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0. Introduction 
In the following article, I shall attempt to provide a single and coherent model, or schematic 
form 1, which will allow a comprehensive analysis of all uses of the auxiliary DO. The 
account will include those uses which have, generally speaking, been marginalised, or put into 
a class of their own, in accordance with the theoretical premises of the model adopted 2. 
 
In the first section I will present the two most widely used explanatory models for the 
auxiliary, and will show how neither provides a fully satisfactory characterisation of DO 3. In 
particular, we will see that the attention of linguists has often focussed on the auxiliary used in 
negative, interrogative and "emphatic" utterances 4, to the detriment of short answers, 
question tags, or inverted constructions, among others. 
 
In the second section I will posit a schematic form for DO, working within the framework of 
the theory elaborated by Antoine Culioli, according to which the auxiliary DO allows the 
speaker to construct the image of the notional domain of validation for a given predicative 
relation. We will put this model to the test, firstly considering the case of negative, 
interrogative and emphatic utterances, before showing how the model may equally be used to 
account for uses which were insufficiently explained with other theoretical models etc. 
 
The model I propose for DO, which presents the marker as, essentially, the marker of 
validation in contemporary English, has a number of corollaries, which it may at first sight 
appear difficult to endorse. In particular, we will be led to consider that the simple affirmative 
forms of the verb (simple present and preterite tenses) do not, in fact, mark validation 
explicitly, but only as a default value, ceteris paribus. We maintain that the only relevant 
marked determination on these forms is essentially that of tense, as distinct from validation. 
Such a point of view is, as we shall see, strongly supported by strictly morphological features 
of the verb in English. 

                                                 
1  Cf. Culioli 1990 : 115-126 or 195 for the term schematic form. 
2  I would like to express my thanks to Renaud Méry, of the Université de Provence and to Michaël 
Vallée, of the Université d'Avignon et des Pays de Vaucluse, for their precious remarks and suggestions on a 
first draft of this article. I would also like to thank students and colleagues at the "journée ALAES sur DO" at 
Pau for their reactions to my presentation. Any mistakes or inaccuracies that remain are naturally the author's 
sole responsibility. 
3  I will be using DO in capitals from now on to refer to the auxiliary DO. References to other uses of DO 
will be made explicitly. 
4  The term "emphatic" is undoubtedly not the best, but we will retain it, as it is widely accepted. 
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1. Existing models for the auxiliary DO 
In the following two paragraphs I will look at two explanatory models for DO. The first 
model deals with the auxiliary DO as essentially an empty form, and poses the question of the 
mechanics of its appearance. The second model which, in the presentation below, covers in 
fact a number of slightly different theoretical accounts of DO, rejects the premises of the first, 
and attempts to posit a unifying value for the marker. 

1.0 Explanations within a generative theory 
The point of view on the auxiliary DO ordinarily presented in generative models has remained 
very close to that given in Klima 1964 5.  In deep structure, it is supposed that simple 
predications have a form like the following : 
 

 
For affirmative sentences, in the simple present or past tenses, a transformation known as 
"affix-hopping" transfers the tense element to the end of the verb, where it is realised as part 
of the verbal morpheme. However, the presence of another element in between Tense and 
Verb prevents this, and necessitates the insertion of the auxiliary DO. As Fromkin puts it : 
"whenever affix-hopping fails, do-support kicks in" 7. 
 
The simplest case is probably with negative sentences, where the presence of the element 
Negation effectively blocks the affix-hopping transformation, leaving the Tense element 
stranded, as it were. In this case, 
 

"any Tense left unattached to a verb form—whether because blocked by not or because 
of other rearrangements—has do inserted before it as a support. […] 
Do-support 
Tense ?  do + Tense" (Klima 1964 : 256) 

 
In the case of interrogative sentences, the inversion of Subject and Tense has the effect of 
placing Subject between Tense and Verb, and similarly blocking the transformation of affix-
hopping, calling again for the insertion of the auxiliary DO. 
 
The problem of emphatic uses of DO, is resolved by considering that the emphasis is a 
constituent of the deep structure which, in the same way as the negative particle, falls in 
between Tense and Verb and thus blocks the affix-hopping transformation. Other cases in 
which the auxiliary DO appears (question tags, short answers etc.) are similarly described as 
being triggered by the stranding of a Tense element. 
 
Now the transformational model presented by Klima is obviously concerned with describing 
how the auxiliary DO gets there, and not with why it gets there, i.e. with any semantic content 
that might appear common to the different contexts in which it appears. The auxiliary DO was 
described by Klima 1964 as "a mere support" (255), Roggéro, some twenty years later, in a 

                                                 
5  Cf. for example a recently published coursebook, Fromkin 2000, which presents the same 
transformations of affix-hopping and do-support in roughly the same way as Klima had done some forty years 
earlier. 
6  The presentation is made with no pretence to theoretical purity. The point is simply to appreciate the 
mechanism postulated in the generative framework. 
7  Fromkin (ed.) 2000 : 287. 

Subject + Tense + Verb 6 
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university grammar, affirms that DO is "un artifice syntaxique destiné à remplir la case 
Auxiliaire 1, vide dans ces phrases ; une pure forme dénuée de signification" (1981 : 248). 
Much more recently, Philip Miller claims that "do auxiliaire n'a pas en tant que tel de 
signification" (Miller 2000 : 1 8). Such a point of view then, according to which it is 
impossible to assign a meaning to the auxiliary DO, is apparently still relatively widely 
adhered to. 
 
Despite the degree to which the model presented in Klima appears to have passed the test of 
time, there are a number of points on which it is particularly vulnerable. We will leave to one 
side the question of how operational the model for generating the appearance of DO actually 
is, for that would involve entering into theoretical considerations in generative grammar 
which are outside the scope of the current article 9. We will concentrate on one particular 
issue, which appears to undermine any theory of DO as a mere meaningless support : the use 
of DO in emphatic utterances. In such utterances, DO is rendered necessary, in Klima and 
since, by the presence of an emphatic particle between Tense and Verb. So, roughly speaking, 
from : 
 
 
we obtain  
 
 
with DO, Tense and Emph forming a single unit. The problem then arises as to how to 
differentiate between emphasis which falls on DO and emphasis which falls on the Verb. A 
text proposed to candidates at the agrégation some years ago included the following two 
examples, which I give with their accompanying context : 
 

(1) "I'm afraid Mr Dulciman was engaged in the pornography racket?" 
She burst out laughing. […] 
"Pornography," repeated Davies, lowering his tone. "You do know what I mean?" 
 
(2) "She lent him some money, I believe." 
"She and goodness knows how many others. And 'lent' is scarcely the word. They gave 
him the money—gladly." (Leslie Thomas, Dangerous by Moonlight, agrégation 1996.) 

 
In (1), as predicted by the theory, emphasis on the verb triggers the insertion of DO 10, but in 
(2) there is also emphasis, only here it is not carried by DO, but by the lexical verb, give, 
which also carries the tense marker. Intuitively, of course, we understand that the speaker is 
not emphasising the same thing in each case. In the first case, Davies believes that Mrs 
Dulciman has not understood him, and DO appears as he asks for confirmation : understand is 
thus opposed to not understand. In the second case, Mrs Dulciman uses a stressed form of the 
verb give, which she implicitly contrasts with lend. Later on, we shall see how these two 
forms of stress correspond to two different notional domains implied in predication, but, for 
the time being, it is enough to notice that the opposition represents a serious stumbling-block 

                                                 
8  Page references to Miller 2000 will refer to the version of this article which may be downloaded from 
the author's web page : http://www.univ-lille3.fr/silex/miller/index.html . 
9  Klima notably marginalises the problem of generating same polarity question-tags : "If we permit 
ourselves to set aside examples like [Writers will accept suggestions, will they?] with its special intonation and 
emotive overtones […]" (Klima 1964 : 263). 
10  Things are not quite as simple as that, given that this is a question, of course, but for the time being this 
point may be ignored. 

SUBJECT TENSE EMPH VERB  

SUBJECT DO+TENSE EMPH VERB 
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for any theory which considers DO as a mere support for tense. Examples like (2) above mean 
that emphasis on the verb is not necessarily carried by DO. A speaker may choose what to 
stress : either DO, as in (1), or the verb, with tense affixed, as in (2). This makes it clear that 
DO is actually a possible independent target for stress and not a mere by-product of emphasis. 
If this is so, then it becomes important to ascertain what the speaker gains in stressing DO 
rather than the verb. In the following section I will look how linguists have characterised the 
meaning of the auxiliary DO 11. 

1.2 Enunciative descriptions of the auxiliary DO 
It is not our aim in this section to go into a detailed account of the various descriptions of 
semantic values for the auxiliary DO given in work on English linguistics in France. Rather, 
we will use for the purposes of our discussion Philip Miller's (2000) synthetic characterisation 
of descriptions of the auxiliary DO : 
 

(3) "Do auxiliaire est l'indice d'une mise en cause de la relation prédicative" (Miller 
2001 : 7) 12 

 
Such accounts of DO have generally tended to focus their attention on three main uses of the 
auxiliary : in negative, interrogative and "emphatic" utterances. Thus, for example, in 
Bouscaren and Chuquet, we read the following discussion of the auxiliary DO : 
 

Do intervient dès qu'il s'agit de 'travailler' sur la relation prédicative, autrement dit dès 
que l'on sort de l'affirmation non marquée. La négation construit une assertion 
complémentaire par rapport à l'assertion positive : bien qu'il se situe toujours dans le 
domaine des vérités générales, l'énonciateur […] est amené à marquer explicitement 
qu'il construit (ou asserte) à propos de ce qui n'est pas. Cette démarche se retrouve de 
façon encore plus évidente dans les questions  (l'énonciateur s'en remet au coénonciateur 
pour prendre en charge, d'une manière ou d'une autre, la relation prédicative et se 
prononcer sur sa validité), les assertions polémiques, contradictoires dont l'emphase 
n'est qu'un cas particulier. (Bouscaren and Chuquet 1988 : 66-7). 

 
Similarly Adamczewski concentrates on the same three cases : 
 

Que les opération d'emphase, d'interrogation et de négation concernent au premier chef 
le lien prédicationnel ("la soudure" en sujet et prédicat) devrait être accepté sans 
difficulté à ce stade, puisque l'emphase porte forcément sur la réalité du lien, que 
l'interrogation le met en question et que la négation le nie. (Adamczewski et Delmas, 
1982 : 84) 

 

                                                 
11  We have focussed on a precise problem within a type of generative model, but would wholly ascribe to 
Lattes's petition of principle : "Si [DO] est un morphème c'est le seul morphème de l'anglais qui ne soit pas doué 
de sens : le "joker" syntaxique. Ce problème, que nous n'avons vu évoqué que dans J. Lavédrine […] nous 
semble invalider l'ensemble de l'analyse de DO comme simple support" (Lattes 1984b : 97) 
12  I should make it clear here that Miller in fact attacks enunciative positions in an article entitled “DO 
auxiliaire en anglais  : un morphème grammatical sans signification propre”. His characterisation nonetheless 
seems a concise and accurate formulation for what is expressed variously as the "indice du débat de validité de la 
prédication" (Lavédrine, 1978: 124) ; "l'indice de surface d'opérations qui portent sur la prédication, plus 
exactement sur le lien prédicationnel" (Adamczewski et Delmas, 1982 : 84), "l'opérateur par lequel l'énonciateur 
met en cause la validité d'une relation prédicative" (Souesme 1992 : 23), or "[un opérateur qui] intervient dès 
qu'il s'agit de 'travailler' sur la relation prédicative, autrement dit dès que l'on sort de l'affirmation non marquée" 
(Bouscaren and Chuquet 1988 : 66). 
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Thus the auxiliary DO is shown to be required whenever the validity of the predicative 
relation is called into question, whether because it is denied, reinforced (which presupposes a 
previous denial) or formulated as a question (because the speaker is unable to adopt a position 
without the help of the cospeaker). 
 
Despite the apparently widespread endorsement of such a characterisation of DO, however, 
there are a number of strong arguments that militate against accepting it, at least, in the forms 
in which it is generally expressed. 
 
To begin with, DO is not exclusively required for negative, interrogative and emphatic 
utterances. In fact, it is required only in the absence of another auxiliary. Rivara gives the 
following, unproblematic, examples to illustrate how emphatic stress can fall on other 
auxiliaries than DO : 
 

(4) A. I'm surprised that she can't speak German. 
B. She can speak German (grande chute sur can) 
 
(5) A. Really, he might have answered that letter. 
B. He has answered it. (grande chute sur has) (Rivara 1976 : 45) 

 
The fact is banal enough, but once we have noted it, we then have to explain why DO does 
not appear in such utterances. One also needs to be able to explain the fact that DO is optional 
in negative utterances including NEVER (He never answers the phone himself/ He never does 
answer the phone himself), or in interrogative utterances bearing on the subject (Who wrote 
The Two Noble Kinsmen?/ Who 'did write The Two Noble Kinsmen?) 
 
Secondly, the characterisation proposed for DO may function satisfactorily enough with the 
three cases mentioned, but it seems illusory to consider that the auxiliary DO which appears 
in certain anaphorical uses 13, for example, is necessarily linked to a questioning of the 
validity of the predicative relation. The point is made by Miller : 
 

dans des exemples du type […] John washed the dishes. Mary did too. il est difficile de 
voir à première vue en quoi la relation prédicative Mary-washed the dishes serait "mise 
en cause". En effet, on affirme que Mary a lavé la vaisselle, et contrairement à un 
emploi emphatique, il n'y a aucune présupposition que cela aille dans le sens contraire 
des attentes du destinataire. (Miller 2000 : 7) 

 
This sort of problem has led some linguists to consider that such uses of DO constitute a 
separate category, which cannot be dealt with by the characterisation given above. 
Adamczewski's rather ambivalent treatment of these uses is symptomatic of the difficulty 
linguists have had in getting them to fit in with the characterisation. On the one hand, 
Adamczewski considers such examples as cases of what he terms "troncation" 14, whereby the 
base form of the verb is elided. On the other hand, he includes the same type of examples in a 
separate category entitled "Do et le code" (1982 : 101) 15. So either such utterances are 

                                                 
13  We will not be going into the debate as to whether DO functions anaphorically itself or is followed by a 
zero anaphor. 
14  Klima 1964 refers to optional "truncation" for the same sort of example (1964 : 268). 
15  As well as in another category on the proform DO (Adamczewski and Delmas 1982 : 105). Cf. Ranger 
2002 for a fuller discussion of shortcomings and contradictions inherent in the model proposed in Adamczewski 
and Delmas 1982. 
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marginalised, and differentiated from other uses of the auxiliary DO ("code"), or they are 
assimilated to negative or emphatic uses of DO. Neither solution is particularly attractive, let 
us see why. 
 
In the first case, where anaphorical uses are marginalised, it is counter-intuitive to claim that 
the occurrences of DO in the examples below are so radically different as to justify putting 
them in separate categories, or to go so far as to deny that the first use is an auxiliary : 
 

(6) John didn't ring up, but Peter did. 
(7) John didn't ring up, but Peter did ring up. (Examples from Rivara 1976 : 43) 

 
But, in the second case, where anaphorical uses are assimilated to others, it also seems 
mistaken to claim that the presence or absence of the base form of the verb after the auxiliary 
is irrelevant to the meaning. After all, (7) necessarily requires a contrastive emphasis on the 
auxiliary, giving an emphatic use of DO, whereas (6) would, normally, receive stress on the 
subject Peter 16. 
 
A third problem involves the fact that the three classes of utterance generally studied are not 
as homogeneous as might first have been suspected. Lattes (1984b : 137) compares the 
following examples, which he provides with the accompanying prosodic indications 17 as 
follows : 
 
0 2 1 1 0 1 
I did give Paul a pen 
 
 0 0 1 0 2 
They are rare but they do ex ist 
 
The point is important : in the first example above, DO is clearly present in a polemic 
context 18, it requires what phoneticians have termed a "high fall", and is followed by a 
weakly stressed sequence. The context in the second example is slightly different, sentence 
stress falling on the predicate exist. Such examples are far from unusual, and pose real 
problems for theories of the auxiliary DO which tend to consider that sentences of the general 
form S DO V are necessarily emphatic in the same way. 
 
The same sort of opposition appears in negative statements, where DON'T is not necessarily 
uttered in reaction to a previous, implicit or explicit, affirmative statement. Thus if we take 
the sequence I don't smoke, and place it in two different contexts, the results are different : 
 

(8) A : You shouldn't smoke so much, it's not good for your health. 
B : But I don't smoke. 
 
(9) A : Would you like to tell me about yourself? 
B : O.K. I'm twenty, I live in London. I like cats. I don't smoke. 

 

                                                 
16  Even if one could, also, say John didn't ring up, but Peter 'did , in certain contexts. 
17  "Symbole 0 […] indique une syllabe inaccentuée, symbole 1 […] une syllabe accentuée, symbole 2 […] 
indique la syllabe portant l'accent principal d'énoncé, lequel se réalise dans les énoncés déclaratifs par une chute 
mélodique moyenne (passage d'un ton moyen à un ton bas)" (Lattes 1984b : 136) 
18  By which I mean an opposition between two speakers with different points of view. 
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The first use of DON'T contradic ts an implication according to which A believes that B 
smokes. Here we can certainly talk of the validity of the predicative relation being called into 
question. The second use, however, does not correspond to a denial, or refusal of a previous 
utterance but appears to represent a new piece of information about B, delivered without any 
textual preparation. 
 
To sum up our remarks in this section : we began by presenting the way in which DO has 
been characterised semantically as marking an operation whereby the validity of a predicative 
relation is called into question. We then saw that such a classification poses a number of 
problems. Firstly, it is over-productive, and does not allow us to explain the absence of DO in 
utterances which manifestly involve an operation of this kind, and in utterances featuring 
other auxiliaries. Secondly, it is under-productive, because it does not convincingly predict 
the appearance of DO in certain anaphorical contexts. Thirdly, it is simplistic, in that, within 
the three broad categories principally considered, there are shades of meaning, related to 
contextual features and rendered prosodically, which require more detailed explanation. 
 
Despite this criticism, our aim is not to deny the interest of characterisations of the auxiliary 
DO relating to the operation of validation. In our next section, I shall propose a number of 
modifications in the characterisation of DO which, it is hoped, will render the model more 
theoretically solid. 
 

2. A schematic form for DO 
In the present section, I shall give a description of DO. This model will be seen to avoid some 
of the drawbacks of enunciative models listed above. 

2.0 DO as the image of the notional domain of validation 
The point of view adopted in the current article is the following : 
 

 
This point of view is very close to that presented by Gauthier 1976, for example, for whom 
DO is "l'image de la prédication", except that the use made by Gauthier of the term 
"prédication" corresponds more closely to our use of "validation". It is important to notice 
that, by describing DO in this way, one avoids a certain number of problems inherent in 
definitions such as (3) in that DO does not signal doubt as such, but simply provides a 
framework which other operations, bearing on validation, may exploit. 
 
Let us make it absolutely clear what we understand by "validation". It is supposed that a 
speaker who manipulates a predicative relation operates simultaneously on a number of 
notional domains, three of which are particularly important for us. 
 
• The speaker constructs the complex notion, involving a subject and a predicate, 
corresponding to the propositional content, or the lexis, he or she wishes to assert. This is 
marked, obviously enough, by lexical choice. 
• The speaker situates this with regard to the speech situation Sit0. This is marked by the 
speaker's choice of tense. 
• The speaker adopts a position with regard to the validation of the relation. 
 

A speaker uses DOAUX to construct a representation of the notional domain of validation. 
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It is the last feature which interests us in the present context. A speaker may choose to 
endorse or to reject the validation of a predicative relation. A speaker may also elect not to 
make a choice (whether out of doubt, ignorance or whatever). In affirmative utterances 
featuring simple verb forms, validation receives no explicit marking. In other types of 
utterance, when no other auxiliaries are present, operations bearing on validation require DO. 
In using DO the speaker constructs a representation of the notional domain of validation 
which can be represented graphically as below 19, as a topographical area divided into an 
Interior (I) (within which, roughly speaking, a predicative relation is presented as validated, or 
endorsed), an Exterior (E) (corresponding to a non-validated, or rejected, predicative relation) 
and a disconnected position (IE), neither in I nor E, from which both zones are potentially 
accessible. 
 
Figure 1 : I E

IE  
 
Our contention then, is that all DO does is construct such a representation which then serves 
as the framework for further operations. One significant advantage of such a description is 
that it avoids linking DO with an operation whereby the predicative relation is necessarily 
called into question. 
 

2.1 DO in negative, interrogative and emphatic utterances 
Let us begin by showing how the model presented above might be applied to the three uses of 
DO most often studied : negative, interrogative and emphatic utterances. 
 

(10) "Do you wish me to leave you, or will you let me stay a little?" (Henry James, The 
Portrait of a Lady) 
(11) […] "I don't wish you to leave me, Lord Warburton; I'm very glad to see you." 
(Idem.) 
(12) "You should have rung up." 
"I did ring up. There was no reply." (Adamczewski et Delmas 1982 : 91.) 

 
These three cases proved fairly easy to explain within the enunciative model presented in (3), 
and provide no real problems here, either. In (10) the interrogative use of DO serves to 
construct the notional domain of validation, while the effect of Subject-Tense inversion is to 
indicate that the speaker is in the position labelled IE, and requires an answer from the co-
speaker to be able to situate the predicative relation in I or E, or, put differently, in order to 
provide a univocal answer to the question. Now the DO question in (10) is not formulated 
entirely neutrally. In particular the following question, will you let me stay a little? tends to 
imply that Lord Warburton believes his presence is unwanted. In (11), which occurs 
consecutively to (10) in the text, the speaker reacts to this implication, and the answer, I don't 

                                                 
19  We shall be led to complexify this representation as the argument develops. Culioli uses the same type 
of representation in his discussion of negation : "Pour simplifier, je laisse de côté la frontière, et je représente 
donc le domaine comme une figure comportant trois positions subjectives (correspondant à trois zones) : (1) IE, 
qui se lira E renforcé. Il représente hors (I,E) , c'est-à-dire ni I (pour Intérieur), ni E (pour Extérieur) ; (2) I; (3) 
E "( Culioli 1990 : 122.) 
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wish you to leave me, allows her to shift the validation from I, I do wish you to leave me 
(implicitly preconstructed by the co-speaker) to E, I don't wish you to leave me 20. This is 
done by constructing the notional domain of validation (using DO), and then indicating the 
absence of a positive occurrence (using NOT). Finally, the example given in (12) involves 
almost the mirror-image of (11). The first utterance, You should have rung up implies You did 
not ring up, situating the predicative relation in E. The second utterance, I did ring up, with a 
heavily stressed did, allows the speaker to shift from preconstructed E into I. DID constructs 
the notional domain of validation, and, in the absence of further determination, refers us to the 
Interior of the domain according to a well-known phenomenon whereby the positive term in 
an opposition can be used to refer to the Interior or to the whole of a domain 21. 
 
So far, then, we can say that the interrogation in (10), can be constructed as IE, while the 
emphatic negation in (11), can be represented as I ?  E, and the emphatic affirmation in (12) 
as E ?  I. In each case the operations represented by inversion, negation or emphasis only 
acquire meaning with regard to the notional domain of validation constructed by DO 22. 
 
These modes of construction are by no means limitative. There are, as we will endeavour to 
show later on (2.3 and 2.4), other, equally valid ways of constructing all three operations. 
Before doing so, however, let us look at how the model presented resists some of the 
arguments against the enunciative description of DO as presented in (3). 

2.2 The over- or under-productivity of descriptions of DO 
We saw earlier that the description of DO as implying that the predicative relation is called 
into question is potentially overproductive in that it would tend to imply that DO should 
appear in a number of contexts where in fact it is absent or optional, including those where 
another auxiliary is present and those where the negation is made using NEVER. One could 
also argue, with Miller (2000 : 9), that it is surprising to find DO in wh- questions, given that 
such questions are sometimes taken to presuppose the existence of a predicative relation, 
rather than to call it into question. And so the insertion of DO in wh- questions also requires 
some explanation. Once one has justified this, one will, however, have to account for the 
absence of DO in wh-questions bearing on the subject. Let us examine these objections 
separately. 
 
The first objection concerns the fact that DO does not appear in verb phrases already featuring 
an auxiliary, even when the utterances are negative, interrogative or emphatic. It is not enough 
for the description to say that DO appears whenever the predicative relation is called into 
question. A more precise way of putting things might be to say that, when the predicative 
relation is called into question, and when no other auxiliaries are present, DO is required. This 
would however weaken the description of DO, and bring us back to something more 
mechanical along the lines of Klima 1964. 
 
                                                 
20  Note that this interpretation of (11) is supported prosodically : an utterance like (11), involving a word-
for-word repetition of an already mentioned predicate, would feature a heavily stressed DON'T, followed by an 
unstressed base form. In the notation provided by Lattes, we might represent the seven syllables of I don't wish 
you to leave me  as 0211011. 
21  Cf. Ranger 2001 : 228 for comments on this phenomenon, which is related to what is often termed 
markedness. 
22  It might be more sound, in theoretical terms, to talk, not of I  → E nor of E → I but in fact of IE → E 
with the position I preconstructed for the co-speaker in the first case and of IE → I with the position E 
preconstructed for the co-speaker, in the second. The presentation used here can be considered as a reduced form 
of the above which I have retained for the sake of clarity. 
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The answer to this, it seems to me, is for us to say that, like DO, all the auxiliaries mark the 
construction of the notional domain of validation. In fact, the only verbal forms in which the 
notional domain of validation is not explicitly constructed are the affirmative forms of the 
simple present and past tenses. I cannot be as thorough as I would like to be at this point in the 
argument, but the use of representations like that in Figure 1 above in work on modality is 
widespread enough to be easily accepted 23. As far as the other two auxiliaries, HAVE and 
BE, are concerned, it is also quite possible to represent them on such a domain as, essentially, 
constructing relations between occurrences in I (identification with BE) or in I and E 
(differentiation with HAVE) 24. The answer to the problem of the absence of DO with other 
auxiliaries becomes obvious : DO is not required quite simply because the other auxiliaries 
also construct the notional domain of validation, and so negation, interrogation and emphasis 
already have the necessary framework within which to operate 25. 
 
A similar sort of argument could, I believe, be adopted with regard to the absence of DO with 
NEVER 26. NEVER could be said to construct a scanning operation (-EVER) which runs from 
I to E (N-) as no occurrences of a given notion are identified. One could object that NOT 
began by marking the same sort of operation, as Old English, ne a wiht, but it is doubtful 
whether much of the origin of NOT remains in the operation it represents. It would perhaps be 
interesting to see whether the progressive grammaticalisation of NOT in negative utterances 
was a factor in the development of the auxiliary DO ; i.e. whether DO stepped in to construct 
explicitly a domain which, in the case of NEVER, requires no further construction than that 
already marked by the negative adverb 27. 
 
Interrogative utterances pose two separate types of problem to descriptions of DO. To begin 
with, wh- questions may be thought, not to question the validity of a predicative relation, but 
on the contrary to presuppose it. Thus Miller writes : 
 

Les structures interrogatives sont parmi celles où l'idée de mise en question de la 
relation prédicative peut apparaître très naturelle, en particulier pour les interrogatives 
polaires […]. Cependant, un ensemble de problèmes se posent. D'abord, si on y réfléchit 
de plus près, les interrogatives en wh- présupposent la relation prédicative plutôt qu'elles 
ne la mettent en question. (Miller 2000 : 9) 

 
The example Miller gives is : 
 

(13) Who(m) did John see? 
 
Here we could consider that the predicative relation John see someone is in fact presupposed, 
rather than questioned. The question, as Miller rightly says, bears on the identity of a 
participant in a presupposed relation. 

                                                 
23  Cf. for example Culioli 1999 : 83-93, Deschamps 2001, Dufaye 2001, Gilbert 1987 etc. 
24  Cf. Gilbert 1993 for a representation of this type. 
25  A possible objection to this argument might be the fact that, in some circumstances, one does find more 
than one auxiliary in the predication, in particular where a modal auxiliary is followed by a marker of aspect. A 
quick answer is that this is a corollary of the properties of the auxiliaries in question : modals and aspectual 
auxiliaries not only construct the domain of validation, they also mark further operations on the domain ; DO on 
the other hand merely constructs the domain required for other operations. 
26  Cf. Méry 2003. 
27  DO is not necessarily absent in utterances featuring NEVER, of course, but is optional. This means that 
in some examples we have to be prepared to explain the difference between determining a predicative relation by 
never and by never did. We shall come back to this problem in 2.4 below. 
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The answer to this problem is not entirely straightforward, but is, I believe, quite defensible. 
A question such as (13) may be said to presuppose John see someone, but, by the same token, 
it also presupposes John did not see some other people. In other words, the identification of 
the person or people whom John saw, implies a choice, and the implicit elimination of a 
whole host of people whom John did not see. The presence of DO, and the inversion between 
the subject and the tense marker, refers us directly to this choice, situating us in IE, in a 
notional domain which we might choose to represent as follows, with a being the person John 
saw, and b, c, d… the infinite class of people John did not see : 
 
Figure 2 : 

John see a John not see b, c, d…

 
 
The device may appear a little contrived, but it is similar to Jespersen's suggestion whereby 
wh- questions may be reformulated as yes-no questions 28. Diachronically, the use of DO in 
wh- questions was slower to take off than in yes-no questions (Ellegard 1953 :202-205). This 
might suggest an analogical development which is not incompatible with the point of view I 
have been defending. 
 
Once we have accounted for the use of DO in wh- questions, however, we are still left with 
the absence of DO in wh- questions bearing on the subject. This can probably be fairly simply 
explained by a constraint in English whereby an interrogative sentence begins with the 
element the question bears upon 29. A conflict evidently arises between this feature, and the 
Subject-Tense inversion which normally marks interrogatives. English resolves the issue by 
jettisoning DO, but this in turn leads to a rarely mentioned structural ambiguity. Sequences 
such as who wrote The Two Noble Kinsmen, or what happened are formally ambiguous, and 
could be either interrogative (direct or indirect), or relative propositions. It is only after the 
addition of the appropriate context that we are able to identify Who wrote The Two Noble 
Kinsmen? as a question 30. In other words, the absence of DO renders subject questions 
morphosyntactically indistinguishable from certain other sequences. And so whereas 
generally in wh- questions DO, in combination with the Subject-Tense inversion, places the 
co-speaker in IE, and requires him or her to move from IE into I or E, in subject questions, 
this operation is marked only by the intonation. 
 
To recapitulate, in this section we have looked at some objections to the enunciative 
description of DO and have, I hope, shown that they can be removed if we adopt the approach 
to DO presented in 2.1. DO marks the construction of the notional domain of validation. If 
other elements, such as the auxiliaries or NEVER, ensure its construction, then DO is 
unnecessary. The presence of DO in wh- questions can be explained by considering that a wh- 
question is an invitation to choose between the missing, wh- element, which allows validation 

                                                 
28  Cf. for example Jespersen 1924 : 303 where the question Is it white or black? is compared to What 
colour is it?  
29  Cf. Méry 2002 : 102-3. 
30  For the difference between Who wrote The Two Noble Kinsmen and Who did write The Two Noble 
Kinsmen cf. 2.4. 
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of the predicative relation, and a host of other potential elements, which do not. The absence 
of DO in subject questions can be explained by the constraint in English which requires that 
the element the question bears upon be in initial position. The price to pay for the absence of 
DO is the homotactic relation between direct subject questions, indirect subject questions and 
relative propositions. 
 

2.3 Anaphorical uses of DO 
In 1.2, we saw that one criticism formulated with regard to the model for DO generally put 
forward in enunciative linguistics concerned short answers or anaphorical uses of the 
auxiliary. In particular, in examples such as (14) or (15), it seems difficult to talk of the 
predicative relation being called into question : 
 

(14) "He stood," said Holmes, "to the left of the door—that is to say, farther up the path 
than is necessary to reach the door?" 
"Yes, he did." (Conan-Doyle, The Adventure of the Noble Bachelor) 
(15) "I thought as much, Did she give you anything?" He made this inquiry in rather a 
shamefaced way. 
"No, she didn't." (Gissing, The Nether World) 

 
In both cases the utterances including DO are preceded by a yes-no question, unmarked 
syntactically in (14) and marked in (15). Now, since, in 2.1, we described the interrogative as 
an example of a speaker situating a predicative relation in IE and asking his cospeaker to help 
him move from IE to either I or E, it seems unproblematical to consider that the use of DO in 
(14) and (15) could be described as the construction of the notional domain of validation 
together with the passage form IE into I (14) or E (15). 
 
In some models, this sort of utterance is described as involving an operation of truncation 
(Adamczewski and Delmas 1982, Klima 1964) or the ellipsis of the verb (Souesme 1992). If 
this were the case, then that would imply that, in (14), Yes, he did could be replaced by Yes he 
did stand to the left of the door, and, in (15), No, she didn't could easily become No, she didn't 
give me anything. However, it seems to me that the repetition of the predicate after DO 
definitely changes our interpretation of the utterance. In (15), for example, the relatively 
neutral reply No, she didn't becomes a categorical denial No, she didn't give me anything, with 
a more strongly marked stress on didn't than was the case in the short answer. Studies of DO 
do not linger on this problem 31. The difference between short answers like those in (14) and 
(15) and emphatic utterances can however be explained fairly convincingly in the model I am 
presenting by considering that the operations involved are not the same : short answers 
generally represent the passage from IE to I or E, while emphatic utterances involve a more 
radical change from I to E or vice versa 32. Lack of space prevents me from going more 
thoroughly into the question here, but one could easily extend this analysis of short answers 
with DO to include constructions involving contrasted subjects, SO and NEITHER, or verb 
fronting like those below : 
 

(16) I didn't choose my car. She did. (Exemple de Souesme 1992.) 

                                                 
31  Exceptions are Rivara 1976 or Lattes 1984. 
32  This distinction is similar, although far from identical in its application, to that made by Souesme 
between level one assertions, which he terms apodictic judgements (the passage from IE to I or E, in the model 
presented above) and level three assertions, assertorical judgements (I to E or E to I). (Souesme 1992 : 23-5.) 
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(17) "But your family have been with us for several generations, have they not? I should 
be sorry to begin my life here by breaking an old family connection." 
I seemed to discern some signs of emotion upon the butler's white face. 
"I feel that also, sir, and so does my wife. (Conan-Doyle The Hound of the 
Baskervilles.) 
(18) "By the way," he continued, coming back to his chair, "what do you know of this 
Professor Challenger?" 
"I never saw him till to-day." 
"Well, neither did I. 
(19) She knew exactly where the coffin was; she knew that to avoid touching it in the 
diminutive room was all but impossible. And touch it she did. (George Gissing, The 
Nether World.) 

 
Let us now look at the problem of question-tags. In the previous paragraphs, we have seen 
that a speaker can situate a predicative relation in I by going from E to I (emphatic utterances) 
or by going from IE to I (short answers etc.). Likewise one can reach E from either of the 
other two positions. In a similar fashion, an interrogative is not necessarily constructed 
immediately in IE, but may result from a change in zones whereby a speaker moves from a 
preconstructed position in I or E into IE. Let us look at how this works in the case of question 
tags. The most typical case is where the polarity of the tag is the opposite to that of the 
preceding utterance. This is illustrated below by examples featuring an affirmative utterance 
followed by a negative tag and a negative utterance followed by an affirmative tag 33. 
 

(20) "He wrote awfully well, didn't he?" said Clarissa; "—if one likes that kind of 
thing—finished his sentences and all that." Woolf, The Voyage Out. 
(21) "Mind if I smoke in here?" asked Doctor Erb, lighting a cigarette before Andreas 
had time to answer. "You don't smoke, do you? No time to indulge in pernicious little 
habits." Mansfield, "A Birthday".  

 
The effect whereby such tags reinforce an initial statement is well known and requires little 
commentary 34. How the effect is obtained is less obvious. In accordance with the model so 
far presented, we would suggest that in (20), for example, after an initial statement, in which 
the speaker situates the predicative relation he write awfully well in I, there follows a question 
which constructs a movement from E, he not write awfully well to IE. In other words, after 
endorsing one value, the speaker destabilises the opposite value, reinforcing in this way the 
value first posited. The same sort of movement is at work in (21), where the speaker first 
places the predicative relation in E, you not smoke, then moves from the complementary 
value, I, you smoke to IE, the interrogative position. 
 
Another sort of question tag is that in which an initial affirmative utterance is followed by an 
affirmative tag. We shall call these tags, "same-polarity tags". Such utterances may function 
as requests for confirmation, as below : 
 

(22) "Oh, Jack, don't let me hear you speak so! That is how he speaks—the other one!" 
"Baldwin—he speaks like that, does he?" Conan-Doyle, The Valley of Fear. 

 

                                                 
33  Although the expressions "negative tag" and "affirmative tag" are ill chosen, they are, I think, intuitively 
comprehensible as referring to tags including, or excluding, respectively, a marker of negation. 
34  We will not comment upon the use of question-tags pronounced with a rising intonation, after a pause, 
to invite a genuine reply, but their explanation is not especially problematical. 
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Often, however, they express what Klima describes as "incredulous or sarcastic […] emotive 
overtones" (Klima 1964 : 263). 
 

(23) This was beyond endurance. 
"You insult Mrs. Zant," Mr. Rayburn answered, "if you suppose that such a thing is 
possible!" 
"Oh! I insult her, do I? […]" Wilkie Collins, Mrs. Zant and the Ghost. 

 
Remarkably, this type of same-polarity tag does not appear to exist in the negative making an 
exchange like the following unacceptable : 
 

(24) A : That doesn't make me smile. 
B : Oh really, so that doesn't make you smile, * doesn't it? 

 
So to sum things up, same-polarity tags can be used either to express a genuine request for 
confirmation, or a sarcastic doubt. Same-polarity tags appear not to exist in the negative. 
These facts require explanation. 
 
A first, informal, explanation could be that, as a rule of thumb, the more negatives there are in 
an utterance, the harder it becomes to process 35. And so a negative statement, fo llowed by a 
negative tag would impose such difficulties on interpretation that it simply does not exist. I 
think, however, it might be possible to venture another explanation, which fits in with the 
model already presented. 
 
We saw above that same-polarity tags may be used either to request confirmation for, or to 
cast doubt upon the validation expressed in an initial utterance. In both cases the speaker 
reformulates, exactly or approximately, an utterance previously made by the co-speaker, and, 
via the interrogative, invites the co-speaker to reinforce, or to renounce the position first 
expressed. Another important feature is that the utterance preceding the tag is expressed using 
a simple form of the verb. Now there is a fundamental and well-known dissymetry between 
an affirmative statement, and a negative statement. As we will see more precisely in the third 
section, a proposition expressed using a simple verb form does not explicitly validate the 
proposition. The validation of a proposition expressed in such a form is made implicitly, it is 
to be understood all other things being equal. This same-polarity tag could be seen as a way of 
asking a co-speaker to adopt an explicit position with regard to the validation of a predicative 
relation 36. The purpose of such a request might be to obtain a stronger guarantee from the co-
speaker, as in (24), or, alternatively, to seek to encourage the co-speaker to go back on his or 
her first statement. Given that both possibilities exist, we have to represent the interrogation 
vehicled by the tag as neutral, i.e., as marking that the speaker situates the predicative relation 
in IE and requires the co-speaker's help to move into I or E 37. This is the crucial point : an 
affirmative tag can either be represented as IE or as I ?  IE. In other words, as a neutral 
question, or as a biassed question. A negative tag, however, can only be represented as 

                                                 
35  Cf. Givón, 1978 : 103 for example. 
36  A further argument in favour of this point of view is provided by the fact that it is difficult to formulate 
a very convincing same-polarity question-tag if the first part of the utterance includes DO : ??he does speak like 
that, does he?  or ??I do insult you, do I?  An emphatic utterance does not constitute a very good candidate for the 
request to adopt a clearer position expressed in a same-polarity tag. 
37  The term "sarcastic" used to describe one use of such tags is perfectly in tune with our explanation : for 
something to be taken as expressing sarcasm, it is important that two diametrically opposed interpretations 
should be available. 
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E ?  IE. In other words, the presence of a marker of negation means that the question cannot 
be interpreted neutrally, thus explaining the absence of negative same-polarity tags. 
 
To sum up, after having shown, in 2.1, that an emphatic affirmation, or an emphatic denial, 
could be expressed as a passage from E to I or from I to E respectively, we saw, in this 
section, that there are other less conflictual ways of situating a predicative relation in a given 
zone. Thus anaphorical uses of DO can often be shown to correspond to a passage from IE to 
I or E. Similarly, the disconnected position, IE, representative of interrogative values, is not 
necessarily posited as such, without reference to other positions, but may result from a 
movement whereby, in a question-tag, the speaker follows an utterance by a deliberate 
destabilising of the complementary value. 

2.4 Non emphatic uses of Subject DO Predicate 
This brings us to another set of problematic uses of the auxiliary DO : those cases where, 
despite a sequence featuring a Subject followed by DO and the base form of the predicate, it 
would be wrong to speak of emphatic use. An emphatic use of the auxiliary DO is generally 
taken to be when, in a dialogue, a speaker reaffirms the validity of a proposition which is 
denied by a co-speaker. The example we provided earlier may serve again : 
 

(12) "You should have rung up." 
"I did ring up. There was no reply." (Adamczewski et Delmas 1982 : 91.) 

 
This type of utterance involves a heavily-stressed auxiliary, and minimal stress on the 
following predicate. In many cases, however, the auxiliary does not receive the full weight of 
contrastive stress and the following predicate is also given prosodic importance. This allows 
us to distinguish various other uses of DO, including what I will label, for ease of reference, 
intensive use (25-26) adversative use (27-28), confirming use (29-30), generic use (31-32) etc. 
 

(25) "My word, Laura; you do look stunning." said Laurie. "What an absolutely topping 
hat!" (Mansfield, "The Garden Party.") 
(26) "Oh, dear, Lucy! I do hope Florence isn't boring you. Speak the word, and, as you 
know, I would take you to the ends of the earth tomorrow." (Forster, A Room with a 
View.) 
(27) I am not saying that the diet will completely eliminate cellulite but I do believe it 
will significantly reduce it. (BNC.) 
(28) Though one thinks of Tchaikovsky mainly as a lightly popular orchestral 
composer, he did write more than 100 songs, many of them very fine indeed. (LOB.) 
(29) A : Those logs burn well. 
B : Yes, they do make a lovely fire. (Lapaire and Rotgé 1991 : 513.) 
(30) I hope you do not think me a snob. You may have discerned in me a certain 
prejudice against the lower orders. It is quite true. I do feel deeply on the subject. 
(Lapaire and Rotgé 1991 : 530.) 
(31) All right. I know I'm behaving badly and I'm going to go on behaving badly. This 
is a situation where people do behave badly. (Lapaire and Rotgé 1991 : 532.) 
(32) I remember at one of our sports I omitted to offer whisky to the Press, and the 
result was a most unfortunate photograph. Boys do get into such indelicate positions 
during the obstacle race, don't they? (Lapaire and Rotgé 1991 : 532.) 

 
Before we venture to explain the various uses made of what is, on the face of things, the same 
syntactic sequence, let us go back to the model of the notional domain given above, and see 
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what configurations we have so far brought to light. Interrogative values, we have seen, can 
be constructed either by the speaker adopting the disconnected position IE with no reference 
to a previously held position, or by the speaker moving from I or E into IE. Affirmative 
values can be constructed by default (simple forms of the verb), or by a movement from IE or 
E into I. Negative forms can only be constructed through a movement from IE or I into E. If 
we put all this onto Figure 1 we obtain the following representation : 
 
Figure 3 : 

I E

IE  
 
It would appear that we have almost exhausted the possibilities for movement from zone to 
zone within the notional domain. The cases we now have to consider, however, from (25) to 
(32), all involve situating the predicative relation in I, since none is interrogative or negative. 
Let us look at how we can rendre the various shades of meaning in the different examples 
without doing irreparable damage to the schematic form we have proposed. 
 

(25) "My word, Laura; you do look stunning." said Laurie. "What an absolutely topping 
hat!" (Mansfield, "The Garden Party.") 
(26) "Oh, dear, Lucy! I do hope Florence isn't boring you. Speak the word, and, as you 
know, I would take you to the ends of the earth tomorrow." Forster, A Room with a 
View.) 

 
Examples (25) and (26), which we repeat above, both provide us with examples of DO in 
utterances which could be described as constructing intensive values. The predicative relation 
is obviously situated inside the notional domain, in I, but the problem is to understand how it 
got there. Or, to put things differently, what makes (25) and (26) different from the same 
utterances without DO, (25a) and (26a) ? 
 

(25a) "My word, Laura; you look stunning." said Laurie. 
(26a) "Oh, dear, Lucy! I hope Florence isn't boring you. 

 
It is clear that the original utterances read as more markedly affective, but why is this so ? I 
would suggest that, whereas in (25a) and (26a), the speaker situates the predicative relation in 
I by default (by the use of a simple form), in (25) and (26), the speaker explicitly marks the 
passage towards I, excluding other possibilities as he does so. This passage towards I does not 
take place in a polemical context, where speaker and co-speaker situate a predicative relation 
in different zones (cf. 2.1 and emphatic use). It takes place without any previous opposition 
having been expressed. If we interpret this use of DO as a movement towards I, then we must 
interpret it as a slightly paradoxical movement from I to I. It is a circular movement whereby 
a speaker, who situates a predicative relation in I, marks it explicitly as being in I and not 
elsewhere. It is well known that such circular patterns of identification generate intensive 
values and, in (25) and (26), the use of DO appears to situate the predicative relation in the 
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centre of the notional domain of validation 38. Such uses of DO are, moreover, entirely 
compatible with exclamative utterances : 
 

(33) How I do hope he'll get some vulgar tenant in that villa—some woman so really 
vulgar that he'll notice it. (Forster, A Room with a View.) 

 
The next case is that which we have labelled "adversative use", as illustrated by (27) and 
(28) : 
 

(27) I am not saying that the diet will completely eliminate cellulite but I do believe it 
will significantly reduce it. BNC. 
(28) Though one thinks of Tchaikovsky mainly as a lightly popular orchestral 
composer, he did write more than 100 songs, many of them very fine indeed. LOB. 

 
It is tempting to try and analyse such occurrences of DO in the same way as the emphatic uses 
found in dialogue (A : You should have rung up. B : I did  ring up. etc.). There are however 
important differences between the two. To begin with, examples such as (27) and (28) are 
frequent in written, or monologal, discourse, and so cannot literally involve the objections of 
a co-speaker. Secondly, the cases in point feature stress not only on DO, but also, and more 
significantly, on the following predicate. This is a point raised by Lattes 1984b and elucidated 
above (1.2) 39. Such occurrences are often found in concessive contexts. Let us look more 
closely at (27) which we can, for the sake of argument, divide into two propositions, p and q 
such that p represents I am not saying that the diet will completely eliminate cellulite and q, I 
believe it will significantly reduce it. The two arguments are oriented towards different 
conclusions, such that p could be interpreted as an argument against the efficacy of the diet 
and q as an argument for it 40. This latent contradiction is managed by the connector but, but 
also by DO. Following the schematic form we have proposed for DO in this article, we can 
say that here DO marks a passage from E to I. The proposition p, in (27), could lead a co-
speaker towards non q, thus situating the predicative relation expressed q in E. This danger is 
countered by the use of DO, signalling that the speaker is both aware of the undesirable 
conclusions p could give rise to (E), but also that the speaker has taken steps to avoid such 
conclusions (passage towards I). So far, the movement from E to I is the same as that 
suggested for emphatic utterances in dialogue. The essential difference is that in adversative 
uses the predicative relation is not situated in E by a real co-speaker, but this contradictory 
position is attributed to a fictive  co-speaker by the speaker, allowing him thus to reinforce his 
own argument by preempting potential objections. In informal terms, q is uttered not in 
opposition to what you say, but in opposition to what one could say. Put more theoretically, 
whereas the position E is attributed to S0' in emphatic uses of DO, it is attributed to S01 in the 
adversative uses we have just been looking at 41. A similar analysis could be applied to (28) : 

                                                 
38  Cf. Méry 2003 : 98 for a similar line of argument, or Culioli 1990 : 135-163, 1999 : 101-134. One can 
easily explain the absence of such cases in the negative form by the fact that the Exterior of a notional domain in 
not centred. 
39  "De nombreux anglicistes […] trouvent “ déplorable ” que certains romanciers, certains auteurs 
d'articles ou de simples lettres ne le soulignent pas. Je crois avoir montré pourquoi leur attente est vaine, et 
qu'elle est fondée sur un malentendu. Plutôt que de voir dans cette pratique graphique une négligence coupable, 
mieux vaut-il reconnaître qu'un pivot accentué n'est pas nécessairement la trace d'une emphase." (Lattes 1984b : 
144.) 
40  Cf. Ranger 1999 for further formalisation of concessive constructions. 
41  Cf. De Vogüé 1987 for similar considerations. 
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the popular view of Tchaikovsky expressed in the first clause would not lead one to think that 
he was a great writer of songs. This mistaken conclusion is corrected in the second clause 42. 
 
Before moving on to other uses of DO, let us look at examples (27) and (28) without DO : 
 

(27a) I am not saying that the diet will completely eliminate cellulite but I believe it will 
significantly reduce it. 
(28a) Though one thinks of Tchaikovsky mainly as a lightly popular orchestral 
composer, he wrote more than 100 songs, many of them very fine indeed. 

 
Both are of course possible. The difference is that the speaker who uses DO explicitly signals 
the passage from E to I and, in so doing, signals his awareness of, and reaction to, the 
potentially damaging conclusions the first clause could have given rise to. Without DO, these 
conclusions are not explicitly eliminated. 
 
Let us now consider the confirming use of DO : 
 

(29) A : Those logs burn well. 
B : Yes, they do make a lovely fire. (Lapaire and Rotgé 1991 : 513) 
(30) I hope you do not think me a snob. You may have discerned in me a certain 
prejudice against the lower orders. It is quite true. I do feel deeply on the subject. 
(Lapaire and Rotgé 1991 : 530) 

 
If we take (29), to begin with, a first assertion by the co-speaker is followed by a second, 
similar, assertion including DO, by the speaker. It appears surprising to see DO being called 
into service to indicate assent, when it is generally associated with polemical contexts. The 
important thing in such examples concerns the change of speakers. A predicative relation is 
first situated in I, with a simple verb form, by a co-speaker S0' ; it is next explicitly situated in 
I by the speaker S0. I would argue that this confirming use of DO corresponds to the 
elimination of any potential disagreement between speaker and co-speaker. De Vogüé makes 
the point that speaker and co-speaker are always potentially at loggerheads, as it were : 
 

A partir du moment où l'on admet que seuls deux repères se partagent le champ 
intersubjectif, à savoir S0 et S0', il n'y a qu'un pas à faire pour que le rejet en question 
soit analysé comme une simple projection sur S0' – ce dernier incarnant l'autre par 
essence, et valant pour tous les autruis. 
 Un tel pas ne va cependant pas sans poser des problèmes, car il suppose que S0' soit 
pensé comme une sorte de "garant du faux", ce qui en soi reste pour le moins 
contestable. On pourrait donner des arguments allant dans ce sens : on se contentera ici 
de remarquer que la dialectique intersubjective est effectivement le lieu par excellence 
des contestations, même si c'est aussi celui des consensus. Si donc S0 peut être conçu 
comme le garant du vrai (ce que l'on admet plus facilement, dans la mesure où c'est bien 
S0 qui valide les assertions), S0' se trouve de fait porté au rôle de garant du faux, si ce 
n'est en tant que tel, du moins en tant qu'il se différencie de S0. (De Vogüé : 1987 : 
175.) 

 

                                                 
42  This description of DO in adversative contexts presents a number of similarities with what Souesme 
calls "level two assertions", or "problematic judgements" (Souesme 1992 : 24-25). In the model I am presenting 
"assertorical" and "problematic" judgements both imply a passage from E to I, the difference being that in one 
case the position E is endorsed by the co-speaker, S0' in the other by any potential co-speaker S01. 
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Given this potential for opposition between what speaker and co-speaker say, we can consider 
that, in (29), the fact that the co-speaker validates Those logs burn well might, potentially, 
lead the speaker to oppose such a proposition. In other words, in accordance with De Vogüé, 
the dialogal context is such that, when S0' situates a predication relation in I, there is always 
the potential for S0 to react by situating the same relation in E. Of course this is not 
necessarily the case. However, we can apply the model effectively to (29) if we consider that 
by using DO in the utterance Yes, they do make a lovely fire the speaker is eliminating the 
potential for discord between himself and the co-speaker. Put in more theoretical terms, things 
might happen as follows : S0' situates the predicative relation in I ; there is a possibility that 
this will lead S0 to situate the same relation in E. S0 acts against this by employing DO to 
mark the passage from E to I. The same line of argument can be applied to (30). 
 
Examples (31) and (32) concern a curious generic use of DO : 
 

(31) All right. I know I'm behaving badly and I'm going to go on behaving badly. This 
is a situation where people do behave badly. (Lapaire and Rotgé 1991 : 532.) 
(32) I remember at one of our sports I omitted to offer whisky to the Press, and the 
result was a most unfortunate photograph. Boys do get into such indelicate positions 
during the obstacle race, don't they? (Lapaire and Ro tgé 1991 : 532.) 

 
In such examples, a first statement, which could correspond to an isolated occurrence, is 
followed by a second generic statement, including DO, illustrating that the occurrence 
validated in the first was, in fact, predictable enough. And so in (31) I'm behaving badly is 
first given as an occurrence of a notion, then associated to a pattern, through the generic 
utterance This is a situation where people do behave badly. In (32), less obviously, the most 
unfortunate photograph of the first sentence can be linked to the indelicate positions of the 
second. In using DO in such utterances the speaker appears to be marking the fact that an 
initial occurrence of a notion is not fortuitous, but corresponds in fact to a teleology. 
Informally, the speaker is saying that whatever one might at first think, events could not have 
gone otherwise. In (31) the speaker's second utterance This is a situation where people behave 
badly makes it clear that, in behaving badly, he did not have the choice. In theoretical terms, 
what might at first have been construed as a freely chosen passage from IE to I is thus 
transformed into an unavoidable passage from IE to I. This is done via the use of the generic 
and of DO. Again DO corresponds to I : after a first utterance situating a specific predicative 
relation in I, a second utterance marks the passage of a generic proposition, which includes 
the first proposition, from IE to I, thus implying that the first validation was actually no 
accident. 
 
A similar line of argument could be used for the following utterance, except that here it is the 
passage from IE to E that is unavoidable : 
 

(34) They used to send father tickets when he was alive, and then afterwards they 
remembered us, and sent them to mother. Mr. Windibank did not wish us to go. He 
never did wish us to go anywhere. He would get quite mad if I wanted so much as to 
join a Sunday-school treat. (Conan-Doyle, A Case of Identity.) 

 
Before I conclude this long section, I would like to look at two last examples. The first 
involves the optional use of DO in Subject-questions like the following : 
 

(35) Who did write The Two Noble Kinsmen? 
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(36) "No one is ever permitted to enter that room save the housemaid in the morning, 
and my valet, or my wife's maid, during the rest of the day. They are both trusty 
servants who have been with us for some time. Besides, neither of them could possibly 
have known that there was anything more valuable than the ordinary departmental 
papers in my despatch-box." 
"Who did know of the existence of that letter?" Conan-Doyle, "The Second Stain". 

 
The explanation for such a use should be fairly unproblematical by now : questions like this, 
implying a heavily stressed DO, appear in special contexts. Thus the utterance of (35) would 
be appropriate if one had just eliminated a possible author of the play, giving, for example, So 
if it wasn't Shakespeare, then who did write The Two Noble Kinsmen? This type of context is 
made explicit in (36), where the co-speaker has just said neither of them could possibly have 
known […] . We could say that after a failed answer (preconstructed passage from IE to E), 
such an interrogative allows the speaker again to situate the predicative relation in IE, and at 
the same time to request specifically the passage into I 43. 
 
The second use of DO I would like to look at involves use in utterances with predicates of 
opinion : 
 

(37) I personally do believe that it would have been much better if ministers had had a 
number of discussions about the Falkland Islands in the period preceding the invasion of 
the Falklands by the Argentinians. (BNC.) 
(38) "I do believe," Shill started unsteadily, "that our beloved Maria has committed 
suicide." (BNC.) 

 
There are numerous examples of this phenomenon with verbs like believe, feel, think etc. 
which do not seem to fit into any of the categories of use we have so far considered. The 
question is why a speaker should wish explicitly to mark the passage into I in such cases, and 
what effect this has. I think we can distinguish two main effects, illustrated by (37) and (38). 
In (37) one might talk of a modal reinforcement, a way for the speaker to mark his adhesion to 
the belief expressed. In (38) the effect almost seems to be the opposite. One could describe 
both cases as marking a passage from IE to I. In (37) the passage into I is marked explicitly, 
to show that I believe is being given its full weight, and is not being used, as verbs of opinion 
often are, as a sort of modal aside. In (38) the speaker marks the passage from IE into I to 
show his own incipient realisation of the validation of a predicative relation : here DO helps 
to signal the passage from doubt (IE) to certainty (I) explicitly. 
 

2.5 Recapitulation 
Let me run over the ground covered in this section. To begin with, I provided a schematic 
form for the auxiliary DO, which was illustrated with the three types of occurrences most 
often considered in enunciative linguistics : interrogative, negative and emphatic utterances 
(2.1). These three cases were presented as different ways for the speaker to position a 
predicative relation on the notional domain of validation, respectively in IE (interrogative 
use), as I ?  E (emphatic negative use), or as E ?  I (emphatic use). Secondly, we went over a 
number of counter-arguments to enunciative models often put forward, and tried to show how 
the model proposed in 2.1 avoids a number of pitfalls. In 2.3 we looked at a number of 

                                                 
43  The same sort of operation can also be found in non-Subject questions, with a heavily stressed DO, for 
example, If he didn't leave yesterday, then when did he leave? etc. 
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anaphorical uses of DO. These are cases which enunciative models often have most trouble 
explaining. In the description we give, such cases can also be represented as the positioning of 
a predicative relation in the notional domain of validation, yielding IE ?  I or E for short 
answers etc. and I or E ?  IE for the majority of question tags. In 2.4 we studied a host of 
different uses of DO, all of which present the syntactic form Subject DO Predicate, but none 
of which can convincingly be described as illustrating the emphatic use studied in 2.1. It was 
seen that the model proposed was theoretically solid enough to enable us to account for the 
multiple shades of meaning illustrated by intensive, adversative, confirming and generic uses 
of DO. The point of this section was not so much to give an exhaustive account of every 
single context in which one might find the auxiliary DO, but rather to show how, by varying a 
limited number of factors in the model proposed in 2.1, we can provide principled 
explanations for apparently heterogeneous phenomena. 
 

3. Consequences for the characterisation of simple tense forms 
The schematic form we have proposed for DO has been shown, I hope, to provide a fairly 
reliable framework within which a great many of the uses made of this auxiliary may receive 
a unified explanation. In this final section I would like briefly to suggest one of the more 
immediate, and more spectacular, consequences of such a characterisation : the hypothesis, 
already alluded to, that simple verb forms do not mark validation. 
 
In Souesme (1992 : 23-25) we are presented with a three-level model of assertion, which we 
might present synthetically in the following table without, I think, misrepresenting the 
system : 
 
  AFFIRMATIVE NEGATIVE 
1 APODICTIC JUDGEMENT simple form do not V 
2 PROBLEMATIC JUDGEMENT do 'V don't ´V 
3 ASSERTORICAL JUDGEMENT 'do V do 'not V 
 
For Souesme problematic judgements lead to stress on the base form of the verb following 
DO, while assertorical judgements imply stress on the auxiliary. One advantage of such a 
representation is that it enables us to account for more or less neutral uses of DO, such as I 
don't smoke, in (9) : 
 

(9) A : Would you like to tell me about yourself? 
B : O.K. I'm twenty, I live in London. I like cats. I don't smoke. 

 
A disadvantage, however, is that it tends to suggest a certain symmetry of meaning between 
affirmative and negative utterances which is not supported by the linguistic forms. To be more 
precise, do nég appears to be able to express three shades of meaning, while do can only 
express two. 
 
Lattes (1984 : 139) presents a table similar to the one above, also featuring different levels of 
assertion : 
 
 AFFIRMATIVE NEGATIVE 
1 I like coffee  
2 I do like coffee I don't like coffee 
3 I do like coffee I don't like coffee 
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This model produces a symmetrical pattern of forms in levels 2 and 3, with two do and two 
don't forms, but we can see that here the simple form occupies a rather privileged position. It 
is not easy, within such a model, to account for the different shades of negative meaning 
Souesme's model had accommodated. 
 
The solution, I believe, to these problems is to consider firstly that we are not dealing with 
degrees of assertion as such, but with modes of construction of the passage into I, and 
secondly that the simple form of the verb does not, in itself, express an assertion. In other 
words, the simple form of the verb in English contains no explicit information which might 
allow us to situate the predicative relation on the notional domain of validation. An utterance 
featuring a subject followed by a simple form of the verb can be used to situate a predicative 
relation in I, IE or E : 
 

(39) He smokes cigars / He smoked cigars. 
(39a) I doubt that he smokes cigars / he smoked cigars. 
(39b) It's not true that he smokes cigars / he smoked cigars. 

 
Of course the context changes, one could object, but the crucial point is that, in each case, the 
verb form remains the same. Now the vast majority of theories of the English verb, 
enunciative or otherwise, ma intain that simple forms mark validation. Thus Bouscaren and 
Chuquet write that, with the simple forms "l'énonciateur se contente de valider la relation 
entre le sujet et le prédicat" (1988 : 12), for Lapaire and Rotgé "l'énonciateur […] asserte le 
lien entre le sujet et le prédicat" (1991 : 384), while for Adamczewski and Delmas "ces 
marqueurs signalent que l'énoncé est validé (vrai) [sic!] au moment de l'énonciation" (1982 : 
39). The problem is that utterances as banal as (39a) and (39b) undoubtedly are would, if the 
simple forms expressed validation, be ungrammatical ! Such arguments may seem unfair, and 
perhaps indeed they are, but, for descriptions of the simple forms to conform more completely 
to the phenomena, then they ought perhaps to include a clause stipulating that simple forms 
mark validation, in the absence of any indication to the contrary. However, the caveat 
removes a good deal of the relevance of the original definition, and, instead of being a core 
value, the validation of a predicative relation becomes a default value. Thus utterances 
expressed in a simple form, like those in (39), in the absence of any indication to the contrary, 
allow the speaker to situate a predicative relation in I, but make no explicit reference to other 
zones in the notional domain of validation. As soon as the speaker wants to refer to other 
zones in the domain, i.e. as soon as validation becomes an issue, then DO (or some other 
auxiliary form) will be required. 
 
The advantages of adopting such a point of view with regard to the simple forms are 
numerous. It allows us, for example, to explain the fact that many anaphorical uses of DO are 
neither polemical, nor assertorical, in the terms used by Souesme, but simply apodictic, 
statements of fact, so to speak (2.3). It also allows us to explain the use of same-polarity 
question-tags (2.3) and a host of other uses of DO. 
 
Another, crucial, argument for considering that simple verb forms do not in themselves 
express validation, is provided by the remarkable morphological characteristics of the English 
verb. If, for the sake of argument, we compare the morphology of the simple forms of the 
verb love, and the Spanish verb amar in the present and preterite indicative forms, we notice 
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that, where the Spanish verb has no less than eleven morphologically distinct forms 44, 
English has three : the two forms of the present (one of which is identical to the base form of 
the verb) and the single preterite form. Despite this clear morphological evidence, linguists 
often continue to behave as if English verbs were fully inflected, and accordingly as if the 
inflections vehicled a host of information about the proposition. Thus we may read the 
following lines, in a cross- linguistic study on tense : 
 

Norwegian verbs, unlike those of English, do not change for the person and number of 
the subject (cf. English I come but he comes). The crucial difference between 
Norwegian and English is that in English the person and number of the subject do have 
repercussions on the grammar (via the rule of subject-verb agreement), whereas in 
Norwegian there is no such interaction. (Comrie 1985 : 11.) 

 
It was particularly fortunate, of course, that the author of these lines chose the opposition 
between I come and he comes to illustrate "the rule of subject-verb agreement", because the 
third person singular is the only place in the whole of the verbal paradigm where the 
"agreement" is visible to the naked eye ! 
 
In fact the quasi-absence of morphological markings on the English verb leads us to consider 
that the verb forms of English are, essentially, the base form 45, in the present tense, and the 
base form plus a dental suffix, in the preterite. If we take it that linguistic forms provide us 
with evidence of underlying operations, then the limited number of verbal inflections in 
English ought logically to correspond to a very limited number of operations. Or, to put things 
differently, there is absolutely no morphologically motivated reason to consider that the 
predicate in I love may, in one context, be analysed as a base form, referring us directly to the 
notion, and, in another, as a fully inflected present tense, vehicling information about person, 
number, tense and validation. This appears to give us a further argument supporting the 
hypothesis that the simple forms of the English verb contain no explicit information 
concerning validation. We would maintain that the only information simple forms provide 
concerns tense, i.e. the relationship between the speech situation and the event situation 46. 
 
To sum up, in this section we have seen that one of the implications of the schematic form we 
have described for DO is that it leads us to consider the simple forms of the verb as neutral 
with regard to validation. In fact, they may validate a predicative relation in the absence of 
indications to the contrary, but whenever validation actually becomes an issue, then DO is 
required. Although this point of view is fairly iconoclastic, it can be defended on the grounds 
of its explanatory force, as well as on morphological evidence. 
 

                                                 
44  In the simple present, amo, amas, ama, amamos, amáis, aman and in the preterite, amé, amaste, amó, 
amamos, amasteis, a maron. The first person plural forms are identical in present and preterite. 
45  The continued presence of an "s" in the third person singular, according to certain linguists interested in 
language change through time, owes more to accident than anything else : "Dans certaines formes d'anglais […] 
le s de la 3e personne est étendu à l'ensemble du paradigme […] D'autres locuteurs au contraire omettent le s à la 
troisième personne du singulier […] Cette désinence […] s'est maintenue, non pas parce que la trois ième 
personne est plus importante que les autres, mais parce qu'elle comportait une consonne (s) particulièrement 
résistante. (Stévanovitch 1997 : 89.) 
46  And even there, the information is of the most minimal kind. We will not go into what the tense 
relationships are, but, using the conventional notation of enunciative linguistics, one could consider that the 
simple present tense can be represented as modes of localisation with regard to the speech situation <Sit0 * Sit2> 
and the preterite as <Sit0 ω Sit2>. 
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4. Conclusion 
In the course of the current article, I have tried to follow a line of argument which may be 
reduced to two propositions : 
 

 
The first proposition entails that the auxiliary DO does have a meaning of its own, even if the 
"meaning" in question is procedural and metalinguistic. In constructing a representation of the 
domain of validation, DO provides the necessary framework for a number of other secondary 
operations (negation, interrogation etc.). As we have seen, a good many uses of the auxiliary 
DO can thus be described as ways for a speaker to position a predicative relation with regard 
to validation. 
 
The second proposition follows from the first. DO, in common with other auxiliaries, 
constructs a representation of the domain of validation. Simple forms of the verb do not 
construct such a representation ; they allow a speaker to validate a predicative relation, i.e. to 
situate it inside the domain, by default, but they do not in themselves explicitly validate 
anything. There are, as we have seen, important morphological and semantic arguments for 
adopting this second, more radical proposition. 

• The auxiliary DO constructs a representation of the notional domain of validation. 
• The simple verb forms of English are neutral with regard to validation. 
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