _ next term.

However, note that the mere existence of an extrasite does not block adverb placement in frdrit &iven that the

subject originates in a VP-internal position (sefman & Sportiche 1985, 1991, Kitagawa 1986, anuthgrs), the

adverb in (vii)a immediately precedes the tracéhefsubject. Similarly, the subject trace in Sp&cdobes not prevent
auxiliary contraction in (vii)b.

(vii) a. John probablhyfye tj kissed Mary
b. Mary's [ve t lefi]

These facts point to the conclusion that adverhilisnot avoid placement to the immediate left of elipsis /
extraction siteper sebut attachment to a constituent that does not ooray phonetic material at all. Under the
assumption that this is true for clause-final abias too, the contrast in (v, vi) is accounted faiven that the clause-
final adverbial occupies some position above thigdfiauxiliary, it is not included in the sistemstituent of the medial
adverb in (v)b and (vi)b.
2 Since the adverb in (7), (8), and (9) is the finért element in the clause, its position relativehe ellipsis site
cannot be deduced from surface order. Howevergtigrevidence that the adverb does precede thengdpese
sentences.

First, as Abels (2003) mentions, some of theserbdweannot occur post-verbally.

® a. John hasn't gotten along with Grandpa lately. *Hesgotten along with Grandmver? (Abels 2003: 7)
b. ?7%Fred has sometimes been rude to Grandfather, bhbba't been rude to Grandfathalvays

Second, contracted auxiliaries are acceptableeiptasence of an adverb; as mentioned in notexiliaay contraction
requires a stressed syllable to the left of the gamting to the conclusion that the medial adyadcedes the gap.



(ii) a. Wheres he *(usually) __ (when Mary is in London)?
b. (A: The weather was bad yesterdey.)Hows it *(normally) __ in May?
c. (A:John hasn't been to the gym lateB:)\Whys he *@eve)) _ ?

% However, note that even if subject-auxiliary irsien applies or the adverb takes narrow scopeatidypes of
adverbs may attach to a phonetically empty coresiituThe various types of adverbs differ in whichety of gaps they
may precedewth-movement vs. topicalization / VP Ellipsis) undeesh conditions, see Engels (2005).

*The constraints BHD and SAY also predict that adverbials occur in adjoined fss - unless their placement in a
specifier position is explicitly required by somiglier ranking constraint, as e.g. feir-adverbials, see Engels (2005).

The unacceptability of adverb intervention betwdendlause-initial constituent and the finite varleig. German
(or between the subject and the finite verb in Ergnch) can be accounted for by a constraint ghattibits adverb
adjunction to bar-level projections (*X'BAUNCTION) and its dominance over any constraint that mifgvor
adjunction to X'. The fact that adverbs may inteevbetween the subject and the finite auxiliary iglsh points out
that there are higher ranking constraints that vat¢i adverb attachment to I', as e.g. the probibitigainst adverb
placement to the immediate left of an ellipsis,sfteJCoN introduced in (13) below. On other constraints tmaght
prefer pre-auxiliary adverb positions, see Eng2®b).

Adjunction to X'-level projections has often beeakdn to be strictly prohibited for reasons of iestreness,
limiting adverb adjunction to XPs. However, theuraiation of X'-adjunction necessitates the positaof a cluster
of functional projections and optional movementn&exuently, approaches allowing for X'-adjuncti@nnpit a more
restrictive theory of empty functional heads andvement triggers - as captured bgHb and SAY in the present
analysis.
® Note that an adverb that is within the scope gfi@stion cannot occur in a position c-commandifi§.€. adjoined to
C' or CP). Clause-initial placement of an adverbgirestions is only possible if the adverb takegpscover the
guestion, as e.g. the discourse-oriented adve(ib)idoes.
® Apparentlythe dog had gone. (Ernst 2004: 429)
*Apparently, where had the dog gone?

*Whereapparentlyhad the dog gone?
Where had the dogpparentlygone?

cooTyo

Often John eats cornflakes for breakfast.
*Often, what does John eat for breakfast?
*Whatoften does John eat for breakfast?

What does Johaften eat for breakfast?

(ii)

ooy

(iii) a. Briefly, Sebastian held the pistol. (Ernst 2004: 427)
b. Briefly, why did Sebastian hold the pistol?

c. *Whybriefly did Sebastian hold the pistol? (Ernst 2004: 429)
d

*Why did Sebastiabriefly hold the pistol?

This contrast follows from the restriction to mewgverbs according to their scopal properties andalquirement of
SCMA (see (16) below).

Moreover, adverb placement in front of the subjeainacceptable in questions and other clauses swibhect-
auxiliary inversion. The fact that topics cannot fdaced in this position either suggests that thsra general
prohibition against IP-adjunction in these contémtEnglish which might be accounted for by a cepanding violable
constraint and its relative ranking.

(iv) a. Atthe party Mary said nothing.
b. *Did at the partyMary say anything? (Rochemont 1989: 148)

(v) a. If yesterdaylohn had done that, ... (Rizzi 1997: 303)
b. *Hadyesterdaylohn done that, ...

(vi) a. John, Mary likes.

b. *Does,John, Mary like? (Rochemont 1989: 148)
(vii) a. That book I will read.
b. *On no account wilthat bookl read.

® "Scope matching holds if the lexical materialdenitical except for "presupposed tense" and the pasition copy of
the adjunct.” (Ernst 2004: 420)



The constraint &8MA may not be violated by adverb topicalization in kg Although a manner adverb can be
topicalized, its movement to clause-initial positimay not cross a scopal element such as negatiother adverb, or
a modal verb (i) nor may it cross a clause-boundgyyBy contrast, 8MA can be violated bywh-movement of an
adverbialwh-adverbials may be moved across other scopal eksmaed clause boundaries (iii), suggesting theinank
WH >> SCMA >> ToPIC.

® a. lcily;, he spoke to the lieutenant t (Ernst 2004: 420)
b. “*cily;, he didn't speak to the lieutenant t (Ernst 2004: 421)
c. “*lcily;, he probably / craftily / always / still spoke taetheutenant;t
d. “*lcily;, you should speak to the lieutenant t

(i) a. Carefully;, he eased the violin out of its case t (Ernst 2004: 423)
b. *Carefully;, they saw him ease the violin out of its case t
c. *Carefully, they said that he eased the violin out of its ¢dase

(iii) a. How loudly does she usually screara t
b. How fast can you run;?
c. How quietly did you say that he had come;h t (Ernst 2004: 423)
d. When do you think that he will be ther€'t (Nakajima 1991: 343)
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