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Although the general phonological context in which liaison occurs is well known, the interaction of 
other factors, mainly syntactic and stylistic, makes this phenomenon hard to predict with sufficient 
accuracy. Different domains have been proposed: syntactic (Selkirk 1974), prosodic (Selkirk 1986, 
Scarborough and Jun 2003) and lexical (Bybee 2001). Experimental results suggest that liaison is 
linked to syntactic and idiomatic levels (Boula de Mareüil 2003, Fougeron 2001b), but they do not 
identify a single factor. A probabilistic model combining different sources of uncertainty could ac-
count for such a variable phenomenon, especially the fuzzy area of optional liaison. 

Using measures of Information Theory, I generalise Zelig Harris’ approach of morphogical seg-
mentation (1955). My hypothesis is the following: in a text tagged using Parts of Speech, we consider 
a token; if it proves easy to predict the next token, entropy is low and liaison is more likely to occur. 
For instance, with a model of 14 syntactic categories the determiner is nearly always followed by a 
noun (80%), its entropy is low (0.9 bits) and liaison is compulsory: un enfant /ønf/. Conversely 
when the uncertainty (and entropy) is high, liaison is less likely to occur. For instance, conjunctions 
of coordination have high entropy (3.1 bits) and do not trigger compulsory liaison. Using a tagged 
corpus, I reached the conclusion that the categories with conditional entropy under a certain threshold 
were generally followed by an obligatory liaison. These categories include the determiner, the pro-
noun, the preposition and the conjunction of subordination. One of the advantages of such a model is 
that it could better account for optional liaison and sociolinguistic variation by raising or lowering the 
threshold where liaison occurs. However as this model suffers from shortcomings, further improve-
ments might include calculating entropy of syntactic categories after lexical items.  
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