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Theories of semantic focus — like many lingustic theories — have been
developed primarily onthe basis of constructed examples, based onthe intuitions of
lingusts. Despite the fad that the main redizaion d focus in English is through
prosodic prominence, very little reseach has g/stematically treaed the occurrence
of focus in natural speech. The aurrent work contributes to the understanding o
focus by examining the occurrence of focus in sportaneous oken dscourse. While
many previous observations are supported by this corpus research, clea
courterexamples to some of them also occur.

In particular, focus data from natural speech is problematic for clams that
conred new discourse status and focus. The data in the @rpus better suppat the
nation that focus sgnals the existence of aternatives — either in the discourse or in
the mind d the speser. Observed dfferences in the semantic properties of focus
can be dtributed to the nature of the dternatives of the focus and the focus
constituent; they need nd be dtributed to fundamentally different types of focus.

The arrent work also provides evidence that focus foud na be ejuated
with pitch acceat: focus is a discourse semantic phenomenon and ptch accent a
phondogicd one. While the primary pitch accents of intonation constituents
typicdly signal focus, they do nd aways do so; secondary accents, on the other
hand do no typicdly signal focus, athough they may serve other related
communicaive functions. The aumptions and conclusions aroundthis issue were
confirmed in an experiment. The eperimental results indicae that the primary
sentence acent plays the most important role & a marker of focus, and that thereis
substantial interadion between phondogicd and dscourse-semantic constraints on
the placement of pitch aacent.

Focus involves many aspeds of language: syntax, semantics, phondogy,
pragmatics, and dscourse structure, and the reseacch of this work draws from al of
these @eas. Focusis aso of interest to researchers in ather fields concerned with
cogntion, nd only lingustics. The present work thus attempts to present discusson
in a manner that is accessble to readers from as wide arange of backgrounds as
possble.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The primary means of marking focus in English is through intonation, the
pattern of prosodic prominence dharacteristic of speech. Theories of focus — like
many lingustic theories — have been developed largely onthe basis of constructed
examples, based onthe intuitions of researchers. This work has been suppated by
studies of written dscourse, naturally occurring examples incidentally observed by
lingusts, and experimental studies of focus in speech. Very little work has been
dore, however, that systematicdly treas the occurrence of focusin natural speedh.

One goa of the airrent work is to test the validity of observations abou
focusin English in sportaneous peed. Thisgaoa isreflected in the contributions of
chapters 2 and 3. Chapter 2 discusses existing olservations abou focus and
identifies the iswues related to these. Chapter 3 examines ecific phenomena
ocaurring in a speech corpus that are relevant to existing olservations and theories
abou focus. A second ga@l of this work is to addressthe implicaions of excerpts
from the aorpus for current theory onfocus. Chapters 4 and 5 dscussexcerpts that
are problematic for some eisting claims abou focus and suggests an alternate
propcsal. Chapter 6 turns to an experiment designed to suppat assumptions made
in my approad to the data in the speech corpus and thus to suppat the findings and
analysis presented in chapters 3 through 5. Sedion 1.3 of the present chapter
provides abrief overview of the conclusions presented in subsequent chapters.

Focus invalves many aspeds of language: syntax, semantics, phondogy,
pragmatics, and dscourse structure. Because of this, it has been o interest to
researchers working in various areas, na only in lingustics, bu in aher fields
concerned with cogntion. Thus, ancther goal of the present work is to present
discusson in a manner that is accessble to realers from as wide arange of
badgrounds as posshble. This introduction is intended to contribute to this goal.
Sedion 1.1 and 1.2 prepare readers for the discusson in the remaining chapters.
These sections provide genera definitions related to the discusson d focus in this
work and a general summary of views on the function d focus.

1.1 DEFINING FOCUS

1.1.1 Focus and domains of focus

The term focus refers to a adoss-lingustic semantic phenomenon related to
the highlighting d information for communicaive purposes. In English, focus is
typicdly conreded to words in an utterancethat are perceived by heaers as dressed
or emphasized by spe&kers. Such syllables can be louder or longer than the syll ables
around them. Particularly important to the prominence of individual words in a
sentence, however, is the mnrection ketween the enphasized word and a change in
the pitch of the spedker's voice, which occurs because of the presence of a pitch
accent (Ladd 1996 Bolinger 1958. These ae thus accented words.

It was noted long ago that the acented word in a sentence is related to the
guestion that the sentence answers (Hermann Paul 1880. This is evident from the
constructed question answer pairs appearingin (1)-(4)



Q) @ Who will drive to Austin tomorrow?
(b) ALEX will driveto Austin tomorrow.

2 @ How will Alex get to Austin tomorrow?
(b) Alex will DRIVE to Austin tomorrow.

©)] @ When will Alex driveto Austin?
(b) Alex will drive to Austin TOMORROW.

4 @ Where will Alex drive tomorrow?
(b Alex will drive to AUSTIN tomorrow.

Thus, the focus of the sentence in (1b), represented by the word in capita
letters which would be accented in this context, Alex, corresponds to the wh-
congtituent who in the question in (1a). The focus in (2b), drive, likewise
corresponds to the wh-constituent how in the question in (2a), the focus in (3a),
tomorrow, corresponds to when, and the focus in (4b), to Austin, corresponds to
wherein (4a).

Furthermore, the answer to a question has been noted to be pragmatically
odd, or infelicitous, when the accented word of the answer does not correspond to
the wh-element of the question:

5 @ When will Alex drive to Austin?
(b) % Alex will driveto AUSTIN tomorrow.
(© % ALEX will drive to Austin tomorrow.

These observations have led to a defining test for focus:. the focus of a
sentence corresponds to the wh-constituent in the question that the sentence answers.

As the example in (4b) might suggest, however, an accented word can
sometimes be part of alarger constituent that serves as the focus of a sentence. The
noun Austin is accented in (4b) and is part of the prepositiona phrase to Austin that
answers the question Where will Alex drive tomorrow? The fact that an accented
word can be part of a larger focus constituent results in potential ambiguities in
focus structure. The sentence in (4b) could aso be the answer to different wh-
questions, specifically the ones appearing in (6a) and (7a).

(6) @ What will Alex do tomorrow?
(b) Alex will drive to AUSTIN tomorrow.

@) @ What happens tomorrow?
(b) Alex will drive to AUSTIN tomorrow.

In (6), the accented noun Austin in (6b) represents focus on the verb phrase,
drive to Austin. This constituent corresponds to the wh-element what (taken
together with do) in the question that the sentence answers. In (7), the accented
noun Austin represents focus on the constituent Alex will drive to Austin. This



corresponds to the wh-element what (taken together with happens) in the question
that the sentence axswers. The sentence gpearing in (4b), (6b) and (7b) is thus
patential y ambiguous with regard to its focus dructure: it could answer any of the
questions in (4a), (6a) and (7a), given the right context. In ead of the different
contexts propcsed, the acented word Austin would signal focus on a different
constituent.

These examples show that while the acented word always falls within the
focus of a sentence, the focus canna necessarily be equated with the accented word.
There is a distinction between the word perceived as dressed, which signals focus
on a constituent containing that word, and the focus of the sentence itself. This
distinction has nat always been preserved in the literature onfocus. | will attempt to
maintain it in the arrent work by dstingushing between the focus of a sentence and
afocus center. A focus center is an accented word in an uterance that signals focus
on a onstituent containing it (amore precise definition appears in Chapter 3). Thus,
the focus center of (1b) is Alex, the focus center of (2b) is drive, the focus center of
(3b) is tomorrow, and the focus center of the sentences in (4b), (5b) and (6b) is
Austin. In some caes, asin (1b), (2b) and (3b), the focus center and the focus of the
sentence ae the same. In ather cases, like (4b), (5b) and (6b), the focus center and
the focus of the sentence ae different. In these cases, the focus center is only one
word appearing in the focus of the sentence. The focus center on Austin in (4b), (5b)
and (6b) can correspondto focus on the constituents to Austin (4b), drive to Austin
(5b), and Alex will drive to Austin (6b). These @nstituents are the domains of focus
signaled by the focus center Austin. In the remainder of the airrent work, | will
typicdly cdl a cnstituent that comprises a domain of focus a focus constituent. In
(1b), (2b) and (3b), the focus centers represent the complete focus constituent; in
(4b), (5b) and (6b) the focus center occurs within alarger focus constituent.

1.1.2 Categoriesof focus

Readers encourtering the literature on focus for the first time find a number
of terms used to describe different categories of focus. Terms that frequently occur
include broad and narrow focus, neutral and contrastive focus and more recently,
information and identificational focus.

The terms broad and narrow focus were introduced by Ladd (1980. These
labels distingush between circumstances in which a focus center corresponds to
focus on alarger "broad" constituent and those in which it corresponds to focus on a
smaller "narrow" constituent. Consider two constructed examples that Ladd
provides:

8 @ What did John do esterday?
(b) He [painted the SHED].

9) @ John mainted the garage yesterday, didnt he?
(b) He painted [the SHED].

The gopearance of the focus center shed can represent either broad focus on the verb
phrase, asin (8b), or narrow focus onthe noun phiase, asin (9b).

Other writers have observed similar distinctions, bu have discussed them in
different terms. What Ladd (1980 cdled broad focus others have identified as
neutral (sentence) stress (Chomsky and Halle 1968,Jackenddf 1972, neutral focus



(asin Sgall et a 1986, and more recently, information focus (as in E. Kiss1998;
different views abou the significance of so-called broad or neutral focus will be
addressed more specificdly in Chapter 2 (seesedion 2.1.2.

The concept of identificational focus has been equated with narrow focus in
the literature (E. Kiss1998, but | will argue that thesein fad represent two different
parameters of focus. narrow focus refers to the size of a focus constituent while
identificational focus refers to the discourse charaderistics of a focus constituent.
Other authors have equated narrow focus with contrastive focus, bu again, they are
not predsely the same thing: contrastive focus has a particular purposein dscourse,
and while it is often narrow, it need na be. Likewise, Ladd (1980 noted that while
narrow focus can indicate acontrast, it does not necessarily do so.

The nation d contrastive acent was reagnzed longago onin the study d
sentence stress and accent (e.g., Coleman 1914in Bolinger 1962. Bolinger (1962
observed that accent is permitted (although no always required) on most words
within a sentence when there a contrast, and Jackendoff (1972) argued that this
aaent serves as a marker of focus. Rochemont (1986 is among those who
proposed that contrastive focus be considered dstinct from other focus. Constructed
examples of contrastive acent (from Bolinger 1962 (8a), (8c) and Jadkenddf 1972
(8a), (8b)) appea below:

(200 (3 Youmay cdl it dark BLUE, | shoud say it was BLACK.
(b) Carol LIKES Bill, she just TREATS him badly.
(© Avoid INdigestible foods in you diet and favor diGEStible ones.
(d) | would like youto work WITH me, na AGAINST me.

In (8a) dark blue contrasts with black, and in (8b), likes with treats badly.
Bolinger (1962 and Jackenddf (1972 bath panted ou that even syllables that do
not typicdly get stressed can be accented in contrastive contexts. thus accent can
ocaur on in- of indigestible when it contrasts with digestible, and on with and
against when they contrast with each aher. Like Ladd's narrow focus, these
examples all represent highlighting d the small est constituent possble mnnected to
the acent — in some cases, even small er than aword.

1.2 FOCUSFUNCTION

It is generdly agredd that focus highlights information for communicaive
purposes. The question that research on focus attempts to answer is what this
communicaive purpose actually is. There are two man perspedives on this
guestion. One is that focus highlights new information in a discourse, information
“which is represented by the speser as being rew, textually (and situationally) non
derivable’ (Haliday 1967 cf. also Sgall et d 1986, Rochemont 1986, Lambrecht
1994,among dhers; seeChapter 2, section 2.2.22.2.2. Ancther view is that focus
signals the existence of aternatives to the item in focus (cf. Rooth 1985, Krifka
1991,Jambs 1991,among dhers; see Chapter 2, section 2.2.3.

The question in (4a) (repeated below) can be understood to presuppcse that
Alex will drive somewhere tomorrow. Proporents of the view that focus represents
new information consider the focus phrase of the resporse in (4b), to Austin, to be
new information. Thus, the nstituent serves as the sentence focus, and is



highlighted with accent on Austin. Furthermore, the presuppcsed material, which is
given bythe context (that Alex will drive somewhere tomorrow) is deaccented.

4 @ Where will Alex drive tomorrow?
(b) Alex will driveto AUSTIN tomorrow.

Proporents of the dternative view of focus analyze the question-answer pair
in (4) differently. The questionin (4a) asks for places x such that it is true that Alex
will drive x tomorrow. The focus of the answer in (4Q) identifies a particular place x
that satisfies the propasition, ramely to Austin; the focus thus can be understood to
seled this destination ou of al the dternative destinations that Alex could
potentially drive tomorrow.

Krifka (199) points out that the two views can result in dfferent analyses
for the domain of focus. He provides the following dscourse sequence (slightly
adapted), where (11a) and (11b) are resporses A might make to the question pased
by B.

11y A: My car broke down.
B: What did you d&@

@ A: | cdled aMECHANIC
(b)  A: I FIXEDIt.

Both perspedives come up with the same domain o focus for the resporse
in(11a). If focus marks new information, the focus hereis called a mechanic, since
this is the new material. If focus sgnals the existence of alternatives, B's question
asks for the things A did when the car broke down: the set of x such that it is true
that A did x. The onstituent called a mechanic is the dternative (of any of the
things that A might do when his car breaks down) that satisfies this propasition, and
is thus the focus of the sentence

The two perspedives result in a different analysis, however, for the focus in
(11b). For the new information perspedive, the focus in the resporse in is sSmply
fixed, asit (=the car) isdrealy gven. The dternative gproach pus focus on fixed
it, sincethe question asks (as with (11a)) for the set of x such that it istrue that A did
X.

The dsence of accent on it (which is esentially never accented) in (11b),
which typicdly refersto a given entity, suggests that whatever the function d focus,
givenness appears to play a role in accent assgnment (Krifka 1999, Ladd 1980,
1996. The de-accenting d given materia might initialy appea to favor a new
information explanation. However, the presence of accent on elements in contexts
where these dements are given in the discourse favors an aternatives view. A
constructed example that ill ustrates such a context appeasin (12).

12 A: How do you wsualy get to work?
B: | ride my BIKE or take the BUS. Today, | rode my BIKE.

The dternative view provides a natural accourt of the focus in these examples. The
focus constituents ride my bike or take the bus are the relevant means of getting to
work, seleded from the set of aternative means of getting to work. The focus
constituent rode my bike, which can be understood to answer the question How did
B get to work today?, is ®leded item from the set of alternatives that the discourse



explicitly provides: rode my bike and took the bus. Whil e the first focus centers on
bike and bus in (12B) would na pose a problem for the perspedive that focus
represents new information, the second focus center on bike is problematic, since
bikeis not new information.

A recent propasal by E. Kiss(1998 can be mnsidered athird perspective on
focus. Distinctions between caegories of focus have long been naed (as the
discusson in sedion 1.1.2 suggests) and E. Kiss attempts to conred the new
information and alternatives perspedives on focus to these observed categories. She
relates the new information perspedive to information focus and the dternatives
perspedive to identificaional focus (seeChapter 2, section 2.2.5.

1.3 OVERVIEW

Most of the discusson to be presented in the aurrent work comes from
observations drawn from data from a @rpus of naturally occurring speech. Section
1.3.1 provides information abou this corpus and its use in the arrent work, while
sedion 1.3.2previews the findings to be presented in subsequent chapters.

1.3.1 Data

The speech data used in the aurrent work come from two sources. The first
source onsists of interviews condicted onthe National Public Radio program Fresh
Air and aired in April and May of 1998. These interviews include eght speakers
(including three different interviewers and five interview subjects). The semnd
source @nsists of brief interviews condwcted by undrgraduate students at the
University of Texas as part of an assgnment for an introductory lingustics class
These include nine spe&kers, al interview subjeds. The interviewers voices rarely
appeared in the recordings, and so were not used as part of the data. All spe&ersin
the arpus are native spedkers of American English, and represent a variety of
diadeds goken in the United States.

Although the interview subjeds were avare of the topics on which they
would be expected to spedk during their interviews, the speech in these interviews is
neverthelessentirely spontaneous, na real, and thus displays all the feaures typicd
of naturally occurring speech — including pauses, hesitations, corredions and
speed erors. Because of the forma interview setting, there is little overlap
between spe&kers, making this a more @nvenient source of initial data on the
redization d focus in naturaly occurring speech than more interactional
conversational data. All interviews were transcribed, consisting d a total of 140
minutes of speed. Approximately 2210 clauses occur in the corpus. Relevant
portions of the recorded interviews were digitized for pitch analysis with Praat, a
software program that performs amustic analyses.

A primary goa for the use of data from a speech corpus is to consider
whether the observations made @ou focus on the basis of constructed examples —
and the theories developed from these — are supported by dita from naturally
ocaurring speed. A speech corpus provides complete information abou intonation
and dscourse mntext, bah of which play an important role in focus, and so it is a
sourcewell -suited for this objedive. | approached the @rpus with thisgoal in mind,
looking for contexts in the interviews most likely to be relevant to existing
observations and theories. This means that | did na undertake astatisticd study o
the speed corpus. | did na, for example, examine every occurrence of pitch accent
or focus, since the mgority of these did na provide data that were relevant to



existing olservations. Rather, | looked at excerpts that provided data that suppated
or challenged existing claims abou accentuation and dscourse status, items in
contrast, marked syntadic constructions, focus in questions and focus sensitivity.
Altogether, | considered the occurrence of pitch aacent, focus and the contexts for
208 clauses (dlightly less than 10% of the dauses in the speech corpus).
Representative examples from these data and dscusgon thereof appea in Chapter 3.

Looking at aseleded set of data comes with its own problems, bu the time-
intensive nature of the gproach used in considering the data from the @rpus
preduded examining the occurrence of pitch accent and focus in every sentence
This was part of the reason | sough to validate the assumptions that 1 made in
considering the crpus data throughan experiment (Chapter 6). Given the fact that
the purpaose of the aurrent work was to consider the validity of previous claims abou
focus based on constructed examples, contexts expected to be relevant to previous
claims provided the starting pant for the consideration o focusin natural speech.

| dso dd na addressthe function d particular pitch contour "tunes' in the
current work, although tch information for many excerpts is provided for readers
interested in this information. The work done here lays afoundation for future work
on the semantic, pragmatic and sociolingustic function d pitch contours because it
develops an approach that distinguishes between pitch accents that represent focus
and those that do nd.

1.3.2 Preview of findings

Data from the arpus provide evidence that pitch accent and focus are best
treded as eparate phenomena — one phondogicd, the other semantic. While the
main aaxents of a sentence typically do signal focus, there are exceptions;
furthermore, while secondary accents can signal focus, they do nd typicaly do so.
These observations are confirmed by the experimental data, which also indicae
phondogicd diff erences between broad and rerrow focus.

Excerpts from the @rpus bea out many olservations abou focus based on
constructed examples, bu they also provide dear counterexamples: for example,
given items are pitch accented and serve & focus even when they do nd contrast
with ather concepts in the discourse. The eistence of such examples, and the
properties of the focus conneded to them, provide suppat for the ideathat focus
does nat simply represent new information.

Data from the @rpus can be understoodto suppat the ideathat there ae two
kinds of focus, bu the data do nd suppat the properties attributed to these different
kinds under existing popasas. A propcsal developed on the basis of these
observations relates bath kinds of focus to the existence of aternatives. one kind,
however, is relevant to relationships within sentences, while the second knd is
relevant to relationships within dscourse.






Chapter 2: FocusLiteraturein Context

The previous chapter introduced and defined the lingustic phenomenon d
semantic focus, identifying categories of focus that have been discussd in the
literature and introducing the two daminant views abou the function d focus. The
goal of the present chapter is to provide background onvarious perspectives on
intonation and focus relevant to the data and dscusson appearing in Chapters 3
through Chapter 6. This doud help clarify for the reader the @ntribution these
chapters make.

Whileit isimposgble for meto present a complete survey of al the literature
on focus, | will give the reader an idea of the range of perspedives that have been
used to trea focus. Sedion 2.1 addresses analyses of sentence acent. Sedion 2.2
addresses a variety of approades to focus. Sedion 2.2.1 presents the observations
that have @mme out of discourse-oriented research perspectives. Sedion 2.2.2
presents the observations and analyses of focus that have @mwme out of what | will
cdl focus-oriented research perspectives. Sedion 2.2.3 examines the observations
and analyses of formal semantic gpproadies. Sedion 2.3 turns to isaues particularly
relevant to the analysis of focus in sporntaneous geech.

2.1 ON SENTENCE ACCENT

The phenomenon d focus has long been conneded to stressin a sentence
(Hermann Paul 1880). Hearers typicdly perceve focus as being centered on the
most prominent word in a sentence. This prominence results in part from relatively
greder intensity and duation d the syllable that receives the primary stress (Ladd
1996. More important to this prominence in English, hovever, is the dange in
relative pitch, a fundamental frequency (abbreviated FO), that results from the
presence of a pitch accent assciated with the stressed syllable (Fry 1955. Ladd
(199645-46) defines a pitch accent as "alocal feaure of a pitch contour — usually
but not invariably a pitch change, and often involving alocd maximum or minimum
— which signals that the syllable with which it is asciated is prominent in the
utterance."

Many attempts have been made to describe and accourt for the placement of
pitch aacent. One such attempt was the nuclea stressrule (NSR) (Chomsky and
Halle 1968. This captures the generalizaion that in neutral condtions, the main
stressof an English sentence — its "nuclear stress' — fall s on the stressed syll able
of the last lexicd item of a clause. A constructed example ill ustrating this
generdizaion appearsin (1).

(1)  Thelast word gets an accent.

The NSR was criticized (e.g., Bolinger 1972) because it did na capture the
fad that the main aacent of a sentence could fall elsewhere. Bolinger (1972) argued
that the location d accent was not predictable by grammaticd rules, bu reflected
the intentions of the spe&ker. The sentence (1) could, for example, also be uttered as
in (2a) or (2b), if the speaker chose:

(2 @ The last word gets an accent.
(b) The last woérd gets an accent.



The NSR was also criticized onthe grounds that any tendency of accent to
fal on the final lexical item of a dause wmuld be viewed as an artifad of English
word order (e.g., Schmerling 1976, Selkirk 1984. In English, the objeds of
trangitive verbs follow the verb, and these objeds are indeed dften accented (as in
(1)), as the NSR might predict. In aher languages, however, where objeds can
precede the verb, (e.g., Dutch, German), the objed typicaly bears the acent, even
thoughit isnot clause final. An example from Dutch appearsin (3).

3 Het gebeurt dat het lagstewoord een kiémtoon hesft.
It happens that the last word an acceit has.
It happens that the last word has an accent.

Perhaps the goparent preference of accent for clause final lexicd itemsis acualy a
preference for the agument of averb. Schmerling (1976) observed that in English
the subjeds of intransitive verbs — the only argument of the verb — are accented
when the sentence occurs in a the most neutral of contexts: as the first sentence of a
conversation (a so-call ed "news sntence').

(4) Johrson ded.

The NSR made the wrong prediction for sentences like (4), and it was argued that
even when it made the right one, as it does for sentences like (1), it was for the
wrong reasons.

Significant advances have been made in the understanding d English
intonation since the NSR was proposed. One important development has been the
reaqgntion that any complete accourt of sentence accent in English must consider
more than phondogy. A secndimportant development has been the anergence of
a modd of English intonation that considers only phondogicd constraints
(Pierrehumbert 1980. This model has been useful for investigation d the role of
focus in sentence accent because it defines the range of phondogicd posshiliti es for
intonation. The isales left for analysis outside phondogy are the fadors that
determine how and when these posshiliti es are realized. This model is described
below.

2.1.1 A model of theintonation phrase

In the introduction to his comprehensive survey of intonational phondogy,
Ladd (1996 says abou Pierrehumbert's dissertation entitled "The phondogy and
phoretics of English intonation” (1980 that it is "withou a douli the single most
influential contribution to current work on intonational phondogy." This work put
forth "a simple yet powerful" model of intonation in English that has been adopted
by lingusts working in intonational phondogy and in areas that interface with
intonational phondogy (Ladd 1996¢. Pierrehumbert's model, as presented in
Pierrehumbert 1980 and Bedkman and Pierrehumbert 1986, povides an esentia
tod for understanding the relationship between accents and intonational units.
Certain esential aspeds of this model serve & the basis for the analysis of data
from the @rpusinthe airrent work, andthus | will review these here.

There is along hstory of observation d the existence of intonational units
and the importance of pitch accents within these (e.g., Schubiger 1958, Bolinger
1961, Lieberman 1968,Crystal 1969, etc.). Pierrehumbert's model describes the
pitch (or FO) contour of the basic unit of intonation, the intonation plrase.
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In her model of English intonation, the intonation plrase onsists of a
constrained sequence of different tones and accents. These include boundary tones,
phrase accents, and pitch accents. There ae two types of bourdary tones, the low
boundiry tone (represented as L%) and the high boundary tone (represented as H%).
Boundary tones represent a low or high ptch target occurring at the edge of an
intonation phrase. There are dso low and hgh plrase acents (represented as L and
H, respectively). Phrase aacents represent a low or high ptch target that occurs
either somewhere between a pitch accent and a boundxry tone, or between two pitch
aaents.

Pitch accents are dso analyzed as consisting d low and hgh ptch targets.
Pitch accents differ from phrase accents and boundry tonesin two crucia respeds:
first, they are associated with the primary stressed syllable of words, and second,
they can appear as bi-tonal combinations of high and low pitch targets.

The inventory of pitch accents propaosed for English includes $x pitch accent
"shapes": H*, L*, H*+L, H+L*, L*+H and L+H*1. The starred toneislinked to a
stressd syllable in a pitch-accented word. The H* or L* pitch accents have high a
low pitch targets (respedively) on the accented syllable. The bi-tonal acacents
represent more complicated pitch movements. The H*+L acacent has a high tone
target on the accented syll able, with a low target immediately foll owing, while the
L*+H accent has alow tone on the accented syllable with a high target immediately
following. The H+L* aacent corresponds to the occurrence of a pitch peg shortly
before the accented syllable, and a drop in pitch throughou the accented syllable
towards alow target. Finally, the L+H* aacent corresponds to alow target before a
risein pitch duing the acented syllable.

A bi-tonal pitch accent can be redized over a single syllable or over several
gyllables. In bah examples in (5), the L* tone is linked to the stressd syllable,
Sein (5a) or ri- (5b). In an example like (5a), the pitch contour reaches the H target
during the syllable assciated with L* Sein, bu in (5b) the H target occurs during
the syllable ga- of rigamarole. The two uterances nevertheless have the same
overal pitch contour (seepitch tradksin (5')).

(5) from Bedkman and Pierrehumbert 19862

@ Stein's not a bad man.

I
L*+H L H%

(b) Ri- ga= ma roleis monamorphemic.

|
L*+H L H%

1 The original version d the model in Pierrenumbert 1980 also included a seventh pitch accent,
H*+H. Thiswas eliminated from the inventory in Liberman and Pierrehumbert 1984.

2 These ae the same sentences and intonation contours as appear in Bedkman and Pierrehumbert
1986 but | produced the pitch tradks for use here.
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(5)

400

L*+H L H

100

Stein’s not | a bad man

400

300

100

ri |ga| ma role

is | mon | no | mor | phe mic

The phrase accent (L) in these examples is realized over a series of syllables
and canna be @mnrected to any particular syllable in the series. It occurs over the
syllables not a bad man in (5'a) and -marole is monomorphe- in (5'b). The boundary
tones (H%) are the targets at the end d the utterances, occurring in the examples
within the syllables man in (5'a) and -mic in (5'b).

Anintonation phrase contains an ogional initial boundry tone (this does not
ocaur in either (5'a) or (5'b)) followed by ae or more pitch accents (L*+H in (5'a)
or (5'b)) and ends with a phrase acent (L in (5'a) or (5'b)) and bourary tone (H%
in (5@ or (5b)). Recdl that only pitch accents are linked to syllables; this
asciationis represented bythe verticd linein the examplesin (5a) and (5b).

While the model alows for multiple pitch accents, intonational phrases
typicdly contain two o three, and rarely contain more than five pitch accents
(Pierrehumbert 1980. When an intonation plrase @ntains more than ore pitch
aacent, the final one is the nuclear pitch accent of the phrase. This aaent is
typicdly percelved as the most prominent accent of an uterance. This percaved
prominence gpears to be phondogicd rather than phaetic. It has no amustic
correlate: to date there has been noevidence suppating the ideathat the final accent
is the most prominent phoreticdly (Ladd 1996 aso Bolinger 1986, t Hart et al.
1990, Terken 1991).

The proposed compasition d an intonational phrase can be modeled with a
transition retwork (see Figure 2.1) The represents the optional boundiry tone,
followed by ore or more pitch accents, followed by a the phrase acent and fina
boundry tore.
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Boundary Pitch Phrase  Boundary

tone accent accent tone
H *
H*+L
*
H% H+L H HY%

O O O
[% A L+H* KLj L%
L*+H |
L*

Intermediate phrase

Figure2.1 Transition retwork of the well-formed intonation phrase (from
Pierrehumbert 1980

A modificaion to the model (Bed<man and Pierrehumbert 1986 adds alevel
of phrasing smaler than the intonation plrase: the "intermediate phrase." It
reanalyzes the phrase-accent and bourary tone cnfiguration, so that the phrase
accent is "a terminal tone for the intermediate phrase, while only the boundiry tone
is termina to the intonation plrase” In this modficaion, an intonation phrase
consists of an optiond initia boundiry tone, followed by ame or more intermediate
phrases and a fina boundiry tone. An intermediate phrase @nsists of one or more
pitch aacents followed by a phrase acent. This change in the model allows for
intonation plrases with more than one phrase acent as well as more than ore pitch
aacent.3

The asamptions of this model of English intonation undxlie the
phondogicd aspeds of the data analysisin Chapter 3.

2.1.2 Neutral stress

The pitch accent that has been typicadly conreded to focus is the nuclear
accent — in Pierrehumbert's model, the final pitch accent of the intonation plrase.
Her model describes the phonological nature of the intonation phrase, and it
cgptures a tendency in the locaion d a pitch accent that is perceved as the most
prominent: it occurs as close to the end d an intonational unit as possble. Thisis
related to the tendency that Chomsky and Halle dso attempted to capture with the
nuclea stressrule (NSR).

Pierrehumbert's generalization that the nuclear acent is the fina accent is
more powerful, howvever, than the generalization o the NSR. It is a phondogicd
generaizaion, entirely disconneded from the syntax and semantics of the sentence.
Because the NSR tied the locaion d the nuclea aacent to the final lexical item, it

3 An example of an intonation phrase wntaining an intermediate phrase occursin the corpus data,
Chapter 3, example (13b)/(13b).
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was easy to find counterexamples. A speaker of English heas and uters hundeds
of sentences every day in which "sentence stress' does naot fall on the last lexical
item of a dause (cf. (2), (4)). Data from the speech corpus used as a source for
discusgon in the following chapters here dso contain hundeds of such uterances.
These exceptions made it necessary for the NSR to be off ered with the caved that it
apply only in case of "neutral stress” and made the NSR the focus of criticism
(Bolinger 1972,Schmerling, Ladd 1980,among dhers). It is more difficult to finda
clause — or intonational phrase — in which the final pitch acceant is not the most
prominent, or more accurately, is not percaved as the most prominent.

Pierrehnumbert's model captures English speakers intuitions abou
prominence of items in a sentence under normal circumstances, and it does
withou requiring reference to the nation d focusitself. Because the model provides
an account of the intonational phrase that isfreeof referenceto syntadic or semantic
domains, it has moved the discusson d intonation away from controversy over the
issie of "neutral stress” which daminates much of the literature predating the
adoption d Pierrehumbert's model of intonation in English. More recent discusson
has turned instea to the syntactic and semantic factors that influence the aociation
of pitch accent with items in an intonation plrase or clause. Nevertheless much o
the work on intonation makes reference to "normal” or "neutral stress' and the
relationship between "neutral stress' and the notion o focus. It will thus be
necessary to say afew words abou these isues.

Chomsky (1970 suggested that intonation and semantic interpretation o
sentences be linked viafocus. "the focus [of a sentence] is the phrase mntaining the
intonation center and the presuppdasition [of a sentence] is determined by repladng
the focus by a variable® (Chomsky 197Q 91). After the pullication d this work,
other authors tried to link accent patterns that were not covered by the NSR to the
phenomenon d focus. Jadkenddf (1972 238f) explicitly modified the NSR by
pasiting the fedure [+focug], attached to a word at surface structure. Thus, the last
[+focus] constituent in a sentence receives the nuclear stress when there is no such
constituent, the NSR was to apply — reflecting its datus as a default rule for
"neutral stress'. This modificaion to the NSR assumed that the aldition o focus
was diredly resporsible for overriding the rule. In this analysis, then, reutral stress
ocaurred in the ésence of focus.

Selkirk (1984 also asumed that neutral sentence stressarises in the dsence
of focus. Like Jadkendoff, Selkirk (1984 145 adopted a [+focus] feaure, bu
appeded to the presence of pitch accent rather than focus as a factor in sentence
accentuation. She agued that a word with a pitch accent will have "greaer
rhythmic prominencée' than one withou, and will thus srve @ the locdion o
nuclea stress "Thisprinciple ... may override the NSR, bu in the dsence of pitch
aacents ... the NSR will prevail," presumably generating a pitch accent on the fina
lexicd item of a dause or phrase. In Selkirk's analysis, the role of focus in sentence
accent patternsislessdirect. Focus can be related to the assgnment of pitch aacents
in an utterance, which in turn influences intonation petterns.

Other authors (e.g., Ladd 1980,see &so sedion 2.2.1). have daimed that
neutral stress does not represent circumstances in which there is no focus, bu
circumstances in which a sentenceis all focus. In dscourse initial sentences ("news
sentences'), for example, the eitire sentence can be understood to comprise a
domain of focus, even thoughaccent appears on ony the final lexica item, asin the
example below (adapted from Ladd 1980).
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(6) @ What's going orf?
(b) [John mainted the shéd].

In this view, rules of normal or neutral stressapply when complete sentences are in
focus. One implicaion d this perspedive is that al sentences, even those
displaying reutral stress have focus.

Gus=nhowen (1983 takes this view a step further, arguing that

normal stresscanna reasonably be part of atheory of accent assgnment,
since [accent assgnment] necessarily invalves aprior interpretation o
semantic material as either badkgroundor variable. The best one auld dois
to provide an explanation d why a particular accent assgnment is cdled
"normal”: the answer isthat it isthat positionthat results from the widest
reasonable interpretation d the semantic materia asthe variable...

In his view, there is no red "normal" or "neutra” sentence stress In a neutra
context like that in (6b), it is focus over the entire clause that results in the
occurrence of accent on the objed of the verb. Constituents that are focused, for
whatever reason, are marked by ptch accents, and thus focus is the driving force
behind the lingustic medhanisms that determine sentence stress Ladd (1996) calls
the view that focus is the only determinant of the location d pitch accent the radical
focus-to-accent perspective.

The etent to which semantic and dscourse fadors influence accent
assgnment is a basic question d the aurrent work, which looks at the redizaion d
focus in natural speedh. The foll owing sedions of this chapter present some of the
approaches that have been taken in the study d focus, and throughthese, the nature
of the factors that have been proposed to underlie focus and the assgnment of
aacent.

2.2 APPROACHESTO FOcCuUs

There ae anumber of criteria by which to dvide lingustic goproaches to
focus. Mainly for the purposes of discussng the literature relevant to the aurrent
work, | will divide these gproades into three broad groups. The first group of
approaches | will call discourse-oriented approaches, because they are oriented
towards questions that consider what focus reveals abou the nature of spoken and
written dscourse. These include gproaches that rely primarily on dscourse or
pragmatic fadors in their analyses (e.g., Sperber and Wilson 1986,Lambrecht 1994,
Prince 1999, some of which come out of the Prague Schod of lingustics and the
work of Danes and Firbas (e.g., Sgall et a 1989.

The second group d approaches | will cdl focus-oriented because they are
typicdly oriented towards questions that consider how focus influences the
acentuation o sentences. Focus-oriented approadhes consider discourse issues,
too, bu their perspedive is different from that of discourse-oriented approades.
Focus-oriented approadies tend to look at the role discourse plays in the focus of
sentences, while discourse-oriented approaches look at the way focus fits into
discourse.

The third gooup d approaches | will call forma semantic goproaches,
because these gproaches consider the contribution that focus makes to sentence
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meaning. These gproaches also employ formal models of language, specifically
models of meaning.

All of these gproaches dhare a interest in the relationships between
discourse and focus; they differ in the direction they take and the methods they use
to investigate these isaues. Sedion 2.2.1 discusses discourse-oriented approaches,
2.2.2 discusses focus-oriented approaches, and 2.2.3 discusses formal semantic
approaches. Sedion 2.2.4 discusses a propcsal that integrates different aspeds of
these gproades.

2.2.1 Discourse-oriented approaches

Many authors are interested in the amherence of discourse and the role that
focus — as reflected by intonation — gdays in it (e.g., Haliday 1967, Sgall et
al.1986, Chafe 1976, Prince 1981a, Sperber and Wilson 1986,Lambrecht 1994).
They have agued that focus represents that “which is represented by the speeer as
being rew, textually (and situationall y) non-derivable” (Halli day 1967).

Discourse-oriented approades typicaly take coommunicaion via discourse
as an important starting pant. Discourse is made up d individual utterances, bu
discourse structure has an impact on the structure of sentences within it. Grammar
thusrefleds the function d language & a means of communicaion. The purpose of
discourse is to conwvey information, and this information must be structured so that it
can be eaily interpreted by the hearer. Given or accessble information (often
cdled topic in the literature) serves as a starting pant in communicaion, while
focus — representing what has not been gven — adds new information to the
context. Prague schod-based approaches (Sgall et al. 1986,Hajicova & Sgall 1987,
Hajicova 1997) explicitly argue that because focus has the gredest "communicative
potential”, it is the most "dynamic" part of the sentence This corresponds to the
intonation center, which cues a hearer to new information. Although there ae
differences in terminology, dher discourse-oriented approaches agree in spirit with
thisnotion d focus.

Because every sentencein adiscourse can be assumed to add something new
to the mntext — why else utter it? — discourse-oriented approaches also generally
agree that every sentence ontains focus (e.g., Halliday 1967, Sgall et al. 1986,
Lambredit 199). In their view, then, what has been described as "normal sentence
stress' represents circumstances in which an entire sentence is focus (see éso 2.1.2),
as there can be no "absence" of focus. Such sentences can be cnsidered to
represent al new information.

Prince (1981 addresses a problem with conneding focus to "new
information." Information is considered to be propcsitional — to relate to the
asErtion d a sentence. Yet items in focus can correspondto constituents that are
not sentences: for example, verbs, verb phrases, or noun phiases asin (7b).

(7) @ John mainted the garage yesterday, didnt he?

(b) He painted [the SHED].

Prince thus proposes a oncept of new information that applies to the
description d focus. A focus constituent is what makes the assertion d a sentence
true, whil e the sentence itself adds new information to the discourse. Thus, the new

information added by (7b) is that John painted the shed; the focus constituent the
shed represents the thing that makes the as<ertion John painted something true.
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Discourse-oriented authors incorporate avariety of observations into their
approach. Firgt, there is the observation that sentence accant is used in a variety of
languages to signal focus or something like it (Hirst and Di Cristo 1998. In neutral
contexts in these languages, sentence accent occurs towards the end d a sentence
rather than the beginning, as it appears to in bah American and British English
(Chomsky and Halle 1968, Pierrehumbert 1980, Cruttenden 198). Sewond, there
are anumber of observations concerning the aosslingustic tendency for languages
to prefer to pu given information before information that is not arealy gven
(Hajicova and Sgall 1987,Lambrecht 1994). In languages with relatively free word
order (Panhuis 1982,Sgall et al, 1986,E. Kiss1988) and even to a certain extent in
fixed-word order langueges like English (Birner and Ward 199), we find that given
entities and concepts tend to occur earlier in a sentence those that are nat given.
Grammaticd subjects tend to occur at the beginning d sentences, and correspondto
things aready gven in discourse (Hajicova axd Sgall 1987, Lambrecht 1994).
Pronours come before definite noun phrases, and definite noun phrases before
indefinite ones (Prince 198la, Gundel et a 1993

This means that sentence accent (and thus focus) can be @nrected to
information that is new or nat given in the mntext. These tendencies have led some
authors to hypdhesize genera principles governing the structure and presentation o
information in discourse from that which is most accessble to that which is most
informative (e.g., Sperber and Wilson 1986,Giora 1988). This movement from the
aacessble to the nonaccessble is reflected in the termindogicd pairs found in
discourse-oriented approaches: topic and comment, theme and rheme, given and new,
accessible and informative. Focus is invariably conneded with the latter concept in
ead of these pairs.

Discourse-oriented approadies aso treat the use of marked syntactic
structures and the cogntive status of the material appeaing in them. Marked
structures may change the typical linea order of the presentation o given and rew
information. Such structures include passvizaion ((8b)), topicdization (21b); (10b)
and (10c)), stylistic inversion (11b) and (12b)), heavry NP (noun plmase) shift
((13b)), existential there-constructions (14b), it-clefts ((15b)) and wh-clefts ((16b)).
Discusson d these structures will not only illustrate their genera treament of
discourse-oriented approaches, bu aso introduce some of the sentence structures
that have been argued in a wide range of approades to interact with intonation and
focus. We will | ook at occurrences of some of these in natural speed in Chapter 3
(seesection 3.9.

The syntadic differences between adive and passve sentences are well
documented, and will nat concern us here. What is relevant here is that passve
sentences have been argued to serve a different discourse function from active
sentences (e.g., Haicova axd Sgall 1987, Lambredht 1994, Davison 1983.
Pasgvization appeasto change what can be assumed to be true.

8 Passivization (adapted from Hajicova and Sgall 1987%):
@ Thistime, Harry didn't cause our defeat.
(b) Thistime, our defea wasn't caused by Harry.
In (83), the unmarked adive order, the defed is not presuppcsed to have

occurred on this particular occasion (although pesumably earlier defeas have not
only occurred, bu been Harry' s fault). The sentence ir{8a) can be foll owed by the
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continuance ... in fact, he led us to victory. Since the defed is not presuppcsed
here, it is argued to be part of the sentence focus (Hajicova & Sgall 1987. In (8b),
the passve sentence, the defeat is presuppased and thus is not part of the focus. it
definitely occurred, it just wasn't Harry's fault. The sentence in (8b) canna be
followed by the continuance ... in fact, he led us to victory. This continuance
contradicts the presuppasition d the sentence that we lost again. Passvizaion thus
appears to affea the relationship between gven and new information, as well as
options for intonation: since it "moves’ the gent to the sentence fina position,
passvizaion makes the ajent a more suitable target for focus, because it isin a
better positionto receve the nuclear aacent.

The information structure of so-called topicdization structures is more
controversial. Topicalizaionis aterm used to describe sentence structures in which
constituents that are neither grammatical subjeds nor clausal constituents appea at
the beginning d a sentence. Examples of these structures appear in (9b) and (10b)
and (10c); the unmarked word order is shrown in (9a) and (10a)

(99  Noun Phrase Topicalization:
@ She read the bookin aweek.
(b) The book,sherea (it) in aweek.

(10) Topicalization (adapted from Davison 1983:
@ Joh/He sat for hours onthis chair after dinner
(b) On this chair, John’he sat for hours after dinner
(© For hous after dinner, John'he sat onthis chair.

The fronted constituents typicdly comprise mmplete intonational units of
their own (Cruttenden 198). One dfed of the use of this dructure is to reduce
what appears in the nonttopicalized pation d the sentence, the part in which
nuclea accent is likely to occur. Thus, in comparison to the unmarked order, the
structure changes the options for intonation.

Prince cdls gructures like that in (9b) "focus-moved" constituents (Prince
1981hH. She agues that "topicdization’ is a misnomer and that the fronted
congtituents in these sentences do nd typically behave like topics (Prince 199)4.
The fronted constituents dhare more properties with focus. Whatever the properties
of the fronted constituent, its appeaance in this marked pasition changes both the
dynamics of the information structure of the sentence and the range of intonational
options available to a spesker (Lambredht 1994). It has been clamed that other
topicdizaion structures require that the sentence final phrase be focused
(Rochemont and Culicover 1990). Certainly, a pitch aaent typicdly appeas on a
constituent falling at the end d the sentence in the examples here, in keguing with
the tendency for nuclear accent to fall as closeto the end o a dause & possble.

Inversion structures like the ones in (11b) and (12b) can be mnsidered a sub-
type of topicdizaion structure, in that they place onstituents that are not
grammatica subjedsin asentence initia position.

4 Prince (1999) uses the nation of discourse topic (defined in the framework of Centering Theory),
but avoids the nation of sentence topic (see &so Smith 1987).

18



(11) Swlistic Inversion (locative):
@ The cat hid in the most inaccessible place in the house.
(b In the most inaccessible place in the house hid the cat.

(12) Sylistic Inversion (adapted from Rochemont and Culicover 1990):
@ A carriage was rolling down the hill / A carriage rolled down the hill.
(b) Rolling down the hill was a carriage / Down the hill rolled a carriage.

Like topicalization structures, they reduce the amount of material at the end
of a sentence, and thus alter its information and intonational dynamics. However,
there are some differences between the constructions in (10b/c) and the onesin (11b)
and (12b). The fronted constituent of an inversion sentence need not comprise its
own intonational unit. Inversion, restricted to sentences with intransitive verbs
(Birner and Ward 1998), results in a reversa of the unmarked word order. It
exchanges the positions of the grammatical subject and the material that would
occur after the inflected verb in a sentence with the unmarked structure ((11a) and
(12a)). The subject thus appears as the final constituent, and thereby aligns with the
primary sentence accent, appearing as the sentence focus. In topicalization
structures, where there is no inversion, the subject is not the final element of the
sentence, and thus is typically not aligned with the primary sentence accent. The
subjects of topicalization sentences can appear as pronouns (cf. (9b), (10b), (10c)),
but subjects of inversions cannot. Thus, inversion provides options for intonation
and structuring of information that are distinct from those provided by
topicalization.

While topicalization and inversion reduce the amount of post-verbal
material, that most likely to be new (and serve as focus, according to the discourse-
oriented approaches), heavy NP shift merely alters the order of constituents in post-
verbal material. There-constructions actually serve to increase the amount of post-
verbal material. Both of these marked constructions can be used to introduce a new
individual into a discourse, and thus can serve a presentational function (Lambrecht
1994). Such examples are thus sometimes called presentational focus (cf.
Rochemont and Culicover 1990).

(13) Heavy NP shift (adapted from Rochemont and Culicover 1990):
@ John bought a painting that he liked very much for his mother.
(b) John bought for his mother a painting that he liked very much.

(14) Existential there-construction (adapted from Rochemont and Culicover
1990):

@ A man with long blond hair came into the room.
(b) There came into the room a man with long blond hair.
(© Into the room there came a man with long blond hair.

In both types of constructions, a sentence accent typically occurs somewhere
on the material in the final noun phrase, insuring that it will be within the focus of
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the sentence. These structures have thus also been argued to alter the possbiliti es
for sentence focus, in comparison to urmarked sentence structures (Rochemont
1983,Lambredit 199N).

The dasgc test for focus, the wh-question test (see Chapter 1) shows that the
unmarked and heavy NP shift examples in (13a) and (13b) are likely to contain
different focus constituents. Among the questions that (13b) could answer is What
did John buy for his mother? while (13a) is less likely to be the answer to this
guestion. Likewise, among the questions that (13a) could answer is Who did John
buy a painting that he liked very much for? The example in (13b) canna be taken
as an answer to this question. It has been observed that for many speders, the
heavier the shifted NP, the more aceptable the sentence. Some discourse-oriented
approaches consider this gradient acceptability the result of information properties
of aheavy NP: the more materia in an NP, the more new information it is likely to
convey, and the more felicitousit isin sentencefinal paosition. (Lambredt 1994

The there-construction, like inversion, locates grammetical subjeds after the
infleded verb o the sentence. In many cases, existential there sentences canna be
rephrased with the subjed in a sentence initia position; the locaive reading d there
results. A man with long blond hair was there. Like inversion constructions, there-
constructions how restrictions on the agritive status of referring expressons that
can appea as the subjed. Pronours do nd occur and definite noun phases only
infrequently, whil e indefinites occur freely. The construction thus displays a strong
tendency for sentence final material to be new in the discourse. It is aso asociated
with primary sentence accent, and thereby, with focus of a sentence

The mnstructions that we have looked at thus far typically conform to the
generalizaion that material in a sentence proceels from what is given to what is not.
The sentence-final, nonderivable materia is typicdly associated with the sentence
accent that signals focus. The it-cleft construction (as in (15b)), however, has been
observed to invert the unmarked linear order of old and rew material (asin (153)).

(15  It-cleft (adapted from Prince 1978)5:

@ Only shee will power kept me from eaing twelve pieces of fudge
every night.

(b) It was only shea will power that kept me from eating twelve pieces
of fudge erery night.

The post-cleft material is, if not precisely given in the discourse mntext, at
least inferable from the wmntext. The deft at the beginning d the sentencetypically
contains new material. This inversion is also accompanied by a cange in accent
location. The most prominent accent in the sentence typically occurs on the clefted
constituent (Prince 1978,Delin and Oberlander 199%5).

The defted constituent of an it-cleft sentence is considered to represent
sentence focus by dscourse-oriented and focus-oriented approadies alike (Prince
1978,Sgall et a. 1986,Rochemont 1983, E. Kiss 1988, etc.). Thus, the it-cleft is
apparently a @nstruction that allows accented focus to precede given or accessble

5 A secondtype of it-cleft that is discussed by Prince (1978) has different intonational charaderistics
andisused in different discourse aontexts from the one discussed here. The example discussed in the
text is the stressed-focus it-cleft, whil e the secondtype, in which the sentence acent does not fall on
material in the deft, is the informative-presupposition it-cleft. See dso Delin and Oberlander 1995.
In thiswork, it-cleft will i nvariably mean clefts of the stressed focus type.
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information in a sentence. We will return to consider additional observations made
about it-cleftsin the section 2.2.4.

The wh-cleft, on the other hand, presents the material in the cleft as given
and the post-cleft material as new; in contrast to an it-cleft, a wh-cleft (as in (16b))
preserves the order of old-to-new materia claimed for an unmarked sentence
structure (asin (16a)).

(16) Wh-cleft (adapted from Prince 1978):
@ Nikki hopes to be a star on the horse-show circuit.
(b) What Nikki hopesto do is be a star on the horse-show circuit.

The wh-cleft construction is also called the "pseudo-cleft.” It serves a
different function from an it-cleft in that it assumes that what appears in the wh-cleft
can be taken for granted, and presents the remaining material in relationship to this
presupposed material. In a wh-cleft sentence, it is the post-cleft material that
corresponds to focus. We will aso return to the wh-cleft later in this chapter (see
section 2.3).

| have presented a range of syntactic structures that are claimed to interact
with focus and have briefly discussed the issues of interest to discourse-oriented
approaches. This discussion demonstrates the important role that the view that focus
represents new or non-derivable information plays in discourse-oriented approaches.
Discourse-oriented approaches have two goals. an understanding of the structure of
specific discourse, and understanding of the nature of discourse structure in general.
Discourse-oriented approaches treat the investigation of focus as away of informing
our knowledge about the structure of discourse.

2.2.2 Focus-oriented approaches

While discourse-oriented approaches to focus consider the role that focus
plays in discourse, focus-oriented approaches consider the role that focus plays in
accentuation of sentences. Focus-oriented approaches also consider discourse-
related issues, but they tend to employ observations about discourse to inform our
understanding of focus, while discourse-oriented approaches employ observations
about focus to inform our understanding of discourse. Thus, these two different
approaches work with the same issues and observations, but from different
perspectives.

Focus-oriented approaches often consider the ways that context influences
what serves as focus, and how this translates to the realization of focus through
accentuation. Many such approaches make reference to or employ concepts and
models of language developed in the generative grammar approach to linguistics,
initiated by the work of Chomsky. Discussion of some of the observations and
analyses that come out of this perspective appear in the following sections. This
discussion here divides the research into treatments of accent (section 2.2.2.1) and
treatments that incorporate grammatical relationships within focus constituents
(section 2.2.2.2).

2.2.2.1 Accent and focus

The discourse-oriented approaches discussed in section 2.2.1 emphasize the
importance of the new status of information to focus. Many focus-oriented
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approaches also incorporate the observation that givennesstends to preclude pitch
aacenting.

Rochemont and Culicover (1990, also Culicover 1983, Rochemont 19869
identify the presence of pitch accent with focus: if a cnstituent has a pitch accent, it
isafocus. They employ theideaof "context construability" in their accourt of pitch
accent assgnment. Under their definition, material in a sentence is context- or c-
construable if and orly if this material has a "semantic antecedent” in the discourse
(seediscusson d (17) in the next paragraph for examples of semantic antecealents).
Rochemont (1986 claims that a constituent must not be acented, and therefore
must not be in focus, if it contains c-construable material. In his view, then,
givennessdiredly aff ects what can be afocusin a sentence.

We can see how these principles work by considering the following
constructed example:

(17) | bough some basil at the farmer's mérket.
@ Redly? | bough some basil/*basil at the stére
(b) Redly? | bough some *oregano/orégano at the store.
(© Redly? | bough some herbs/* hérbs at the store

In (17a), basil is not accented becaise it has a semantic antecedent in the discourse,
somebasil in (17). This sows that the semantic antecedent necessary for something
to be cconstruable need na be m-referentia; the basil in (17) and the basil in (17a)
do nd point to the same discourse referent. In (17b), oreganois accented because it
does nat have asemantic antecedent: it therefore is, under this accourt, part of a
focus constituent. In (17c), herbs is not accented. This dhows that the semantic
antecadent necessary for c-construability can be an included concept: basil is
included in herbs, and thus herbs is c-construable. Herbs therefore gopears withou
an accent and is not part of a focus constituent. This approach claims a dired
interadion ketween gvennessand accent, since material that is c-construable canna
be accented, and therefore canna be focus.
Problematic for this accourt are accents like thase on he and her in (18).

(18) Caral criticized Bill, and then hé aiticized hér.

Both of the pronours have semantic antecedents (Carol and Bill), and so are ¢
construable. Nevertheless they are accented, and urder the accourt, any acented
constituent is in focus. Rochemont (1986 labels these acents examples of
"contrastive focus', and says that they are not governed by the same principles he
clams for the focus described in reference to (17). This drategy has been criticized
(e.g.,Ladd 1996 Krifkap.c.) as deding with a problem by simply re-classfying the
problematic cases.

Rochemont's approach is aso problematic for cases in which al the material
in asentenceis c-construable.

(190 A: Has bhnread Saugtterhouse Five? (from Ladd 1980
B: No, John da@sn't rea bools.
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In (19), bodks is c-construable because it includes Saugherhouse Five All
the other elements of the second sentence are c-construable because they appear in
the first sentence.

Ladd (1980, 1995 paints out that the pitch accent on read in B's resporse
(19) canna be analyzed as a case of contrast or narrow focus on read. In fact, the
sentence John dasn't read bods appeas to contain focus on the verb phrase &
determined bythe wh-question it answers (What does(n't) John do?, despite the faa
that every element of the verb phrase is given by the mntext. Ladd (1980, 198)
proposes that givenness (cf. Rochemont and Culicover's c-construability) does not
affect the options as to what can function as focus, bu that it indiredly affects the
way focus can be marked. He argues that phondogy requires that something ke
accented in a sentence and thus even gven materia can be accented if there ae
reasons an accent canna appear elsewhere. He observes, like Schmerling (1976,
that when averb phrase mnsisting d averb andits objed is a focus constituent, the
objed typicdly gets the pitch accent. If the object canna be acented, however, the
aacent will appear on the verb, without resulting in a narrow or contrastive reading.
Thisisthe situationfor John dasn't read baksin (19).

Acoording to Ladd, in circumstances where the verb canna be accented, the
pitch accent will revert to a position onthe object. The following constructed
discourse segment suppats hisview:

(200 A: 1 worked onapéaper al weekend. What did you d&
B: | dso [worked ona péper]..

The focus phrase in B's response gpearsto be worked on a papr (based onthe wh-
question it answers). Rochemont's theory disall ows this, since the verb phraseis c-
construable and constituents that are cconstruable canna be focused or accented.
Why shoud readin (19B) be somehow more accentable than its objed bodks, when
it isalso gven bythe context, while worked in (20B) is hat more accentable than its
objed a papr? The predictability of the objead may aso pay arolein its gatus as
given, and thereby, its accentability: not only is bodks given or c-construable (as a
concept that includes Saugherhouse Five) in (19B), it is aso more predictable &
the objed of read (which can actually appear withou an olject) than a paper is as
the objed of worked on (which canna appea withou an olject). This extra
predictability of bodksin (19B) (in comparisonto a pager in (20B)) may aacourt for
why it isdoes not get accented, and paper does.

Rochemont claims a dired conrection between aacent/focus — which are
esentialy the same in his analysis — and gvenness(c-construability). Rochemont
isnat alone in this view, as discusson d other approaches will demonstrate. Ladd
offers a different view. While he aknowledges that there is a relationship between
accent, focus and gvenness he does not identify focus with accent. He argues
instead that givenness affects the options for accentability.  The relationship
between focus and accent isthus, in hisview, an indired ore.

61n Ladd 1980, the term default accent was used to name the re-location of an accent "in cases where
anormally acented word is deaccated”. InLadd 196, he withdraws use of the expresgon default
accent because of the confusion that it causes due to the widespread use in the linguistics community
of expressons like default rules.
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2.2.2.2 Arguments and focus

Ladd (1980, 199% points out that the structure of a focus constituent can
interad with gvennessto determine location d accent: in averb phrase focus, for
example, the object is typicdly acented uriessit is given o there is ancther reason
for it not to be acented. Thisisrelated to a generalization olserved by Schmerling
(197682) for "news sentences": "the verb receves lower stressthan the subjed and
dired objedq, if thereis one" (see &so example (4)). Such accent preferences have
bemme an accepted part of the data for which lingustic theories oud be ale to
acournt. A number of authors have d@tempted to capture these preferences in their
acourts of aacentuation. Two often cited accourts are those of Gusenhowen
(1983 and Selkirk (1984, 199). Both consider the way in which focus and accent
interad with sentence onstituents.

Gussenhowen's (1983 accourt includes a sentence accent assgnment rule
(SAAR ) that attempts to aceourt for the placement of multi ple pitch accents within a
sentence. Thisincludes a Domain Assgnment rule ain (214), in which P stands for
predicate, A for argument, X and Y for anything, and [ ] for the bourdaries of the
domain made throughthe domain assgnment rule. This rule divides the utterance
into focus domains, which Gussnhoven defines as "one or more cnstituents whose
[+focus] status can be signaled by a single accent.” The accent assgnment rule
(21b) assgns a single accent per focus domain, showing a preference for arguments
over predicates.

(2) Sentence Accent Assgnment Rule (Gussenhowen 1983

@ Domain Assgnment:
P+FOCUS (X) A+FOCUS >> [ P (X) A ]
A.rocus (X) Pieocus >> [ A (X) P]
Y+FOCUS >> [Y]

(b) Accent Assgnment:
[ 1>>[*], accent A in [A(X)P] or [P(X)A]

The domain assgnment rule divides an utteranceinto focus domains  that
a[+focus] predicaeis aways grouped with a[+focus] argument, if thereis one.
The accent assgnment rule guarantees that in afocus domain consisting d an
argument and a predicate where bath are [+ focus], the agument receves the accent.
Although hs accent assgnment rule does nat refled this, Gussenhowven spedfies
that sentence onstituents that are not [+focus] are included in the nearest focus
domain bu never accented. A "news sentence” such as Our dog's disappeared,
consists of asingle focus domain in which bah the agument and predicate are
[+focus]. Thus, accent isassgned to the agument our dog by the accent assgnment
rule. The sentence Our dogs disappeared, onthe other hand, tered in response to
aquestion like How's your dog?includes both the argument and predicate
disappeared in the focus domain, bu only the predicae is[+focus]. Here, our dog
isold information, and thus canna be [+focus]. The SAAR aso works for accent
placement on sentences like Truman was quietly buried in Independence.
Gus=nhowen proposes for this sntence an urderlying focus assgnment like that in
(22a). Thisresultsin focus domains represented in (22b) and the acent assgnments
in (22c):
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(22)

@ Truman was quietly, -, s buried,. - s N Independence s

(b)  [Trumanwasquietly,...,d [buried,.,,s [in Independence, o4l
(© [Truman was quietly] [buried] [in Indepéndence]

Gus=nhowen also pus a mndtion onthe agument to accourt for the

differencein acceptability of the two sentencesin (23) at the beginning o a
discourse (as a"news sntence'):

(23)

@ The prisoners have escgped!
(b)  *Everybody hes escaped!/ *Who's escgped?
(©)  Everybodys escéped!/ Who's escéped?

The examplesin (23b) and (23c) are problematic for the accourt thus far. Domain
assgnment would assgn astructure of [ A P] to the sentence Everybody has
escaped (or question Who's escaped?), and assuming bdh argument and predicae
are [+focus], accent assgnment would put a pitch accent on the argument Everybody
(or Who). (23b) and (23c) demonstrate that thisis not what adually occurs. For this
reason, Gusenhoven adds that [A P] domain formation must be ruled out when a
[+focus] argument is a quantifier or wh-expresson. Such arguments form their own
domains, and get their own pitch accent by the accent assgnment rule.

Gussnhowen's accourt refers to the agument structure of a sentenceto

predict placement of accent. Selkirk (1984 also provides an accourt that refersto
arguments. This account makes direct reference to the concepts and principles of
syntadic theory. It containstwo rules:

(24)

(29)

Basic focusrule:
A constituent to which a pitch accent isassgned is afocus.

Phrasal focusrule:
A constituent may be afocusif

(1) The @nstituent that isits head is afocus

(i) A constituent contained with in it that is an argument of the head isa
focus.

These rules cover two types of focus. The basic rule, taken alone, is intended

to acourt for narrow focus, which is clamed to be ontrastive; the phrasal rule
treds broad focus over alarger constituent, the projedion d afocus phrase from an
aacented element within it. Thus, a sentence like She sneézed has two focus
structures and two intonational meanings. There is no dfference in redlizaion
between the (26a) and (26b), thus the sentence is ambiguous between the two focus

structures represented.
(26) (a) Shedidnt sniffle. (b) What did she do?
AL AL
NP VP NP F(VP)
F(‘V) F(‘V)
She SNElEZED She SNElEZED
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The representation in (264) ill ustrates the goplication d the basic focus rule
alone: the verb is pitch accented, thus it is a focus. In this case, focus does nat
projed any higher, resultingin a mntrastive meaning for the focus. (26b) ill ustrates
the gplicaion d the phrasal focus rule to the output of the basic focus rule, which
designates the verb as a focus. Part (i) of the phrasal focus rule gplies to the verb,
projeding focus up to the verb phrase. The recursive nature of Selkirk's rules
spedficdly pu both the V and the VP in focus in (26b). Selkirk adknowledges the
problem that "it is difficult to sort out what ... additional meaning ... that focus on
the verb might contribute.” (1984 209

A second example shows how focus projects from a pitch accented nounto
the verb phrase.

(27)  (In context where pulisher has been mentioned) What did she do rext?
S

N
NP F(VP)
F(NP) PP
ﬁ“
\Y F(I‘\l) |‘D N
|
She se‘nt her  SKEtches to the pubisher

Phrasal focus rule (i) projects focus from the pitch accented nounsketches to the
noun phase, while phrasal focus rule (ii) projeds focus from the noun ghrase to the
verb phrase. Again, the rules put al three F constituents (N, NP and VP) in focus.
Selkirk pants out that this analysis is an improvement over the nuclear stressrule,
which would na acmourt for accent appearing on anything aher than pubisher.
Her analysis, however, would allow focus to projed to the VP from pulisher and
sent as well as from sketches.

This analysis treas sentences like Our dégs disappeared as an instance of
subjed NP focus. The basic phrasal rule says that the pitch accent on dog makes the
noundog a focus. The phrasa focus rule (i) says that the NP our dogis a focus.
Therulesdo nd allow focusto projed any higher than this. Selkirk's treament thus
differs from that proposed by Gussenhowen, which considers the the domain o
focusin this exampleto be the etire sentence

Selkirk attempts to capture the precedence of the agument in determining
VP focus with afocus interpretation pinciple that refleds the idea that a unaccented
argument must be interpreted as given, while unaacented verbs and adjuncts can be
new.

(28) Focusinterpretation pinciple:
F(argument) = new information

What the principle intends is that a focused argument must be interpreted as new
information and that a discourse new argument must be afocused argument.” It also

7 Because of the biconditional, it also says that any new information must be afocused argument; this
islikely nat what Selkirk means. Thiswas pointed ou by Manfred Krifkain a seminar on Focus,
Spring 1997.
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allowsfor cases in which ather focused constituents are not new, asin (19) (repeaed
below), where read projeds focus to the VP.

19 A: Has Dbhnread Saughterhouse Five? (from Ladd 1980
B: No, John dasn't read bools.

It does, however, as formulated, allow for focus projedion from the verb, as well,
even if the agument is new.

Finally, Selkirk proposes a reduncant focus rule to accourt for circumstances
in which a pitch accented adjunct signals focus on a larger phrase. This rule
attempts to cgptures the generalization made by Bolinger (1972 that pitch accents
occur on constituents that canna be predicted.

(299 Redundint focusrule
If a constituent isredundant in S, it may be afocusin S.

A constituent is redundant, essentialy, if it can be omitted, like the plant and things
in (30), withou changing the meaning of the sentence

30 @@ My géranium [plant]/[¢], iSamost dead.
(b There were aawling [things],/[@], al around.

The redundant focus rule dlows an unaacented head, like plant or things, to be a
focus; it thus replaces the basic focus rule in analysis of the sentencesin (30).8 The
focus of plant and things then projects via the phrasal focus rule (i) to result in
phrasal focus on the NPs my geranium plant and crawling things.

A later acoount (Selkirk 1995 revises the rules, replaang focus with F-
marking.

(31) Basic F-marking:
An aacented constituent is F-marked.

(32 Phrasa F-marking:
0] F-marking d the head of aphrase licenses F-marking d the phrase.

(i) F-marking d theinternal argument of a phrase li censes the marking
of the head.

In thisversion, an F-marked (pitch accented) noun pojects focus to its phrase. If the
NP is an internal argument, it licenses F-marking d the head dof its phrase, which in
turn licenses F-marking d the higher phrase. The highest F-marked phrase is a
focus phrase.

8 One objedionto this analysisis that things can't redly be omitted syntadicaly in (30b), athough it
is emanticdly empty. Krifka, furthermore (p.c.) points out that an analysis that refers to the typicd
stresspattern of compounds makes sich an accourt unnecessary.
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(33)  (Incontext where pulisher has been mentioned) What did she do rext?
S

/\
NP F-VP
F-NP PP
/\ /\NP
N
A
|
She sent her  SKEtches to the pubisher

Thus in (33), F-marking onsketches licenses F-marking o the NP by plrasal rule
(), and this licenses F-marking d sent by plrasal rule (ii). F-marking of sent then
licenses F-marking d the VP by phrasal rule (i). (cf. (27))

This change in the gproach makes a distinction ketween pitch accented
items and focus that is not made in the earlier accourt: in the first acourt al the
syntadic levels that intervene between the pitch accented focus and the highest level
of phrasal focus are dso focused. In the later acourt, the relationship between the
pitch accent and phrasal focus is mediated through F-marking; while dl the
intermediate levels are F-marked, orly the highest level is afocus phrase.

The revised accourt aso deds with sentences like Our ddg's disappeared
differently. Current syntadic theory considers the singe aguments of "unergative"
verbs like disappear to be internal arguments. Thus, the pitch accent/F-marking on
dog may license F-marking d disappeared, which in turn licenses F-marking, and
ultimately focus, of the verb phrase. Recdl that the ealier account analysed such
sentences as representing focus on the subjea NP.

Whil e the accounts of Selkirk (1984 1995 provide for the identificaion d a
larger focus constituent from a pitch accented syllable, they do nd provide an
explanation for why the accent occurs on ane item within that constituent rather than
another. Schwarzchild (1999 develops a propasal within the framework of Selkirk
1995 that incorporates the role of givennessin accentuation; this uses competing
constraints (cf. optimality theory) to capture the facts observed by Ladd (1980) (see
sedion2.2.2.).

The acourts of Gussenhoven (1983 and Selkirk (1984, 199% both attempt
to cepture the differences between accented arguments and aher accented
congtituents (predicaes/heals, adjuncts). Both also presuppcse a relationship
between patterns of prominence and semantic focus. In fad, like Rochemont and
Culicover (1990, also Culicover 1983, Rochemont 1986, bah assume amore or
lessdired relationship between focus and ptch accent: oneis invariably conreded
to the other. Both acmurts employ the notion that at least in some caes, focus
represents new information. Nevertheless their acourns are different in certain
crucial respects.

First of al, the two authors take adifferent view on the relationship between
pitch accent and focus. Gussnhowen's acount proposes that pitch accents are
asggned to elements within afocus domain by an accent rule. The starting pant for
acourts like Gusenhowen's is a cmmplex focus constituent, and gtch aacents occur
somewhere within this constituent. Such ac®urts have been caled accent
percolation acaurts (see &so Jacobs 1991). Selkirk's accourts propose that pitch
aacents projed focus throughthe phrasal syntax, either diredly (1984 or thoughF-

28



marking (1999. The starting pant for accent projection accourts like Selkirk's is
pitch accent (cf. Ladd 1996,"accent first theory of sentencestress').

Seoondy, Selkirk 1984 dffers from Gusenhowen 1983in what it assumes
abou the focus gructure of sentences with pitch aacented subjects and urergative
verbs; the anendments in Selkirk 1995 ling these assumptions closer to those of
Gus®nhowen 1983.

2.2.2.3 Focus-oriented approaches compared

The focus-oriented approaches discussed here dl share an interest in the role
of focus in the accentuation d sentences. These gproadhes consider fadors like
new information and gvenness which are determined by dscourse mntext, in
relation to their influence on accent. All attempt to generate rules or constraints that
can acoourt for the locaion d pitch acent, given a particular context. This
perspedive differs from that of discourse-oriented approacdes, which typically look
at how focus contributes to the structure of discourse.

Nevertheless there ae important differences between focus-oriented
approaches. While dl incorporate nations like givenness into their accourts,
Rochemont (1986 cf. also Rochemont and Culicover 1990 asume, like discourse-
oriented approades, that focus represents new information, while others are more
vague in their assumptions abou what focus represents (e.g., Gussenhoven 1983.
Some asume adirect relationship between focus and ptch accent (e.g., Rochemont
1986, Rochemont and Culicover 1990, Gusenhowen 1983, Selkirk 1984, 199%
while others assuume an indired relationship (Ladd 1980,1999. Of those that
asume adirect relationship, some cnsider focus first (called the radicd focus-to-
accent view by Ladd 1996.e.g., Gusenhoven 1983, whil e others begin with accent
(Selkirk 1984, 199% Using dhta to be discussed in Chapter 3, | will examine how
these different views hald upin analysis of naturally occurring speed.

2.2.3 Formal semantic approaches

Both dscourse-oriented and focus-oriented perspectives already discussed
incorporate nations of new information and gvenness into their acoourts, ether
explicitly or implicitly. The goals of these two perspedives differ in that the former
attempts to add to ou understanding d discourse and the latter to our understanding
of the factors that affed the assgnment of accent. The goals of approaches that
develop semantic models of focus are different again: the gproaches to be
discussd here d@tempt to model the entribution that focus makes to the meaning
and interpretation d sentences. Current semantic models have moved away from
the ideathat focus represents new information toward the ideathat it represents the
existenceof aternativesto theitem in focus (see dso Chapter 1).

2.2.3.1 Basicrelationships

In the past thirty yeas, a number of semantic theories have evolved that
attempt to model the contribution d focus constituents to the meaning of a sentence

Bolinger (1961) observed that two different intonation contours associated
with stress occur in sentences, which he called A and B aaents. The A aacent
corresponds to a H* L L% contour in Pierrehumbert's framework, and the B accent
to aH* L H% contour. Jackenddf (1972 observed that these cntours can serve to
disambiguate. The sentence (34a) has two relevant readings, paraphrased as cleft
structures in (34b) and (34c):
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349 (3 Fred daesn’t write poetry in the garden.
(b It is Fred who daesn’'t write poetry in the garden.
(© It isn't Fred who writes poetry in the garden.

In speed, the two readings of (34a) can be disambiguated by ptch accents;
the reading d the sentence @rrespondng to the paraphrase in (34b) has the A
aacent, a high tone on the Fred and a falling coda, whil e the reading correspondng
to the paraphrase in (34c) has the B accent, a high tone on Fred and a rising coda.
Bolinger (1961) and Jackenddf (1972 argue that in sentences with multiple
stresed elements, an A accent corresponds to focus, and a B accent is used for
subjeds and pre-posed plrases.

(35) Theman in the purple vést has deli vered the stolen rhindceros tusks.
H* L H% H* L L%

(36) Asfor Fréd, | don't think he can makeit.
H* L H% H* L L%

Jadkenddf observed that this distribution beas on the discourse-oriented
notion d topic and comment or rheme. The A accent was thus claimed to represent
sentencefocus, whil e the B accent represents what can be presuppased.

These observations, taken with the suggestion d Chomsky (1970 that the
presuppasition d a sentence can be determined by repladng the focus with a
variable, led Jadkendoff to construct a semantic model in which the interpretation o
a sentence is represented in two comporents. One comporent is the standard
meaning d the sentence The standard meaning d the sentence in (37b) can be
represented as in (38a). The semnd comporent is a meaning in which a free
variable replaces the focus constituent; this appeas in (38b). The variable is then
bound bya lambda operator, to yield a presuppasitional set which can be used in
interpreting the sentence the set of al x such that John likes x. The
presuppasitional set for the sentencein (37b) appeasin (38c).

37 @ Who daes Dbhnlike?
(b) Johnlikes [Bill],qocus

38 (@ LIKE (BILL) (JOHN)
(b) LIKE (X) (JOHN)
(© AX [LIKE (X) (JOHN)]

The focus of the sentence orresponds to the variable in its presuppasition set. This
model can be used to mode sentences whose meanings displays focus snsitivity.

2.2.3.2 Focus sensitivity

A crucia phenomenonthat semantic models of focus must be &le to accourt
for is focus eenstivity. Contexts including words and constructions whaose
meanings interad with focus are ansidered focus ensitive.
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Perhaps the best know caegory of focus snsitive ntexts are those
containing so-cdled focus particles. The dfed of these were noted by Jackendoff
(1972. The English particles considered to be focus sensitive that are written abou
most often in the literature on focus include even, only, also and too.

39 @ Even Johnlikes Bill ./ *Even Johnlikes Bill. /
*Even Johnlikes Bill .

(b) Johneven likes Bill ./ Johneven likes Bill ./ Johneven likes Bill .

(© *Johnlikes even Bill ./ ?Johnlikes even Bill . /
*Johnlikes even Bill .

(40 (3 Only J6hnlikes Bill ./ *Only Johnlikes Bill . /
*Only Johnlikes Bill .

(b) ?John ony likes Bill ./ John only likes Bill. / John ony likes Bill.

(© ?Johnlikes only Bill ./ Johnlikes only Bill. /
*Johnlikes only Bill .

The examples in (39) and (40) show that the grammaticdity of sentences
including these particles in various positions in the sentence is affeded by the
locaion d pitch accent. The @ntexts in which the various grammatical examples
can be used felicitously also vary with the locaion d pitch accent. The grammaticd
example in (39a) appears in a ontext where there is an expedation that John will
not like Bill . 1t presuppases that John das naot like very many people, and corveys
the implicature that Bill is likable (since ezen John likes him). The grammatical
example in (40a) aswerts that no ore likes Bill but John, thus conweying the
implicaure that Bill i s nat likable. In these examples, the focus particle asciates
with the acented item John.

The first example in (3%) is grammatical when it appeas in the same
context as the grammaticd examplein (39a). Thefirst examplein (39b), dongwith
the example in (40b), is also acceptable a a @rrection in a different context (cf.
edho qguestion?): if someone had previously said Alex even/only likes Bill. Their
meanings, then, might be paraphrased as John is the one who evav/only likes Bill .
This observation is aso relevant for the marginal example in (40c), where the
previous utterance would have been something like Alexlikes only Bill; it might be
paraphrased as Johnis the one who likes only Bill. In these @ntexts, there would
likely also be an "inheritance of focus dructure’ (Partee 1991 from the previous
sentence, passbly realized with some emphasis on the second occurrence of Bill via
"residual focus marking' (Rooth 1995.

The second, fully aaceptable example in (39%b) occursin a @ntext whereit is
presuppased that John likes most people he meds, and implicaes that Bill is nat
likable; these ae the same ndtions for the marginally grammaticd example in
(39c). The second, fully aaceptable example in (40b) aserts that Bill i s the only
person Johnlikes; the fully acceptable example in (40c) has the same cnditions. In
these sentences, the focus particle associates with the accented item Bill .

9 Additionally, some speakers report that the examples marked as ungrammatica in (39a) are dso
accetable in such contexts
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The third example in (39%) might occur in a @ntext where the topic of
discusson haes been Johns bad treament of Bill: it wouldnt be expeded, gven
Johns behavior, that he likes Bill, and yet, the sentence a&<erts, he does. The third
example in (40b) might occur in a context where the speaker is making a corredion:
John desn't admire Bill, he only likes Bill. In these sentences, the focus particle
associates with the accented item likes.

The dfeds and acceptable use of focus adverbs do nd appear to be due
solely due to idiosyncrasiesin the meaning of the English particles. Other languages
show similar effects, even when the adverb is not cognate with the English particle
(Hoeksma and Zwarts 1991,K6nig 1991), as in Dutch:

4y (@ Zelfs hd vindik leuk / *Zelfs Jagp vind ik lelk /
*Zelfs g vindik leuk.
Even Jaap find | nice
"I even like Jaap"

(b) Zelfsik vind Jag leuk
Even Jaap find | nice
"Even | like Jag"

Jackenddf's (1972 model can use the presuppasitional set to model the
focus engitivity displayed by sentences including focus particles. The meaning o

only in (42) uses ||a]l, as the standard meaning, ||a]|. as the presuppasitional set, and
lla]l. as the meaning d the item in focus (|[x]| represents the meaning d x).

(42)  lonlyl (llodl) = [ llells D Dy [lladl(y) ~ y = llol] ]

With this definition, the model can derive the meaning d the sentences in
(43b) and (45b); (44) and (46) give |la]l, lla]l., and [la]|.for each of these sentences.

43 (3a Who daees bhnlike?
(b)  John ony likes [Bill],rocus

(44 (@ lalls=LIKE (BILL) (JOHN)
(b) LIKE (X) (JOHN)
(©)  llall, = Ax [LIKE (X) (JOHN)]
(d) llajl.=BiLL

45 (@ WholikesBill?
()  Only [J0hr ,oeys likes Bill

(46) (@  llalls=LIKE (BILL) (JOHN)
(b) LIKE (BILL) (X)
(€  llall, = Ax [LIKE (BILL) (X)]
(d)  Jlall.= JOHN
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The derivations in (47) and (48) demonstrate a problem with this approach.
While the model captures the focus sensitive meanings of the sentences, it does not
derive these meanings compositionally. The derivations do not reflect the fact that
only appears within different constituents within each sentence.

(47)  |John ony likes [Bill], || = lonly]l (IJohnlikes [Bill],]]) =

@  [lollsH0y [lall, () - y = llall-] ] (IJohnlikes Bill |}

(b) [LIKE (BILL) (JOHN) OOy [AX [LIKE (X) (JOHN)](Y)
- y=BILL] ]

(© [LIKE (BILL)(JOHN) OOy [[LIKE (Y) (JOHN)] —» y =BILL] ]
trueif it istrue that John likes Bill and true that everyone who John
likesisBill.

(48) || Only [Johri, likesBill || = [lonly]l (Il [Johri.. likes Bill [}) =

@  [loll, 00y [llall (v) -y =llall-] ] (IMohnlikes Bill )

(b) [LIKE (BILL) (JOHN) O Oy [AX [LIKE (BILL)(X)](y)
— Yy =JOHN] ]

(©) [LIKE (BILL)(JOHN) OOy [ [LIKE (BILL) (X)] —» Y =JOHN] ]
trueif it istrue that John likes Bill and true that everyone who likes
Bill is John

A compositional account should derive the meaning of a sentence like John
only likes Bill . from the meaning of the parts Johnand only likes Bill .. The meaning
of only likes Bill . should, in turn, be derived from its parts, only and likes Bill ., and
the meaning of likes Bill. from the meaning of likes and Bill.. That is not what the
derivations in in (47) and (48) do, since they apply the meaning of only to the
different background and focus of the proposition that John likes Bill only after the
meaning of the proposition has been derived.

One approach that captures focus sensitivity and addresses the problem of
compositionality is the Structured Meaning approach. This was proposed by Jacobs
(1983) and developed by Stechow (1990) and Krifka (e.g., 1991, 1992), who
demonstrates that it can derive focus-sensitive meanings in a compositional way.

The structured meaning approach shares with the earlier approach the idea
that focus has more than one component to its meaning; it differs from the earlier
approach in that it incorporates the advantages offered by a model with semantic
types. A structured meaning consists of an ordered pair of meanings [B,FL] where B
stands for "background" meaning and F for "focus' meaning. A focus constituent
introduces a structured meaning, containing information about how it is supposed to
be interpreted within the background, and this information is carried through the
various levels of aderivation. The meaning of a focus constituent can be generated
by arule:

(49) Focus meaning rule:

UA: 1= IAXIX], A JIC)
where X isavariable of the same semantic typeasA.
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The ordered pair is a structured meaning. It contains AX[X] as the
badgroundmeaning and |JA]| as the simple meaning d the item in focus. SinceX is

avariable of the same semantic type a A, AX[X] takes smething d the type A and
returns mething d the sametype. If A isan entity, for example, then AX[X] takes
an entity and returns an entity. The model also includes recursive rules for the
combination d simple and structured meanings.
(50) Definition d extended functional application{}:

i) If aisof type [T, aldand (3 isof typert, then a{ B} isa(p).

(i) If aisasimpletypet, Bisatype [p [T, olllJandyistype p, then
B, pa} = AX][ B{X}{a}], ylI

(i) If aistype(d, oljB isatype[p, tlandyistypep, then
of 0B, p} = AX[ a{B{X}}], YU

Theinclusion d the backgroundmeaning as part of the meaning d the focus
item allows for a compositional derivation d the focus sensitivity in a sentencelike
(43b) (repeded below). The derivation shown in (51) demonstrates the model.
(51b) shows the goplication d the structured meaning rule (49) to an item in focus.
(51c) shows the gplication o (iii) in (50), while (51d) and (51e) show the
applicaion o (i).

43) (b)  John oy likes [Bill].coms

(51) (@ |l John onylikes [Bill]. || = lonly likes [Bill], I| (1| John]|)
llonly likes [Bill], || = lonlyll ( llikes [Bill] )
|l likes [Bill] .1l = likes]l ( U[Bll].)

(b) I [Bill] .l = AX[X], IBill |0
= [AX[X], BILLO type (& e[l
|l likes|| = LIKE, type [e [&, [

(© |l likes [Bill] ]l = LIKE { AX[X], BILLO}
= [AX, [LIKE {AX[X], { X }}]BILLO
= [AX, [LIKE (X))], BILL
type (e [&, tI] el]
(d) llonly likes [Bill].. || = llonly]l { AX, [LIKE (X,)], BILLJ}

llonlyll = AB,FIAAX[B(F)(x) O Oy O ALT(F)[ B(y)(X) - y=F]]
type [T ,[&, t[) (&, tT)where T can be any type (here, €)

= AB,FIAX[B(F)(x) U0y OALT(F) [B(Y)(X) -
y = F]] ( AX, [LIKE (X))], BILLD)

= AX[ AX, [LIKE (X))] (BILL)(x) OOy O ALT(BILL)
[AX, [LIKE (X)] (Y)(X) - y=BILL]]
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= AX[ LIKE (BILL)(x) OOy O ALT(BILL)
[LIKE (Y)(X) - y=BILL]] , type [&, t[]

(€  llJohn onylikes [Bill], || =
AX[ LIKE (BILL)(X) OOy O ALT(BILL) [LIKE (y)(X) - Y =BILL]]
(JOHN)

[LIKE (BILL)(JOHN) OOy O ALT(BILL) [LIKE (Y) (JOHN) —
y =BILL]], typet

trueif it istrue that Johnlikes Bill, andif it istrue that for everyone
in the dternative set for Bill who Johnlikes, that personisBill.

The meaning d only appears in (51d). This meaning accesss both the
meanings of the backgroundand the meaning d the focus: these can be cmpared to
the presuppdasition set and standard meaning wsed in the ealier approach. In the
structured meanings approach, the background comporent of the meaning d the
item in focus does naot include the presuppasitions of the sentence, bu it all ows the
compasitional derivation d the presuppasitions. It thus models focus ensitivity in a
compositional way. Krifka (1992 demonstrates that the structured meanings
approach can aso be used to derive meanings for sentences with multiple focus
constituents.

The meaning d only in (51d) also employs the function ALT, which
generates an aternative set for the item in focus. This st includes the meanings of
the focused item and of alternatives of the same semantic type. Context shoud
dictate how these dternatives are limited. This use of ALT is an adaptation that
comes out of an approach to modeling focus called alternative semantics (Roaoth
1985. Like Jadkenddf's approach and the structured meanings approad,
aternative semantics employs two comporents of meaning: the "ordinary” meaning
and alternatives to the item in focus. The dternative semantics model also
succesqully models focus sensitivity in a ammpositional manner. It differs from the
other two approadies, however, in that derivations do nd access either
"badkground' or "focus' meanings. Instead, the model makes use of the dternatives
to the item in focus, which it passes up throughthe levels of a derivation (see Roaoth
1985, 1992 Itemsin focus introduce dternatives, while other items do nd. In the
model of alternative semantics, the meanings of focus operators like only do nd
adualy assciate with items in focus; instead, the operators make use of the
dternatives. In the structured meanings approad, the meaning o only diredly
mediates between the backgroundand focus (see(51)).

In these models, focus is linked to a variable that evokes alternatives!0. This
conveys an implication abou the meaning d focus. it signals the eistence of
aternatives to the item in focus. Thisnation d focusisrelated to bu different from
the given/new distinction employed in the discourse-oriented approaches and focus-
oriented approaches already discussed. Items that are new can be understood to
function as dternatives to items that are dready present in the discourse or are
otherwise salient in the minds of the speaker and hearer, and thus these inevitably
have patential alternatives. The notion d aternatives can aso trea the problem of
aaent on gven items in contrast more naturally, withou having to clam these &

10 Ancther semantic framework that implicitly incorporates the ideaof focus as related to the
existence of alternativesisin-situ binding semantics (Wold 1996).
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exceptions (see, for example, (18) in 2.2.2.), since items that are being contrasted
are being seleded from a list of other possble referents. Findly, the nation d
aternatives has al owed for the development of semantic frameworks that can model
the meaning d focus in sentences, particularly in focus-sensitive @ntexts. The
treament of focus as new information hes not leant itself to thiskind d applicaion.
The status of material as new (and orly new) does not provide any means for
generating the comparisons implicit in focus-sensitive contexts (see examples (39)
and (40) and dscussonfollowing).

Negation is ancther focus ®ensitive mntext that has been succesdully
modeled in formal semantic frameworks. Consider the constructed examplesin (52)
(see &so (8)).

52 (a Sarah ddn't buy ore book.
(b) Sarah bough no bools.
(© There was one book Sarah didn't buy.
(d) Sarah ddn't buy ére book-- she bough dozens.
(e Sérah ddn't buy ore book-- that was someone dse.

It is frequently observed that negation can be anbiguows. The sentencein
(529) can have ather the meaning paraphrased in (52b) or that in (52c¢). The scope
of negation apparently interads with focus. Negation can asociate with focus much
as the focus sensitive particles discussed in reference to (39) and (40) above do.
When a onstituent is accaited in a negative sentence it becomes the negated
congtituent (Chomsky 1970, Jadkenddf 1972). Thus, relocaing the accent also
changes the meaning d a negative sentence, asin (52d) and (52¢).

Other contexts that have been olserved to be focus snsitive include cntexts
with quantificaion and modal contexts. An example including the tempora
quantifier always appears in (53) (from Rooth 1985, and me with the
guantificational determiner most in (54) (from Krifka 19917).

B3 @@ Mary always took Johnto the movies.
(b) Mary aways took Johnto the movies.
(© Mary aways took Johnto the movies.

54 (@ Most ships passthroughthe lock at night.
(b) Most ships passthroughthe 16ck at night.

Here, focus is claimed to affect the truth condtions of the sentence  While
(53a) asserts that if Mary took John anywhere, it was to the movies, (53b) assrts
that if Mary took anyonre to the movies, it was bhn, and (53c) that if anyone took
Johnto the movies, it was Mary. The most likely reading for the sentencein (54a) is
that most ships that pass through the lock do it a night. In this realing the
badground appears to help restrict the domain of the quantified expresson most
ships. In (54b), the accent on lock could represent focus on the noun phrase: this
gives the reading that most ships that pass through something (alternatives might
include acanal or a strait) at night, passthroughthe lock. The accent could also
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represent focus on the phrase pass through the lock, in which case the reading arises
that most shipsthat are adive & night passthroughthe lock.

Similar examples for modal contexts come from Halliday (1967. These
include the modal operator must:

(55 Sign onan escdator: Dogs must be carried.
@ Dogs must be caried.
(b) ?D6gs must be arried.

(56) Signinfront of arestaurant: Shoes must be worn.
@ ? Shoes must be wérn.
(b) Shoes must be worn.

The sentence in (55) is intended to conwvey the meaning that any dogs riding
the escdator must be arried (55a), na the meaning that carrying a dogis required
to ride the escalator (55b). The sentencein (56), on the other hand, is intended to
convey the meaning that wearing shoes is required to enter the restaurant (56b). It
does not mean that anyone wearing shoes who comes into the restaurant is required
to wea worn shoes (or even lesslikely, that any shoes in the restaurant must be
worn shoes) (56a). When these sentences are spoken aloud, the locaion d pitch
accent distingushes between these readings. Thus, meaning in these @ntexts also
appears to depend onfocus, as it does in contexts including focus particles and
negation.

Examples of these focus snsitive mntextsin natural speech are discussed in
Chapter 3, sedion 3.6. Other contexts observed to be focus-sensitive ae those
including reason clauses (see Dretske 1972 and comparatives (see Kennedy, to

apppear).

2.2.4 Two kinds of focus?

Thediscussonin sedions 2.2.1:2.2.3have indicated that some gproaches to
focus have amployed the nation that focus sgnals new information (discourse-
oriented and some focus-oriented approaches) and ahers the nation that it signals
the existence of aternatives to the item in focus (formal semantic gproaches). E.
Kiss (1998 presents arguments that these gproaches in fad correspond to two
different kinds of focus, information and identificaional focus. She mnneds
information focus to the terms presentational focus and broad focus and
identificaional focus to the terms contrastive and narrow focus (cf. Jackenddf
1972,Rochemont 1986,Ladd 1980).

A structure that plays an important role in the aguments E. Kiss makes for
two types of focus is the it-cleft construction (previoudly ill ustrated in (150)). She
argues that this is the prototypicd redizaion d identificaiona focus in English,
althoughit can also be signaled by the presence of afocus operator like only.

37



Table2.1: Redizaion d Information and Identificational Focusin English (E.

Kiss1998
INFORMATION FOCUS IDENTIFICATIONAL FOCUS
Presence of pitch acent alone It-cleft with pitch accent

Presence of exhaustive focus operator (e.g.,
only with pitch accent

It is well documented that not all constituent types can appear in cleft focus.
Universally quantified noun plnases are consistently oddin cleft focus, (Rochemont
1986, E. Kiss 1998, as (57a) and (57b) show. Always, on the other hand, is
felicitous, while sometimesis not.

57 (@ It was bhn'?dso John'* even John'everybodythat Mary invited to
her birthday party.
(b It was ?every dish/(always) the blue platter that he washed.

(© It is (always)/(?sometimes) getting upearly that he finds difficult.

The emphasis of an it-cleft may vary, depending onwhich constituent in the
cleft is accented (Prince 1978.

58 (a It was aftér she quit smoking that Mary felt better
(b) It was after she quit smoking that Mary felt better
(© It was after she quit smoking that Mary felt better

It-cleft focus constructions have been argued on the basis to receve a
contrastive focus interpretation (Rochemont 1986. The locaion d the acent on
after and quit in (583) and (58b) leal to so-called narrow readings for these items.
E. Kiss(1998 argues that the focusin an it-cleft is not necessarily corntrastive, but is
aways exhaustive: that the material in the deft represents all the posshbiliti es for
making the predicate true. This defining feature distingushes identificaional focus
from information focus.

A summary of the differences between the two types of focus propased
appearsin Table 2.2.
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Table2.2  Properties of Information and Identificational Focus (E. Kiss1998

INFORMATION FOCUS IDENTIFICATIONAL FOCUS

(1) Marksnonpresupposed natur e of (1) Expressesexhaustiveidentification over
information a set of contextually given elements

(2) Appliesto al types of constituents (2) Appliesto restricted constituent types:

e.g., cannot apply to uriversal quantifiers,
even- or also-phrases

(3) Doesnat enter into scope relations with (3) Can enter into scope relations with clause-
clause-mate operators mate operators
(4) Doesnot involve movement (4) Movesto the spedfier of afunctional
projedion
(5) Ned na be co-extensive with an XP (5) Co-extensive with an XP avail able for
avail able for operator movement operator movement

(6) Can projed from an accented constituent, (6) Doesnat projed (beyondan XP avail able
but does not iterate. for movement), but can iterate.

Line (1) provides definitions of the two types of focus that E. Kisspropases.
Lines (2) and (3) provide generalizaions abou the behavior of the two types, while
the properties listed in lines (4) to (6) are derived from the syntactic analysis that E.
Kisspropases for the two types of focus. It isnot necessary to gothroughthe detail s
of thisanalysis here; as with the other propasals outlined in sedion 2.2, this propacsal
will aso be onsidered in light of the occurrence of focus in data from the speech
corpus.

2.3 ISSUESIN EXAMINATION OF NATURAL SPEECH

Although dscourse-oriented reseach often uses naturally occurring
examples from written texts, many o the observations and popasals discussd in
sedion 2.2 are based on constructed examples. Despite the fact that focus involves
acacent, which occurs only in speech, olservations and propcsals abou focus have
rarely been tested against natural speech data. A main oljedive of the present work
is to begin the processof confirming existing olservations and evaluating existing
proposals on the basis of the occurrence of focus in data from a speech corpus. This
requires employing a systematic goproad to the identification o focus constituents,
as well as identification d the discourse mntexts most likely to provide data
relevant to existing propasals.

Focus marking va pitch accent can be anbiguows (see Chapter 1, sedion
1.1.7): pitch acent on a noun,for example, could signal focus on a houn phase,
focus on a verb phrase containing the noun,or even focus on an entire dause. For
this reason, analysis of focus in natural speed requires a means of determining
relevant domains of focus.

Sedion 2.2.1 highlighted some of the diff erences between it-clefts and wh-
clefts. Recall that one diff erence was that it-clefts locate afocus constituent in the
cleft, while wh-clefts locae the focus in the post-cleft portion d the sentence
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Ancther differencemay be the exhaustivity of the focus. If E. Kiss(1998 is correct,
the focus of an it-cleft sentenceis exhaustive, whil e the focus of a wh-cleft may nat
be. Itislikely that at least in some cases, the focus of a wh-cleft sentence wuld aso
be exhaustive, despite the fact that it is not marked by a focus operator (see
discusson and example (60) below).

The wh-cleft is obviously related to the wh-question in English. Both begin
with a wh-constituent and contain a gap related to that constituent. In a wh-cleft
sentence, the wh-cleft material corresponds to a wh-question, while the post-cleft
material correspondsto the answer to that question (cf. also (16b)).

59 (@ What Nikki hopesto dois be astar onthe horse-show circuit.
(b) What does Nikki hopeto dd? Be astar onthe horse-show circuit.

In semantic analysis of wh-questions, the wh-constituent has long leen
linked to a semantic variable (e.g., Kartunren 1977 ,Stechow and Zimmerman 1984,
Groendijk and Stokhd 1984). This variable is argued to relate to the focus of the
sentence that answers the question, thus accourting for the fad that focus plays a
role in what makes an acceptable answer to a wh-question (see Chapter 1). Some of
these analyses have treaed the answers to questions as exhaustive aaswers. This
would suggest that at least in some caes, the focus portion d a wh-cleft sentence
might also be exhaustive.

While wh-questions srve as the dassc test for focus, it can be avkward to
use this test for the focus of a sentence in ongoing dscourse. The insertion d a
guestion may frequently be infelicitous not because it does nat match the focus of
the sentence it is testing, bu becaise aquestion is inappropriate in the ntext.
Because deft paraphrases can be less awkwardly used in ongoing dscourse than
wh-questions, these are used to determine domains of focus for examples from the
corpus discused in Chapters 3 through 6.

Suppating the validity of this approacd is the relationship between wh-clefts
and questions. Further suppat comes from the possble paraphrases of a sentence
like that in (60), with an accent on John Depending onthe context, it might be
felicitously paraphrased with any of the nstructionsin (60a)-(60e).

(60) Mary introduced Bill to John.

@ Someone who Mary introduced Bill to was bhn

(b) It was bhnthat/who Mary introduced Bill to.

(© What Mary did for Bill wasintroduce him to John.

(d) What Mary did was introduce Bill t o John

(e What happened then was Mary introduced Bill to John

Eadch o these paraphrases represents a different focus gructure possble for
the sentence with an accent on John  context will dictate which ogtion is the most
appropriate or felicitous paraphrase. (60a) and (60b) are paraphrases for focus on
John, with (60b) presumably exhaustive and (60a) unspedfied with regard to
exhaustivity; the indefinite pronounsomeone is used here because of the marginal
feli citousnessof the wh-cleft Who Mary introduced Bill to was John | assume that

the felicitousness of (60b) entails that (60a) will be felicitous, too (although the
reverse would na hold). (60c) paraphrases focus on introduce ... to John while
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(60d) paraphrases focus on introduce Bill to John and (60e) focus on the entire
sentence. In each case, the focus constituent of the cleft sentence contains the word
that was accented in the original sentence, John.

The discussion in subsequent chapters employ paraphrases like those in (60)
to determine the domain of focus in examples from spontaneous speech. Thisis a
new version of the long-used wh-question test for focus, one that allows for the
testing of focus constituents within on-going discourse.

In rare circumstances in the corpus data, wh-cleft paraphrases are not
possible: in these cases, however, a paraphrase using an existential there
construction (asin 2.2.1) istypically felicitous.

The data to be discussed in subsequent chapters are drawn from contexts in
the corpus that relate to the observations and proposals discussed in the current
chapter. These include contexts that provide data regarding accentuation and the
discourse status of information (relevant to issues discussed in sections 2.2.1 and
2.2.2); contexts that indicate contrast (relevant to issues discussed in sections 2.2.2.1
and 2.2.3); contexts for syntactic constructions that have been observed to be
associated with specific characteristics (relevant to issues discussed in section
2.2.1); and focus sensitive contexts (relevant to issues discussed in section 2.2.3).

2.4 SUMMARY

The discussion in this chapter attempted to provide an overview of the
perspectives that have been taken in research on intonation and focus. We have
examined a wide but by no means exhaustive range of perspectives. These relate to
the relationship between accent and focus, to accent assignment, to focus and
sentence structure, to the significance of focus, and to the modeling of focus by
formal means. The reader should now have an idea of the kind of data and issues
relevant to the study of focus. Chapter 3 presents data from naturally occurring
speech that are relevant to the issues raised here.
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Chapter 3: Focus phenomena in natural speech

Most of the existing observations about focus surveyed in Chapter 2 come
from constructed examples rather than from naturally occurring discourse. The
current chapter attempts to add to the literature on focus by providing a description
of the phenomena occurring in spontaneous speech. It treats excerpts that are
relevant to the observations made previously in the study of focus and focus-related
phenomena. The main purpose here is to examine how well theories developed on
the basis of constructed examples hold up for naturally occurring speech. Many of
the excerpts to be discussed confirm or add to earlier observations; others provide
apparent exceptions or counterexamples.

Section 3.1 addresses the approach this work takes in describing and
presenting the focus data taken from the corpus. Section 3.2 presents data regarding
accentuation and the discourse status of information. Section 3.3 presents examples
of accent in discourse contexts that indicate contrast. Section 3.4 examines the
occurrence of syntactic constructions that have been observed to be associated with
specific focus characteristics. Section 3.5 examines the focus and intonational
properties of questions appearing in the corpus. Section 3.6 presents data from
focus-sensitive contexts that occur in the corpus.

The text of each excerpt to be discussed is presented in the relevant discourse
context, with annotation for certain prosodic information: the locations of pitch
accents and phonological and intonation phrase boundaries. Information about the
type ("tune") of pitch accent is beyond the scope of the current work, and thus is not
included in the textual representation. In order to validate the textual
representations, however, | do include the results of pitch tracking that was
performed to establish the location of pitch accents. The graphics included with
each excerpt will thus provide readers interested in the distribution of pitch-accent
types with the relevant data.

3.1 FINDING FOCUS

Working with focus data in a corpus of naturally occurring speech requires
determining what the focus constituent of each utterance is. This process involves
three steps: (1) identifying phonological domains and the location of pitch accents,
(2) identifying the location of the focus center, and (3) identifying the domain of
focus.

3.1.1 Domains and accents

Pitch analyses were conducted on each of the excerpts discussed in this work
with the program Praat in order to facilitate the identification of intonational and
phonological phrase boundaries and pitch accents. The resulting data were used
together with native speaker judgment to determine the location of these prosodic
markers. The location of pitch accents was determined by identifying changes in
pitch before, during and after stressed syllables, in accordance with the model of
intonational phrasing proposed in Pierrehumbert 1980. Phrase accents and boundary
tones were identified to determine the location of prosodic boundaries, aso in
accord with Pierrehumbert 1980.



The excerpt in (1) has been annatated for prosodic information. All excerpts
in thiswork have been annaated in the same fashion. An aaute acent () represents
the presence of a pitch accent on a syllable. The lengthening d pitch accented
syllables is not annaated since pitch accented syllables are in general longer than
their non-accented counterparts (Beckman and Edwards 1992 Cooper et al. 1985,
see &so Chapter 6). Because audible breathing and pauses in speedh help provide
information abou the locaion d phondogical boundries (Pierrehumbert 1980,
these ae awnaated with filled parentheses (hh) and empty parentheses ( ),
respedively. The lengthening d syllables that do nd cary a pitch accent can also
provide aies to the location o phondogicd boundries (Beckman & Edwards
1987, and such lengthening is thus indicated with a @lon following the lengthened
vowel (e.g., vowe:l). The boundries of phondogicd phrases are marked with a
single dlash (/) and those of intonation phrases with a doulde dlash (//); | have
avoided the use of % as a bourdary marker because | employ this ymbad to indicate
discourse segments that are infeli citous.

An anndated excerpt from the @rpus appears below:

(D) A parole officer has been discussng hiswork with a program intended to
reduce volent crime committed by youthful offenders. He begins a story to
help ill ustrate the program'’s effediveness
@ there was ayoungma:n / by the name a(hh) / Fréddy Cardéza (hh)//
(b)  whowascaught uh (hh) / with abdlet //

(© he was dso cau:ght / passng agun to ajuvenile

(d) because the juveni:le would get // alésser séntence

Pitch tradks refleding the information onwhich the annaation d the excerpt
in (1) isbased follow in (1).

1) @ there was ayoungman / by the name a(hh) / Fréddy Card6za(hh)//

350

Frequency (Hz)
\
/
\
\
(
/

theravaslayoung man |by|thename| a (hh) Fred |dy| Car do za (hh)

5.052 8.054
Time (s)
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(b)  whowas caight uh (hh) / with abdl et //
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who was caught uh (hh) with|a| bul let
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(© he was dlso caught / pdssngagun to ajuvenile
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(d) because the juvenile would // get alésser séntence

350

Frequency (Hz)
)
/
|
/
\

be |causefthe| ju |ve| nile would get [a| les ser sen tence

2.677 4.802
Time (s)

3.1.2 Focuscenters

The excerpt in (1) shows that an intonation phrase with a single focus may
contain multiple pitch acceits. Note that while (1a) has three pitch accents, on
young, Fréddy and Cardéza, we would nd want to clam that this portion d the
utterance has three focus constituents. In fact, in this context, the spe&ker had the
option d pitch accenting orly the stressed syll able of Carddza, and producing young
and Freddy withou pitch accents, or of pladng additional pitch accents on any o
the other stressed syllables in the utterance The acent on Carddéza, however, is
required. Although the other pitch accents can be omitted and still result in a
felicitous utterance, the one on Cardéza canna be omitted in this context. Consider
the posshbiliti es presented in (2):

2 @ there was ayoungman bythe name aFreddy Cardéza
(b) % there was ayoungman by the name aFreddy Cardoza
(© % there was ayoungman by the name aFréddy Cardoza
(d % therewasayoung man bythe name aFréddy Cardoza

While (29) is nealy equivalent to the utterance in the origina discourse,
(2b)-(2d) are not. The dternative utterance in (2b) is felicitous in contexts where
there was a man named Freddy Cardoza who was not young —for example, in
resporse to a question like Did you meet an dd man named Freddy Cardoza? The
aternative utterance in (2c) is felicitous in contexts where the last name Cardoza or
an individua with that last name is aready urder discusson — for example, in
resporse to questions like Did you med anyone named Cardoza? or Did you meet a
man naned Eddie Cardoza? The dternative utterance in (2d), with two ptch
acents, is felicitous in the same ntexts as (2c), and additionally in contexts that
combine the mntext condtions of (2c) with those of (2b), as in resporse to the
guestion Did you med an dd man naned Cardoza? What these examples dow is
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that if the accent on Cardoza were deleted from the intonation plrase, the resulting
utterance would be agpropriate to a different context. The last accent in the
intonation phrase is the one that takes precedence in determining focus. The
examples in (2) suppat the dam that a final pitch accent plays a "key role in
defining the patterns of prominence" that signal focus in a sentence, despite the
absence of phoretic correlates for this prominence (Ladd 1996.

The oorpus data dso add to the evidence that despite the relationship
between pitch aacent and focus, there is not a one-to-one @rrespondence between
them (von Stechow and Uhmann 1987. Not every pitch accent signals a focus
constituent.  Multiple pitch accenits do nd typicdly indicae multiple focus
constituents when they occur in the same intonation plrase: some pitch accents play
a more important role in determining the focus of a sentence than ahers. Thisisin
line with the observations of Ladd (1980, 199%that nat al pitch accent is conneded
to the marking d focus, that at leasst some pitch accents occur to satisfy
phondogicd constraints. It contradicts theories that posit focus as the singe
determinant of intonation petterns (cf., the basic focus rule of Selkirk (1984: "a
constituent to which a pitch accent isasggned isafocus."). Rather, focus appears to
be assciated with an oligatory pitch accent of an intonational phrase, typicdly the
"nuclea pitch accent” of the phrase. The nuclear accent has been olserved to
correspond to the fina pitch accent of an intonation plrase (Pierrehumbert 1980,
Bedman and Pierrehumbert 1985). Pitch aacents that are not nuclea pitch accent in
their intonation plrases | will call secondary accents.

It is aso necessary to dstingush between the word bearing the obligatory
pitch accent and the constituent that serves as the focus or focus constituent of a
sentence, since the pitch accent occurs on ony one syllable of a multi-word focus
constituent. It is the word bearing the obligatory pitch accent that | cdl the focus
centerl. Thiswill typicdly correspondto Pierrehumbert's nuclear pitch accent.

The excerpt is presented again in (1"). Here, focus centers correspondto the
nuclea accents of intonation phrases. In this re-presentation, as in those that foll ow,
focus centers appea in small capital |etters.

a @ There was ayoungman by the name aFreddy CARDOZA
(b) who was caught with aBULLET
(© he was also caught passngagunto aJUVENILE
(d) because the JUVENILE would get alesser SENTENCE

3.1.3 Focus Domains

While we have now identified the focus centers of the first few utterances of
this discourse segment, we have not yet established the domain of focus in these
clauses. This is the focus constituent of a dause. A focus center on a noun, for
example, could correspond to focus on the noun phase that has that noun as its
head, o to focus onalarger constituent containing the noun phase.

In (1"a), we find an example of the eistentia there construction?. It has
been olserved that this construction typicdly serves to introduce anew referent or

1 Thisis smilar in concept to the term "focus exponent” used by Hohle 1982.

2 Excerpts containing examples of this construction are discussed in greaer detail below in sedion
3.4.3.
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circumstance into a discourse (see sedion 2.2.1,Chapter 2). In this context, the
focus center Cardoza signals focus on the complex noun plase a young man by the
name of Freddy Cardoza. Note that like many existential there-constructions, this
discourse-segment initial sentence cannat be felicitously paraphrased with either a
wh-cleft (3b) or an it-cleft (3c). The original utterance gpears as (3a).

©)] @ There was ayoungman by the name aFreddy CARDOZA

(b % Someone who there was was a youngman by the name aFreddy
CARDOZA

(© % It was ayoungman bythe name aFreddy CARDOZA who there
was.

The lak of feicitous cleft paraphrases indicates that the utterance has no
presuppasitions — it is, esentiadly, al focus. The focus center on Cardoza, then,
corresponds to focus onthe existenceof anew individual in the discourse.

In (1"b), the focus center on bullet also occurs within a noun phase
correspondng to a new entity in the discourse. In this case, however, the focus
center does not appear to signal focus on the noun phiase. Evidence for this comes
from the paraphrases that are possble in the discourse wntext. The origina
utterance is presented as (4a).

4) There was ayoungman by the name aFreddy Cardoza
@ who was caught with aBULLET
(b) % What he was caught with was a BULLET.
(© What happened with hm was that he was caught with aBULLET.

The infelicitous paraphrase in (4b) demonstrates that in this context the focus
center bullet does not signal focus on the noun phiase done. The failure of this
paraphrase indicates that it canna be presuppcsed that Freddy was caught with
anything. The noun phiase caana appear by itself in the final portion d the wh-
cleft sentence, which has been olserved to be wnnrected to a focus constituent (see
sedion 2.2,3,Chapter 2), and will thus srve & one of the focus tests to be used in
the presentation d the data from the @rpus. The felicitous paraphrase in (4c) thus
suggests that the focus center bullet (1'b) represents focus on the @ntent of the
entire dause insteal, since this is what can appea in the portion d the wh-cleft
sentence @nrected to focus.

3.1.4 Summary of approach

The subsequent presentation o data from the crpus treats each o the
excerpts discussed in amanner similar to that used in sedions 3.1.1-3.1.3above.

Let us review some termindogy that will be useful in dscussng the
examples. The definitions encode distinctions that | want to make between concepts
that are often na distingushed in the literature on prosody in English.

Focus: A discourse semantic phenomenonconreded to the highlighting o
information
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Focus is, of course, a cross-linguistic phenomenon. The discussion of its
realization in English to be presented here and in the following chapters will rely on
the following definitions.

PITCH ACCENT:  An accent associated with the syllable that receives the primary
stressin aword.

FOCUSCENTER: A word isafocus center if it:
i) bears a pitch accent; and

(i)  thepitch accent is obligatory
(i.e., cannot be omitted or relocated without affecting the
felicitousness of an utterance).

FOCUS CONSTITUENT: A syntactic constituent is afocus constituent if it

(i) contains afocus center; and

(i) corresponds to a semantic unit that is being highlighted for some
communi cative purpose.

The word focus has been used to refer to each of these concepts in various
different works. | define the expressions above in an attempt to avoid the confusion
that may result from the polysemous use of the word "focus".

In the current work, the location of pitch accents and phonologica and
intonation phrase boundaries are determined by pitch tracking in order to facilitate
location of the focus center. Focus centers correspond to those pitch accents that are
obligatory, given the contexts in which they occur3. Cleft paraphrasing is then used
to determine the focus constituent, the domain of focus signaled by the focus center
in the given discourse context. Once these facts have been established, we can
examine how the data corresponds to the observations that other authors have made
about constructed examples and how it fits in with the hypotheses developed on the
basis of these observations.

3.2 ACCENTUATION AND DISCOURSE STATUS

Views of focus that consider it a marker of new information predict that non-
presupposed or non-derivable information will serve as the focus of an utterance.
Focus will be signaled by the presence of a pitch accent, and will be connected to a
constituent containing the pitch-accented word. Severa authors have observed that
the pitch-accented word that serves as the focus center is either the head of the focus
constituent or an argument of that head, but not an adjunct (e.g., Schmerling 1976,
Gussenhoven 1983, Selkirk 1984).

3 Determining when pitch accents are obligatory requires consulting native-speaker intuitions. |
made initial determination on the obligatory nature of focus centers, and checked these intuitions with
other native speakers of English.

4 This process also requires the intuitions of native speakers. | determined arange of possible
paraphrases, and checked intuitions about felicitous paraphrases with other native speakers of
English.
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The excerpts to be discussed here establish that the presence of focus can
correspond to the non-derivable status of materia in discourse, and that "old"
material is often not accented, but they also establish that it is not necessarily the
case that material in focus is new. The data to be presented here also support the
observations of other authors that focus projects through arguments and heads.

3.2.1 Accentuation and new material

Let us first reconsider the excerpt presented as an example in the previous
section.

a @ There was ayoung man by the name a Freddy CARDOZA
(b) who was caught with aBULLET
(© he was al so caught passing a gun to a JUVENILE
(d) because the JUVENILE would get alesser SENTENCE

The discussion in section 3.1 established the focus domains for (1"a) and
(1"b). We saw that the focus constituent in (1"a) was a young man by the name a
Freddy Cardoza, while the focus constituent in (1"b) was (he) was caught with a
bullet. In both clauses, the focus center represents focus on a larger constituent
containing that center. In (1"a) and (1"b), these focus constituents represent
something new in the context. In (1"a), thisis the existence of a discourse referent
(an individual). In (1"b), it is a predicate to be applied to that referent. Wh-cleft
paraphrases of (1"c) also demonstrate that a focus center associated with a new
discourse referent can correspond to focus on a larger congtituent. Only a
paraphrase that contains passing a gun to a juvenile (5b) as the focus constituent is
felicitousin this context. (5a) repeats the original utterance.

(5) There was a young man by the name a Freddy Cardoza who was caught with
aBULLET.

@ He was also caught passing agun to a JUVENILE
(b) What he was a'so caught doing was passing a gun to a JUVENILE.

(© ?What also happened with him was that he was caught passing a gun
to aJUVENILE

(d) % Someone who he was also caught passing a gun to was ajuvenile.

The data from this excerpt aso fit in with the generalization that pitch-
accented arguments can project focus in the focus constituent (see 2.2.2, Chapter 2).
In (1"b), for example, a bullet> can be analyzed as an argument of the preposition
with, and the prepositional phrase with a bullet can be analyzed in turn as an
argument of caught. Focus on the constituent was caught with a bullet can thus be
traced through the levels of syntax to the focus center bullet. The focus constituents
in the other segments of (1") can be analyzed along similar lines.

The first of the focus centers of the final example, however, is not a new
individual in the discourse. The accent on juvenile in (1d) appears to be a focus

5 bullet itself can be analyzed as either the head of the NP a bullet or as the head of the NP bullet,
which in turn serves as the argument within the DP a bullet. Whether we assume the DP hypothesis
or not, the generalization still holds.
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center: it is not optional, urlike the acents on young and Freddy in (1a), and
furthermore, it serves as the nuclear accent — indedal, the only accent — in its
intonation phrase. This example will be discussed again in section 3.6, which deals
with focus ensitive mntexts. Here, the example is relevant because it provides an
apparent courterexample to the generali zation that focus represents new information
in al cases: the focus is centered onjuvenile, which is not new information in the
discourse. Other apparent courterexamples to the idea that focus represents new
information — or at least only new information —are aldressed in Chapter 4.

3.2.2 Accentuation and de-stressing

The orpus also provides examples in which dd material is de-accented.
For example, in (1b) the verb caught receives a pitch accent and is part of the focus
constituent (althoughit is not the focus center), bu when it is repeaed in (1c) andis
not part of the focus constituent, it does not receive an accent. In (1a) the noun
phrase presenting Freddy Cardoza is the focus constituent. In the subsequent
segment (1c)/ (1'c), when Freddy is nat part of the focus constituent, the spesker
uses an urstressed pronounhe to refer to Freddy. Other examples to be discussed
here demonstrate that in naturally occurring speech, speakers de-stress old material
even when it is part of the focus constituent. These data conform to olservations
made éou constructed examplesin dsplaying movement of the focus center.

3.2.2.1 Focus center relocation

Relocaion d the focus center has been olserved to occur when some
materia in the focus constituent is nat new (Bolinger 1972, Schmerling 1976,Ladd
1996, inter dia). Excerpts from the corpus suppat this generalization. An example

appearsin (6).

(6) As background to a story heis about to tell, the speaker explains that he
went with his father to attend a college hockey game—

@ and ore amy favorite dllege playe:rs\ gave me astick \\
(b) and | took the stick the next day \\ went out 'n skéted ona pénd\\
Pitch tradks of this excerpt appear below in (6'a) and (6'b) below.

51



®) @ and ore amy favorite dllege playe:rs\ gave me astick \\
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n'onga|my| fav— |rite| col |lege| pla | yers |[gavemes  stick (hhh)

15.68 18.65
Time (s)

(b) and | took the stick the next day \\ went out 'n skéted ona pénd\\

350

Frequency (Hz)

o

(hhh) |and

tookthe stick the next |daywenbut| skated |on|a pond

18.65 22
Time (s)

The focus centers of the excerpt are represented in (6").

€ (@ and ore of my favorite llege players gave me asTICK
(b) and | TOOK the stick the next day, went out and skated ona POND

The focus constituent of (6"a) appears to be the entire sentence, as the most
feli citous wh-cleft paraphrase, in (7b), demonstrates.
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(7) [I went to ahockey game with my father] and

@ what happened was that one of my favorite wllege players gave me a
STICK.

(b) ?what one of my favorite llege players did was give me asTICK.
(© % What one of my favorite llege players gave me was a STICK.

Thus, the focus center on the new discourse entity a stick signals focus over the
entire dause.

In (6"b), the stick does nat receive apitch accent. Instead, took serves as the
focus center. Rephrasing (6"b) with a wh-cleft is most felicitous in the discourse
when the focus constituent in the wh-cleft sentence @rresponds to the verb plrase
took the stick the next day, asin (8a). It is smewhat lessféelicitous when the focus
constituent corresponds only to the verb and its complement, as in (8b), athough
this may still be a possble paraphrase. When focus of the wh-cleft sentence
corresponds to the verb aone, as in (8c), the resulting paraphrase is infelicitous in
the context of the discourse. Equally infelicitous is a paraphrase in which the entire
clause @rresponds to the focus constituent of the wh-cleft, asin (8d).

8 [I was at ahockey game with my father]
and ore of my favorite mllege players gave me asTICK.

@ andwhat | did was [TAKE the stick the next day] - and | went out and
skated ona POND.

(b) ? andwhat | did the next day was [TAKE the stick ] - and | went out
and skated ona POND.

(© % andwhat | did with the stick the next day was [TAKE it] - and |
went out and skated ona POND.

(d) % and what happened was [| TOOK the stick the next day] - and |
went out and skated ona POND.

These data demonstrate that in this context the focus center on the verb took
corresponds to focus on the verb phrase rather than focus on the verb, a any aher
possble domain. Thisis different from the phenomenon olserved abou (1), where
focus was projeded through arguments. In (6"b), focus is projeded through a
syntadic head.

A seamond example that displays the same phenomenon appeas in (9). Pitch
tracks appea in (9" ah).

(90  Theproducer of atelevision mini-series about the U.S. space programis
discussing the technical difficulties involved in the production. Hetalks
about the physical strain on the stuntmen (See(31) for elli psed material).

@ it was Gsually std:ntmen // that were in the- //were actualy in the
suits// ...

(b) they could orly take éou twé and a half hours// uhinside these
suits
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9@ @ it was Usually std:ntmen //that were in the-//were a¢ualy in the suits
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suits
250
< ~b IO NN NN
I
= N
2 /\J T~ — \ - ~
g
=]
g
(TR
o
ha;fulrn ly |takel|a| bout | [twopnal half hours uh | in | side |these| suits
30.45 33.6
Time (s)

The focus centers are represented in (9").

@) @ It was usually STUNTMEN that were adualy in the SUITS...
(b) They could only take @ou TwO and a half hours INSIDE these suits.

These sentences parallel each ather in that they bath contain two focus
constituents. The seandfocusin each is a prepaositional phrase cntaining the word
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suits and referring to the same referent in the discourse. The second accurrence of
suits, however, in (9"b), is not accented. Insteal, the focus center is inside, the
prepasition that is the head of the focus constituent. Note that this is new material,
despite the semantic simil arities between in and inside. Inside is more spedfic in
this context than in: while it is typicd for items of clothing to appear as the
arguments of in, it islesstypicd for them they appear with inside.

Whil e the most typicd manifestation d phrasal focus is the gpearance of a
focus center on the complement of a phrasal head (Schmerling 1976,Gussenhowen
1983, Selkirk 1989, in the examples from the excerpts in (6) and (9), we dso find
focus reali zed through pacement of the pitch accent on the hea itself. The authors
who have previously observed this phenomenon rave agued that it is related to the
fad that the agument (the stick in (6"b) and these suitsin (9"b)) is aready gven in
the acontext, while the head (took in (6"b) and inside in (9"b)) isnat. Thus, focusis
most typicdly projeded through arguments, projeding through heads when the
discourse context requires (or perhaps all ows) that arguments be de-accented. These
examples from naturally occurring dscourse that have been dscussed fit in with the
previous observations about marking d focus constituents.

An item from (9") that does not fit as well with the observations and
predictions made from constructed examples is the gypearance of a focus center on
twoin (9"b).

(10) It wasusuadly stuntmen that were acualy in the suits. ...

@ % What they could doinside the suits was only take @ou Two and a
half hous.

(b) ? How longthey could take INSIDE the suits was only abou TwoO and
ahalf hous.

(© % How many housthey could take INSIDE the suits was only abou
TWO and a half.

Perhaps in part because the sentence @ntains two focus constituents, it is
difficult to find a felicitous wh-paraphrase with two in the focus portion d the
sentence  The one that comes closest to being felicitous in the cntext is (10b),
which suggests that the focus center on two reflects focus on the constituent about
two and a half hours. A prediction for this phrase in focus is that pitch accent
shoud appea on hours, rather than two, since hours is presumably the head o the
phrase in which it occurs. This prediction comes from the observations captured by
the acournts of Gusenhowen 1983and Selkirk 19841995. This, however, is not
what ocaurs.

One factor that could be coming into pay here is predictability (Bolinger
1972. World knowledge tell s us that hours are the only relevant units of time here.
Two and a half minutes (the next small est unit of time) would be far too short for the
film crew to get anything dore, and two and a half days (the next longest unit of
time) far too longto be cmpatible with the averb only in this context. Of al the
words appearing in the gparent focus constituent, two is the most informative.
Perhaps thisiswhy it is the focus center.
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3.2.2.2 Re-stressing

Other authors (Ladd 1980, 1996have observed that discourse-old materia
can accented in circumstances in which al the materia in the sentence is old.
Typicdly in such situations, the acent is observed to fall on an argument rather than
on the headl of a focus constituent. This phenomenon can also be ill ustrated with
excerpts from the corpus.

The excerpt presented in (1)/ (1") continues as in (1€)- (1g). Again, ptch
tradks for the excerpt follow below in (1'e)-(1'g).

Q) (e Freddy received upt' fiveyeasfor // () handing the guinto the
javenile
) and uhfolrteen years/ and rine months// for possgsson d asinge
bullet (hh) //

()  but Fréddy dso had asix page récord

1) (e Freddy received upt' fiveyeasfor // () handing the gunto the
juvenile

350

Frequency (Hz)
(

Fred |dy| re | ceived |upt five years for

0 2.25
Time (s)
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(9  but Fréddy dso had asix page récord

250

—~ \\-\
N ~——
Q -
c
(3]
=]
o
o
LL
0
(hh) but| Fred |dy|al | so |had|a Six page re | cord
3.938 6.203
Time (s)

The pitch tracks in (1'e)-(1'g) show that pitch accents appear on a variety of
material that has already appeared or can be derived from the ntext: gun, juvenile,
possession, single bullet, as well as on material that canna be derived. Focus

centers appear in (1"e)-(1"g).

@ (e Freddy received upto FIVE years for handing the gunto the JUVENILE
() and fourteen years and NINE months for pasesgon d aSINGLE bull et
(@ but Freddy also had a six page RECORD

The sentencesin (1"e) and (1"f) have two focus domains. It isimpaossble to
paraphrase ather of these two sentences in English with a wh-cleft, because this
would involve the use of two wh-constituents, something that the grammar of
English dces not alow. Nevertheless the dauses can bah be understood as
answers to the questionin (11).

(11) What sentencedid Freddy receive for which offense?

The question test is a dasdgc test for focus that has been in use for a long
time in the literature on focus (cf., Paul 1880 per Krifka). Here, the test indicaes
that the focus centers on five and nine appear to signal focus on five years and
fourteen years and nine months. The focus center on juvenile appears to signal focus
on handing the gun to the juvenile whil e the focus center on single appears to signal
phrasal focus on possession of a single bullet.

Both (1"e) and (1"f) can aso be paraphrased in context with the first focus,
that correspondng to the sentence Freddy recaved, in an it-cleft. This not only
provides further evidence that five years and fourteen years and nine months are
focus constituents, bu also indicaes that the alditional material — consisting d the
offenses — is presuppcsed o derivable in this context. This is consistent with the
mention d these deeds ealier in the story.

58



(12 Therewasayoungman bythe name of Freddy CARDOZA who was caught
with aBULLET. Hewas also caught handingagunto a JUVENILE because
the JUVENILE would get alesser SENTENCE.

@ It was up to FIVE years that Freddy receved for handing the gunto
the JUVENILE

(b) and (it was) fourteen yeas and NINE months (that he received) for
possesson d aSINGLE bulet.

Indedal, there is no conceptually new material in the focus constituents
handng the gun to the juvenile and posesson d a single bullet. A possble
exception is the word single, which daes, in fact, serve @ the focus center of its
phrase. Even this material is derivable, however, given the fad that Freddy is
reported to have been “caught with a bullet” — which carries the implicaure that
there was no more than one bullet in his possesson. Thus, the presence of accents
in (1"e) and (1"f) canna be asggned with regard to "newness" The location d the
nuclea accent is consistent with Ladd s observation that accent tends to occur on
arguments when nahingin the intonation phrase is new. According to his analysis,
in such cases the assgnment of accent reverts to a preference for arguments rather
than heads.

3.3 ITEMSIN CONTRAST

One drcumstance in which it has long been naed that discourse-derivable
material may receve apitch accent is when the material contrasts with something
else in the discourse. The examples in (1"e) and (1"f) already dscussed above
ill ustrate this phenomenon. Both the terms of the sentences Freddy received (five
year vs. fourteen years nine months) and the offenses for which he received them
contrast with each ather (handng the gun to the juvenile, pcssesgon d a singe
bullet). Many ather items in semantic contrast that occur in the @rpus are aso
asciated with a pitch accent. Two excerpts will be discussed here.

In the excerpt in (13), types of beavers arein contrast.

(13) The aeator of an anmated television series is explaining the problems that
arose during afailed attempt to producea live-action TV spin-off. He
explains that he hadwritten ascenein which —

@ this- this be&ver wa:s uh //gnawing away at the /foundition o
Krusty' shotse//

(b) the- FOx said // d'youredize how much/ itsgonra dst /to get a
beaer (hh)//

(© y-yawe can' t gét atrai- ya/ trained beéaver / to gréw onthe woéd//
(d) astuffed beaver was even gonra st alot //

(e and and ju-// andforgét about / arobdtic beaver// so: y know if//

) y'kno wiif //if it' sa catodn youcan // youcan draw that beaver
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(13) (@  this thisbe&aer waisuh//gnawing awdy at the /foundition o

Krusty's house//
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(137)

()
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and forgét abou / arobdic beave:r//
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if it'sa catoon youcan (hh) // you can draw that beaver
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this BEAVER was gnawing away at the foundation d Krusty's HOUSE

Fox said D'youredize how much its gonra ast to get aBEAVER?

we can't get atrained beaver to grew on the woobD.

a STUFFED beaver was even goma st alot.

and forget abou aROBOTIC beaver.
if it'saCARTOON, youcan draw that BEAVER
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The sentence in (13'a) apparently contains two focus constituents, centered
on beaver and house. Paraphrasing suggests that the first is a presentational focus,
since it can be paraphrased ony with a presentational construction. The second
signals focus over the verb phrase gnawing away at the founddion d Krusty's
house, sincethis corresponds to the material after the deft in awh-cleft paraphrase.

(14) (Inthe scene) there was this BEAVER
and what the beaver was doing was gnawing away at the foundation o
Krusty's HOUSE.

The acents on trained and beaver in (13c) do nd correspond to focus
centers by the definitions that | have been employing thus far in dscusson d the
corpus. First of all, it is possble that this sntence ®uld have been uitered
felicitoudly in this context without pitch accents on either trained or beaver, so their
presence here gpeas to be optional. The test in (15) shows that trained beaver
canna appear in the focus portion d a wh-paraphrase, which suggests that it does
not function as focus in this context. The nuclear accent of the intonation plrase
appears on wood, and the paraphrase tests in (16) indicate that the focus constituent
isthe entire sentence. Discusgon d these will foll ow below.

(15 Foxsad: Do youredizewhat it'sgonra st to get abeaver?
% What we can't get to grew onthe woodis atrained beaver.

Althoughit is not the final pitch accent of its intonation phrase, there is a
difference between the accent on beaver and those that we have examined so far.
The accent on beaver is the final pitch accent of the intermediate phrase in which it
ocaurs, as it is followed by a phrase acent — which Bedkman and Pierrehumbert
(1986 consider the boundxry tone for an intermediate phrase (1986 see Chapter
2.1.7). Because of this, it has a different phondogicd status from the other
secndary accents occurring in the data that | have discussed so far. It also has a
different discourse semantic status from the other secondary accents; | have largely
ignared secondary accents in discussng the focus data becaise | have assumed they
appear for metricd-phondogical reasons rather than dscourse semantic ones (see
sedion 3.1.2. The acent on trained beaver, however, does appear to have a
discourse semantic function: it appears to signal that the speeker is establishing —
or rather, will soon ke establishing —a @ntrast in the discourse (seeRooth 1992 on
forward looking contrast).

The wh-cleft paraphrase for the sentence in (13c)/(13'c) that is most
felicitous is one that includes the entire sentence in its focus (16e), the complete
utterance of the quaed speed. (16a)-(16d) represent paraphrases with the smaller
possble @nstituents as focus (from noun fhrase the wood to verb phrase get a
trained beaver to gnav onthe wood).

(16) Foxsaid: Do youredizewhat it'sgonm st to get abeaver?
@ % What we can't get atrained beaver to graw onisthe wood.
(b) % What we can't get atrained beaver to dois gnaw onthe wood.

(© % What we can't get isatrained beaver to grew on the wood.
(d) ? What we can't dois get atrained beaver to graw onthe wood.
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(e What they also said was "we can't get atrained beaver to gnaw onthe
wood'

() If there's anything we can't do, it's get atrained beaver to graw onthe
wood.

It seams that it cannat be presuppacsed in the mntext that there is anything that is
canna be dore, as can't canna appear felicitously in the wh-cleft portion d the
sentence hereb.  The relatively felicitous paraphrase of (16f) confirms this
interpretation, because the condtional does naot presuppase that there is anything
that can't be dore, it only admits this posshility in the antecalent. These fads
suggest that the focus domain is the entire sentence, rather than any subconstituent.

The examples in (13d) and (13e) have focus centers on stuffed and robdic
respedively. The paraphrasesin (17) and (18) show that (13d) can be felicitously
rephrased with a deft that focuses a stuffed beaver, while (13e) can be paraphrased
with a deft that focuses robatic, aswell as one that focuses a robaic beaver.

(17) Foxsaid: Do youredizewhat it'sgonracost to get abeaver? We can't get a
trained beaver to graw on the wood.

@ % A kind d bearer that was even gonra st alot was the STUFFED
kind.

(b) What was even gonra @st alot was a STUFFED beaver

(18) Foxsaid: Do youredizewhat it'sgonm st to get abeaver? We can't get a
trained beaver to graw onthe wood. A stuffed beaver was even gonra st a
lot, and

@ andakind d beaver that | could just forget abou was the ROBOTIC
kind.

(b) andwhat | had to forget abou entirely was a ROBOTIC beaver.”

These paraphrases indicae that the focus center on stuffed signals focus on
the noun phase, while the focus center on robaic could signa focus on the
adjedive or the noun phase. Note dso that both examples can be paraphrased
felicitoudy using an as for construction, which has been assciated with the
identificaiion d new sentence topics (Reinhart 198) ((19a),(204)). The what abou
test, which has been used to help identify sentence topics, can also be used
felicitoudly in context ((19b),(20b)).

6 Thisis somewhat surprising, since pragmatic expedations would seem to all ow that there will
always be something that can't be done, no matter what the context. Thisisonly an implicature, not a
presuppaition, and apparently nat strong enough to be derivable in this context.

7 The word entirely is necessary in thistest to force an idiomatic interpretation of forget (about),
meaning "not consider”. Withou it, the transformation results in bias towards the meaning "not
remember."
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(190 Foxsaid: Do youredizewhat it'sgonra st to get abeaver? We can't get a
trained beaver to grew on the wood.

@ Asfor astuffed beaver, that was even gonra st alot.
(b)  What abou astuffed beaver? Thét was even gonra st alot.

(200 Foxsaid: Do youredizewhat it'sgonra st to get abeaver? We can't get a
trained beaver to graw onthe wood. A stuffed beaver was even gonra st a
lot.

@ Andasfor arobdic beaver, forget abou that.
(© What abou arobdic beaver? Forget abou that.

In each paraphrase, the anaphaic that occurs in the same position in the
sentence @ the noun phase in the origina utterance, and like the noun prase,
would aso recelve an aaent. These facts auggest that the focus domains of the
paraphrased clauses in (20) including accented that is the same & the focus domains
of the original examples from the @rpus ((13'd), (13'e)).

The excerpt in (13) thus contains examples where accent associated with
concepts that are goparently in contrast have different characteristics. The acent on
beaver in (13c) is optional and apparently does not signal the focus constituent of
the sentence, at least not by the wh-paraphrase test used here. The accents on stuffed
and robotic occur at apoint in the discourse where the cntrast has been establi shed.
These accents are nat optional in this context, and are the final pitch accents of the
intonation phrases in which they occur. Thus, stuffed and robotic both are focus
centers for the sentences in which they occur. Althoughthe constituents containing
these centers both pass tests for topic, they may correspond to dfferent focus
domains.

Another excerpt presents the probation department and the palicein semantic
contrast. Thisappearsin (21).

(21) A probation officer explains what the circumstances wer e before a new
program of cooperation between the police and the department of probation
was put in place.

@ we have our problems// the pdlice have their problems //
(b)  well solve ours// the pdicewill solvetheirs//

(© probation will go hdme/ at four-thirty and//

(d  we expécted/ the padiceto enforce/ our térms of probation
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(© probation will go hdme & four-thirty and //
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As in the excerpt in (13), pitch accents that are nat required in the context
occur on contrasting material in (21): the accents on probation in (21c) and police
in (21d) are like the accent on beaver in (13c) in thisregard. Also like the accent on
beaver, the accents on probation and police do nd serve & focus centers, because
they are nat the final pitch accents of their respedive intonation plrases. The focus
centers of the excerpt are represented in (21").

(21 (d We have OUR problems, the padlice have THEIR problems.
(b) WEe'l sOLVE ous, pdicewill solve THEIRS
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(© probation will go hane & four-THIRTY and
(d) we expected the palice to enforce our terms of PROBATION.

An important difference between the accent on beaver and those on
probation and police in (21) is that while the accent on beaver occurs before a
contrast between types of beavers has been established in the discourse (perhaps
signaling that such contrast isimminent), the accentsin (21) appear after the contrast
between these branches of law enforcement has been set up.

The pitch accented itemsin (21"a) exhibit different characteristics from thase
in the examples arealy dscussed. In (21'a)/(21"a), the spedker is establishing a
contrast between the problems of probation and the problems of the pdice. This
contrast is accompanied by nwlea pitch accents on our and their. Wh-cleft
paraphrasing indicate that these focus centers represent focus on the noun phiases
our problems and their problems.

(220 What we have are OUR problems, what the police have ae THEIR problems.

A parale contrast is present in (21'b)/(21"b), bu here the focus centers are
not parale elements; rather, the verb solve serves as the focus center in the first
clause, while the noun phase theirs serves as the focus center in the seoond. The
single pitch accent of the first intonation plrase is associated with the verb solve,
with the objed noun phiase ours carrying the phrase accent and boundary tone (see
(21'b)). The pitch accent of the seandintonation phrase is associated with the objed
noun phase thiers, which aso caries both the phrase accent and boundry tore.
Both focus centers appear to indicae focus on the verb phrases, since the most
felicitous wh-cleft paraphrases for eadch of the two clauses in context is the verb
phrase.

(23) We have our problems, the pdlice have their problems.

@ What we'll dois lve ours, and the padicewill solve theirs.
(b) % What welll solveis ours, and the palicewill solvetheirs.

(24) We have our problems, the pdlice have their problems. Well solve ours,

@ What the pdlicewill dois lvetheirs.

(b) ? What the palice will solveistheirs.

One observation about the sequence in (21'b) is that unlike the focus centers
in the other situations we have examined, the focus centers in this context could be
relocaed withou atering the felicitousness of the utterance nevertheless a pitch
aacent must appea on ore of the two elements of the verb phrase in bah clauses,

and in this ®nse, can be onsidered oHdigatory. (25d) is the origina form of the
utterance, (25b)-(25d) represent the other options possble here.

(25 We have our problems, the pdlice have their problems.

@ well solve ours// palicewill solvetheirs
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(b)  well solve 6urs// pdicewill solvetheirs
(© well solve ors// pdicewill sélvetheirs.
(d) ?well solve ours// pdicewill sdlvetheirs.

(25d) is marked as marginally felicitous primarily because this prosodic pattern
would seam to suggest that the speeker was bored. In each o these intoneational
paraphrases, the acent appears either on the verbal head or on its argument, again
suppating the nation that afocus constituent can be signaled by accent on ether.

In (21'c) and (21"d), the contrastive parall e is continued. As arealy naed,
pitch aacents appear on the cntrasting nours probation and police, even though
these ae not the focus centers. In context, the cntrasting noun phases pass the
same tests for topic that were gplied to the accented examples that did serve &
focus centersin (13).

(26) We have our problems, the pdlice have their problems. Well solve ours,
palicewill solvetheirs.

@ Asfor probétion, well go hane a four-thirty.
(b)  What abou probétion? Probationwill go hane & four-thirty.

(27) We have our problems, the pdlice have their problems. Well solve ours,
palicewill solvetheirs. Probationwill go hane & four-thirty

@ And as for the pdlice, we expected them to enforce our terms of
probétion.

(b) Andwhat abou the padice? We expeded them to enforce our terms
of probétion.

It shoud be noted that here, the so-call ed topics are nat new in the discourse,
since both probation and the palice ae quite prominent in this excerpt. They do,
however, coincide with shifts in the speder's attention back and forth from
probation to the padlice

The focus constituents of the examples in (21'c) and (21'd) can aso be
argued to be in semantic contrast in this context. The focus constituents represent
the same syntadic cadegories, and they are predicates that apply to individuals in
contrast (in this case probation and the police). The paraphrases in (28) and (29)
demonstrate that the focus centers in these sentences indicate verb-phrase focus.

(28) We have OUR problems, the palice have THEIR problems. We'l SOLVE ous,
policewill solve THEIRS.

@ What we'll doisgo hane & four-THIRTY.
(b) % When we'll go haneisfour-THIRTY.

(299 We have OUR problems, the pdlice have THEIR problems. Well SOLVE ous,
palicewill solve THEIRS. Probationwill go hane & four-THIRTY
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@ Andwhat we expeded the pdiceto dois enforce our terms of
PROBATION.8

(b % Andwhat we expected the pdlice to enforceis our terms of
PROBATION.

Thus, excerpts from the @rpus including items in contrast provide severa
different categories. We find items in semantic contrast that are not associated with
a pitch accent or a focus constituent. We find ptch accented items that are in
contrast, bu do nd seam to be focus centers or to occur within focus constituents.
We find ptch accented items in contrast that serve & focus centers in focus
constituents.  We dso find ptch accented items in semantic contrast that pass
proposed tests for topic; these may or may nat occur within the focus constituent of
a dause.

Isaues of focus and contrast will be taken upagain in Chapter 5.

3.4 CONSTRUCTIONSWITH SPECIAL FOCUSPROPERTIES

Several constructions observed to have special focus properties were
discussed in Chapter 2 (section 2.2.). Three that occur in the corpus will be
discussd in this sdion: it-clefts, wh-clefts and presentational constructions.
"Topicdizaion" with resumptive pronours occur twice in the @rpus, and in bah
cases the topicali zed constituent constitutes a separate intonation plrase e well as a
separate syntadic constituent: they are thus invariably focus centers, bu more data
would be needed to determine whether they actually suppat the view that such
examples represent focus (Prince 1999. Other constructions discussed in sedion
2.2.1 —e.g.,inversion, reavy NP shift — did na occur.

3.4.1 It-clefts

It-clefts occur only rarely in the rpus used as a source of data. In fad, ony
two of 17 speakers use an it-cleft, once eadh, resultingin tota of two it-clefts (out of
over 1900clauses). These examples appear below.

(30)  Anauthor of a book on the U.S. space programis discussing his life-long
fascination with space and space travel.
(@  andl think it was probably Ed White's walk in spéce //
(b) you knaw // during the Gémini program //
(© that just totally hooked me/ on the &tronauts//

8 The last occurrence of probation is not deacented, despite the frequent prior use of the word. The
last occurs has a diff erent referent, the dstrad concept of probation, whil e the previous occurrences
refer to the department of probation. (Seevan der Does 19%4)
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(30) (@ and | think it was probably Ed White's walk in spéce //
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(b) you knaw // during the Gémini program //
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(31)

(© that just tétally héoked me/ onthe &tronauts//
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The producer of a television miniseries on the U.S. space programis

discussing the technical difficultiesinvolved in the production.

@ it was Usualy sta:ntmen \\ that were in the- \were actually in the suits

\\

(b)  we had actors come down \\ for very spedfic scenes (hh) \\

(© so that they would be incérporated into it (hh) \\
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(31)

(307)

(31

@
(b)

Frequency (Hz)

(©)

Frequency (Hz)

it was Usualy sti:ntmen \\ that were in the- \were actualy in the suits
\\ (see(9'a) abowve for pitch track)
we had actors come down \\ for very spedfic scenes (hh) \\
350
S e i N
0
we |had| ac | tors | come |down |for velry| spe | ci | fic | scenes
24.19 26.27
Time (s)
so that they would be incé:rporated into it (hh) \\
350
0
scenes so |that|theywould be | in | cor | po |ratedin|to| it
26.27 28.14

Time (s)

The focus centers of these excerpts are represented in (30") and (31").

@
(b)
(©

(@

and | think it was probably Ed White'swalk in SPACE
you knav, during the GEMINI misson
that just totally hooked me onthe ASTRONAUTS

It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.
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(b) We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC Scenes,
(© so that they would be INCORPORATED into it

Both clefts contain the focus center of their intonation plrase, and bdh occur
in sentences that contain a second intonation phrase and a second focus center.
Observations based on examples of these defts drawn from written texts (Prince
198)) indicae that the non-clefted material is generally given o presuppased. That
is ceatanly the case here, and these examples from sportaneous $eech, limited
thoughthey be, bear out the erlier observations. The discourse segment from
which (30") is drawn was produced in resporse to a question abou the spe&ker’s
stronginterest in the U.S. spaceprogram, a ontext which undoulbedly presuppcses
that the speeker is, in hiswords, “totally hooled ... onthe astronauts.” The segment
from which (31" ) is drawn addressed the technical aspects of producing a series on
space travel — pragmatic knowledge @ou space travel allows the necessty of
(space)suits in this context to be eaily derivable. The nuclea pitch accents in the
intonation plrase aociated with the material outside the defts thus occur on
derivable or presupposed material. These could be interpreted as the result of
neutral accentuation in the dsence of focus on this material (Jacobs 1991).

These examples are dso consistent with the daim that it-clefts represent
exhaustivenessof the material in the deft (E. Kiss1998. The exhaustivenessof the
clefted material conveysthat it isthe only individual in the situation that satisfies the
asrtion d the sentence. In (30"), the spedker aserts that Ed White'swalk in space
was the single event most resporsible for hookng hm on the astronauts. that is, of
al the posgble influences, the only x such that x hooked him on the astronauts was
Ed White' swalk in space. 1§31 ' a), the spe&ker aserts that stuntmen were the only
people likely to be in the suits; again, o al the people who could passbly be in the
suits, the x such that x was in the suits was guntmen. In bah contexts, this
exhaustive interpretation appears to be the intended ore. Note, howvever, that both
the defts contain a modifier (see &so sedion 3.6) that weakens the assertions of the
sentences. probably and usually. The presence of these weakens the exhaustive
nature of the deft focus; despite this, their presence may actually provide stronger
evidence for the daim that the deft represents exhaustive focus than clefts withou
such gudlifiers. It could be that the speakers would find such gualification d their
asrtions unrecessry if the deft focus were not exhaustive.

The occurrence of this construction is relatively rare in the @rpus. If the it-
cleft were (alongwith words like only) the primary means of identifying exhaustive
focus, the relatively rare occurrence of the constructionin the corpus would suggest
that exhaustive focus is also relatively rare. In Chapter 4, | argue that the grammar
of English provides its gedkers with additional means of identifying exhaustive
focus.

3.4.2 Wh-clefts

Wh-clefts are only dlightly more common in the corpus than it-clefts. There
are four atogether, two each produced bytwo dfferent spe&kers. Examples for each
of the two spedkers follow in (32) and (33) below, along with the pitch tradks of
these excerpts.
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(32) The speaker has been asked to comment on the history behind arelativey
new program intended to curb gangviolencethat alli es probaion dficers
with the pdice Before the programwas instituted, kids on probationwho
violated their curfewswouldn't get caught. The speaker explains:

@ what hgppened badk in/ nineteen ninety is//we changed the/ térms
of probétion

300

Frequency (Hz)

whathap penedback|in nine| teen | nine | ty | is |we| changed the terms|a| pro| ba | tion

0 3.381
Time (s)

(b) in () in the Dorchester court

300
~
z N
2y L _ — ~
o _
[}
>
o
o
[
0
in in the Dor ches | ter court
3.381 4.87
Time (s)
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(33) The speaker has been asked to comment on what he has learned from talking
to former astronauts about how their experiences changed them.

(@  what | havefoundisthat

350

) ~

7/
N RN -~
2
[}
g i
o
o
[

0

uh what | |have found is that
0 1.792
Time (s)

(b) they just came back / mére of who they wére /() when they |€éft

350

Frequency (Hz)

they | just | came |back| more of whathey| were \ﬁherre) left

1.792 5.262
Time (s)

The arrrent work has relied onthe similarity to the question form and the
observations made by ather authors abou wh-clefts to justify employing the wh-
cleft as a test for focus constituency in a discourse @ntext. The observations of
other authors include the ideathat the material in the wh-cleft can be presuppased,
whil e the material after the deft contains the focus constituent of the sentence This
observation applies also to the examples here: that something heppened in nineteen
ninety to lea to the foundng d the program under discusson (what happened in
1990 (32a)) and that the speaker came to some @nclusionin his experiencetalking
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to retired astronauts (what | found (333)) can bah be assumed in their respedive
contexts.

In al the examplesin the @rpus, including the excerpts represented here, the
nuclea pitch accent of the intonation plrase a<ciated with the presupposed
material appeas at the beginning d the intonation phrase. This contrasts with the
accentuation facts for it-clefts, where the nuclea pitch accent of the non-clefted
material occurs a the end d the phrase, bu is reminiscent of the accentuation
patterns in wh-questions appeaing in the arpus (see sedion 3.5). This provides
further suppat for the decisionto use wh-clefts as a test for focus constituency; they
appear to make syntadically explicit the nature of the question the speker is
addressng. Whether this accent represents a specia case of default accentuation a
a speda case of focus, however, is a question for which the small sample of
examples appeaingin the wrpus canna provide an answer.

3.4.3 Presentational Constructions

Unlike the deft constructions, presentational there constructions are
relatively common in the arpus (52 accur atogether). One example of this
construction already appeared in (1). Nine of the 17 speakers in the wrpus use this
construction at least once, and most of these use it several times.

Anather example from the arpus foll ows below.

(34 Theproducer of a miniseries on the U.S. space program discusses what was
involved in the filming of a special effects sequence:

@ thereis some ddmputer generated animation //

(b) thereisastuntman / that's hanging from a téther //
(© thereisthis guntman standing onthe flodr //

(d) asthe caneradoes me interesting things //

34) (3 thereis ome admputer generated animation //

300

Frequency (Hz)

there| is |[some|com | pu |[ter| ge |ne| ra |ted| a |ni| ma tion

7.146 8.99
Time (s)
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(b) thereisastintman/ that's hanging from atéther //

300
N
z /
g
=}
o
o
LL
0
there| is |a| stunt man (that’'shang| ing |from |a te ther
8.99 11.01

Time (s)

(© thereisthis gantman standing onthe floor //

300
s . /\
g - T
> - ’\ —
g
=}
o
o
LL

0

there | is [this| stunt man stan ding| on the floor
11.33
Time (s)
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(d) asthe caneradoes meinteresting things //

300
2 N
<
S e R DN P I R
(3]
=]
[on
o
LL
0
as |the| came ra does [some| in | tres |ting things
13.22 14.87
Time (s)

Focus centers are represented in (34").

34 (@ there is sme COMPUTER generated animation
(b) there is a stuntman that's hanging from a TETHER
(© there is this stuntman standing onthe FLOOR
(d) asthe CAMERA does me interesting things

The examples in (34), like the example in (1), introduce new (potential)
discourse referents into the wntext as indefinite noun phiases (this in (34c) is an
example of the wlloqual indefinite use of the demonstrative). These data wnform
to the observations made by aher authors (Rochemont and Culicover 1985) abou
presentational constructions. Despite the frequency of there anstructions in the
corpus, they appea only with forms of the verb to be. None gpear with any o the
verbs observed to permit this construction in written texts and examples constructed
for lingustic analysis.

The excerpt in (34) serves to provide some examples of the individuals and
items involved in the scene, and is not propacsed by the speaker as an exhaustive list
of these. The spe&er switches from the there construction to an alternative for
presentation in the last line of this excerpt (34'd), when the newly introduced
referent is one that has not been explicitly mentioned in the context but can be
presuppcsed onany movie shod, the camera. The focus center on camera signals
that the noun phiase is the focus constituent here just as in the preceding lines — it,
too, is being presented, bu as the only definite noun phase, does nat appea in a
there construction. Note that, unike the discourse segment initial example in (1),
the segments of this excerpt can be paraphrased in context with awh-cleft.

(35 What we havein the sequenceis
@ some COMPUTER generated animation
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(b) astuntman that's hanging from a TETHER
(© this duntman standing onthe FLOOR
(d) and the CAMERA dang some interesting things

This paraphrase demonstrates not only that the items of the list serve & focus
constituents, bu that the camerais aso part of this list despite the fact that it does
not appea in the same nstruction as the other elements.

It isworth naing that in (34d) the nuclear accent of the intonation phrase is
on camera, the subject of the verb does, rather than on the verbs object some
interesting things. Various theories of accent assgnment (Selkirk 1984, 1996Ladd
1996 Gussenhowven 1984 capture the observation that the pitch accent that signals
focus typicdly occurs on the objed of a verb rather than its subjed. This
observation s, for the most part, barne out by the examples from the speed corpus.
It isnaot, however, bane out here. One @uld argue that the relatively uninformative
nature of some interesting things makes it less"acentable" than the other argument
of the verb, camera — and thus camera beames the site of nuclear pitch accent.
This fits in with the ideathat the speder is using uterance to lbring the camera into
the scene, just as he used the there-constructions in the previous sgments:. it is the
presence of the individual object the spe&ker is highlighting, nd what the objed is
doing.

3.5 QUESTIONS

Becaise the arpus is collected from interviews, numerous examples of
guestions occur. Wh-questions will be aldressed in a separately subsedion from
poarity (yes-no) questions.

3.5.1 Wh-questions

In the interview situations that these questions are posed, they are rarely, if
ever, intended to dlicit the brief answers we might expect in casual conversation
(e.g., Where are you going on vacation this summer? The Outer Banks). Nor are
they intended to elicit the full-sentence answers that foreign-language teaders and
lingusts are so fond d (e.g., We are going on vaction to the Outer Banks this
summer). The questions are intended to invite the person being interviewed to spe&k
expansively abou a particular topic or to €licit a particular story of which the
interviewer is aware. It isfor this reason that we must be caeful abou generaizing
the observations made here to wh-questions in general uritil further research is
condwcted onthe intonation d questionsin natural discourse. Anocther reason to be
cautious is the fad that there were only three different interviewers used in the
corpus.

One striking fad abou the wh-questions in this corpus is that the typicd
intonation pettern nealy always includes a pitch accent on the initial wh-word itself.
Recdl that asimilar pattern also occurred with the wh-clefts appearing in the corpus.
Four examples of this pattern follow, representing all three interviewers from the
corpus and wh-constituents correspondng to syntadic subjeds (36), objeds (37)
and adjuncts (39and (41).

80



(36) whét changed orceyou started gang ou with the pdice

500
g TN
\; \\\ 4//\ - ~__
2
(3]
=}
o
o
LL

0
what changed once you star ted go ing out the police
0.7457 2.715
Time (s)

(37) whét'd youseeinit initialy that got you badc twenty-two times

400
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what'dyou see |in| it | i | ni |tia| ly thatgot you back twenﬂny two| times
0 2.6

Time (s)
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(38) whére doesthat stand nov
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~
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5 T TN
g s —
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[
0
where does | that stand now
0 1.36
Time (s)

(39) h-héw did you un () um () / stage that

500

~
I
c
Q
=]
o
@
[
0
h— |how| did you um O um 0 stage that
0 2.900

Time (s)

This conredion between wh-items and accent is interesting because it has
long keen observed that in contexts where wh-elements are not fronted, they are
typicdly aaccented. Two such contexts are echo questions and multiple wh-

guestions.

(40 (@ Y ou ate what?
(b)  Whoate whét?
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Testing for focus in questions is difficult, in part because it is nat entirely
clea what the focus constituent of a question represents: if the focus constituent of
a dedarative arresponds to the wh-constituent in the question that the declarative
sentence aswers, what does the focus constituent of an interrogative @rrespondto?
A number of propacsals argue that the focus constituent of a wh-question is the wh-
constituent itself (Lambrecht and Michaelis 1998, Rochemont 1985, E.Kiss 1998.
This proposal puts wh-questions in oppaition to dedaratives, where the focus
constituent tends to (but does nat always) occur at the end d the dause. The
aacentuation pettern naed in the @rpus is intriguing in light of such views: the
consistent presence of a pitch accent on the wh-word would seem to lend suppat to
this hypathesis. Adogting thisview, howvever, would require aldressng the fact that
the focus centers of wh-questions (within the wh-constituent) do nd correspondto
the nuclear pitch accents of intonation phrases. |If these secondary accents are
obligatory, they could be treated as focus centers by the definition used here.
Further investigation into the possble discourse-semantic role of secondary pitch
aacent may provide observations that help addressthisisaue.

3.5.2 Polarity questions

Polarity (yes-no) questions are relatively rare in an interview setting, again
likely related to the fad that the goal of the interviewer is to get her subjed to
expand onthe topic & hand, something that a pdarity question is not likely to
acomplish. Some of the padarity (yes-no) questions that do appear in the crpus
show the rising intonation typicdly observed to be assciated with questions in
English. An examplefollows:

(4) Theinterviewer remarks on the huge scope of a miniseries on the U.S. space
program that her subject has recently produced.

It seems quite scary to meto have atwelve part series on space travel to have
to do,with thislarge budggt for television.

did youredly wannatake 6nthat much

500
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0
did | you |real| ly [wan|na| take on | that much
0 1.680
Time (s)
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Testing for focus in yes-no questions presents a problem, just as it does for
wh-questions. While it is easy to locae the final pitch accent of the phrase, it is not
clea that this marks focus as it does in declarative sentences.

(41") Did youredly wannatake ON that much?

Thefinal pitch accent on on indicates that the verb take on is srving as what
would be the focus center in a declarative — for accented verbs with particles, it is
typicdly the cae that the prepositional particle bears the pitch accent. The verb
phrase, however, seems more like what has been described as sentence topic: the
highlighted pation d the question corresponds to what can be presuppased in this
context. The what about and as-for tests, which can be used felicitously here,
demonstrate this:

(42) It seemsquite scary to meto have atwelve part series on space travel to have
to do,with thislarge budggt for television.

@ What abou taking onthat much? Isthat what you redly wanted to
do?

(b) Asfor taking onthat much, isthat what you redly wanted to dd?

The previous context shows that the interviewer takes for granted that her interview
subjed took ona great ded in producing the projed: what she questions here is
whether this was his intention.

Most of the pdarity questions in the corpus differ from the example in (41)
in that they do nat show the rising intonation that has typicdly been naed to signal
guestions. This has been olserved in aher discourse mntexts by ather reseachers
as well (Geluykens 1988, 1989 The example in (43) shows the more mmmon
pattern evident in the crpus.
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(43) Theinterviewer ask the author of a book on the U.S. space program:

d'you ¢t to talk to alot of &stronauts abolt their experiences

400

Frequency (Hz)

d'yu| get|to| talk |tofa| lot | of as [ftro nauts |a|bout| their |ex |perien| ces

0 2.972
Time (s)

We have gain the same problem with determining what discourse semantic
function the nuclear pitch accent here serves. Once aain, the question can be
rephrased in context with the what about and as-for tests.

449 @ What abou the astronaut's experiences? Did you gt to talk to alot
of them abou that?

(b) Asfor the astronauts experiences, did you gt to talk to alot of them
abou that?

The relatively rare occurrence of the rising intonation can be explained by
appeding to the interview context of the crpus. the interviewer is aware that the
subjeds know that they are there to answer questions. Perhaps this makes
intonational cues for questions less important, particularly in the presence of
syntadic aues like subject-auxiliary inversion. The interviewer is also serving as a
haost to her interview subjed guest, and this may be apragmatic situation that aff ects
the form of questions. In some of the @ntexts in the corpus, a question with the
typicd rising intonation contour would sound more demanding than would perhaps
be padlite, given the social context.

It isnot clea, however, that the rising intonation pettern typicaly associated
with questions is any lesscommon here than in ather types of discourse: Geluykens
1988 argues that that "the daim that rising intonation (and more particularly, final
rises) is the normal pattern for poar questions lacks empiricd justification." The
data in the @rpus fits in with his view that the pattern is may nat as typicd as has
been claimed.

The question intonation daes occur in the @rpus in questions where the
syntadic aue of subjed-auxili ary inversionis absent, asin (45).
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(45 akidtried () or did stab you

400
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0
a | kid tried 0 or did stab you
8.539 10.55
Time (s)

In this except, the interviewer corrects her original utterance, which
apparently was going to be A kid tried to stab you, changingit to A kid did stab you.
This example shows the rising intonation that has been traditionaly linked to
polarity questions.

Couper-Kuhlen (1986) and Hirst (1998) argue that a distinction must be
made between syntadic questions and the pragmatic speech act of asking for
information: "rising intonation is not, contrary to what has often been claimed, a
way of turning a statement into a syntadic question, bu rather [indicates] that a
syntadic statement is being wsed pragmaticdly as a request for information.” (Hirst
1998 65). The examplein (45), as well as others in the @rpus, clearly fitsin with
this view. The interviewer alrealy knows that her subject was gabbed: she caana
redly be asking Did a kid stab you? Her utterance serves insteal as a request for
more information about the drcumstances of the stabbing.

The number of questions in the @rpus is limited and the drcumstances
behind the questions in this type of discourse are perhaps omewhat atypicd. It
would na be wise to generalize the observations made @dou these examples to
other types of discourse withou further investigation.

3.6 FOCUSSENSITIVITY

Many authors have noted that changesin focus can affed the truth condtions
of a sentence in certain circumstances. Examples from the crpus ill ustrating three
of these drcumstances will be discussed below. These include antexts in which
focus falls within the scope of focus-sensitive particles. These contexts will be
discussed in sedion 3.6.1 Other focus-sensitive cntexts include quantificational
and modal contexts, which will be discussed together in section 3.6.2

3.6.1 Focus-sensitive particles

What follows is a discusson d examples from the corpus that include the
the particles only (31")/(9"b), even (13"), also (1") and too (46), which have been
clamed to be sensitive to focus. In constructed examples, changes in focus have
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been nded to change the truth condtions of sentences including focus sensitive
particles (Stechow 199Q Konig 1991 Jaomobs 1991). None of these items are
extremely frequent, but al occur in the corpus. Data from the @rpus provides
evidence that the truth condtions of sentences including only are focus-dependent.
Sentences with also, even and too, on the other hand, show that only their
presuppdasitions are dependent on focus.

A previously discussed excerpt that includes only appears below.

(31") The producer of atelevision miniseries on the U.S. space programis
discussing the technical difficultiesinvolved in the production.®

It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS. We had ACTORS
come down for very SPECIFIC scenes, so that they would be INCORPORATED
into it. But the STUNTMEN could horestly —

(9"b) They could ony take @ou TwO and a half hours INSIDE these suits.

This sntence without intonation information, is potentially ambiguots. The
paraphrasesin (47) represent passble meanings.

(47) Itwasusualy STUNTMEN that were adualy inthe SUITS...

@ % It was only INSIDE the suits that they could take TwO and a half
hous.

(b) It was only TwO and ahaf housthat they could take INSIDE the
suits.

(© % It was only TwWO and a half hours INSIDE the suits that they could
take.

The third theoretically possble realing is one that relates only to bah
focused expressons. The second paraphrase — the intended meaning, we @n
asuume — is felicitous in the ontext, and thus context likely asgsts in
disambiguation, bu prosody also dsambiguates here. The infélicitous realing in
(473) corresponds to a version d the utterance in which two was not accented and
inside (or suits) was, such that it served as the focus center of the intonation phrase
containing only. In the utterance that adually occurs in the corpus, there ae two
different intonation plrases, ore with two as its nuclear accent, and a second with
inside. In this example, only associates with the focus in the intonation phrase in
which it occurs, na with the focus of the other intonation phrase, resulting in the
intended meaning paraphrased in (47b). Thisrealing dfers the propasition that [the
stuntmen] could take two and a half hours inside the suits and the propasition that
they could take no more than two and a half hours inside the suits.

The dternate realing expressed by the first paraphrase has different truth
condtions from the reading the spedker apparently intends. It offers the propasition
that [the stuntmen] could take two and a half hours inside the suits and the
propasition that There was no other means by which they could take two and a half
hours. This reading would be gpropriate in a mntext like this: the suits provided
protedion that allowed the stuntmen weaing them to endure some hazardous or
uncomfortable environment for a relatively long period o time. If the stuntmen

9 Seethe excerptsin (31) and (9) for pitch accent information.
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weren't weaing the suits, they wouldnt have been able to endure the environment as
longastwo and ahalf hours. Thus, they could take two and a half hous only if they
were inside the suits.

The dternate reading expressed by the third paraphrase is rather implausible
here, bu again, it shows that only interacts with focus to affed the sentence's truth
condtions. Spedficdly, thisreadingwould mean that the only thing they could take
under any circumstances was two and a haf hous inside the suits. It offers the
propasition that they ould take two and a h# hous inside the suits and the
propasition that There was nothing aher thantwo and ahalf hous inside the suits
that they ould take

Only contributes to the meanings of these sentences differently because of
the semantic nature of the anstituent it asociates with. The intended reading (the
one that occurs in the corpus) focuses the anount of time the stuntmen could
typicdly stay in the suits. Thisreadingwould be faseif it werein fad the case that
they could typicdly stay in the suits for a longer period d time, say four hous.
Only adds to the asserted content the notion that two and a half hours was the
maximal amourt of time the stuntmen could enduel®. The reading in (47b), which
does nat occur, focuses the means by which the stuntmen were ale to endure for as
longthey did. It would befalseif it werethe cae that they could endure just aslong
withou the suits, or by some other means, like abreathing apparatus. Here, only
adds to the as%erted content that there was no aher means by which the stuntmen
could endure.

The excerpt in (31")/(9"b) thus provides an example of a @ntext in which
the domain of focus affeds the truth condtions of a sentence: the mnstituent that
asociates with only determines what truth condtions will apply. This example
from natural discourse thus suppats the observation made by aher authors that
focus can affed truth condtions.

The excerpt in (1") also contains a particle that has been claimed to associate
with focus, the word also.

(1") Aparoleofficer tellsa story to helpill ustrate the dfedivenessa program
intended to reduce volent crime committed by youthful offenders:11

There was ayoungman by the name aFreddie CARDOZA who was caught
with aBULLET

(© he was also caught passngagunto aJUVENILE
(d) because the JUVENILE would get alesser SENTENCE

As demonstrated in earlier discusson d this example (see (5) in section
3.2.7), the focus center on juvenil e represents focus on passng a gunto a juvenile.
Withou the information povided by context or intonation, the sentence in (1"c)
could be cmpatible with any of the paraphrasesin (48). These paraphrases employ
a deft construction that takes into accourt the meaning d also.

10 SeeHorn (1996, 1996b) on scaar implicature. Only also generates the impli cature that two and a
half hoursisn't very long Thisisan implicaure becaise it can be cancded with the follow up
utterance... not that two anda half hours wasn't a long time.

11 seethe excerpt in (1) for pitch accant information.
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(48) Freddie Cardozawas caught with aBULLET ...

@ % Someone who was also caught passng agunto a juvenile was
Freddy

(b) % Something he was aso caught passngto ajuvenile was agun.
(© % Someone he was also caught passngagunto was ajuvenile.
(d) Something he was also caught doing was passng agunto ajuvenile.

As was the case with the example (31")/(9"b), only one of these paraphrases is
acceptable in the discourse, (48d). The post-cleft material here corresponds to what
was previously identified as the focus constituent.

Prosodic information in the origina utterance distinguishes between the
paraphrases in (48a), (48b) and (48c/d). The paraphrases themselves make it clea
what contexts would be gpropriate for eat, and | will not spell these out further.
The paraphrase in (483) represents what would be generated if the focus center fell
on the syntadic subjed of the sentence (which appeared as a pronounin the original
discourse). The paraphrase in (48b) represents what would be generated if the focus
center fell ongun. The paraphrasesin (48c) and (48d) both correspondto the adual
intonational form of the sentencein (1"c), which is ambiguous between focus on the
phrases a juvenile and passing a gun to a juvenile.

The paraphrasing tests demonstrate that focus plays a crucia role in
determining feli citousness in that the focus domain of the utterance (passing a gun
to a juvenile) is refleded in what can serve & a felicitous paraphrase for that
utterance.

Does focus, howvever, play arole here in the truth condtions of the sentence,
as it did in (31")/(9"b)? The paraphrases in (48) al assert the same propasition:
Freddy was caught passing a gun to a juvenile. As the paraphrases indicate, what
also adds to the sentences are presuppasitions (as observed in Horn 1969 see also
Horn 1996 for a reclasdficaion d these & implicaures rather than
presuppasitions). The asociation d also with dfferent focus constituents result in
different presuppasitions for the sentence, bu the requirements for falsifying the
propasitional content of the sentence will be the same regardiess (Beaver 1997).
The propasitional content of the paraphrases in (48) would be falsified orly if it was
not the cae that Freddy was caught passng a gunto a juvenile. The validity or
invalidity of the presuppdasitions (or implicaures, asin Horn 19%) canna really be
said to affect the propasitional content in these contexts. Thus, while we find
examples in the crpus in which only associates with focus and affeds the truth
condtions of the sentence, no such examples with also occur. Thisis in keging
with the observations of Horn (1969, 199%. It is also compatible with the daim
made in E. Kiss (1999 that the focus associated with only is different from that
asociated with also. It is not, howvever, clear whether this difference is due to the
differences in meaning between only and also or due to dfferences in the focus
itself, as E. Kiss argues. | will argue in Chapter 5 that the differences E. Kiss
observes are due to the meanings of focus snsitive particles rather than the meaning
of the focus.

The particle even has been claimed to display behavior similar to that of also
in that its meaning interads with focus to affect the presuppdasitions of a sentence
(e.g., Kbnig 199). This observation is borne out by examples from the speech
corpus.
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(13") ATV seriescreator isdiscussing the objections that his TV studio had to the
pilot episode of a series he proposed. The episode included the appearance
of a beaver.12

(© We can't get atrained beaver to GNAW onthe wood.
(d) A STUFFED beaver was even goma st alot.
(e Andforget abou aROBOTIC beaver.

As previous discusson d this example determined (see data in (17) in
sedion 3.3 and dscusdgon thereof), the focus constituent of (13'd) is the entire
clause. Paraphrases with clefts that take into acourt the meaning d even appear in
(49). There aretwo paraphrasesthat are felicitous in the mntext.

(49) Foxsaid"Do youredizehow much it's gonra st to get abeaver?'. We
couldnt get atrained beaver to grew on the wood.

@ % Something else surprising abou a stuffed beaver was that it was
gonma st alot.

(b) Something surprising was that a stuffed beaver was goma st alot.

(© Something el se that was gonra st alot, surprisingly, was a stuffed
beaver.

(d) ? Anacther kind d beaver that was goma st alot, surprisingly, was
the stuffed kind.

Thefact that (49c) is afélicitous paraphrase suppats the previous conclusion
that the focus domain here is the noun phase a stuffed beaver, but the felicitous
nature of (49%) indicates that the focus center on stuffed can also be understood as
representing focus over the entire propasition a stuffed beaver was gonna cost a lot.
Prosody dstinguishes between the paraphrase in (498) and that in (49c). The
paraphrase in (49a) represents what would be generated if the focus center fell on
cost. Thiswould be gpropriate in a mntext where the speaker was discussng, for
example, the disadvantages of a stuffed beaver: it doesn't look redistic, it can't be
programmed to move, and, to top it all off, it even costsalot.

What shoud be noted about the paraphrasesin (49) isthat al asert that it is
the cae that a stuffed beaver would be expensive. The asciation d even with
different focus constituents might possbly result in dfferent presuppasitions (Horn
1969 or implicaures (Horn 1999 for the sentence bu the requirements for
falsifying the propasitional content are the same for al four paraphrases. They
would be falseif it were not the cae that a stuffed beaver was going to cost a lot.
Again, the validity or invalidity of presuppdasitions or implicaures do nd really
affect the propasitional content of the sentence Thus it is clear that even differs
from only in that its interadion with focus does naot influence the truth condtions of
a sentence.

We might exped that observations smilar to thase &ou also could also be
made @ou the particle too, since they are similar in meaning. The data indicae

12 seethe excerpt in (13) for pitch acaent information.
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that too behaves differently in certain respeds, howvever. Consider an excerpt from
the corpus that includes a sentence @ntaining too.

(50) The speaker is discussing the outcome of his attempts to encourage his
children to entertain themselves with a variety of activities.

@ | got kidswhored like adzy and
(b) and day vidéo games like aazy t6o

(50) (@ | got kidswhored like adzy and

350
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(b) and day vidéo gameslike aazy t6o
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One diff erence between also and too is that in current American English, the
distribution d too is more restricted syntadically, which may accourt in part for its
more limited occurrence in the rpus!3. Cruttenden (1986 observes that too
typicdly attrads accent, and the example in (50b) suppats his observation. In fact,
in (50b), too is the redpient of the intonation phrase final accent, the one identified
as the nuclear pitch accent (Pierrehumbert 1980,Bed<man and Pierrehumbert 19869.
The intonation phrase encompasses the aetire segment represented in (50b). This
means either that the accent on too is the focus center or that another item is the
focus center but is not the nuclear pitch accent of the intonation plrase. Whichever
of these situations apply, the intonation phrase in . in (50b) differs from thase we
have examined thusfar.

In the previous examples including focus-sensitive particles, the particle
itself was located before the focus constituent, rather than within it. The focus
particles in the earlier examples could na serve & focus centers, even when they
bore apitch accent. If too were focus-sensitive and the only focus center in (50b),
then it would be sensitive to itself in some way — this is clealy nat what clams
abou the focus nsitivity of too intend. So, what is the relevant focus center here?
A seond obigatory pitch accent occurs in the segment and play video games like
crazy too. Since focus centers are defined as the obligatory accents, the following
representation d the focus centersis plausible:

(50 (d | got kidswhoreal like CRAZY 14
(b) and day VIDEO games like aazy TOO

Wh-paraphrases provide dues as to what the focus constituent is here. These
rule out the noun phmase video games and the dause a possble focus constituents.

(5) [Inmy particular experiment,] | got kids who read like crazy.

@ % What they also play like adazy are video games.
(b) What they also dolike crazy is play video games.
(© What they also dois play video games like aazy.
(d) % What else @ou them isthey play video games like aazy.
It appears that a focus center on video games corresponds either to focus on play

video games like crazy, or play video games since these represent the most felicitous
wh-cleft paraphrases!®.

13 Also ocaurs 11 times in the rpus, too only four, ead time used by the same speaker. Too can

occur only immediately after the syntadic subjed or at the end of a dause, and there are gparent

prosodic constraints on its appeaance. Consider:

Thekidsin my neighborhood sometimes play video games.

(8 The alults, too, sometimes play video games/The alults also sometimes play video games.

(b) *The adultsin my neighborhood, too, play video games/The alultsin my neighborhood also play video
ames.

(© gThe aults ometimes too play video games/ The alults sometimes also play video games

(d) The aults play video games, too/The alults play video games also

14 Note that the secondary accent on read provides aforward looking contrast, like the examplein

(13'c). Thisexample will be addressed again in Chapter 5. Here, | am only addressng the sentence

in (50"b).
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The paraphrases in (52) test for the asciation d focus with too by using the
sametest previously used for sentences with also.

(52) [Inmy particular experiment,] | gat kidswhorea like crazy.

@ ? Something else dou 'em isthat they play video gameslike aazy.
(b) ? Something else they dois play video games like crazy.

(© Something else they dolike aazy is play video games.

(d) % Something else they play like crazy are video games.

(e % Some other people who day video games like aazy are kids.

Like the paraphrases proposed for the utterance cntaining also, the
paraphrases for too invave differences in presuppasitions but no dfferences in
truth-condtions. Thus, it shoud be dea that any sensitivity too displays to focus
does nat affed truth condtions. The fad that (52c) is the most felicitous of the
paraphrases suggests that the focus constituent of the original sentence is play vdeo
games, rather than play video gameslike aazy.

The paraphrasein (52€) is nat a genuine posshility for this utterance, evenin
a different context, becaise the dause and intonation phrase in which too appeas
does nat include alexica subjed. Still, it might seem reasonable to expect that too,
like also, can asociate with a subed in focus to affed the presuppasitions of a
sentence, as might be the cae in a sentence like KiDs play video games like crazy,
too (52e). There are, however, no examples of the aciation d too with focus on
the syntadic subjed in the corpus.

It is only the context that determines which of the paraphrases in (529)
through (52d) is most felicitous. Since the focus gructure itself is ambiguous, the
prosodic information d the intonational phrase canna distinguish between these
here. In al of these paraphrases, the post-cleft material corresponds to focus
constituents that can be signaled by a pitch accent on video games. The focus-
sengitivity of toois thus like that of also. One diff erence between the two particles
is that too must come dter the focus with which it asociates. It is also accented —
thus intonation phrases in which it occurs srve & apparent exceptions to the
generali zaion that nuclear accent signals focus.

What the data discussed here show is that the nature of the interadion
between pitch accent and the particles identified as focus-sensitive diff ers depending
on the meaning d the particle. The asciation d focus with only affects the truth
condtions of asentence. The asciation d focus with also, even and too do nd.

3.6.2 Other focus sensitive contexts

Other contexts that have been identified as being focus nsitive ae contexts
including modal operators and quantifiers. An interesting fact abou the data in the
corpusisthat it is relatively common for the contexts identified as focus ensitive to
overlap with each ather. Note that the excerpts discussed in the subsedion onfocus-

15 Even these seem alittl e strange here — but in the same way the original utterancedoes. Giora
(1988) argues that well-formed texts generally follow a graded informativenessrequirement, with the
least informative information appeaing first. This ssquencewould appear to violate that: pragmatic
reasoning would suggest that kids are more likely to play video games like aazy than to real like
crazy, makingwhoread like aazy the more informative material — yet it occursfirst.
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sensitive particles all represent quantificational or modal contexts as well: the
context of the excerpt in (31")/(9"b) includes the tempora quantifier usually and the
example itself includes the modal could; the excerpt in (1"b) is followed by a
condtional context (see (53) below for further discusson); the excerpt in (13")
includes a modal use of gonna in contrafadual circumstances; and the excerpt in
(50™) presents generic fads abou the spedker's children. Because of this tendency
in the data, examples of the alditional contexts will be presented and dscussed
together rather than in separate subsedions.

Let usfirst revisit an excerpt that has already been discussed in some detail
(2"). Wewill turn ou attentionto (1"d), presented here again as (53a).

(53) Therewasayoungman bythe name aFreddy CARDOZA who was caught
with aBULLET. He was also caught passng agunto a JUVENILE because (if
a aiminal charge resulted)

@ the JUVENILE would get alesser SENTENCE.
(b) it was the JUVENILE whowould get alesser SENTENCE.
(© what the JUVENILE would get was alesser SENTENCE.

(d) Of thetwo of them, the one whowould get alessr SENTENCE was
the JUVENILE.

This entence ®ntains two focus centers (see (1'd) for pitch tradking).
Unlike other examples with multi ple focus constituents discussed in this chapter, a
question with two wh-constituents canna be felicitously inserted into the discourse
in order to establish focus domains for these focus centers. Instead, we find that
there are two passble paraphrases in context. In one, an it-cleft, the focus
constituent corresponds to the noun phrase the juvenile (53b). In the second, a wh-
cleft, the focus constituent corresponds to the noun phiase a lesser sentence (53c).
There is, in this context, no felicitous wh-cleft paraphrase representing focus over
the noun phase juvenile unless the deft is prefaced with a restriction on the
individuals who refers to (of the two of them), asin (53d). E. Kiss(1999 argues that
it-clefts represent a diff erent types of focus from that signaled by ptch accent alone;
this question will be taken upin greaer detaill Chapters4 and 5.

The deft paraphrases in (54) intended to capture the meaning d the modal
would show that it is sensitive to the focus constituent correspondng to a juvenile,
sincethisisthe materia that can appear felicitously after the deft.

(54) Therewasayoungman bythe name aFreddy CARDOZA who was caught
with aBULLET. Hewas also caught passngagunto aJUVENILE because (if
a aiminal charge resulted)

@ The one whowould get alesser sentence was the juvenile.
(b) % The thing that the juvenile would get was alessr sentence

This focus-sensitivity, like that observed to occur with only, has the potential to
aff ect truth-conditions of the sentence (Rooth 1996. The dause alds to the context
something like the condtional If anyone got a lesser sentence, it would be the
juvenile, which would be falsified by someone other than the juvenile recaving a
lesser sentence (in this context, only Freddy). This is a different result than that
which would occur if would asociated instead with a lesser sentence. In that case,
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the dause would add to the antext something like the condtional If the juvenile
gets anything, it would be a lesser sentence. This condtional would be falsified by
the juvenil e recaving something aher than alesser sentence (in this context, only a
harsher sentence than Freddy would receive). Thus, the sensitivity of would to the
focus constituent does appea to have a effed on truth-conditions, althoughin this
context, the requirements for falsificaion converge because Freddy receives a |lesser
sentence than the juvenile and the juvenile receives a harsher sentence than Freddy
are esentialy equivalent.

A new except includes bath the temporal quantifier always and a generic
context.

(55 The speaker, a probation officer, has been asked to talk about what a new
program that he helped create in response to gang activity was supposed to
accomplish. He begins:

@ probétion dficers// have dways been ou onthe streét () /
(b) or in the schods// but (hh) we név-
(© we got away from working at night

(55) (@ probation dficers// have dways been ou onthe streét () //
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(b) or in the schods// but (hh) we név-
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(© we gat away from working at night

400

Frequency (Hz)
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we got a| way |[from| wor king at night
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Time (s)

The pitch tradk in (55a) shows that a marked pitch accent occurs on the
stressed syllable of probation and that of a boundxry tone occurs on the final
syllable of officers. These fads indicate that the noun phase probation officers
constitutes a separate intonation plrase. The lessmarked accent on street serves as
the nuclear accent of the intonation phrase in which it occurs. Focus centers for the
excerpt are represented in (55").

55 (@ Probation dficers have dways been ou onthe STREET
(b) or in the SCHOOLS
(© but we got away from working at NIGHT
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Wh-paraphrases indicae that the main focus constituent of the sentence in
(559) isdefined bythe pitch accent on street, nat the pitch accent on probaion.

56 @ Where probation dficers have dways been is out onthe stred.

(b) % Someone who haes always been ou onthe stred are probation
officers.

(© Asfor probation dficers, they have dways been ou onthe street.

o What abou probation dficers? They have dways been ou onthe
(d % Whatab bation dficers? They have d b h
stred.

The onstituent associated with the accent on probation passes the as-for test
for new topics, athoughit doesn't do as well with the what-abott topic test, as (56c)
and (56d) demonstrate. The acent on probaion, then, daes not seem to be
functioning as afocus center, because there is no constituent in which it appears that
passes the test for focus. It can also be agued that probaion dficers is not a focus
constituent because the sentence in (55'a) canna be understood as the answer to a
multi ple wh-question like Who has always been where? (see(11) above). Finaly,
while phondogicd constraints require that every intonational phrase wntain at least
one pitch accent, it can be demonstrated that the pitch accent on probation is nat
semanticdly obligatory. The context alows for its de-accentuation — that is, the
sentence ould have been utered as a single intonation plrase, with accents on
always and streds, as in the original form of the utterance probaion dficers have
always been ou on the streé. This excerpt, then, includes a nuclea pitch accent
that appears to serve @& ancther counterexample to the generalizaion that nuclear
pitch accents sgnal focus (see discusson d accentuation d tooin sedion 3.6.7).

The temporal quantifier always in (55'a) appears to be sensitive to the focus
constituent out onthe stred. Cleft paraphrases that take into accourt the meaning d
always show that, in context, this phrase can appear felicitoudy as post-cleft
material.

67 @ A placewhere probation dficers have dways beenisout onthe
Stred

(b) % People who have dways been ou onthe stred are probation
officers.

Since the post-cleft material matches up with the focus constituent, always
appears to be sensitive to the focus constituent here. The deft paraphrase in (57b)
shows that the acented (but, as it has been argued, nd focused) constituent
probaion dficers canna appear felicitously in the post-cleft material. Like the
focus sengitivity of would and only, the focus sensitivity of always affeds the truth
condtions of the sentence. The sentencein (55"a) and its paraphrase in (57a) add to
the wntext something like the cndtional Wheneve probaion dficers were
working arywhere, they were working on the stred. This would be fase if
probation dficers were foundto be working elsewhere, bu not on the stred. The
spedker, in fad, amends this condtional by adding or in the schods. On the other
hand, a sentence @rrespondng to the infelicitous paraphrase in (57b) would add to
the cntext something like the cndtiond if someone was working onthe stred, it
was a probaion dficer. Thiswould be false if someone working onthe stred was
not a probation dficer.
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The last sentence of the excerpt (55'c) aso presents a modal context
describing a general situation that obtained in the past. Wh-paraphrases here
indicae that the focus constituent signaled by the focus center on night is working at
night. Thisphrase can aso be placed felicitoudly in an it-cleft.

(58) Probation dficers have dways been out onthe STREET or in the SCHOOLS
but

@ What we got away from was working at NIGHT
(b It was working at NIGHT that we got away from
(© % When we gat away from working was at NIGHT

This context, too, appears to be focus sensitive, and the focus constituent
plays arole in the truth condtions. The sentence in (55'c) and its paraphrases in
(58) indicae that the focus constituent is not at night but working at night.
Sentences with this focus dructure can be understood to add to the antext
something like the condtional if we got away from anything, it was working at
night. This would be false if the probation dficers had na gotten away from
working at night but had gdten away from something else. On the other hand, the
same sentence with at night as the focus constituent would add to the context
something like the condtional if we got away from working at anytime of the day, it
was at night. Thiswould be falseif it were not at night but ancther time of day that
probation dficers had gdten away from working. Thus, this moda context
demonstrates a sensitivity to focus that can influence the truth condtions of a
sentence

Ancther excerpt shows a similar relationship between focus and the temporal
quantifier usually.

(59) Acollege student talks about her typical trip to the grocery store.

@ | Gsually () liketo buy um (hh) nutritious things
(b) sometimes | goto the () like diet féodaide
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59 @@ | usually like to buyNUTRITIOUS things

(b) sometimes | goto thelike diet FOOD aidle

The focus center on nutritious corresponds to focus on the noun phrase
nutritious things, as wh-paraphrases demonstrate. An it-cleft paraphrase is also
felicitousin this context.

99



(60) A college student talks abou her typical trip to the grocery store.

@ What | usualy like to buyare NUTRITIOUS things.
(b % What | usually liketo dois buy NUTRITIOUS things.
(© It'susually NUTRITIOUS things that | like to buy.

The sentence in (59'a) adds to the context something like the cndtiond if | liketo
buy anything, it is usualy nutritious, and would be false if what the speaker liked to
buy was not usually nutritious. The paraphrase in (60b), onthe other hand, reflects
focus onthe phrase buy nutritious things. It would add to the wntext something like
the cndtiona if | liketo do arything, it is usually to buy nutritious things. This
would be false if what the speaker liked to do was usually something aher than
buying ndritious things. Again, we find that in context, the meaning d usually
combines with focus to affed truth condtions.

The temporal quantifier sometimes, however, does not appea to have this
property. Wh-paraphrases suggest that he focus center on food could correspondto
either focus constituent the diet food asle or go to the diet food asle. Either
paraphraseis felicitousin context.

(61) 1 usualy liketo buyNUTRITIOUS things

@ Where | sometimes goisthe diet foodaide
(b) What | sometimes doisgoto the diet foodaisle.
(© % Someone who sometimes goesto the diet foodaisleis me.

An it-cleft with the diet food asleisinfelicitous here. The deftsin (61) also
take into acount the meaning d sometimes, and help to demonstrate that sometimes
interadas with focus to influence the presuppasitions of a sentence The paraphrase
in (61c) represents a sentence in which the syntadic subjed serves as a focus
constituent — something like | sometimes go to the diet food d@sle. A shift in focus
does not change the truth condtions, howvever: al the paraphrasesin (61) would be
false under the same drcumstances, esentialy only if the speaker never goes to the
diet food aide. So, while the focus sensitivity of universal or quasi-universal
temporal quantifiers like always and usually affeds the truth condtions of a
sentence, the eistentia temporal quantifier sometimes influences only sentence
presuppasitions. This difference is to be expeded. Some(times) is a symmetric
guantifier, so the restrictor of quantification daes not result in truth condtional
differences.16

An excerpt containing a number of noun phiase quantifiers followsin (62).

(62) The aeator of an anmated TV series discusss the reasons that a series
spin-off has neve been developed. During dscussons with the network:

@ éverybody// took éry véry grealy pasitions//

16 That is, Same dogs eat chocolate and Some chocolate eaters are dogs are true in exadly the same
circumstances. Compare to Every dogeats meat and Every meat eater isa dogwhich arenot truein
the same drcumstances: evey isasymmetric, as are usually and always.
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(b) | said // look// heyl/ if you guys all take the sécond geeliest paosition
Il
(© we can déthisthing// we can doit // it'll be farv/
(d) and youll still make l6ts and lots of money // but //
(e they wouldnt // take the séoond geediest position //
) everybodywanted uhall the money //
(62) (a éverybody// took very véry greedy pasitions//
350
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The proposed focus centers are represented below:
62 (@ everybody took very very grealy POSITIONS //
(b) [I said ] if you guys all take the SECOND gredliest position,
(© we can DO thisthing. Wecan DO it. It'll be FUN.
(d) And youll still make LOTS and lots of money.
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(e But they WOULDN'T take the SECOND greediest pasition,
() Everybodywanted ALL the money.

The segments in (62a) and (62€) are others one in which the single nuclear accent
of an intonation phrase does not constitute afocus center (see discusson d (554)
abowve). The boundiry tones evident on took and take make it clear that everybody
and they wouldn't each comprise a omplete intonation plrase. Like the accent on
probation in (554), the acents on everybody and wouldn't can be omitted withou
aff ecting the feli citousnessof the sentences, provided the dausesin (62a) and (62¢€)
are uttered as sngleintonation plrases. As such, (62a) also presents an exception to
the nation that a nuclear pitch accent aways represents focus.

Unlike probation dficers in (55d), however, neither everybody nor (they)
wouldn't passes tests proposed for topics. In the context of (55a), probation dficers
were dready a salient concept. Neither everybody nor (they) wouldn't are salient in
their respective contexts. The paraphrases in (63) and (64) would indicae that
neither of these represents sentencetopic.

(63) The aeator of an arimated TV series discusses the reasons that a series
spin-off has neve been developed.

@ % Asfor everybody,they took very very greedy POSITIONS

(b) % What abou everybody? They took very very greedy POSITIONS.

(64) And youll still make LOTS and lots of money.

@ % Asfor what they wouldnt do, it was take the second geediest
pasition.

(b) % What abou what they wouldn't do? They wouldnt take the second
gredliest paosition.

The data in (63) is in keeguing with the observations of Reinhart (1983) that
quantifiers do nd serve felicitously as entencetopics. This infelicitousness could,
however, be an artifact of the test, as others have agued that universal quantifiers
can occur astopics (Szabolsci 1986).

| point out these exceptions to justify the representation d focus centers
provided in (62"), which will serve a the basisfor discussonto foll ow.

The focus constituent signaled by the focus center on paitions apparently
corresponds to the verb phrase take vey very greedy positions, rather than the noun
phrase very vay greealy positions, as evidenced by wh-paraphrasing.

(65 [During dscussons with the network]
@ What everybody dd was take very greedy POSITIONS.
(b) % What everybodytook was very greedy POSITIONS.
(© % What POSITION everyone took was avery greedy ore.
The universal quantifier everybody des appear to interact with focus to

affect truth condtions. The paraphrase in (65a), correspondng to the actual
utterance of the discourse, adds to the mntext something like the cndtiond if a
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person did anything, then he took a very greedy position. This does indeal seem to
be what the speaker intends here. Thiswould esentialy be fasified if any personin
the mntext did na take agrealy pasition. The paraphrase in (65b), on the other
hand, would contribute something like the @ndtiona if a person took anything,
then he took a very greedy position. Thisis different from the paraphrase in (65¢),
which might be agued to correspondto a sentence with a pitch aacent on greedy.
Thiswould add something like the condtional if a person took a position at all, then
he took a very greedy one. The paraphrase in (65b) would be false if a person took
something, bu it was not a greedy pasition. The paraphrase in (65¢) would be
falsified by a personin the cntext taking a position aher than a greedy one, bu not
by a person taking no paition at al. Again, while dl three paraphrases might be
true in the same drcumstances, the requirements for their falsificaion are different.
They therefore have different truth condtions. These are dependent on the domain
of focus in the sentence, and thus everybody, like always and only, appeas to
interad with focus to aff ect the truth condtions of a sentence.

A similar circumstance aisesin (62'b), where we find all appearing with the
second person dural pronounyou guys.

(66) [During dscussons with the network], everybodytook very greedy
POSITIONS. And| said, hey, look —

@ What position you guy could all take isthe SECOND grealiest one.
(b) What you guys could all take is the SECOND greediest pasition.
(© What you guys could all doistake the SECOND greediest position.

(d) % Someone who could take the SECOND gredliest positionisall you
guys.

This example from (62'b), is like (62"a) (see &so (65)), in that the universa
quantifier (everybody vs. you guys all) serves as the subject of the dause. The
example with all differs from the one with everybody, however, because it does nat
suppy any red evidencethat the interaction d expressons including all with focus
constituents results in dfferent truth condtions. The possble paraphrases with
focus constituents that include the focus center are dl felicitous, demonstrating that
the context does nat distinguish between them.

A seaond example including all as part of the focus constituent and in a
different syntadic position (objed), (62'f), displays smilar behavior: the
paraphrases with focus constituents that include the focus center are ejually
felicitous. Thus, it also fals to provide evidence that all interacts with focus
constituents to result in dfferent truth condtions.

(67) ... It'l befun. And youll still make lots and lots of money. But they
WOULDN'T take the SECOND greediest position.
@ What everybodywanted was ALL the money.
(b) What was true of everybodywas that they wanted ALL the money.
(© What the situation was was that everybodywanted ALL the money.
(d) % Someone who wanted ALL the money was everybody.
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The data from the @rpus suggest that everybody (and byextension, probably
other quantifiers including the morpheme every-) interads with focus to affedtruth
condtions, bu the data does nat establish that quantifiers including all behave in a
similar fashion. These differences could result either from the different discourse
contexts (which daes not provide a means of disambiguating between the focus
constituents proposed in (67)) or of some differencein the dharaderistics of all and
every. Thisissuewill not be explored any further here.

In (62'd), the quantificational expresson lots and lots of serves as a focus
center.

(68) [During dscussons with the network], everybodytook very greedy
POSITIONS. Andl said, hey, look —if you guys all take the second greediest
pasition, we can DO thisthing. It'll be FUN.

@ Andwhat'll still happen isthat youll make LOTS and lots of money.
(b) ? Andwhat youll still doismake LOTS and lots of money.

(© % Andwhat youll still makeisLOTS and lots of money.

(e % Andwhowill still make LOTS and lots of money isall you guys.

The paraphrases suggest that the domain of focus sgnaled by the focus
center onlots and lots is the entire dause rather than the verb or objed noun phase.
The sentence in (62'd) thus can be seen to add to the context the ndtional
whatever happens, you will make lots and lots of money. The paraphrase in (68b)
would add to the context something like whatever you do, you will make lots and
lots of money. The paraphrase in (68c) adds something like whatever you make, you
will make lots and lots of money, while (68d) adds something like whoever makes
lots and lots of money, you will make lots and lots of money. The truth condtions of
these possble paraphrases are gparently the same, since dl four, féelicitous and
infelicitous, would be false in the same drcumstances: if the aldresees did nd
make lots of money.

The data in the crpus indicae that focus interads with some of the modal
and quantificational contexts to alter truth condtions, and interads with athers to
influence the presuppasitions that make a particular utterance felicitous in its
context. Focus in contexts including always, usually and everybody, for example,
can change the truth condtions of a sentence, while focus in contexts using vague
guantifiers like lots and lots aff ects only the presuppdasitions of a sentence. The data
examples including all, on the other hand, do no provide esidence of focus
sensitivity, althoughit is not clea whether this is due to the limited information
abou focus ensitivity that the available data provide or due to some difference
between all and every.

3.6.3 Accentability of focus sensitive lexical items

One fact of accentuation that pitch tracking d data from the crpus bringsto
light is that many of the items that have been claimed to be focus snsitive (whether
or not the data from the @rpus bea this out), are themselves attractive to pitch
accent. We saw earlier that too is the bearer of the (final) nuclea pitch accent of the
intonational phrase in which it occurs. Pitch tradks throughou this chapter suggest
that other items that interad with focus, like also, only, always, usually, everybody,
etc. are dtractive to accent, most typicadly secondary accent, since they are not
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typicdly part of the focus. It remainsto be seen whether the accent-attradivenessof
focus ensitive items it can be validated in ather kinds of speech corpora. If it can
be, the purpose of this accentability could provide afertile area of study for those
interested in the interadion d prosody and meaning.

3.6.4 Generalizations about focus sensitive contexts

The data suppat observations previoudy made @ou focus sensitive
contexts. Focus in contexts with additive particles (Konig 199 like even and also
aff ect the presuppasitions or implicaures (Horn 19%) of a sentence, while in ather
contexts focus can interact with meaningful elementsto affed the truth conditi ons of
a sentence.

3.7 SUMMARY

This chapter has provided a survey of excerpts appearing in the crpus that
arerelevant to observations made in previous sudies of focus. Datafrom the corpus
provide dear evidence that there is not a one-to-one rresponcence between pitch
accent and focus. The role of secondary pitch accent in signaling focus is unclear,
and the cnrection between secndary accent and meaning is an isaue that cdls for
future research. The generdlizationthat focusis sgnaled by nuclear pitch aacent, on
the other hand, is for the most part suppated by the data in the @rpus, athough
occasional exceptions arise.

Excerpts relevant to accentuation and dscourse status demonstrate that while
many ealier observations based on constructed examples are borne out, there ae
also clea courterexamples, Chapter 4 addresss these in more depth. Excerpts
including itemsin contrast indicate that the ancepts of focus and contrast may need
to be distingushed from eat ather; Chapter 5 addresses the isaues raised by these
data.

Whil e the previous observations abou it- and wh-clefts were borne out by
the datain the @rpus, these constructions occurred rarely. Much more common are
presentational there constructions; these suppat the existing generalizations abou
the @nstruction.

Polarity questions in this corpus prove to be dypicd in certain respeds,
suppating the observation d others that rising intonation is not as widely used in
yes-no questions as is generally held (Guluykens 1988, 198% The unusua
circumstances in placein formal interviews, the source of the corpus, may aso be a
fador in the nature of the intonation pettern in questions. Wh-questions in the
corpus typicdly had a secondary pitch accent associated with the wh-constituent,
providing some esidencethat suppat the daim that focus in wh-questions is the wh-
constituent itself. A better understanding d the role that secondary accent plays in
communicaionwill perhaps $ed more light on this matter.

Contexts claimed to show focus sengitivity were examined. Many of these
also bea out earlier observations, and data from the crpus make it quite dear that
finer distinctions can also be made in categorizing the type of interadion these
different contexts have with focus constituents.

Any speed corpus would likely be equally as rich a source of focus-related
data. If I have accomplished nahing else in the presentation d these data, | hope
that | have demonstrated the value of a speech corpus-based approach to informing
existing lingustic generdi zaions and theories — especialy for a research area @
dependent onintonation and dscourse cntext asfocusis.
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Chapter 4. Given information in focus

The rpus provides examples of nuclear pitch accent assciated with non
derivable information, consistent with a view that associates focus with new
information (see Chapter 2, section 2.2.22.2.2 and equally consistent with the idea
that focus represents the existence of aternatives (see Chapter 2, sedion 2.2.3. It
also provides examples of the de-accentuation d given entities. There ae, however,
excerpts in which information that is clearly given in the discourse gpears with a
nuclea pitch accent as a focus center (see Chapter 3, section 3.1.2for discusson d
focus centers). These examples appear to be wurter evidence to the ideathat focus
represents new information, a at least, only new information. Many d these
examples are dearly contrastive, and as sich, belongto a cdegory that has already
been identified as problematic for the idea that focus represents (only) new
information. Others, however, are nat clealy contrastive and thus present a problem
for the view that focus represents new information that must be aldressed
separately. It is these examples of focus that are neither new nor explicitly
contrastive that will be treated in this chapter.

While such examples canna be explained by approaches that apped to
default accentuation (see section 4.3.7) and contrast (see section 4.3.3, they do
provide suppat for hypaheses that clam focus can be a%ciated with
exhaustiveness(seesection 4.3.4). Furthermore, the relevant examples also provide
evidencethat focus can represent exhaustive satisfaction d a propasition even in the
absence of explicit marking in the syntax that is clamed to be obligatory for
exhaustive focus in E. Kiss1998(seesection 4.4).

Let us now turn to an excerpt from the wrpus that allows us to ill ustrate the
properties of different kinds of focusin context.

4.1 DATA TO BE CONSIDERED

Consider the excerpt in (1). It contains items that are new and accented (a
stick, (1a)), given and ureccented (the stick (1b)) and it, (1d)), and gven and
accented (the stick (1d)).1

(D) The speaker isrelating a story about a confrontation that he had with some
street gang members when he was a child. He explains that he went with his
father to attend a college hockey game--

@ and ore amy favorite /céllege playeirs/ gave me astick //
(b) and | took the stick the next day // went out 'n skédted onapond(--) //

(© andagroup d (-) / four five kids came Upto me (hh) // latein the
day //

(d)  they wanted the stick// 'n | wouldn't give it to 'em (--) /

Anndation d the locaion d pitch accents and prosodic bourdaries are
based on ptch analysis of the excerpt. Pitch tradks for (1a) and (1b) appea in

L (/ = phon phrase boundery; // = intonational phrase boundery; * = pitch accent ; -: lengthened
syllable; (hh)= breah; (-)= pause)
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Chapter 3 as (6a) and (6b). Pitch tracks for (1c) and (1d) appear below as (1'c) and
(1'd).

1) (o) andagroup d (-) /four five kids came up to me (hh)// late in the day
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(d) they wanted the stick// 'n | wouldn't giveit to 'em (--)
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they| wan | ted the stick n| | would n't [give| it |to| 'em(hhh)

26.66 28.44
Time (s)

The excerpt is also represented in (1"). The locaion d pitch accent and
prosodic boundxries have been used to determine the focus center of each segment,
which was taken to be equivalent with an oldigatory accent of a intonational phrase
(typicdly correspondng to the nuclear pitch accent, from Pierrehumbert 198Q see
Chapter 3, sedion 3.1for a more detailed dscusson d approach). These focus
centers are represented in (1") and the examples that foll ow with capital | etters.

a @ and ore of my favorite llege players gave me asTICK
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(b) and | TOOK the stick the next day, went out and skated ona POND
(© andagroup d four five kids came UPto me late in the DAY
(d) they wanted the STICK and | wouldn't GIVE it to them

4.2 ACCENT ON NEW MATERIAL

In (1a)/ (1a), we find the indefinite noun phase a stick marked with the
nuclea pitch accent and thus appeaing as the focus center. As predicted by theories
of focus that emphasize the non-presuppcsed nature of focus, this is new material.
The gppearance of a focus center on the object noun lere muld correspondto focus
on the noun phase, focus on the verb phrase or focus on the eitire dause.
Rephrasing the sentence in question with a wh-cleft in the mntext of the discourse
indicaes that it represents focus on the dause.

2 [I was at ahockey game with my father] and

@ what happened was [one of my favorite ollege players gave me a
STICK] -

(b) % what one of my favorite llege players did was [give me aSTICK]
F

(© % what one of my favorite mllege players gave mewas [a STICK].

The only paraphrase that is felicitous in context is the one that places the
entire dause to the right of the wh-cleft (2a), correspondng to focus on the complete
content of the dause. Wh-clefts with focus constituents that correspondto the verb
phrase ((2b)) and noun phase ((2c)) are not felicitous, indicaing that these
constituents are not the focus of the original utterancein (1a)/ (1"a).

The excerpt in (1) also provides an example in which gven information daes
not recave anuclea acent. In (1"b), the noun phase the stick, co-referential with
agtickin (1"a) isnot accented (example repeaed for reference).

@y @ and ore of my favorite wllege players gave me asTICK
(b) and | TOOK the stick the next day, went out and skated ona POND
(© and agroup d four five kids came UPto melatein the DAY
(d) they wanted the STICK and | wouldn't GIVE it to them
Instea, the nuclea accent surfaces on the verb took. This most likely represents

focus on the verb phrase took the stick the next day, as the wh-cleft paraphrases in
(3) indicae (seesedion 3.4.2 Chapter 3 for additional discusson d this example).

3 [I was at ahockey game with my father]
and ore of my favorite mllege players gave me asTICK.

@ andwhat | did was [TAKE the stick the next day] - and | went out and
skated ona POND.

(b) ? andwhat | did the next day was [TAKE the stick ] - and | went out
and skated ona POND.
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(© % and what | did with the stick the next day was [TAKE it] - and |
went out and skated ona POND.

(d) % and what happened was [| TOOK the stick the next day] - and |
went out and skated ona POND.

This evidenceindicates that the accent on takein (1b)/ (1"b) represents focus
on the verb phrase rather than onthe verb. While the most typicd redlizaion o
verb phrase focus is through the locaion d the nuclea pitch accent on the
complement of verb (Schmerling 1976,Gussenhoven 1983,Selkirk 1984,see &so
Chapter 2, Sedion 2.4.2, here we find verb phrase focus redized through pacement
of the pitch accent on the verb itself. This is another example of the documented
phenomenonthat transitive verbs receve the nuclear accent when their complements
are nat new, and adds to the evidence that accent interads with gvenness(for more
detailed dscusgon d accourts of this interaction, see Chapter 2, sedion 2.4.1and
Chapter 3, sedion 3.9. Informally, a story that is consistent here is that the given
status of the referent of stick disallows its receiving the nuclear accent, and so it falls
instead onthe verb.

4.3 FOCUSON GIVEN INFORMATION

More problematic for notions of focus that appea to the nation o new or
nonpresuppcsed information is the occurrence of the stick in (1d)/ (1"d). Here,
stick receives the final nuclear accent of its intonational phrase and of its clause,
despite the fact that it is explicitly given in the context. Not only does stick receive
the acent, bu it is also the only word in its intonational phrase or clause that can
receive the nuclea aacent. Other focus centers are nat possble in this context, as
(4b) and (4c) show. Representation d the adua occurrence in (1d)/ (1'd) is
repeated as (4a).

4 | TOOK the stick the next day, went out and skated ona POND,
andagroup d four, five kids came UP to me, latein the DAY.

@ They wanted the STICK, and | wouldn't GIVE it to them.
(b) % They WANTED the stick, and | wouldn't GIVE it to them.
(© % THEY wanted the stick, and | wouldn't GIVE it to them.

Note that in the given context, the stressed syll able of wanted could have felicitously
received a pitch aacent, but only if stick was aso accented, thus preserving the role
of stick as the beaer of nuclear pitch accent and the focus center. If wanted were to
receive the nuclea pitch accent of the intonation phrase (with stick de-accented), it
would get a mntrastive interpretation that is not entirely felicitous here: it might
ocaur in a mntext where it was adualy expeded that they did na want the stick.
Focus on the verb wanted thus would convey something equivalent to the paraphrase
it wasn't that they didn't want the stick (it's just that | wouldn't give it to them),
which dces not seam to be what the speaker had in mind.

In example (5) below, (5a) is the actual occurrence in the corpus (asin (1a)),
(5b) is the felicitous (but unattested) aternative with pitch accent on bah verb and
noun. Either of these would correspondto the representationin (1"d) and (44), since
stick, as the bearer of the nuclea pitch accent is the focus center in each. Example
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(5¢) represents an infelicitous aternative, correspondng to the representation o
focus center in (4b).

(5) and | took the stick the next day // went out 'n skéted onapé:.nd (--) //
andagroup d (-) / four five kids came Upto me (hh) // latein the day //

@ they wanted the stick// 'n | wouldn't giveit to 'em (--) //
(b)  they wéanted the stick// 'n | wouldn't giveit to 'em (--) //
(© % they wanted the stick// 'n | wouldn't giveit to 'em (--) //

This accentuation d an entity given in the discourse context requires further
consideration d the fadors involved in accentuation and the asgnment of focus,
and the diff erences between the occurrence of a stick in (1), the stick in (1b) and the
stick in (1d)/(4a).

One difference between the example in (1d)/(4a) and the examples from
edalier in the discourse is the type of constituent that is the sentence focus in each of
the three ontexts. Evidence from wh-cleft paraphrasing presented in (2) and (1)
abowe indicaed that both of the earlier examples fall within a verb plrase focus.
Paraphrasing the dause in (1d)/(4a) with a wh-cleft in context indicates that the
acacent on stick most likely represents focus on the noun phrase, rather than onthe
verb phrase (asin (6b)).

(6) | TOOK the stick the next day, went out and skated ona POND,
and agroup d four, five kids came UP to me, late in the day.

@ What they wanted was the STICK, and | wouldn't GIVE it to them.

(b) % What it was with them was that they wanted the STICK, and |
wouldn't GIVE it to them.

(© Why they came up to me was that they wanted the STICK, and |
wouldn't GIVE it to them.

The wh-cleft paraphrase with focus on the noun phiase (asin (6a)) is more felicitous
than ore with focus on the verb phrase (as in (6b)). This felicitous paraphrase
presuppases that the group of kids wanted something from the spe&ker — an
implicaure of the previous sntence A group of kids came up to me.

Also felicitous is a paraphrase that focuses the entire dause they wanted the
stick (as in (6¢); in Chapter 6, | will argue that this paraphrase @rresponds to a
different kind d focus from that on the @nstituent the stick, compatible with the
notion o information focus (E. Kiss1998.

4.3.1 Issuesof accent

The fact that the accent in (1d)/(4a) appears to represent focus on a given
entity might potentialy fit within an explanation like that given by Ladd (1980,
1996 for other circumstances in which gven items receive the nuclea accent. In
Ladd' s acoourt, givenness defines the potential for nuclear acentuation, nd the
potential for focus itself. In certain cases, where everything in a new discourse
segment is given, a nuclear accent must still be assgned to something. 1t would
then be posgble for a given entity to be accented via default rules for accentuation
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(seeChapter 2, Sedion 2.4.1for a more detail ed accourt of Ladd s approadh). This
explanationis not very satisfying when applied to the example in question, havever.
One problem with it is the fad that there is apparently new materia in the dause --
the verb wanted -- and yet, as (4b) and (5¢) show, the nuclear accent canna surface
on it. Some might respondto this problem by panting aut that the paraphrase in
(6a) indicates that the content of the verb wanted is presuppased in this context,
sinceits appearance in the wh-cleft isfelicitous. Perhaps it might be agued that the
presuppased status of wanted prevents it from recaving the nuclea accent, and thus
the acent surfaces on stick.

This attempt at explanation, havever, also highlights another problem with
applying this approac to the example in question. The wh-cleft test paraphrase in
(6a) indicaes that the accent on stick represents focus on the noun phase, rather
than focus on the verb plrase that includes wanted. This suggests that the reason
wanted does nat receive the nuclea accent is that is not part of the sentence focus.
Whil e pitch accent can be asdgned to items that are not part of the sentence focus
(see Chapter 2, Sedion 2.1and 2.4.1,also Ladd 1980, 1996Pierrehumbert 1980,
among dhers), nuclea pitch accent -- the pitch accent that signals focus -- typicdly
does sgnal focus. Sincethe verb wanted is not part of the focus (as determined by
the wh-cleft focus test), we would na in fact exped the nuclear accent to appear on
it. The redization d nuclear accent on stick in the example in from (1d) does nat
prove to be acourterexample to Ladd’s approadh; his approad is, rather, simply nat
relevant here, given that the focus center appears to represent noun phase focus.

4.3.2 Theissue of discour se shift

Ancther posshility that | will consider here is that the stick recaves an
aacent because it isnew in its discourse segment (despite its recent occurrencein the
discourse). It could be agued that the focus on the stick signals a shift in the
discourse. However, it does not seem likely that thisis the only reason that stickis
accented here: even if thetitle of this gory were "The Stick," in which case the stick
would be expected to be asdient discourse topic throughou the narrative, the
nuclea pitch accent would still fall onstick

4.3.3 Theissue of contrastivity

Ancther often olserved case of given information in focus is information
that is contrastive. Various authors have agued that the nuclear pitch accent that
occurs on items in contrast represents a different kind o focus from the one that is
asciated with new information (Rochemont 1986, E. Kiss 1998. Typicdly, the
contrast is an explicit one (see Chapter 3, section 3.3for further discusson). In the
problematic example from (1d), however, there is no explicit contrast. It could be
argued that there is an implied contrast with some other item that can be essumed to
be present in the mntext based on pragmatic fadors. They wanted the stick rather
thanmy wéllet. Such an explanation, havever, is not intuitively very satisfying, in
that the example does not in fad seem to imply such a @ntrast. This intuition is
suppated by explicitly spelling ou the propcosed contrast in the wntext of the
example, as in (7b); a representation d the utterance from the @rpus in appeas
again as (7a).

@) | TOOK the stick the next day, went out and skated ona POND,
andagroup d four, five kids came UP to me, latein the DAY.
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@ They wanted the STICK, and | wouldn't GIVE it to them.

(b % They wanted the STICK rather than my WALLET, and | wouldn't
GIVE it to them.

The formulation in (7b) is markedly odd in this context. First, it caries an
implicaure that the spes&ker would have given the group d kids his wallet if the
wall et was what they wanted (I label this an implicature because it could be cancded
by afollow-up uterance such as | wouldn't have given them ny wall et, either). The
context provides us no reason to believe that the spedker intended to communicae
this idea making an implicit contrast between the stick and some other item
appropriate to the ontext unlikely. Semnd, and perhaps more fataly, the
formulation in (7b) presuppcses that there is an expectation that the group d kids
wanted the wallet. This presuppasition is smply na suppated by the cntext
(athough,asthe paraphrase in (6a) indicates, it can be presuppased that the group d
kids wanted something from the speaker). The data in (7) thus indicae that the
problematic exampleis not contrastive.

4.3.4 Theissue of exhaustiveness

E. Kiss (1999 spedficdly allows for the existence of focus that is neither
nonderivable nor contrastive. She agues for adistinction between focus of the new
information type and focus of the type a<ciated with a quantificaion-like
operation (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.3.2for more detailed dscusson), which she
cdls information focus and identificaional focus, respedively. She argues that
identificational focus need na be ntrastive in English, bu that it must be
exhaustive: focus performs “exhaustive identificaion ona set of entities given in
the cntext or situation.” (E. Kiss1988248) The focus constituent, then, represents
the cmplete set of items that satisfy the propasition, such that nothing else (in the
relevant domain) satisfy it. She further argues that in English identificaional focus
is typicdly marked with pitch accent together with the presence of an overt focus
operator like only or use of an it-cleft construction.

The problematic example the stick from (1d), urlike the unproblematic
example a stick from (1a), can, in fad, be felicitously paraphrased in context with an
it-cleft construction, asin (8).

8 | TOOK the stick the next day, went out and skated ona POND,
andagroup d four, five kids came UP to me, latein the DAY.

It was the STICK they wanted, and | wouldn't giveit to them

9 [I was at ahockey game with my father]
% and it was a STICK that one of my favorite wllege players gave me

Example (9) demonstrates that the focus center of (1a) canna be placel felicitously
in an it-cleft construction.

If we acept E. Kiss s arguments that the it-cleft represents identificational
focus, then the fad that the example in (1d) can be placed in an it-cleft construction
makes focus on the given entity the stick patentially much lessproblematic. Perhaps
it is an example of identificational focus, which dces nat, according to E. Kiss,
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“mark the nongresuppased nature of the information it carries.” (E. Kiss1998248),
andthus, like the problematic example, need na be nonderivable in the discourse.

4.3.4.1 Testing for exhaustiveness

E. Kiss emphasizes the ehaustiveness of identificational focus, so
determining whether the noun phase focus the stick in (1d) can be agued to
represent identificational focus depends on whether it is exhaustive. E. Kiss uses
two tests for exhaustiveness to suppat her argument that the it-cleft represents
exhaustive identificaion d the item in the deft, while other syntadic constructions
do nd prodwce &haustive identification d the item in focus. The first test,
proposed by Sczabalsci 1981, invalves coordinating the noun phiase in focus with
another noun phiase (as in (9a)) and comparing the results with the sentence
containing the item whose exhaustivenessisin question (repeded here, (9b)). If the
sentence @ntaining the item being tested is a logicd consequence of the sentence
containing the mordinate structure, then it is not exhaustive; if it is nat a logicd
consequence, then it is exhaustive.

(10) One of my favorite @llege players gave me asTICK, and | TOOK the stick
the next day, went out and skated onaPOND. And agroupof four, five kids
came UPto me, latein the DAY.

@ They wanted MY WALLET AND THE STICK, and | wouldn't give them
to them.

(b) They wanted THE STICK, and | wouldn't give it to them.

The coomparisonindicates that, at least in this complete context, (10b) isnot alogical
consequence of (10a). In this stuation, if it were true that the group d kids wanted
the spesker’s wallet and hs gick, it would na be true that they wanted the stick
alone. Thus, the problematic example passes the first test for exhaustiveness The
unproblematic occurrence ealier in the discourse, a stick in (1a), does not passthis
test for exhaustiveness

(1) [l wasat ahockey game with my father]

@ and ore of my favorite mllege players gave me aPUCK and a STICK.
(b) and ore of my favorite llege players gave me asTICK.

Here, (11a) does in fact appear to entail (11b). That is, if the hockey player had
given the sped&er a puck and a stick, it would aso be true that he had gven the
spedker astick. Inthis context, there is no sense @mnwveyed that the spedker recived
only ahockey stick and ndhing else. The occurrence of a stick in ((1a) and the stick
in ((1d) thus appear to be different in this regard.

The problematic example dso pases a second test for exhaustiveness
(Farkasp.c. in E. Kiss1999.

(12) ... A group d four five kids came UP to me, late in the DAY .
They wanted the STICK

@ No, they wanted my WALLET (but | gave them the STICK instead).
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(b) No, they wanted my WALLET, too (but it was the STICK that | refused
to gvethem).

In the foll ow-up sentence (12a), No serves to negate the propasition they wanted the
stick, replacing it in the discourse with they wanted my wallet. In (12b), however,
the felicitous presence of too indicates that here No doesn’'t negate the propasition
they wanted the stick, but serves instead to negate the property of exhaustiveness
the meaning that they wanted the stick and ndhing else. Thistest also indicates that
the focus in the problematic example is exhaustive. The gpearance of a stick in
(1a), onthe other hand, des not passthis test.

(13) [l wasat ahockey game with my father] and ore of my favorite wllege
players gave me asTICK.

@ No, he gave me aPUCK.
(b % No, he gave me aPUCK, too.

The presence of too in the foll ow-up sentencein (13b) seans odd here. This appears
to be because the only interpretation d No is that it negates the propasition one of
my favorite college players gave me a stick. There gpeas to be no exhaustiveness
in this context for the No to negate.

These tests thus suggest that the focus in (1d) appears to express the
exhaustive subset of elements x in the context such that they wanted x holds, while
thefocusin (1a) does nat.

4.3.4.2 A problematic test?

One isae that has been raised? regarding Farkas's test for exhaustivenessis
the fad that the presence of No is not actually necessary for exhaustiveness to
disappea. The data in (14) show that this is the cae both for the problematic
example that | have argued is exhaustive and for the it-cleft paraphrase that E. Kiss
proposes represents (exhaustive) identificaional focus.

(14) ... A groupof four five kids came UPto me, latein the DAY .
They wanted the STICK / It was the STICK they wanted

@ No, they wanted my wall et too (but it was the stick that | refused to
givethem). (cf. (12b))

(b) They wanted my wall et too (but it was the stick that | refused to gve
them).

There is, in fact, very little difference in this context between the utterance that
includes the word No and the one that does nat. In (14a)/(12b), | have agued, No
negates the exhaustive nature of the focus. What happened to exhaustivenessin
(14b), where it has not been explicitly negated?

When we gply a similar treatment to the example that has nat been argued
to be exhaustive, we get a different result.

2 Spedficdly, by an audience member at the apresentation of an earlier version d this at the 74th
Annuel Meding d the Lingustic Society of America, January 2000.
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(15 [l wasat ahockey game with my father] and ore of my favorite wllege
players gave me asTICK.

@ % No, he gave me aPUCK, too. (cf (13b))
(b) He gave me aPUCK, too.

Whil e the utterance with an occurrence of No (158)/(13b) is odd, the one withou No
(15b) is fine. The ontrast between (14) and (15) suggests there is a aucial
diff erence between the focus center on a stick and the one on the stick. Only the
contexts argued to be exhaustive ((14)) allow for the overt presence of negation --
this is the basis of Farkas's test. Both contexts, howvever, alow for the aldition o
ancther entity that satisfies the propasition into the discourse context (They wanted
my WALLET/He gave me a PUCK). Nevertheless the aldition o my wallet in (14b) is
different from the aldition d a puck in (15b). While (14a) and (14b) are esentially
equivalent, (15a) and (15b) arenot. That is, in its context, (14b) apparently conveys
something equivalent to No, even thoughit is not overtly expressed, while (15b)
apparently does naot.

These data suggest an answer to the objection raised to Farkas's test, the
guestion abou the disappearance of exhaustiveness in contexts like (14b), absent
negation. It iswell known that No need na be overt. Consider the examplein (16).

(16) Speaker A and Speaker B are discussing a mutual acquaintance, Alex.

SPEAKER A: Alex finished hisdissrtationin 1995
@ SPEAKERB: (No,) Alex finished hs MASTERS in 1995.

(b) SPEAKERB: (%No,) Alex finished hs MASTERS in 1995.
Isn't it amazng that one person can accomplish so
much in ayear?

Whether spedker B utters the word No or nat, speaker A can infer from (16a). that
speker B believes that Alex did na finish his dissertation in 1995. It has been
argued (Hirschberg 1989 that this inference aises through conversational
implicature, since it can be cancdled by additional information, as in (16b).
Whatever the explanation, something similar seamsto be occurringin (14b).

The exhaustive nature of the focus on the stick in ether the it-cleft or non-
clefted versionsin (14) is explicity negated in (14a) and implicitly negated in (14b).
Posgble further continuances presented in (17) show that whether or not No
appeared in the first denial (which Farkas assumes is a denial of exhaustiveness it

canna appear again.

(17) ... Agroup d four five kids came UP to me, late in the DAY.
They wanted the STICK / It was the STICK they wanted

(No,) they wanted my WALLET, too

@ (%No,) they also wanted my JACKET.
(b) (%No, ) infad, they wanted SEVERAL of my possessons.
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The possble mntinuances in (17) now correspondto passble mntinuances for the
example that has been argued to be non-exhaustive (see(15),(18))

(18) [l wasat ahockey game with my father] and ore of my favorite ollege
players gave me asTICK.

(%No,) he gave me aPUCK, too

@ (%No,) he dso gave me aJACKET.
(b (%No,) in fad, he gave me SEVERAL souveniers.

The data in (17a-b) show that the property that originaly allowed the felicitous
occurrence of No with too has vanished, and that it does  whether or not No
appears in the utterance In either case, the discourse has the same @ntinuance
posshbiliti es as (18), argued to contain a non-exhaustive focus.

If the denial of exhaustiveness occurs through medhanisms smilar to those
operating in (16), though,why can it not be cancdled -- or in this case, restored?
The spe&er canna maintain the exhaustivenessof the stick as the x that satisfies the
propasition theywanted x withou denying theywanted my wall et, which would lead
to a contradiction. The spe&ker can, havever, through hs continuance, re-establish
the exhaustivenessof the stick with resped to ancther propasition. Thisis what the
continuance in (12b) “but it was the stick that | refused to gve them” adieves, in
that the stick is offered as the exhaustive subset of items in the @ntext that satisfy
the propasition | refused to gvethem x.

It is nat a problem for Farkas's No-too test that a similar result occurs
withou the presence of No. Her test for exhaustivenessdepends on whether No and
too can aoccur felicitously together. | have presented arguments here to show that the
test does in fad distinguish between the drcumstances in which focus is argued to
represent exhaustiveness and those in which it does not. The negation d the
exhaustive nature of a focus, furthermore, like the negation d a propasition, can
apparently be acomplished withou the overt appeaance of No, through a
medhanism like cmnversational implicaure. Althoughthe negation d a propasition
can be cacelled in such circumstances, the negation d the exhaustive nature of a
focus cannat, because restoration d exhaustivenesswould lead to a contradiction in
the discourse.

This discusson suppats the intuition that the pitch accet on a stick is
represents mething dfferent from the pitch accent on the stick  First of all, these
focus centers represent different domains of focus: the dause for the focus center on
gtick in (1"a), and the noun phase for the focus center on stick in (1"d).
Furthermore, the focus onthe dausein (1"a) does not necessarily convey that a stick
was the only thing the speser recaved from the hockey player. In (1'd) the
spedker conveys throughfocus onthe stick that the stick was the single thing that the
group d kids wanted from him — thus the exhaustiveness of the focus in this
context.

4.4 MARKING IDENTIFICATIONAL FOCUS

The evidence presented in the previous dion suggests that noun phase
focus can occur on gven entities that are not contrastive, and that this type of focus
shares with the identificational focus proposed by E. Kiss (1998 the property of
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exhaustivness E. Kissalso makes the daim that in English identificaional focus
occurs only in an it-cleft or in the overt presence of a focus operator like only. E.
Kisss propasal provides an explanation for the presence of focus on gven entities,
like the example that | have agued represents exhaustive focus. The example,
however, is problematic for her clam that exhaustive (identificaional) focus must
be marked in syntax with an it-cleft or focus operator, since there is no such marking
asociated with it. The example suggests that focus can in fad be expressed by a
constituent beaing a pitch accent even when this constituent is not acompanied by
afocus operator. This positionisaso taken by Bush and Tevdoradze (to appear).

Excerpts that include sentences with multi ple focus constituents also provide
evidencethat identificaional focus can beredized by ptch accent alone, withou the
presence of afocus operator or it-cleft. The excerpt represented in (1) contains two
examples of sentences with multi ple focus constituents, in (a) and (b).

(192 The speaker is discussing the technical aspects of shooting a television series
on the space program.

@ It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.
(b) We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC scenes,
(© so that they would be INCORPORATED into it

E. Kissclaims that identificational can iterate, while information focus does
not. If true, this means that any sentence with more than one focus must have
identificaional focus aswell asinformationfocus. The sentence in (1a) provides an
example of multiple focus that is not problematic for this idea In this sntence
stuntmen represents identificational focus. It appeas in the it-cleft that E. Kisshas
proposed as the canonical redization d thiskind d focus. The nuclear pitch accent
on suits does not appea to represent identificational focus. Its meaning is not
exhaustive in the ontext, in that the stuntmen were dso sometimes nat in the suits.
It also fail sto passthe proposed tests for exhaustiveness

(20)  The speaker is discussing some of the difficulties involved in shooting
technical scenes

@ It was usually STUNTMEN that were adualy inthe suiITsandin the
stunt HARNES<ES.

(b) It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.
In this case, (20b) is an entalment of (20a), indicating that the focus

invaving suits in (20b) is not exhaustive. The No-too test also falls; both canna
appear felicitously in this context, as (21) demonstrates.

(21) The speaker is discussing some of the difficulties involved in shooting
technical scenes
It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.

% No, they were sometimes in the stunt HARNESSES, t0o0.

3 SeeChapter 2, examples (9) and (29) for prosodic boundaries and pitch tracking.
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Thus, if the focus center on suits represents information focus, (1"a) suppats
E. Kisss generdization that sentences with multiple foci contain minimally one
identificational focus and maximally ore information focus. The sentence with
multiple focus constituents in (1"'b) can aso be understood to suppat this
generdizaion, bu unlike the example discussed in the previous sntence, it serves
as a murterexample to the dam that identificational focus must be realized either
throughan it-cleft or the presence of afocus operator.

The sentence in (1"b) is necessarily a murterexample to ore of E. Kisss
clams abou identificational versusinformationfocus. If the focus centers on actors
and on specific both represent information focus, the sentence violates her
generdizdion that sentences contain orly ore information focus. If either focus
center represents identificational focus, the sentence @ntradicts her claim that
identificaional focus canna be redized by ptch accent alone, since neither the pitch
aacent on actors nor that on specific appears in an it-cleft or accompanied by an
appropriate focus operator.

Paraphrasing and aher exhaustivenesstests suggest that the nuclea accent
asciated with specific does in fact represent exhaustive (identificational) focus. As
(25) shows, the phrase for very SPECIFIC scenes can be felicitoudly placel in an it-
cleft in this context ((25a) isthe original utterance).

(22) Itwasusually STUNTMEN that were acdually in the SUITS.
@ We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC SCcenes.
(b) It was for very SPECIFIC scenes that we had ACTORS come down
The example in (23) shows that the focus on for very SPECIFIC scenes is exhaustive,
since(23b) isnat alogicd consequenceof (23a) in this context.
(23) Itwasusualy STUNTMEN that were acdually in the SUITS.
@ We had ACTORS come down for SPECIFIC AND GENERAL SCenes.
(b) We had ACTORS come down for SPECIFIC scenes.

From (24), we see that the focus on for very SPECIFIC scenes also passs the No-too
test for exhaustiveness

(24) Itwasusualy STUNTMEN that were ac¢ually inthe sSUITS. We had ACTORS
come down for very SPECIFIC scenes.

No, they came down for GENERAL scenes, too.

A final test isthe felicitous insertion d only. E. Kisspropases that only, like
the it-cleft, is a marker of exhaustive identificaional focus that is explicit in the
syntax. The paraphrases in (258)-(25c) show that only can be alded to the original
utterance without changing the force of its meaning.

(25 It wasusualy stuntmen that were adually in the suits.

@ We had ACTORS come down (only) for very SPECIFIC scenes
(b) We had ACTORS (only) come down for very SPECIFIC scenes
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(© We (only) had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC scenes

The fact that only associates with the focus on for very SPECIFIC scenes rather than
with that on actors, even when only occurs higher in the sentence structure than
actors does (as in (25c)) provides additional evidence that the focus on for very
SPECIFIC scenesis exhaustive.

The data discussed in this section provides evidence that exhaustive
(identificational) focus can in fact be realized by pitch accent aone, without the
presence of an it-cleft or other explicit marker of focus.

45 SUMMARY

This chapter has treated data from naturally occurring speech that appear to
be counter evidence to the idea that focus represents new information, or at least,
only new information. | have argued that principles of default accentuation cannot
adequately explain the appearance of pitch accent on a crucial example of an item
already given in discourse. Nor can focus on this crucial example be explained by
appealing to the marking of explicit contrast. The data can, however, be explained
by the hypothesis that focus can signal the property of exhaustiveness. These data
can thus be understood to provide evidence for two distinct types of focus, one
associated with the non-presupposed nature of information in a discourse
(information focus), and the other type, which can appear on items already given by
the context, with exhaustiveness (so-called identificational focus). Furthermore,
data from the corpus indicate that explicit markers (such as only) need not occur
with exhaustive (identificational) focus; like the focus assumed to be associated with
non-presupposed information, exhaustive focus can be realized through pitch accent
alone.
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Chapter 5: Reconsidering types of focus

Chapter 4 provided evidence suppating the ideathat there ae two types of
focus with dfferent semantic properties, identificational focus and information
focus. Identificational focus has been argued by E. Kiss(1998 to apply to

a onstituent beaing the foll owing semantic-communicaive role in the
sentence ... Anidentificational focus represents a subset of the contextually
or situationally given elements for which the predicae phrase can pdentially
had; it isidentified as the exhaustive subset of this st for which the
predicate phrase adualy hdds. (p. 245

Information focus, on the other hand "merely marks the nongresuppcsed nature of
theinformationit caries. (E. Kiss1998 p. 248"

The semantic gpproaches that have been most successul in modeling the
contribution o focus constituents to sentence meaning, such as the structured
meaning approach (e.g., Stechow 1990, Krifka 1991, Jacobs 1991) or dternative
semantics (Rooth 1985 seeChapter 2, sedion 2.4.3.2, do nd distingush two types
of focus. They trea all focus as sgnaling the eistence of aternatives to the item in
focus — new entitiesin a discourse will i nevitably have potential aternatives, but so
will given entities that are being contrasted or otherwise seleded from alist of other
possble referents. One atradive charaderistic of these modelsis that they provide
a unified account for focus. This captures the idea that, in some aucia way, the
pitch aacents conrected to presentation d new information and the pitch aceents
conreded to contrast (for example) share afundamental simil arity.

E. Kiss (1998, onthe other hand, joins others (Halliday 1967,Ladd 1980,
Rochemont 1986, inter alia) in arguing that there ae two types of focus and that
these ae fundamentaly different. Narrow or identificational focus represents “a
quantificaion-like operation,” conneded to exhaustive interpretation d the item in
focus with regard to a set of alternatives, while broad or information focus “merely
convey[s] norpresuppased information.” (E. Kiss 1998245). E. Kiss argues that
these two kinds of focus can be distingushed onthe basis of the distinct semantic
and syntadic properties asciated with each type (see Chapter 2, sedion 2.2.4,aso
Chapter 4). She demonstrates that this view best accourts for data from Hungarian,
which provides different syntactic structures for the two types of focus, and presents
arguments for extending this analysis of focus to English.

The data discussed in Chapter 4 provides evidence that there is focus that
does not represent new information; this fits with either the view that it represents
aternatives (Rooth 1985 ,Krifka1991,Stechow 1989,Jambs 1991, etc), or the view
that it can represent aternatives or new information (asin E. Kiss1998. Adopting
the view that identificaional and information focus are fundamentally different
requires scrificing the unified account provided by the semantic frameworks that
have thus far provided the best sentence-level semantic models of focus. The airrent
chapter thus examines potential differences between identificaional focus and
information focus in light of data gopearing in the speed corpus.

Sedion 5.1 addresses aspeds of E. Kiss's acmurt of identificational focus
that are problematic for examples from naturaly occurring speed, particularly
contrastive dements. Sedion 5.2 examines propasals for different subtypes of
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identificational focus and suggests that the goparent differences that these proposals
attempt to address are nat due to properties of identificational focus, bu are
conreded to dfferences in context and dfferences in the meaning d items that
asciate with focus. Finaly, Sedion 5.3 reconsiders the role of information focus
in dscourse, and haw this differs from identificational focus, proposing spedfic
properties that distingush the two types. This propasal presents an advantage over
that in E. Kiss (1998 and in Bush and Tevdoradze (to appea) not only because it
captures the facts for English more effectively, bu aso because it preserves a
unified accourt for focus whil e still acourting for the diff erences observed between
identificalional and information focus.

5.1 IDENTIFICATIONAL FOCUSAND CONTRAST

E. Kiss conreds identificational focus to contrastive focus, which hes aso
often been dstingushed, either explicitly or implicitly, from focus conrected to the
presentation d new information (e.g., Halliday 1967,Jackendoff 1972,Chafe 1976,
Ladd 1980,Rochemont 1986, etc.). Given what she assumes abou identificaional
and information focus, however, the mnnedion E. Kiss makes between
identificational focus and contrastive focus is problematic. Many examples of
contrastive focus discussed in the literature and appearing in the corpus data do nd
share the dharaderistics of identificational focus as described in E. Kiss1998.

5.1.1 It-cleftsand contrast
Identificaional focus, as represented by an it-cleft, can have a ontrastive

interpretation (Prince 1978, Rochemont 1986, E. Kiss1998. An example from the
speed corpus used as a source of datain thiswork suppats this observation.

(1) @ It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.
(b) We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC scenes,
(© so that they would be INCORPORATED into it

The focus constituent stuntmen appears in an it-cleft, and is therefore
unambiguously identificaional focus (for additional discusson d this example, see
Chapter 4, sedion 4.4and Chapter 3, section 3.4.). This contrasts with the focus
centered onactors in (1b). Rochemont (1986 argues that it-clefts of this type ae
aways contrastive.

E. Kiss (1998 see 4so Prince 1978), onthe other hand, argues that it-clefts
— and identificational focus — neal na be @ntrastive in English. An example
from the corpus suippats her view (see Chapter 3, section 3.4.1for additional
information abou context and intonation).

2 @ and | think it was probably Ed White'swalk in SPACE

(b) you knaw, duringthe GEMINI misson

(© that just totally hooked me onthe ASTRONAUTS

The defted constituent Ed White's walk in space does nat contrast with
anything in the context. The speaker does not explicitly mention aher possble

influences on hs fascination with the space program. The focus constituent in the
cleft here merely identifies the single most probable influence These examples
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from the corpus demonstrate that identificational focus can be @ntrastive, bu need
not be. They indicae that we canna equate identificaional focus with contrastive
focus, sinceonly some identificational focus constituents are contrastive.

This raises an important question abou the relationship between contrastive
items and identificalional focus. Not al identificational focus constituents are
contrastive; but are dl contrastive items in focus identificaional, in the sense that
they express exhaustive identification ower a set of contextually given elements?
This is indeal what one might expect: when speakers st up contrasts in dscourse,
they explicitly define relevant sets of alternatives; when they focus an item in
contrast, they select the singe dement of that set that makes the assertions of the
sentencein which it isfocused true.

Nevertheless defining contrastive focus in genera as a subset of
identificational focus is problematic, given the properties attributed to
identificational focus in E. Kiss(199). Sedions 5.1.2t0 5.1.6will address these
isses.

5.1.2 Contrastive accent

The first problem with conneding identificaional focus and contrastive
focus arises from E. Kiss's (1998 claim that identificationa focus must be reali zed
in English with an it-cleft or throughthe presence of an appropriate focus operator
(like only). Nearly a century of literature on accent and focus provide dozens of
examples of contrast indicated by ptch accent alone, and many also occur in the
corpus used here.

(3)  YoUmay cal it déark blue, I shoud say it was blak.
(Coleman 1914.,in Bolinger 1961)

@ @ We can't get atrained beaver to graw onthe wood.
(b) a stuff ed beaver was even gonra st alot.
(© and forgét abou arobdic beaver

Clealy, the examplesin (3) and (4) crede sets of items in contrast: | versus
you, dark blue versus black, trained versus stuffed versus robotic beavers.
Insistence on the idea that identificational focus must be redized in an it-cleft or
with a focus operator would mean that pitch accents in such contexts could na
represent identificational focus, we would be forced to conclude that they were
examples of information focus. Thisis not a very appealing conclusion, gven the
intuition that contrast involves alternatives, something E. Kiss associates with
identificational focus, na information focus. Sewndy, E. Kiss conneds
information focus with new information, and cases of contrastive focus have long
been nded to represent exceptions to the ideathat focus sgnals new information
(Halliday 1967,Rochemont 1986, etc.).

Furthermore, concluding that the mntrastive acentsin (3) and (4) represent
information focus leads to a semnd problem. E. Kissclams that a sentence can
have only ore information focus, and each clause in (3) has two acacented
constituents (see &so the sentence in (1b) for an example with two focus

1 See thapter 3, sedtion 33 for more information on intonation and context for this example from the
corpus.
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constituents from the crpus). If it is true that a sentence can have only ore
information focus, then at least one of two focus accents in a dause must represent
identificaional focus.

Discusson in Chapter 4 provides a solution to these problems. The
discusgon there demonstrated that that identificational focus, in so far as it is
exhaustive, can be redized via pitch accent alone. If contrastive focus realized by
pitch acent adone can be identificaional, then multiple @ntrastive focus
constituents do nd present a problem, since asentence ca contain more than one
identificaional focus. Establishing that identificational focus can be redized
through ptch accent aone dlows for further investigation d the relationship
between contrastive items and identificational focus.

5.1.3 Contrast and exhaustiveness

The oorpus data drealy cited here cntains an incidence of contrast that
warrants a doser ook, spedfically actorsin (1b) (repeated below).

Q) @ It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.
(b We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC scenes,
(© so that they would be INCORPORATED into it

Discusgon in Chapter 4 demonstrated that the focus center on specific
indicates identificational focus. First, the focus constituent for very specific scenes
passes propaosed tests for exhaustiveness It can also be felicitously paraphrased in
an it-cleft. Finaly, a felicitous paraphrase with the word only shows that the
meaning d only associates with the focus constituent for very specific scenes, na
with actors. (Seesedion 4.9.

Cursory evaluation might suggest that the accent on actors does not signal
identificaiional focus. First of all, it does not pass the tests for exhaustiveness
employed by E. Kiss(1998. The mordinationtest in (5) shows that (5b) isalogical
consequence of (5a) in this context, a relationship that is not suppacsed to hdd if the
focus constituent in (5b) is exhaustive. In (6), a secnd test for exhaustiveness
indicates that no and too canna both appear felicitously in a continuation d the
discourse, as they have been argued to do after exhaustive focus (E. Kiss1998 see
also Chapter 4, sedion 4.3.3.

5 It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.

@ We had STUNTMEN AND ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC
scenes.

(b) We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC SCenes.

(6) It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.
We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC scenes.

% No, the STUNTMEN came down, too.

Thirdly, (7) shows that the focus centered on actors canna be felicitously
paraphrased in an it-cleft in the @ntext provided. This paraphrase is not only
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infelicitous, it results in a meaning that is different from the one the spedker intends
— gpedficdly that the stuntmen were in the suits (and dd na come down for the
spedfic scenes to which the spedker refers, which is false in the situation) and that
the adors appeared for the spedfic scenes (and dd nd wea the suits). This
paraphrase @ntrasts adors with stuntmen and being in the suits with coming davn
for spedfic scenes; the second contrast was nat part of the original discourse.

@) It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.

% It was ACTORS who we had come down for very SPECIFIC scenes.

Taken together, these tests sem to suggest that the nuclear accent on the cntrastive
element actors does nat represent exhaustive or identificaiona focus.

Yet actors also seems to belong to the set of aternatives containing actors
and stuntmen. Intuitively, the acent on actors selects this dternative
(exhaustively) as the one that makes the assertion d the sentence true. This
intuition is suppated by a wh-question and answer pair that reflects the meaning o
the sentencein (1b).

8 Of adors and stuntmen, whowas it you hed came down for very SFECIFIC
scenes?

It was ACTORS.

The tests in (5)-(7) fail to indicate that the focus constituent actors is
exhaustive (within the set containing actors and stuntmen) because these tests do nd
take into acoun the dfed of the identificational focus on for very specific scenes
on the sentence meaning.

Consider the informal semantic representationsin (9).

9) @ For all x, xaperson,andall y, y ascene, if we had x come down for
y, then x was an ador and ywas a spedfic scene.

(b) For dl x, x aperson,andall y, y a specific scene, if we had x come
down only for y, then x was an ador.

Krifka (1991, see dso Chapter 2, sedion 2.2.3 argues that the badkground
of a sentence— what is not in the focus — helps restrict the domain of
guantification d a sentence (see Chapter 2, sedion 2.2.3, and data from the crpus
suppat this (see Chapter 3, section 3.6.3. The badkgroundfor this sntenceis We
had x come down for y, where x and y represent the focus constituents of the
sentence.  Notice, though,that (9a) is nat true in the discourse situation the spedker
is describing. There were people (in the set of aternatives) who came down for
scenes ("specific" or otherwise) who were not actors — namely the stuntmen, who
presumably appeared in spedfic scenes as well as non-spedfic ones. On the other
hand, (9b), which incorporates the exhaustiveness of focus on for very specific
scenes into the restrictions of the cndtiona by addition d the word only, is true.
It was adors, and nd stuntmen, who came down ony for spedfic scenes. The
representations in (9) show that the identificaional focus on for very specific scenes
must be part of the backgroundfor the interpretation d the focus on actors: it must
take scope over the focus on actors to result in the meaning the spesker intends.
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Thetestsin (5)-(7) fail ed because they led to readings in which focus on actors took
scope over the focus on for specific scenes.

Oncewe amploy tests that explicitly cgpture the exhaustivenessof the focus
on for very specific scenes (by addition d only), and force it to take scope over
actors, the focus constituent actors al'so passes tests for exhaustiveness

(10) It wasusually STUNTMEN that were acdually in the SUITS.

@ We had STUNTMEN AND ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC
scenesonly.

(b) We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC scenes only.

(11) Itwasusualy STUNTMEN that were acdually in the SUITS.
We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC scenes only.

No, the STUNTMEN came down for specific scenes only, too, just different
spedfic scenes.

In the new tests, (10b) is no longer alogical consequence of (10a), and no
and too both appear felicitously in the cntinuationin (11). The positive results here
suggest that the focus constituent actors is exhaustive when the focus on for specific
scenes is part of the restrictions on its interpretation. Even an it-cleft paraphrase is
improved somewhat over that in (7) by the aldition d only, althoughit is gill not
completely felicitous.

(12) Itwasusualy STUNTMEN that were acdually in the SUITS.

? It was ACTORS who we had come down for very SPECIFIC scenes only.

The ontinued infelicitousness here likely has nothing to do with a ladk of
exhaustiveness for the focus actors. Note that unlike the paraphrase in (7), the
paraphrase in (12) is at least true in the discourse situation. It is gill infelicitous
becaise it presuppases that someone cane down for very specific scenes only,
which canna be presuppased in the discourse situation; this indicates that the use of
this paraphrase & atest for identificational focusis limited to contexts in which the
post-cleft material can be presuppased (Prince 1978).

Discusson d this example shows that the focus constituent actors does in
fad appea to represent exhaustive identificaion ower the dternative set including
actors and stuntmen. Thus the sentence in (1b) has two identificational focus
constituents, ore that is not contrastive (for very specific scenes) and ore that is.
The identificational focus on for very specific scenes takes <ope over the
contrastive focus on actors in the meaning the speaker intends, bu there is also
another possble meaning for the sentence in which the focus on actors takes sope
over for very specific scenes. This type of interaction aso suggests that these focus
congtituents are identificaional, since "entering into scope relations' is one of the
charaderistics E. Kiss (1998 see Chapter 2, sedion 2.2.4 attributes to
identificational focus, bu nat to information focus.

128



5.1.4 Contrast with also, too and even

E. Kiss(1998 aso claims that identificational focus cannat apply to even or
also phrases. She agues this partly on the basis of the fad that these particles
typicdly canna appear in it-clefts.

(13) It was?dso John *even John' ?John,too that Mary invited to her birthday
party.

If identificational focus is exhaustive identification over a contextualy given
set, it seans logicd to conclude that these alditive particles would na be felicitous
with identificaional focus. In the discusson thus far, exhaustive identificaional
focus has represented the single item of a set of alternatives that makes an assertion
true. Even and also are gpropriate in assertions that spedfy an additional item that
makes an assertion true, and thus come with a presuppdasition that the asertion is
also true of other alternatives. This results in a contradiction: exhaustiveness sys
there is a singe dternative that makes the propasition true, while alditive particles
say that the propasition is true of more than one dternative. E. Kiss(1998) does not
discusstoo in this cagpadty, bu the same logic goplies. Like even and also, too is
not entirely felicitousin an it-cleft.

(14) It was?John,toothat Mary invited to her birthday party.

Y et the literature on focus and the speech corpus used here provide examples
of contrastive focus that occur with also, too and even. Examples from the crpus

appear below.

(15 Aparole officer tells a story to help illustrate the effectiveness a program
intended to reduce violent crime committed by youthful offenders:

@ There was a youngman bythe name aFreddy CARDOZA
(b) who was caught with aBULLET.

(© He was also caught passng agunto a JUVENILE

(d) because the JUVENILE would get alesser SENTENCE

(16) The speaker is discussing the outcome of his attempts to encourage his
children to entertain themselves with a variety of activities

@ | got kidswhoread like CRAZY,
(b) and day VIDEO games like aazy TOO.

(17) Thecreator of an animated television series is explaining the problems that
arose during a failed attempt to produce a live-action TV spin-off.

@ We can't get atrained beaver to grew on the woobD.
(b) a STUFFED beaver was even goma st alot,

(© and forget abou aROBOTIC beaver.

(d) If it'sa CARTOON, youcan draw that BEAVER
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In (15), also appears with (caught) passing a gun to a juvenile, which
contrasts with (caught) with a bullet. In (16), too appears with play video games,
which contrasts with read. In (17), even appears with a stuffed beaver, which
contrasts with trained, robotic and, arguably, cartoon beavers.?

If contrastive focus is identificaional, as intuition suggests, such examples
present a problem, given the dam that even and also (and presumably too) are
barred from occurring with identificational focus. Either this claim is problematic,
or the ideathat contrastive focusis identificaional is problematic.

E. Kiss (1998 p. 252 suggests a way out of this quandary, at least for
contexts including also. She notes that there are contexts in which also is felicitous
in an it-cleft: "a deft also-phrase gpears to be aceptable predsely in a context
where it can be understoodto identify a member of arelevant set in addition to ore
or more members identified previously as such for which the predicae hdds, with
the rest till excluded.” In such contexts, also-phrases can thus have akind o
exhaustiveness

This observation appears to extend to examples of contrastive focus
indicated solely by ptch accent. The situation E. Kissdescribes for identificational
focus in it-clefts applies to the example in (15) including also above. In the
discourse, the focus constituent that appears with also in (15¢), passing a gun to a
juvenile has a previously identified alternative: with a bullet. The focus constituent
passing a gun to a juvenile represents the subset of things that Freddy was also
caught doing in the mntext. The focus, together with the dternative explicitly
expressed in the discourse, can be mnsidered to comprise the complete set of ill egal
things Freddy was caught doing in the situation described: they certainly comprise
the mmplete set of illegal things relevant to the story the speaker is telling.
Alternative ill egal things he could have been caught doing, while not spedfied in the
discourse, are excluded: the speaker does not nedl to tell his audience that Freddy
was not caught cheding on hs taxes or destroying evidence The audience can infer
this on the basis of interpretation d the focus on passing a gun to a juvenile. Thus,
the item in focus represents a final addition to the subset of the set of alternatives x
such that Freddy was caught x, excluding al remaining alternatives from this subset.
The focusis thus conrected to an exhaustive subset of the set of alternatives.

The example with too in (16b) is smilar. Again, there is a previously
identified alternative to play video games in the mntext, read. Again, the focus
constituent play video games represents the set of things guch that the spedker's kids
do them like aazy, too. Furthermore, this together with the dternative explicitly
provided in the context (read) can be wnsidered the complete set of things the
speker's children dolike crazy. Alternative things kids might do like aazy, while
not spedfied in the ontext, are excluded, and thus an exclusive exhaustive
interpretation also arises. Based on the interpretation o the focus on play video
games, the audience can infer that the speaker's kids do nd roller skate like crazy or
play chesslike crazy, either. The item in focus excludes any remaining alternatives
from the set of x such that they do x like crazy. It can thus can be cnsidered
exhaustive.

The example with even in (17b), like the other examples, occursin a mntext
where there is a previoudly identified aternative to stuffed beaver, namely trained
beaver (these, in turn, are previoudly identified aternatives to robotic beavers).

2 seeChapter 3, sedion 33 for more discusson d the focusin eat of these examples and gtch
tracksfor (16), also sedion 31 for pitch tradking for (15), sedion 36. for pitch tracking for (17))
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What the speaker conveys is that of al the spedfied (and passbly also urspedfied)
beaver types, the single kind d beaver he expeds (or expects his audienceto exped)
nat to be expensive is the stuffed kind. This leads to an exhaustive statement: there
are no aher kinds of beavers that cost alot that the speaker considers lesslikely to
cost alot. Furthermore, the focus excludes from the set of elements x such that x
was gonna cost a lot any members of the dternative set even less likely to be
expensive than a stuffed beaver. That is, given the mntext for the examplein (17),
the heaer can infer that the kinds of beavers that are even lesslikely to be expensive
than a stuffed beaver — say catoon beavers and paper-maché beavers — are
excluded from the set of x such that xisgonna cost alot. Thus, aremnsideration d
the fads allows the focus constituent associated with even to be dassfied as
exhaustive, too.

The relevant circumstances discussed for ead of these sentences is
summarized in Table5.1.

Table5.1: Comparison d sentences containing additi ve particles

He was also caught ... and[play video [A stuffed beaver]- was
sentence [pasingagunto a games|; like aazy, too. even gonnacost alot.
juvenile].
Badkground  Hewas caught x (they) x like crazy X was gonna cost a lot
{withabullet, passnga {rea, play video games, {arobaic beaver, a
Alternatives gunto ajuvenile, play chess roll er-skate, trained beaver, a stuffed
destroying evidence, .} beaver, a paper maché
cheaing mtaxes ...} beaver, a artoon beaver}
Additive also too even
particles
x such that he was caught  x such that they x like X such that x was gonna
Focus subset  x={passngaguntoa crazy={play video cost a lot = {a stuffed
juvenil e} games} beaver}
Subset of x such that he was not x such that they donot X~ x such that x was not
excluded caught x = { destroying likecrazy ={play chess gonnacostalot={ a
alternatives evidence, cheding on roller-skate...} paper mache beaver, a
taxes...} catoon keaver}
Exhaustive x such that he was caught X such that they x like x such that x was gonna
subset of x ={with abullet, crazy ={rea, play video costalot={ arobaic
included passngagunto a games} beaver, atrained beaver,
dternatives  juvenile} astuffed beaver}

The subsets of excluded and included aternatives are derived from the focus
set, the dternative set, and the propasitions already established in the discourse. The
examples discussed here ((15)-(17)) suggest that the exhaustivenessof the subset of
included alternatives is an implicature derived from identificaional focus rather than
a property of the focus meaning. It appeas to be an implicature because it can be
canceled by a @mntinuance, as the examplesin (18) demonstrate.
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(18 (a Freddy was caught with aBULLET. He was also caught passngagun
to aJUVENILE, and destroying EVIDENCE. (cf. (15))

(b | got kidswhorea like aazy and day VIDEO games like crazy, too.
Andthey play cCHESSlike crazy, too. (cf. (16))

(© A STUFFED beaver was even goma st alot — heck, even a paper
MACHE beaver was gonra @st alot. (cf. (17))

(d) It was the STICK they wanted. They wanted my WALLET, too, bu it
was the stick that | refused to gve them. (cf., Chapter 4, (14))

The example in (18d) indicaes that exhaustiveness is an implicaure even for
sentences with it-clefts. This suggests that identificational focus identifies (non
exhaustively) the subset of alternatives for which the sssertion d the sentence halds,
and that exhaustivenessis an implicature that arises from this identificaion. In each
of the examples in (18), the identificational focus of the continuance wnveys a new
implicaure of exhaustiveness(which could then be cancded by further additi ons).

The summary of fads in Table 5.1 aso suggests an explanation for the
failure of propased tests of exhaustivenessfor sentences with additive particles. The
understanding d the fads for sentences with additi ve particles represented in fits in
with the view that the interaction d these with focus affeds the implicaures of a
sentence (Horn 1996. The subset of included alternatives for sentences with
additive particles apparently results from implicaure. While representing an
exhaustive subset in and d itself, the subset of included alternatives invariably
contains more than ore dement of the dternative set for sentences with additive
particles. This is related to the meaning d the alditive particles themselves. A
summary of the same information for an it-cleft sentence or other sentence with
identificational focus that does not contain an additive particle would presumably
contain orly one dement of the dternative set.

Propcosed tests for exhaustiveness may test against the dements in the
included subset; this would address why it is that once the No-too test has been
applied in a discourse, it canna be gplied again. Thisiswue was raised in Chapter
4, with regard to the foll owing example:

(190 ... A group d four five kids came UP to me, late in the DAY .
They wanted the STICK / It was the STICK they wanted

(@  (No,) they wanted my WALLET, too
(b) (%No,) they also wanted my JACKET..

This example suggests that once the included subset x such that they wanted x has
more than ore member (which it would after the sentencein (19a) has been entered
into the discourse), the No-too test fail s.

Whatever the reasons behind the fail ure of the tests for the focus in sentences
with additive particles, the examples from the corpus indicae that focus in these
sentences can in fad convey exhaustiveness Like the identificational focus
conreded to it-clefts, the focus in sentences with even, also or too excludes other
members of the dternative set from the subset of elements that satisfy the basic
predicate of the sentence The focus in these sentences can thus be dassfied as
examples of identificational focus.
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5.1.5 Forward-looking contrast

There ae, as the orpus data shows and ahers have observed (e.g., Roath
1992 also cases in which items with a pitch accent represent a forward-looking
contrast. In the wrpus data, some such items carry a nuclear pitch accent (see, for
example, stuntmen in (1)), while others carry a secondary pitch accent. Two
contexts in which items with a secondary pitch accent represent forward-looking
contrast appear in (164), read, and (17a) trained beaver (repeated below).

(16) The speaker isdiscussing the outcome of his attempts to encourage his
children to entertain themselves with a variety of activities
@ | got kidswho READ like CRAZY,
(b and day VIDEO games like aazy TOO.

(17) Thecreator of an animated television seriesis explaining the problems that
arose during a failed attempt to produce a live-action TV spin-off.

@ We can't get a TRAINED BEAVER to grew on the WOOD.
(b) a STUFFED bearer was even goma st alot.

| have agued that contrastive dements in dher examples were
identificational focus. The items trained beaver and read, howvever, appear to be
something dfferent. First of al, as already nded, the pitch accents appearing on
them do nd serve & the nuclear pitch accents of their intonational phrases, bu are
semndary pitch accents. Seoondy, the pitch aacents are adually optional in these
contexts, and so do nad serve & focus centers. that is, they could be omitted or
relocaed to anather stressed syll able within thelr intonation plrase or clause withou
affecting the felicitousness of the discourse. These fads differ from thase for the
aacents on video in (16b) and stuffed in (17b): these items represent focus centers
becaise they bath bear obligatory pitch accents, ones which canna be omitted or
relocaed withou resulting in a dange in the felicitousness of the discourse.
Thirdly, the acented constituents read and trained beaver do na passtests for focus
constituency, although they fal within the focus constituents of their respedive
sentences.

(20) [Asaresult of my experiment in parenting]

@ % | gat kids and what they dolike CRAZY isread.
(b) What | gat iskidswhorea like CRAZY.

(21) Foxsaid: Do youredizewnhat it'sgonm st to get abeaver?
@ % What we can't get to grew onthe woodis atrained beaver.
(b) % What we can't get isatrained beaver to grew on the wood.
(© ? What we can't dois get atrained beaver to grew onthe wood.

(d) What they also said was "we can't get atrained beaver to gnaw onthe
wood
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The focus constituent of (16a) appears to be kids who read like crazy, as
indicaed bythetest in (20), while thetest in (21) indicates that the focus constituent
in (17a) isthe etire sentence.

These fads suggest that the secondary pitch accents on trained beaver and
read do nd represent focus at al, identificational or otherwise. The meaning and
context of the discourse does not require that they be highlighted, and they can na
be felicitously placeal (as the sole item) in the focus portion d awh-cleft paraphrase.
Further inquiry into the use of secondary aacent in spoken discourse may reved that
secndary accent can also play a systematic role in the interpretation d a sentence
within discourse. Perhaps secondary accents like these help prime hearers for
interpretation d upcoming contrast.

5.1.6 ldentificational focusin contrast

In sedion 5.1, | have agued that cases of contrastive focus are
identificaiional focus. This clam has an important advantage over the idea that
contrastive focus is information focus. It fits in with the longstanding
generdizaion that contrastive focus differs from information focus (e.g., Halli day
1967,Ladd 1980,Rochemont 1986, etc.). It captures the intuition that contrast is
asociated with explicit aternatives in the discourse context (Jadkendoff 1972,
Rooth 1985 ,etc.), and fits with the data that show contrastive focus constituents can
participate in scope interactions, a daracteristic that E. Kiss claims for
identificational focus.

| have demonstrated that contrastive focus constituents indicated by ptch
accent alone (as oppased to it-clefts) passtests for exhaustivity when they identify a
unique dement of an alternative set that makes the asrtion d a sentence true
(seaion 5.1.3. Contrastive focus constituents appearing with additive particles do
not pass proposed tests for exhaustivity, bu | have argued that they nevertheless
appear to result in exhaustive identification d a subset of aternatives that make the
assrtion d the sentencetrue.

5.2 CATEGORIES OF IDENTIFICATIONAL FOCUS

Discusgon in the previous dion argued that contrastive focus can be
considered a subset of identificational focus. It also demonstrated that
identificational focus constituents represent identification d a single member of an
dternative set, and that from this an exhaustive subset, which | have cdled the
subset of included alternatives, can be derived. For some cases of identificational
focus, the subset of included alternatives is equivalent to the subset conneded to the
focus (as for focus on actors in example (1b)). For sentences with additive particles,
the subset of included aternatives contains the single dement of the subset of the
focus as well as additional elements of the dternative set.

Previous analyses have linked dfferences in the behavior of focus
constituents to properties of the focus (E. Kiss 1998, Bush and Tevdoradze, to
appear). | will argue that given the observations made here dou contrastive focus,
and identificaional focus in genera, the observed dfferences in identificational
focus are better attributed to factors other than properties of the focus.

5.2.1 Deriving contrast

E. Kiss (1998 posits a [+ contrastive] feaure for identificaiona focus. She
thus joins others in arguing that semantic contrast is tied to a property of the focus
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(e.g., Chafe 1976, Taglicht 1982, Rochemont 1989. E. Kiss regards "an
identificational focus [+contrastive] if it operates on a dosed set of entities whose
members are known to participants of the discourse;" [-contrastive] focus operates
onan open set of aternatives.

A different view isthat contrast is aderived property of identificational focus
(see Bartels and Kingston 1996 also Sgall et a. 1986,Ladd 1980for discusson
abou focus in general) and that a [+contrastive] feaure is unrecessary. The corpus
data suppat this view, at least for English. Identificationa focus is tied to the
"existence of a mntextually given set of elements’ (E. Kiss1998. A contrastive
interpretation results if and oy if the members of this st are explicitly provided by
the context. If the members of this st are not explicitly provided, bu merely
implied by the context, a @ntrastive interpretation dees not arise. This incorporates
the same intuitions as E. Kiss's [+contrastive] feature, but makes the daim that the
contrastive interpretation results from properties of the context, rather than
properties of the focus.

The generdizaion that contrastive focus arises only if alternatives are
explicitly provided applies to every example of identificaional focus occurring in
the corpus data. Comparison d the example in (23) to the origina text in (22)
ill ustrates the diff erence context makes.

22 (@ and | TOOK the stick the next day, went out and skated ona POND
(b) andagroup d four five kids came UPto melatein the DAY
(© they wanted the STICK and | wouldn't GIVE it to them

The previous analysis of this example indicates that the focus center on stick
represents focus that is exhaustive, and therefore identificational, but not contrastive
(seesection 4.3.3.

(23) andl TOOK the stick the next day and went out and skated ona POND. A
group d four five kids came up to melatein the DAY.

@ At first | thougt they wanted my WALLET, bu adualy
(b) they wanted the STICK, and | wouldn't GIVE it to them

In the original discourse in (22), the exhaustive focus centered on stick does
not receve a ontrastive interpretation. Its aternatives are situationally determined
and nd explicitly given by the context. In the aapted dscourse in (23), which
contains an explicit aternative, a wntrastive interpretation for the focus centered on
stick arises. The diange in context accourts for the difference there is no real to
posit a dhange in the type of focus as well, particularly when there is no apparent
differencein redization ketween identificational focus interpreted as contrastive and
that which isnat. Certainly, it is the cae that a speaker canna use aso-called non
contrastive identificational focusin a antext cdling for contrast. Thisisnat linked,
however, to any resulting ungammaticality, or even infelicitousness It is smply
that if the context calls for contrast, that is how the focus will be interpreted. While
it is useful to dstingush contrastive focus from that which is not contrastive on an
informal basis, it does not appear to be necessary to do so within gr.ammar, at least
nat for English.

My claim isthat contrast is invariably derivable from discourse, and thus not
a basic property of a subtype of identificational focus. This conclusion relates to a
number of isaues that have already been dscussd. In sedion 5.1.4 | argued that
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contrastive items that associate with additive focus sensitive-particles represent
examples of identificational focus; thiswould presumably be true for any contrastive
item that interads with any focus-sensitive operator (e.g., modals, quantifiers, etc).
If the contrastive interpretation d these items is determined by context rather than a
property of the focus itself, then there is no dfference between the focus conreded
to contrastive items that interad with focus operators and the focus conneded to
non-contrastive items that interad with focus operators. An implicaion d thisis
that any focus that interads with a focus-sensitive operator is identificational,
whether it is contrastive or not. This fits in with existing semantic models of
asociation with focus, which rely onthe dternative sets that have been conneded in
E. Kiss 1998 with identificational focus; these have nat typicaly distinguished
between contrastive and nan-contrastive cases.

Ancther related isaue invalves cases of forward-looking contrast. In sedion
5.1.5 | demonstrated that some caes of items that appeared to indicate forward-
looking contrast were nat redly cases of focus at al. If [+contrastive] were a
spedfic feaure of focus, as E. Kiss(1998 and ahers have argued, this data would
be problematic, since there is no focus conneded to the forward-looking contrast
itemsin (16a) and (17a). If contrast is a result of context rather than a property of
focus, however, this datais not problematic.

5.2.2 Arriving at differencesin identificational focus

E. Kiss (1999 argues for the speda status of the focus in it-clefts on the
basis of restrictions on what can appear in a deft. Spedficaly, clefted focus
constituents typicdly bar additive particles and proportional quantifiers, while focus
constituents that are not clefted do na (see (24) from E. Kiss1998.

249 (3 It was %EVERYBODY/ %even JOHN that Mary invited to her birthday
party.
(b) Mary invited EVERYBODY / even JOHN to her birthday party.

Bush and Tevdoradze (to appear) observe, as | did in Chapter 4, that the
exhaustiveness E. Kissclaims for it-clefts also applies to certain focus constituents
that are indicated by ptch accent alone. They reiterate E. Kiss's observation that
pitch accented focus constituents are not subject to the same restrictions as the
clefted focus constituents (as ill ustrated in (24)), bu argue that these nevertheless
represent exhaustive/identificational focus. Furthermore, they clam that a defted
focus constituent comes with an existential presuppdasition that does not accompany
exhaustive focus expressed by ptch accent alone (see (25 from Bush and
Tevdoradze to appea). This presuppasition kars the occurrence of negative
guantifiersin the deft.

(25 (d It was Y0NOTHING that Mary bough.

(b) Mary bough NOTHING.

The next sedion summarizes the accourt proposed by Bush and Tevdoradze
to acount for the observed dfferences. In sedion 5.2.2.2 | will claim that such an

acourt is unrecessary. | will argue that the focus constituents in these different
circumstances have the same basic dcharacteristics, and that the observed dfferences
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arise & aresult of interadion ketween the focus, the antext it which it appears and
other elements that contribute to the interpretation d sentences.

5.2.2.1 Narrow and broad identificational focus

The facts siammarized above led Bush and Tevdoradze (to appear) to
conclude that there are two types of identificaional focus, ore @rrespondng to
exhaustive focus expressed in a deft and ore to exhaustive focus expressed through
pitch accent alone. They describe these & narrow identificational focus (which |
will abbreviate NIdF) and kroad identificational focus (which | will abbreviate
BIdF), respedively. The differencethey claim for these two types of focusisthat in
NIdF sentences, orly the clefted item is in the focus phrase, while in BldF
sentences, the whaoe sentence is the focus phrase — thus the expresson lkroad
identificational focus. These differences are represented by the bracketing in (26)
(from Bush and Tevdoradze, to appear). In bah cases, a hat is the focus: what
differsin NIdF and BIdF is the size of the focus phrase.

(26) What did Mary buy?3
@ It's[[aHAT] ] that Mary bough.
(b) [Mary bough [aHAT]. ]

Acocording to Bush and Tevdoradze the sentences in (26) have different
types of identificaional focus, bu the same information focus, as indicated by the
fad that either can be serve @& an answer to the question What did Mary buy? The
information focus for both sentencesis a hat.

Identificaional focus, according to their anaysis, "contributes a non
cancelable (conventional) exhaustiveness implicaure.” The narrow focus of the
NIdF sentencein (26a) thus provides an exhaustive indicaion d what Mary bough
(the set of x such that Mary bought x), with aternatives consisting d items of the
same type, for example a coat or a pair of shoes, and it follows from sentence (26a)
that Mary did na buy anything aher than a hat. The broad focus of the BIdF
sentencein (26b) provides an exhaustive indication d what is true (the set of x such
that x is true), with aternatives also consisting d items of the same type, for
example Mary bought a coat or Mary bought a pair of shoes. Thus, it foll ows that
the other aternatives to the sentencein (26b) are not true.

Bush and Tevdoradze argue that the proposed dfference in the breadth of
focus accourts for the differences in what can appear with the two types of focus.
First, they argue that propationa quantifiers are infelicitous in it-clefts due to atype
mismatch. Following Heycock and Kroch (199), they claim that cleft focus shoud
be "a statement of equivalence & the level of individuals." (emphasis added) Since
propationa quantifiers do nd dencte individuals, bu sets of individuals, they are
nat felicitousin clefts like (27a) because expressons of two different semantic types
are being equated, an individual (what Mary bought) and a set (everything) (from
Bush and Tevdoradze, to appea).

3 Note that they make adistinction between focus and focus phrase that | have not assumed anywhere
inthiswork. | havetreaed itemswith oHdigatory pitch accents (usualy nuclea pitch accents) as
focus centers, and have cdled the focus domains that these define focus constituents.
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27 (@ It was %[[EVERYTHING]] - that Mary bough.
(b [Mary bough [EVERYTHING] ]

In the BIdF sentencein (27b), there is no type mismatch because thereis no
statement of equivalence, so the gopearance of a propational quantifier isfelicitous.

Bush and Tevdoradze argue that also canna appear in cleft focus because of
a ontradiction that arises between the conventional exhaustiveness implicaure of
the deft and the existential presuppasition d also. Informally, the exhaustivenessof
(289) — that Mary didnt buy anything aher than a hat — contradicts the existential
presuppdasition d also —that Mary bough something aher than a hat.

(28) (a It was %[ also [aHAT] ] that Mary bough.
(b) [Mary also bouglt [a HAT] ] o

They claim that exhaustive focus is felicitous with also in (28b) because the
same ontradiction dees not arise in the BIdF sentence The nventional
exhaustivenessimpli cature of the sentencein (28b) is different from that of (28a) —
Mary didnt also buy anything aher than a hat. This is not incompatible with the
existential presuppasition d also — Mary bough something aher than ahat. Thus,
also is compatible with BIdF, even thoughit is not compatible with NIdF.

They adso argue that the breadth of the exhaustive focus accourts for the
diff erence between the sentencein (25a) and (25b) (repeated below).

(25 (a It was %[ NOTHING] -, that Mary bough.
(b) [Mary bough [NOTHING]] -

In order for the deft sentencein (25a) to be felicitous, the badkground,Mary
bough x, must be presuppcsed. Thisis the source, Bush and Tevdoradze argue, of
the eistential presuppasition that comes with an it-cleft. The BIdF sentence in
(25b), however, representing the focus on the whole sentence, does not cary the
same presuppaition — its badkground (x is true) merely presuppcses that
somethingistrue.

The account of Bush and Tevdoradze (to appear) posits a different domain
for focus in the two types they distingush: the defted constituent for the sentences
that E. Kiss argues contain exhaustive focus, and the sentence for the alditional
cases that they have identified. They provide, however, no explanation as to the
source of these differences. Why one type shoud be cmnneded with focus over the
entire sentence and the other to focus over a narrow constituent is a question left
unanswered in their accourt.

| have drealy argued that a fedure-based dstinction between [+contrastive]
and [-contrastive] identificational focus is unrnecessary. Implicit in the acourt
provided by Bush and Tevdoradze is a similar kind d distinction, rarrow versus
broad. In the Bush and Tevdoradze acourt the pitch accented constituent is the
focus of both NIdF and BIdF sentences (see for example, (26), in which a ha is the
focus). NIdF and BIdF differ in regard to the focus phrases derived from each type,
so that the focus phrase of NIdF aways includes only the defted constituent and the
focus phrase of BIdF is always the sentence (i.e., it canna be, for example, a verb
phrase done). This differencein behavior of the focus (like a ha in (26)) could be
cgptured with a feature, for arguments ske, [+narrow]. This would be a more
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useful feature than [+contrastive], given the fact that different items are daimed to
occur with NIdF and BIdF, bu there would be no motivation for it other than these
differences. | am going to argue instead that the focus types that Bush and
Tevdoradze have identified as narrow and kroad identificational focus are not as
fundamentally different as their accournt suggests. The differences between them do
not need to be atributed to adifferencein damain, bu fall out from the observations
that | have dready made dou sentences containing identificaional focus.

5.2.2.2 A singletype of identificational focus

E. Kiss(1998 defines identificational focus as conneded to "a subset of the
set of contextually or situationally given elements for which a predicae phrase can
potentially hdd; it is identified as the exhaustive subset of this st for which the
predicate phrase acually hdds." | have argued that an exhaustive subset, the subset
of included alternatives, can be derived from subset connected to the sentence focus.
We have seen that in some caes, the subset of included alternatives contains a
single dement: these cases include it-cleft sentences, as well as sme sentences in
which focus is indicated by ptch accent alone (see for example, (1b) above; also
(22c)). In ather cases, specifically the caes invaving additive particles, the subset
of included alternatives may contain more than ore element. Both kinds of cases
lead to exhaustive identification o a subset of the dternative set; they differ only in
regard to the number of elements this subset contains.

An informal representation o these two cases appears in (29). Both the
sentence It was a COAT that he bought and the sentence He even bought a COAT have
the same focus constituent: namely, a coat. This results in the same focus subset,
sincethe single dement of thisis aways the item in focus. The sentences also have
the same background, he bought x. Becaise the sentences have the same
badground and focus and, here, the same @ntext, the dternative set for the focus
for each sentencewill also be the same. The sentences differ only in the meaning o
the focus operators they contain: the it-cleft and even.

In the cae of the deft focus sentence, the derived subset of included
aternatives that satisfy the as<ertion John bought x includes only the dement of the
focus, a coat. In the cae of the sentence including even, the derived subset of
included aternatives contains the dement of the focus, as well as all the dements of
the dternative set that John would be more likely to buy than a at: here, a
sweater, long-johns and a hat.

(290  Johnfinaly went shoppng for winter clothes ...

A B
It was [a COAT] that he bought. He even bought [a COAT].
Badground John bought y
Alternatives {asweaer, longjohns, a hat, acoat, a snowstit, ... }
Focus operator It-cleft even
Focus subset y such that John bought y holds = {a oat}
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Subset of excluded {ahat, aswedaer, long-johns, a {asnowsuit, ...}

aternatives snowsuit, ...}

Exhaustive subset of

included alternatives {a wat} {asweaer, longjohns, ahat, a
y such that John coat}

bought y

How to get from the focus, its badkground and the dternative set to the
exhaustive subset of included alternatives (x such that John bought x) is a matter for
formal representation that | will not pursue here. . What shoud be evident from the
information presented in (29) is that the only meaningful elements that differ in the
representation o the two sentences are the deft and even. This suggests that
differences in the meanings of these two sentences do nd come from properties of
the focus, bu from other meaningful elements of the sentence that interact with
focus. here, spedficdly the deft and particle even. The focus subset is a result of
the meaning o identificational focus. The subsets of excluded and included
alternatives are derived throughinteraction d the focus meaning with the meaning
of an it-cleft or a focus particle (via implicaure, as siggested ealier, see sedion
5.1.9.

Given this representation d the fads and an assumption abou the meaning
of it-clefts, the differences in what can appear felicitously in clefts and with
identificational focus marked by gtch accent fal out. Any focus is identificaional
if it is conreded with a subset that satisfies the assrtion d the sentence. We need
only stipulate one fad abou the meaning d a deft, and the observed dfferences
between cleft focus and that marked with pitch accent aone fall away: specificdly,
that the subset of included alternatives derived from the focus through implicaure
consists of exadly one dement of the dternative set (see included aternatives in
(29)).

Bush and Tevdoradze argued that the problem with quantifiers and clefts is
one of type mismatch: spedficdly, that a proportional quantifier denates a set and
the deft requires that something d the semantic type of individual appea init. This
isnot entirely acarate.

First of al, cardina quantifiers are entirely felicitous in it-clefts, and these
presumably do nd denate individuals.

(300 How many hats did John buy?

It was NO/TWO/A DOZEN/AT LEAST THREE hats that he bough.

The dement in cleft focus can be aquantifier, or a semantic object of any type, as
long as it is syntactically compatible with the deft (thus it must be syntadicaly
nominal; verbal constituents are barred). Presumably, alternatives to the item in
focus determined by the context for (30) are dl cardina quantifiers, since they will
neal to answer "how many": no, two, a dozen, at least three hats, al dothis. Note
that no hats is felicitous in the deft in this context, despite the existentia
presuppasition claimed by Bush and Tevdoradze (see example (253)). The
quantifier no hats can be an element of the dternative set here, because the mntext
dictates dternatives that answer the question how many? nat the question what?
Sinceit can be an element of the dternative set, it can also be the single dement of
the included subset derived from the focus.
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It isalso passhble to construct examples in which proportional quantifiers are
felicitousin an it-cleft. Most of these will be felicitousin asituationwhere thereisa
contrast between the quantifier in the deft and another quantifier in the wntext.

(31) Most of the students are upset abou the situation

@ andit's AT LEAST HALF/ MOST / ALL OF THEM who have been
complaining.

(b) but it's AT LEAST HALF/ MOST / ALL OF THE FACULTY who have been
complaining.

The quantifiers work in the deft in (31) because the context provides an aternative
set consisting d quantifiers. The included subset derived from the identificational
focus and the meaning d the deft still contains asingle item of the dternative set —
it'sjust that the single dement is a quantifier in this case.

The fact that cleft focus is infelicitous with propational quantifiers in the
typicd case aises because in the typicd case, a propational quantifier will not be
compatible with the other elements of the set of aternatives to the item in focus. In
the typicd context, a deft like that in (32) would answer the question What did John
buy? so the expected, default aternatives to the item in focus would be dements of
the semantic type individual.

32 (a It was % MOST OF THE HATS /% NOTHING that John bough
(b) John boughMOST OF THE HATS/ NOTHING.

The infelicitousness of most of the hats and nothing is due to a type mismatch, bu
the mismatch is between the item in focus and the other members of its aternative
set (as hownin the dternativeslisted in (33)).

(33) Johnfinaly went shoppng for winter clothes ...

A B
? It was[most of the hats ] ? He even bought
that he bought. [most of the hats] .

Focus most of the hats
Badkground John bought y
Alternatives {most of the hats, a sweaer, long-johns, a hat, a @at, a snowsit ... }
Focus operator It-cleft even
Focus subset y such that John bought y holds = { most of the hats}
Subset of excluded {ahat, asweder, long-johns, a {ahat, asweder, long-johns, a
dternatives snowsuit ... } snowsuit ... }
Exhaustive subset of {most of the hats} {most of the hats}

included alternatives
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The presentation in (33B) predicts that a similar problem shoud arise for a
sentence like John even bought most of the hats, because it too, hes a corflict
between the semantic type of the focus and that of the dternatives. In fact, asimilar
problem does occur: it isinféicitous in this context, as its oddressattests (compare
to the felicitous squence in (29B)). As for an it-cleft sentence with a propartional
quantifier, the sentence with even in (33B), with the focus constituent as indicated,
would orly be felicitous in a @ntext where the dternatives to the item in focus
consisted of other quantifiers, asin (34a).

(34 Did John buyafew of the hats? |'d say so!
He even bough [mdst of the hats] ..

Propational quantifiers are felicitous in identificational focus — whether this is
asciated with a deft or not — if the dternatives to the focus constituent are dso
guantifiers. In order to be felicitous, any identificational focus must be compatible
with its explicit or implicit alternatives. Thus an identificaional focus center must
signal focus on the minimal constituent compatible with these dternatives; if it does
not do so, an infelicitous entence results.

A send poblem included in the representation in (33B) is aso dwe to the
mismatch between the type of the item in focus and its aternatives. Even is
felicitous when the basic assertion that applies to the focused item also applies to
another alternative — when it can add to the subset of included alternatives the
focused element as well as at least one other alternative. In this case, it isdifficult to
determine a set of more likely items x such that John bought x hdds. were
comparing quantifiers to individuals. As a result, there is only one dement in the
subset of included alternatives, something that is incompatible with the meaning d
even, and shoud lead to infeli citousness

This description cgptures the fact that the felicitousness of quantifiers in it-
clefts — and identificational focus in general — is context-dependent. It does this
by attributing poblems in felicitousness to a mismatch in the dternative set.
Context is what determines the contents of the dternative set, just as context is what
determines the feli citousnessof constituents in identificational focus.

| claimed that an asped of the meaning of an it-cleft is that that the subset of
included alternatives derived from its focus consists of exadly one dement of the
dternative set. The meaning d additive particles, on the other hand, require that
more than ore dement be included in the subset of included alternatives derived
from identificaional focus. Additive particles are thus infelicitous in clefts because
a @nflict between these requirements arises. Thisis represented in (35).

(35 Johnwent shoppngfor clothes ...

It was even [a @at ] that John baight.

Focus a coat

Badkground John bought x

Alternatives { asweaer, longjohns, ahat, a mat, a snowsuit, ... }
Focus operators It-cleft even

Focus subset {a oat}
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Subset of excluded
dternatives

Exhaustive subset of
included alternativesy such {a wat} vs. { asweaer, long-johrs, ahat, a wat}
that John bought y

{asweder, longjohns, ahat, ... } vs. {asnowsuit, ... }

The requirements of even and the deft leal to the generation d two dff erent subsets
of included aternatives. This conflict canna be resolved, and the sentence canna
be interpreted.

This analysis ceptures an intuition that the fads abou what can appear
felicitoudly in cleft focus has more to do with the meaning of the deft and its
interadion with the meaning o other focus-sensitive items than with speaal
properties of the focus assciated with the deft.

| have agued that it is unnecessary to pasit different types of identificaional
focus: there is only ore kind d identificational focus, in English at least. The
apparent differences previously observed disappear when the ontext (and its
expresson throughalternatives to focus) and the meanings of other elements of the
sentence ae taken into accourt. Propationa quantifiers can be féicitous in
identificaional focus, when the dternatives to the item in focus are dso quantifiers.
If there ae no pdential quantifier alternatives, then propational quantifiers are odd
in identificationa focus — regardlessof whether this focus is realized in a deft or
by ptch acent alone. The infelicitous of it-clefts with additive particles can be
explained by appeding to the ways the meaning d clefts and particles interad with
focus; it is unrecessary to pasit different types of focus to accourt for their
incompatibility.

5.3 IDENTIFICATIONAL AND INFORMATION FOCUS

5.3.1 Propertiesof identificational focus

The discusson here has maintained some of the assumptions behind the
definition d identificational focus suppied by E. Kiss 1998, bu has aso argued
against other assumptions abou identificaional focus, on the basis of the
appearance of focus that conveys exhaustivenessin contrastive and na-contrastive
contextsin the crpus.

E. Kissargues that identificational focus identifies the exhaustive subset of
the dternatives for which a predicae hads; | have argued that identificational focus
represents the subset of aternatives for which a predicate hods, and that
exhaustiveness arises from this identification. E. Kiss argues that identificational
focus is redized in English either in an it-cleft or associated with a focus particle
like only; | have agued that identificational focus can be redized in English by
pitch aacent alone. E. Kiss aso argues that there ae restrictions on the types of
congtituents that can function as an identificationa focus. There are syntactic
restrictions on what can appear in an it-cleft, but | have argued that otherwise dl
kinds of constituents are felicitous in identificaional focus, as long as context
suppies the right kind d alternatives for these constituents: this will i nclude focus
congtituents of any kind — individual words, noun phases, quantifiers, verb
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phrases, clauses.# The identificaiona focus marked ony by pitch accent is just as
sengitive to alternatives supdied by the mntext as the identificational focus marked
by a deft. E. Kiss and Bush and Tevdoradze (to appear) claim that the
incompatibility of additive particles and it-clefts is related to properties of
identificational focus; | have dtributed the incompatibility of these to the meanings
of the particles and the meaning contributed by the deft itself (even E. Kissobserves
that this incompatibility can be overridden in certain contexts). E. Kissalso argues
that identificational focus can be [+contrastive] or [-contrastive], while | argued that
a @ntrastive interpretation d identificaional focusisaresult of explicit mention o
aternativesin the context.

Nevertheless in my discusson, | have maintained the basic nation that
identificational focus represents identification o a subset of situationaly or
contextually determined elements for which the asertion d a sentence halds, and
have held that an implicature of exhaustive arises. | have dso maintained the
following properties that E. Kissproposes for identificational focus,

» ldentificaional focus participatesin scope relationsin a dause.
* ldentificaional focus can beiterated in a dause.

Infad, regjection d the notion that identificational focus must be redized either in an
it-cleft or associated with only has been in part based on maintaining these two
charaderistics for identificationa focus. Addtionaly, | have alded the following

properties:

» Focus operators associate with identificational focus.

* Identificaiona focus extends from afocus center to the minimal
constituent compatible with its aternatives.

These four properties are dl conrected to the defining assumption that
identificaiional focus represents a "subset of the set of contextually or situationally
given elements’ that make up an aternative set.

5.3.2 Propertiesof information focus

The discusgon here has a'so maintained the assumption that identificaional
focus is distinct from information focus, which has been argued to be mwnneded to
the presentation d new information. As a distinct phenomenon, information focus
would thus be expeded to have daraderistics distinct from those of identificational
focus.

Information is typicdly considered to be propcsitiona — to relate to the
asgrtion d a sentence. Prince (1981) proposed that a focus constituent is what
makes the artion d a sentence true, while the sentence itself adds new
information to the discourse. | suggest that identificaional focusis conreded to the
subset of what makes the assertion d a sentence true, and that information focus is
conreded to the aldition d a new propasition to a discourse. | will assume, as E.

4 An implicaion of thisisthat the size of the focus constituent, whether it is narrow or broad, does
not effed whether it can be identificational. E. Kissrelates identificational focusto narrow focus and
information focus to broad focus.

5 Cf. the daimin E. Kiss1998 that "identificational focusis always co-extensive with an XP

avail able for operator movement.".
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Kiss (1998, Sgall et al. (1989 and many athers have asumed, that all sentences
contain information focus, becaise most sentences add rew propasitions to a
discourse. | will also assume, as E. Kiss does, that not al sentences contain
identificational focus, because nat all sentences make as<rtions that result in an
impli caure of exhaustivenesswithin a mntextually defined set of alternatives.

In order to examine the differences between these propased types of focus,
consider again example (1), which contains three dauses and five focus centers.

(D) The producer of atelevsion miniseries onthe U.S.spaceprogramis
discusgng tedhnical aspeds of the production.

@ It was usually STUNTMEN that were adually in the SUITS.
(b) We had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC scenes,
(© so that they would be INCORPORATED into it

The excerpt in (1c) isthe simplest case to consider, sinceit involves only one
focus center, onincorporated. The complete dause they would be incorporated into
it is the smallest one that can appear in the post-cleft focused pation d a wh-cleft
sentence

(36) It wasusualy STUNTMEN that were adualy in the sUITS. We had ACTORS
come down for very SPECIFIC scenes.

@ % What they would beisincorporated into it.
(b) % What they would dois be incorporated into it.
(© Why we would dothat was D that they would be incorporated into it.

This indicaes that this clause is the focus constituent conneded to the focus center
onincorporated.

Note that this constituent is also the smallest constituent in (1c) that has any
potential aternatives in this stuation. Situationally relevant alternatives would be
other reasons for having the adors come down for spedfic scenes. Other reasons
might include keeping the adors from getting baed, letting them watch what was
going on, making sure that they were not injured duing the filming d stunt
sequences, and so on. None of these reasons are excluded by the spe&er's utterance
so that they ould be incorporated into it. This cannad be understood as an
exhaustive statement of the reasons that adors came down for specific scenes; it can
only be understood as one of the reasons. It does not exclude awy of these
dternatives; in fact, the only aternative it can be understood to exclude is they
coudn't be incorporated into it. The focus is, therefore, na exhaustive, and the
focus constituent canna be understood to convey an implicature of exhaustiveness
In this resped, it is different from the examples of identificaional focus that we
have discussd so far.

The sentence in (1a) has two focus centers. The focus center on stuntmen in
(1a) marks an identificational focus; it occurs in an it-cleft. This focus answers the
question Who was actually usualy in the suits? and can be felicitously paraphrased
in context in the focus portion d a wh-cleft sentence a in (37a). The focus center
on suits, howvever, has different charaderistics. It canna be understood as the
answer to the question What actually were the stuntmen usually in? and thus does
not represent identificaion d what the stuntmen typicdly were in (situationally
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defined alternatives being the other things guntmen might wea on the set of a
miniseries). It canna be feicitously paraphrased with a wh-cleft sentence that
focuses only the suits ((37b)). In fad, the only felicitous wh-paraphrase in which
suits can appear in the paost-cleft focused pation is one in which the entire sentence
appears there, asin (37c).

(37) Theproducer of atelevision miniseries on the U.S. space programis
discussing technical aspects of the production.

@ The guys who were actually usually in the suits were STUNTMEN.
(b % What the stuntmen actually usually were in was the SUITS.

(© What the situation was was that the stuntmen usually were acualy in
the suits.

These paraphrases s1ggest that the focus center on suits thus represents focus
on the ommplete propasition Suntmen were actually in the suits. Potential
aternatives here would smply be any propasition that might be true in the situation.
Suntmen were actually in the suits certainly canna be interpreted as an exhaustive
statement of what is true. Again, the only aternative to the propasition that can be
excluded in this context is Stuntmen were not actually in the suits. The focus
constituent canna be understoodto convey an implicaure of exhaustiveness Inthis
resped, it is like the focus constituent indicated by the focus center on incorporated
in (1c).

The focus constituents represented by the focus centers on incorporated (1c)
and on suits (1la) appea to correspond to complete propaositions. Like the
identificational focus constituents discussed previously, these nstituents can be
understood to have potential alternatives in the discourse. Unlike identificational
focus, however, the focus on these @nstituents excludes only ore dternative: the
negation d the propasition that the dauses add to the context. The focus centered
on incorporated or suits thus does not convey an implicaure of exhaustiveness In
this resped, then, these focus constituents differ from those discussed previoudy as
identificational focus. A natura conclusion, gven the proposa that there ae two
kinds of focus put forth in E. Kiss (1998, is that they represent something else:
information focus.

The focus constituents in these caes can be understood to have implied
aternatives in the discourse, and yet the focus does nat result in the exclusion d
these dternatives. Why na? One posshility is that they expressa different kind o
relationship. ldentificaiona focus expresses a relationship between the item in
focus and the asssrtion d a dause: an identificational focus constituent is an
aternative that makes the asertion d the dause true, and the implicature aises that
remaining aternatives are excluded from making the artion true. Information
focus, on the other hand, can be understood to express a relationship between the
constituent in focus — in bah the examples discussed thus far, a constituent that
conveys a complete propasition — and the discourse. Perhaps an information focus
congtituent is an aternative that makes the discourse true and coherent, and the
implicaure aisesthat remaining alternatives are smply nat relevant.

The dternatives for information focus, like the dternatives for
identificaional focus, are determined by context, and like the dternatives for
identificaional focus, we might exped that they be compatible with the badground
to the focus as well. The badkground for the focus constituent they would be
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incorporated into it (as in (1c)), however, canna come from within the dause, as it
does for identificational focus, because the domain of the focus is an entire dause.
Rather, the backgroundfor the focus is in the discourse, as the question felicitously
answered by the focus constituent in indicates. Why did we have actors come down
for spedfic scenes?

The relationships between the focus constituent they would be incorporated
into it ((1c)), its badkgroundand alternatives are represented in (38).

(38) We had adors come down for very spedfic scenes ...
... so that [they would be incorporated into it] ..
Information Focus they would be incorporated into it

Badkground ...sothaty

) {they could be incorporated into it, they could watch
Alternatives what was going on, they wouldn't get bored, they
wouldn't get hurt during shoating, ... }

Focus subset { they could beincorporated into it }

Subset of excluded { they could watch what was going on, they wouldn't get
alternatives bored, they wouldn't get hurt during shooting, ... }
Relevant alternatives { they could be incorporated into it }

The sentence in (1c) contains no identificational focus constituent; its only
focusisinformation focus. The backgroundin (38) supgies a discourse relation that
the information focus must satisfy: spedficdly the purpose of having adors come
down for specific scenes. My propasal is that the badground for any information
focus will express a discourse relation, and that felicitous information focus will
satisfy the requirements of that relation. We might also expect it to include
information abou discourse topic and aher fadors that affed the felicitousness of
utterances in dscourse (thereby perhaps aso constraining the list of aternatives),
which information focus would also have to satisfy to be felicitous. Thus, the
badground d the information focus constituent of (1a) might be represented by
something like the question What the situation onthe miniseries hoa was.

Information focus, like identificational focus, excludes dternatives (see
subset of excluded alternativesin (38)). However, the exclusion d aternatives does
not lead to the implicature that these dternatives are naot true in the context, bu
rather only to an implicature that they are not relevant, that they do nd satisfy the
requirements of the badgrounddiscourse relation. One might describe this as a
kind d exhaustive relevance

Identificational focus functions within a sentence the implicaures that arise
from it thus have to dowith the meaning d sentences. Information focus functions
with adiscourse: the implicaures that arise from it have to dowith the wherence of
discourse.

Information focus aso relates to what has been identified as presentational
focus (e.g., Rochemont 1986. Presentational focus typicdly adds to the discourse
the propasition that an individual exists. Consider the foll owing two excerpts from
the orpus:
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(390 Aparoleofficer beginsa story to help ill ustrate the dfedivenessof a
programintended to reduce volent crime comnitted by youthful offenders.
He begins:

There was ayoungman bythe name aFreddy CARDOzAS

(40) The aeator of an anmated television series explains that he hadwritten a
scenein which —

This BEAVER was gnawing away at the foundation d Krusty's HOUSE?

The example in (39) is the typicd example of presentational focus. The
focus of this sntence can be understood to answer the question Who existed? This
guestion represents the minimal badkground d a sentence — in this context, the
sentence cana be felicitously paraphrased with a wh-cleft (see Chapter 3, sedion
3.1). The sentence alds to the context the propasition that a young man named
Freddy Cardoza existed; again, this canna be understood as an exhaustive answer to
the question — returaly, other individuals existed as well. Like the focus centered
onincorporated in (1c), the focus centered onCardoza represents information focus
rather than identificational focus.

In dscusson in Chapter 3, | aso concluded that beaver in (40) could be
understood to represent presentational focus. It serves as the location d nuclear
accent of an intonation phrase @nsisting d this beaver was. | concluded that this
focus center represented presentational focus because the only felicitous wh-
paraphrase possble in the context requires this beaver be set apart from the rest of
the sentence in a there-construction; it canna be placel felicitously in the focus
portion d awh-paraphrase itself (41b).

41 (@@ (In the scene) there was this BEAVER
and what it was doing was gnawing away at the fourdation d
Krusty's HOUSE.

(b) % What was gnawing away at the foundition d Krusty's HOUSE was
thiSBEAVER.

As presentational/i nformation focus, this beaver answers the question What existed
(in the scene of the story the speaker wrote)? This is the badkground to the
information focus constituent this beaver. The focus thus sgnals the addition to the
context of the propasition that a beaver existed. Even thoughthe focus constituent
is a noun phase, it is here compatible with a propasition, spedficdly the
propasition that a beaver exists. This means that there ae two information focus
constituentsin this sentence: one with a focus center on beaver, and the secondwith
afocus center on house. Each correspondsto a different propasition: the first to the
propasition that a beaver existed, and the second to the propasition that it was
gnawing away at the fourdation d Krusty's house (which also dces not convey an
implicaure that the beaver did nahing aher than graw at the foundition d Krusty's
house).

6 See example (1) in Chapter 3 for context and pitch tradk information.
7 See example (12) in Chapter 3 for context and pitch track information.
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Based onthis discusson, information focus can be understood as focus that
signals the aldition d a new propasition to the discourse, given the backgroundthe
discourse provides. Information focus is thus quite literally new information, nd
merely new material, althoughit is presumably redized by having the pitch accent
that signals it occur on rew material whenever possble. It corresponds to the
maximal syntadic constituent containing afocus center and compatible with asingle
propasition. This may typicdly be a ¢ause, bu could also be asmaller constituent,
if the smaller constituent comprises a domain that is compatible with a propasition
(given the background povided by the discourse), as was the cae for the noun
phrase this beaver and the verb plrase was gnawing avay at the founddion o
Krusty's house in (40). Like identificational focus, then, information focus can be
redized over anarrow or broad constituent.

Information focus plays a role in the construction d discourse, but it does
not play a role in deriving the meaning d sentences. Since it corresponds to a
propasition, it canna also play arole in deriving the propasition. Identificaional
focus, on the other hand, daes play a role in sentence meaning. It interads with
focus particles and can determine domains of quantification, affeaing which speafic
propasitions get added to the discourse.

A few charaderistics are unique to information focus:

* A clause must have information focus.

» Informationfocus extends from afocus center to the maximal syntadic
constituent compatible with asingle propasition.

Unlike identificaiona focus, information focus presumably canna take
scope within a sentence or otherwise interad with focus-sensitive items. While any
sentence ca have more than ore identificational focus constituent, a sentence can
have more than ore information focus only if it contains more than one propasition:
there shoud be exadly ore information focus per propcsition. The differences
between identificaiona and information focus arise because information focus is
restricted to constituents compatible with propasitions, and identificational focus is
not.

5.3.3 Nuclear accent, identificational and information focus
The sentence in (17b) contains only one focus center, and this has also been

argued to represent identificational focus.
@a”n @ We can't get atrained beaver to graw on the wOOD.

(b) A STUFFED beaver was even goma st alot.

The sentence in (1b) has two focus centers that have ealier been identified as
signaling identificaiona focus (actors, spedfic). How do these data fit with the
proposal that information focusis required in a sentence?

Consider the two passble felicitous paraphrases for (17b) containing the
focus center stuffed:

42 (3a What was even gonra @st alot was a STUFFED beaver.

(b) What was the cae was that a STUFFED beaver was even goma st a
lot.
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The post-cleft materia in the paraphrase in (42a) corresponds to the identificational
focus of the sentence while the post-cleft material in the paraphrase in (42b)
corresponds to the information focus of the sentence. As with the cases discussd
ealier, the information focus represents a propdsition that is being added to the
discourse. It answers the question what istrue: the discourse relation it satisfiesis
an assertion —this question is its badkground Again, pdentia aternatives would
be other propasitions that might be true in the situation, and again the sentence
canna beinterpreted as an exhaustive statement of what is true.

What happens here is that the single pitch accent of the sentence, appearing
on stuffed, serves as the focus center for both kinds of focus of the sentence Asthe
focus center of the identificaional focus constituent a stuffed beaver, it corresponcs
to focus on the smallest constituent for which there ae dternatives in the situation.
As the focus center of the informational focus constituent a stuffed beaver was even
gonna cost a lot, it corresponds to focus on the largest constituent that syntax and
the mntext allow.

The drcumstances for the dause in (1b) can be understood in a similar
fashion. This clause has two focus centers, bah of which have dready been
identified as indicaing identificaional focus (see Chapter 4, sedion 4.4 for
discusson d for specific scenes and sedion 5.1.3for discusson d actors). There
are three wh-cleft paraphrases that are possble in context for this sntence: (43q)
and (43b) correspondto paraphrases the put the identificational focus constituentsin
the focus portion d the wh-cleft sentence.

(43) It wasusualy STUNTMEN that were adualy in the SUITS.
@ When we had ACTORS come down was for very SPECIFIC scenes.
(b) Who we had come down just for very SPECIFIC scenes was ACTORS.
(© % What we had was ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC scenes.

(d) What we did was we had ACTORS come down for very SPECIFIC
scenes.

The post-cleft material in the paraphrase in (43d) is what represents the
information focus of the sentence. Again, this canna be interpreted as an exhaustive
statement of what the speeker and his film crew did in the situation — clearly, they
did many things, of which this was only one.  As with the previous entences
discussed, this constituent essentially corresponds to a wmplete propasition, this
one answering the question What did we do?: we had actors come down for specific
scenes. This is the maximal constituent containing the focus center specific that is
also compatible with a single propasition. The focus center on specific, like that on
stuffed in (17b), simultaneously signals identificaional focus (on for very specific
scenes) and information focus (on we had actors come down for very specific
scenes).

This understanding d the relationship between information focus,
identificaional focus and focus centers marked by ptch accent provides an
explanation for an example from the corpus that presented a problem in Chapter 3
(see section 3.6.). This excerpt appeaed earlier in the airrent chapter as (16b)
(repeated below).
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(16) (a | gat kidswhoreal like CRAZY
(b and day VIDEO games like aazy TOO.

The utterancein (16b) was problematic because nuclear pitch accent falls ontoo, as
it would in any utterance, since too is always pitch accented and typically occurs at
the end d anintonation plrase. Focus centers are items that bear an oldigatory pitch
acent; nuclear accents are dways phondogicdly obligatory in their intonation
phrases and furthermore, too aways carries nuclea pitch accent. The acent on too
thus must be treded as afocus center whenever it occurs.

There is aso an oHigatory secondary accent in the intonational phrase on
video. In this context, the accent on video canna be deleted or relocated, and was
thus also treaed as a focus center. The focus center on video has been argued to
signal identificaional focus on the cnstituent play video games, since it answers
(exhaustively by impli cature) the question What else do they do like crazy?

The information focus/identificational focus distinction povides a natura
explanation for the pitch aacent on too, nat only here, bu in any uterancein which
it appeas. It signas information focus on the cmplete utterance and play video
games like crazy too, which adds to the discourse the propasition that the speaker's
kids also pay video gameslike aazy.

The fact that both types of focus are marked by obigatory pitch accent
(typicdly but not aways nuclear pitch accent) — and in many cases, the same pitch
accent, also provides one reason for the intuition that there is some fundamental
similarity between information and identificational focus. | have agued here that in
many cases, a focus center can represent bath kinds of focus smultaneously. A
sentence like (44) has been nded to be ambiguows with regard to their focus
structure because it can be understood as an resporse to either (44a) or (44b) (from
Ladd 1996.

(44) He painted the SHED.
@ What did John dotoday? (Ladd's broad focus)
(b) Did John pint the garage? (Ladd's narrow focus)

Animplicdion d the discusson hereis that the "focus ambiguity” noted for
such sentences is not about whether the focus center on shed represents broad focus
or narrow focus. Rather, it is abou whether this focus center represents only
information focus or both identificational and information focus. In the cntext of
(44a), it represents only information focus. It adds the propasition that John painted
the shed today, and conweys the implicaure that this is the only relevant thing John
did. It does nat convey the implicature that thisis the only thing he did (or even the
only thing he painted). In the cntext of (44b), the focus center on shed represents
bath identificational and information focus. In addition to adding the propasitions
that John ainted the shed today and conveying the implicaure that thisis the only
relevant thing John dd (asit did in the context of (44d)), it conwveys the implicaure
that John dd na paint anything else.

5.4 SUMMARY

In light of data gopearing in the speech corpus, the discusson in this chapter
has remnsidered the notions of information and identificational focus. The
discusson in the aurrent chapter added to the aguments made in Chapter 4 that
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items in identificational focus, in so far as it represents the exhaustive subset of
items that satisfy the assertion d a sentence, can be marked with pitch accent alone.
| argued that one situation in which identificaional focus could be signaled by ptch
acent alone was the case of contrast, athough| also argued that not al pitch
aacented items in contrast actually represent focus. | argued that contrast in English
results from context, and need na be considered a property of identificational focus.
Discusgon in sedion 5.2 concluded that other apparent differences in types of
identificational focus are dso na due to properties of the focus, but to dfferencesin
context and dfferencesin the meaning d items that associate with focus.

In sedion 5.3, | proposed that information focus can also be understood to
have dternatives. Information focus, howvever, contributes to the construction o
coherent discourse, while identificational focus contributes to the interpretation d
sentences.  Information focus always represents the aldition d a relevant new
propasition to the discourse; an implicaion d this is that the aldition d any new
propasition will be wnreded to the gpearance of a focus center. Section 5.3 also
looked at the ways in which information focus differs from identificaional focus,
propaosing speafic properties that distingush these two types.

The two types of focus are similar in that they can bah be understoodto be
conreded to the existence of potential alternatives. Both kinds of focus can be
considered to identify an aternative from this st, bu for information focus, the
focus and its alternatives must be propasitional, which results in characteristics for
information focus that are different from those of identificational focus. The
charaderistics proposed for ead type of focus are summarized in Table 5.2.

Table5.2: Characteristics of information and identificational focus

INFORMATION FOCUS IDENTIFICATIONAL FOCUS
(7) Propaositional: focus and alternativesmust | (7) Not propositiona: focus and aternatives
correspond to propositions neead na correspondto propasitions
(athough they can)
(8) Required in asentence (8) Not required in a sentence
(9) Resultsin animplicature of ‘exhaustive (9) Resultsin an implicature of
relevancy' for the focus exhaustivenessfor the focus
(10) Exadly ore information focus per (10) Clause can contain from O to many
proposition identificational focus constituents
(11) Extends from afocus center to the (11) Extends from afocus center to the
maximal constituent compatible with a minimal constituent compatible with
single proposition potential alternatives
(12)Playsarolein discourse mherence (12) Plays arole in sentence meaning:
interads with clause-mate operators

The two types are dso conneded to ead aher, through the fad that the
appearance of a focus center, in the form of an oMigatory pitch acent, can signal
either information a identificaiona focus. In sentences with only one focus center
and an identificational focus constituent, in fact, the focus center must signal both
information and identificaional focus smultaneously.

152



Chapter 6: Context, focus, accent: an experiment

This investigation employs an experiment to suppat the methods and
observations of the crpus dudy in Chapter 3. It confirms the eistence of a
conredion ketween focus and niclea pitch accent, rather than pitch acent in
genera, additionally verifying that focus is not a requirement for the gopearance of
pitch accent. The eperimental data dso indicae that both focus gructure and
phondogicd fadors influence patterns of accentuation. The results thus add to
suppat provided by the wrpus gudy for the view that focus and ptch accent are
distinct phenomena.

The experimental results aso provide evidence that broad VP and rerrow NP
and PP focus have different phondogicd redizaions. Sentences produced in
contexts dictating three different focus gructures, verb phrase, noun plhase and
prepositional phrase focus, resulted in dfferent patterns of prominence, as reflected
by the assgnment of bath nwclear pitch accent and secondary (non-nuclear) pitch
aacent.

Sedion 6.1 briefly reviews the background for this experiment, identifying
how these relate to ideas treaed in previous chapters, and pasing the questions to be
investigated. Sedion 6.2 describes the experiment, and section 6.3 outlines gedfic
predictions. Sedion 6.4 presents the results of satisticd analysis of the
experimental data; sedion 6.5 addresses sme implicaions of these results.

6.1 BACKGROUND

The eperiment presented here has two goals. Firdt, it investigates the
relationship between focus and ptch accent. Seoond, it investigates possble
phondogicd differencesin the realizaion d focusin dfferent context conditions.

Much o the literature on intonation has not drawn a dea distinction
between the semantic phenomenon d focus and the phaonetic-phondogicd
phenomenon d pitch accent. Some gproaches to intonation (eg., Gussenhoven
1983, Selkirk 1984,Rochemont 1986, Lambrecht 1994, inter alia) have essentially
equated the presence of pitch accent with focus. Ladd (1996 cdls this view the
radicd focus-to-aacent (FTA) perspedive. Ladd argues that this perspedive is
misguided, and that the assgnment of pitch accent in languages like English, while
strondy influenced by semantic and syntadic factors, is at bottom a phondogicd
matter.

Data from the arpus used in this work suppat Ladd's contention that pitch
accent and focus canna be diredly equated. It is easy to find examples where pitch
aacents ocaur, even ouside of what is a focus constituent. In (1), a pitch accent
occurs on the stressed syllable of also, while the wh-cleft paraphrase test for focus
(1'b) reveds that the focus constituent is really surreal. The pitch accent on also
fall s outside this constituent.
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(1) It was dlso redlly surred

250

Frequency (Hz)

(=}

it | was | al SO real| ly sur real

4.425 5.682
Time (s)

(1) Everybodythinks oh, Ozzie and Harriet — It'slike this ort of symbad for
blandress Andit waskind d corny and dand.

@ It was also really surreal.
(b) What it also was was redly surred.

Datafrom the @rpus thus suggest that it canna be accurately said that pitch
accents aways sgnal focus. A more accurate statement might be that nuclear pitch
accent, the final pitch accent of an intonation phrase, signals focus. Even here, it is
not clea that this relationship is draightforward. The @rpus provides example of
intonation plrases, containing their own nuclear aacents, to which it is difficult to
asdgn any focus dructure & al, based on mraphrasing in the discourse. The
discourse segment in (2) contains an intonation phrase with a single pitch accent:
well probdion dficers. Apparently, the nuclear accent on probation does not signal
focus. Testsfor focusin (2') indicate that the focus constituent of the sentenceis out
on the stred, and that in this context probaion dficers canna be felicitously
included in the focus constituent of the sentence (see Chapter 3, sedion 3.6.2for
further discusson d this example).
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(2)  The speaker, a probation officer, has been asked to talk about what a new
program that he helped create in response to gang activity was supposed to
accomplish. He begins:

@ Probation dficers have dways been out on the street.
(b) Where probation dficers have dways been is out on the stred.
(© % Who have dways been ou onthe stred are probation dficers.

(d) % Who's always been where? Probation dficers have dways been
out onthe stred

Thus, the @rpus data suggests that while there is a strong relationship
between ptch aacent and semantic focus, these ncepts gill need to be
distingushed. The first goa of the experiment presented here is to suppat this
conclusion in condtions where antrolled comparisons of focus contexts can be
made.

The seoond ga relates to propcsals that there ae differences in the
redization d narrow and kroad focus, with narrow NP and PP focus represented by
PPand NP focus and kroad focus by VP focus. A recent propcsal has suggested that
narrow NP and PP focus can be equated with identificaional focus and lkroad focus
with information focus. The discusson in Chapter 5 indicates that bath
identificaional and information focus can be redized as large or small syntadic
constituents. Thus broad and narrow in the airrent chapter refer to the size of the
focus constituent rather than to any dscourse semantic function (athough to
guarantee narrow NP and PPfocusin the experimental materials, the narrow NP and
PP focus constituents typicdly contrast explicitly with ancther concept, while the
broad VP focus constituents may nat).
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The experiment outlined here considers a number of questions about
accentuation and focus in different focus conditions.

3 Isthe location of nuclear accent associated with focus conditions?

This tests something assumed in the analyses of data in the corpus presented
in Chapters 3 through 5. Following Pierrehumbert (1980) and Beckman and
Pierrehumbert (1986), discussion of the corpus data assumed that focus centers of
sentences were the words associated with nuclear pitch accents. If this assumption
is correct, the location of nuclear pitch accent should be connected to the location of
[+focus ] constituents in a sentence. A positive result will validate the approach to
the data taken in the previous chapters of this work.

4) Do [-focus] items receive pitch accents?

This question addresses the assumption of the radical FTA perspective that
pitch accent aways signals focus. If the radical FTA approach is correct, the only
items receiving pitch accent should be [+focus] items. The corpus data indicates
that [-focus| items do indeed receive pitch accent, and even nuclear pitch accent in
some Situations. Testing this question in an experiment alows for statistical
verification of these observations in conditions where focus structure can be
controlled.

A second group of questions treats some possibilities for phonological
differences between broad VP focus, narrow NP focus and narrow PP focus that
might distinguish between them. The experiment here considers the basic issue of
phonological prominence. It has sometimes been claimed that the stress involved in
narrow contrastive focus can be "stronger" or more emphatic than that in broad
focus (cf. Rochemont 1986). This leads to the questionin (5).

(5) Areitemsin narrow NP or PP focus more prominent than the same itemsin
broad VP focus?

@ Areitems signaling narrow NP or PP focus more often the location of
nuclear pitch accent than the same itemsin broad VP focus?

(b) Areitemsin narrow NP or PP focus longer than the sameitemsin
broad VP focus?

Eady, Cooper, Klouda, Mueller and Lotts (1986) investigated acoustic
differences for narrow and broad focus. Their study found that in narrow NP and PP
focus, speakers produced higher pitch peaks and longer word durations, and that in
broad focus constituents there was "widespread durational increase” without
additional heightening of pitch. The present effort, however, does not attempt to
duplicate their work. Contexts for elicitation in their experiment consisted of wh-
guestions only, so they provided no context for contrastive interpretation of focus
constituents. This type of context is provided in the present study, which required
subjects to choose and produce a sentence that continued a discourse most
coherently. Furthermore, because theirs was an investigation of acoustic differences
between syllables in different conditions, Eady et al. did not consider the roles of
nuclear and secondary (non-nuclear) accent in distinguishing focus type, which the
present study does.
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It has been argued that the “prominence of a particular word... is brough
abou by the occurrence of pitch movement on the lexicaly stressed syllable of the
word.” (Ladd 1996 also 't Hart, et a. 199Q Bolinger 1967). The fina pitch accent
or nuclear accent of an intonation phrase is typicaly perceived as the most
prominent, bu there has thus far been no phostic evidence to suggest that this
prominence is derived from aooustic properties (Ladd 1996 aso Bolinger 1986, 't
Hart et a. 1990, Terken 1991). Thus, if agreaer degreeof prominenceis asociated
with narrow NP and PPfocus items than the same items in broad VP focus, this will
likely be because they are more often the sites of nuclear pitch accent. The
experiment also attempts to determine if the acoustic findings of lengthening
documented in Eady et al (1986 could be replicaed.

The question in (5a) is closely related to the hypahesis underlying the
guestion in (3); inded, it considers the same data from a different perspedive. If
data were to suppat the hypahesis that narrow NP and PP focus items are more
often the locaion d nuclear pitch accent than the same items in broad VP focus,
then the hypahesis underlying (3) would also be suppated, since the location o
nuclea accent would be asociated with focus condtion. Note, however, that data
could suppat the hypahesis of (3) withou suppating (5a). Data wuld indicae an
asciation ketween the locaion d nuclear pitch accent and focus condtions, bu
not indicae that items in narrow NP and PP focus are more frequently the location
of nuclear pitch accent than matched itemsin broad VP focus.

Ancther question that the experiment considersis:

(6) Do items within broad VP focus constituents reflea agreder degreeof
prominencethan the sameitemsin narrow NP and PPfocus conditions,
where they are not part of the sentence focus?

@ Are sentences with broad VP focus constituents associated with the
presence of more pitch accent locations than sentences with narrow
NP and PPfocus constituents?

(b) Areitemsin broad VP focus longer than the same itemsin occurring
in narrow NP and PPfocus condti ons, where they are nat part of the
sentence focus?

The hypahesis that broad focus results in a degree of prominence on more
words within the focus construction fits with theories (like Kiss 1998, Hgjicova &
Sgall 1987, etc.) that view broad focus as related to the presentation d new
information. In this view, al the content words are important (if not equally so) to
the message, in that they put new information into the cmmon gound d the
discourse. Thus, it might be expeded that these words would recave a greater
degree of prominence than in an environment where they do nd occur in focus.
Again, any prominencewould come primarily from the presence of pitch accent, and
secondarily throughlengthening. The measure of duration is included again in an
attempt to replicae the findings of Eady et al (1986.

The propaosed experiment is designed to investigate the questions in (3)-(6)
abou the relationship between pitch accent and focus, and pdential differences in
the redization d narrow and broad VP focus. Experimental data does nat have the
sportaneity of data from the @rpus, bu it allows for comparisons that canna be
made in the uncontroll ed context of a sportaneous peech corpus.
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6.2 EXPERIMENT DESCRIPTION

Subjects produced 18 test sentences in three different contexts apiece, for a
total of 54 sentences per subject. These utterances were recorded and digitized.
Segmentation and pitch analysis of the utterances were performed so that the
appropriate comparisons could be made for addressing the questions proposed in
section 6.1.

6.2.1 Materials

Test sentences were controlled for syntactic and metrical structure to allow
for easier comparison of fina measures. There were three contexts for each test
sentence, which were systematically varied to generate three different focus
structures, two narrow NP and PP focus and one broad VP focus. The appendix in
section 6.7 contains the experimental materials.

6.2.1.1 Controlling syntax

The eighteen test sentences all share the same syntactic structure, and the
constituents of the sentences were controlled for type. Grammatical subjects are
always pronominal, verbs always transitive, objects always indefinite noun phrases,
and noun phrases within sentence final always definite noun phrases. All the
sentences can be analyzed as consisting of surface structure in (7a). An example
appearsin (7b).

(7) @ [iplop pronoun] [[ye [y trans-verb] [, indefinite] [ P [p definite]] ]] ]

(b) [irlor He ] [[vp [y stole] [pp acostly old statue ] [ from
[op the ballroom ] 1] 1]

Twelve of the elghteen sentences also contain one of the focus particles even,
only or also in pre-verbal position. The surface structure of these sentences is
represented in (8).

(8) @ [,plop Pronoun ] [ focus particle [, p [y, transitive-verb] [ indefinite ] [ P [5p
definite ]] 1] |

(b) [ip [op They ] [only [ [, moved ] [, aheavy old bureau | [ up [ the
stairway ]] 1] ]

There are four test sentences containing each of the three focus particles.
The addition of a focus particle does not alter the surface structure of the verb
phrase, and thus does not disrupt the uniformity across test sentences of the structure
of the verb phrase. It allows, however, for the generalization of experimental results
across sentences displaying association with focus as well as those without a focus
particle. The presence of a focus particle aso guarantees that there will be a
lexically stressed syllable outside the verb phrase. This means that even in a broad
VP focus condition, there will be some accentable material outside the focus
constituent.

158



6.2.1.2 Controlling metrical structure

The test sentences also share the same basic metricd structure. This is
represented in (9), where "X" indicates the strong element of a prosodic unit.

9) Basic metricd structure of test sentences

X X X
X X X X X X
He sole a cost ly old sta tue from the ball room
verb adjl adji2 nounl noun2

The twelve test sentences that include one of the focus particles even, only
and also in the pre-verbal paosition contain an additional foot before the verb, as in
(10).

(100 Metricd structure of test sentences with focus particles

X X X X
X X X X X X X

They on ly moved a hea vy old bu reau up the sar way
focpart verb adj1 adj2 nounl noun2

The basic metricd structure of the verb plhraseis naot atered by the inclusion
of focus particles, and thus the uniformity of the verb plrase acosstest sentencesis
not disrupted.

If the sentences were to be pitch accented entirely on the basis of rhythmic
constraints, pitch accents might be expected to occur on the stressed syllable of the
prepasitional objed (noun 3 by the nuclear stressrule (see Chapter 2, section 2.J).
Accents might also occur on some of the other strong metrical units in the sentence,
particularly those with an extra level of rhythmic prominence (as indicaed by the
send level of x's) in this metricd structure: the focus particle (if present),
adjedive 1 and the direct obed (noun J.

6.2.1.3 Controlling context

The test sentences described above were each paced in three different
contexts. Two of these mntexts provide the test sentence with context condtions
for what has been cdled narrow focus and ancther for broad focus. One of the
narrow focus contexts puts only the direct objed in focus, while the rest of the
sentenceis not in focus. Thisisthe NP focus condtion. A second context provided
the test sentence with context condtions for focus on the entire VP, this was the VP
or broad focus condtion. The final context puts the sentence final PP in focus,
leaving the rest of the sentence outside the focus phrase. The portions of the NP and
PPfocus condtion sentences that are not in focus provide abasis of comparison for
the focused portions for sentences produced in the other focus condtions.

Certain factors have to be controlled in order to guarantee that the use of
definite and indefinite noun phrases in the test sentences is equally felicitous in all
three ontexts. All the contexts are uniform as badkgroundfor the test sentences, in
that in ead case (1) the referent of the subjed pronoun @ the test sentenceis also a
subjed in the preceding context; (2) the spedfic referent of the indefinite objed
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noun phaseis aways new; and (3) the referent of the prepaositional objed is aways
given o inferable.

In ader to generate the three different focus gructures, there ae dso
consistent differences between the three cntexts. In the NP focus context (context
1), the prepositional objed is aways explicitly given in the context, while in
contexts 2 and 3,it is merely inferable; there was aso always one dternative to the
focused noun phase in the @ntext, so as to guarantee both an exhaustive and
contrastive interpretation. In the PPfocus context (context 3), whil e the referent of
the dired object is new (allowing it to be felicitously expressed as an indefinite), its
kindis always given; again, to insure that the focused PPrecaved an exhaustive and
contrastive interpretation, there was always an alternative to it in the mntext. shows
the three ontexts for one of the test sentences and the expeded focus gructure for
ead context condtion. It also summarizes the discourse status of the referents in
the test sentences for each context.

The mntexts provided for each focus condtion are dso controlled so that
they do nd differ substantialy in length.

Table 6.3: Summary of contextual information for experimental items

Context 1: NP focus Context 2: VP focus Context 3: PP focus
Mrs. Baxter'syardisn't as Mr. Baxter usualy has Mrs. Baxter suspeded that
beautiful asit usualy isin problemswith birds picking | someone in the neighbor-
the spring. She has been the seals he plants out of the | hood tad abandoned aca.
complaining that a squirrel ground. Thisyea, al his She mentioned to her son
‘5 has been digging up fer vegetables came up that she had seen a scrawny
*g flower garden, but based on | beautifully. He was gray kitten climbing into the
O | hisown olservations, her completely mystified about garbage @an. Hehadn't seen
sonthinksthat she'sblaming | the difference Then, he akitten bythe garbage can,
the wrong gray animal. discovered what' sbeen but he had the same
keging the birds away. suspicions.
§ He saw [a scrawny gray He [saw a scrawny gray He saw a scrawny gray
L kitten] e in the garden kitten in the garden]p kitten [in the garden]
B . ) .
__g given referent given referent given referent
3 pronoun pronoun pronoun
_8 new referent (focus) new referent new referent, given kind
8 indefinite indefinite indefinite
|5
= given referent inferable referent inferable referent (focus)
s definite definite definite
o
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6.2.2 Format and Presentation

The 18 test sentences were presented on 5X 8-inch index cads in each of
the threedifferent context condtions, for atotal of 54 experimental sentences.

Two dstrador items also appeaed onthe cards; these alditiona items were
intended to force participants to read and uncerstand the text before they read aloud
the test sentence. Withou options to chocse from, participants might be tempted to
read aloud the single sentence withou making contad with the meaning it conveys.
The hope was that the presence of distradors would make it more likely that the
prosodic charader of the real utterancewould reflect the wntext provided.

The distradors aso served to dsguise the nature of the experiment. The two
distrador items, which while thematically related to the mntext, did na complete
the discourse in a mherent fashion; the test sentence, on the other hand, dd. In
recrding sessons, subjeds were asked to chocse the sentence that best completed
the text and read this aloud. The "correct" (test) sentence gpeared randamly as the
first, second a third choice, athoughwhere it appeaed onthe list of choices was
held constant across all three ontexts. That is, if the test sentence was the first
choicein the VP focus context, then it was also the first choice in the PP and NP
contexts. This was dore in arder to control for any passble effects that the test
sentences position in the list of choices might have on the subjeds' performance or
preferences.

The experimental materials were divided into three sets of 18 cards, each
including an equal number (six) of randamly chosen test sentencesin all three focus
contexts.

6.2.3 Procedures

6.2.3.1 Subjects

Volunteas were recruited from introductory lingustics classes held at the
University of Texas at Austin to serve & subeds. They were given extra aedit in
these dasses upon completion d their participation in the eperiment. All
voluntees were native speakers of American English. Thirteen vdunteas
completed participation in the experiment (seven women and six men, mean age
20.4 yeas).

The data provided by four individual participants (two women, two men,
mean age 18.7 years) were excluded from analysis. Playbadk of the recording
sesgons reveded that these participants slected a distractor sentence to read aloud,
rather than the experimental sentence, more than five times out of 54 sentences, or
greder than 10% of the time. This was taken to indicate that the experimenta
situation substantially aff eded these participants' performance on the task and cdled
into question the value of their remaning resporses. The remaining rine
participants, on average, read a distractor item only twice out of 54 sentences, or
3.7 of thetime.

Threefemale and three male speakers (mean age, 20.6yeas) were randamly
seleded from these remaining participants. Recordings of the sessons in which
they participated were digiti zed for anaysis.

6.2.3.2 Sessions

Eadh vdunteer participated in three separate recording sessons, which
ranged from between 10and 20minutes in length, depending onthe participant. The
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three sets of experimental materials were presented in three separate recording
sesgons to prevent subjeds from seeing the same test sentence more than orce in a
recrding sesson. The order of the sets was randamly distributed acrossthe three
sessons.

For reaquitment and retention puposes, two sessons were scheduled for the
same day, with a 15-minute bre& between; it was felt this time period was long
enoughto prevent subjects from being influenced by the earlier sesson when they
saw a sentence they had seen earlier in a different context. The third sesson was
scheduled five to ten days after the two-sesson appantment, depending onsubject
avail ability.

Volunteas were told that they were participating in an experiment on the
processng d texts, and that their verbal resporses to questions would be recorded
and timed. At the beginning d the first sesson, they were given an information
cad and a ansent form to complete.

Tape reaording ran the full duration d a sesson. During eat sesson,
volunteas were presented with twenty-two 5 X 8-inch index cards upon which
appeared a written context of between three and five lines of text and three toices
for completing the discourse (as described abowve in section 6.2.2. The first four of
these were pradice cads, intended to familiarize participants with the task before
recording of the data began. The remaining 18were experimental cards presented in
randam order. Volunteas were instructed to real the ontexts slently to
themselves, to seled the sentence that provided the best continuation d the text and
to read this sntence out loud.

6.2.3.3 Measurements

The olleded recordings were digitized, excluding pactice sentences,
distrador sentences, and periods of silence between subjects realing d the test
sentences. Thisyielded a set of 316 dgitized utterances (6 subjects X 3 contexts X
18 sentences = 324 eight distrador resporses were discarded), and 100 sets of
sentences in al three focus condtions (6 subjeds X 18 sets = 108, less eight
incomplete sets).  These were segmented by syllable, and the duration d the verb
phrase and duration o the syllables in the verb phrase were measured in
milli seconds. These numbers recrded for each sentence for statisticad comparison.

Pitch analysis was also performed oneach digitized utterance. This all owed
for determining which syllables received pitch acents < that comparisons could be
drawn abou the locaion d pitch accent in ead context. Each syllable that was a
potential pitch aacent target in the sentence was coded as accented o not accented.
A syllable was considered a potential pitch accent target if it was (1) a syllable that
is dressed in a word and (2) that syllable position d the sentence was accented at
least once by at least half of the subjeds. The first requirement excluded al
lexicdly urstressed syllables. The seamnd requirement excluded the pronours
(he/she), determiners (the/a(n)) and prepaositions of the test sentences, since no
spekers ever accented these during the experiment. Thus, there were five or six
potential pitch aacent sites per test sentence depending onwhether it included a
focus particle or not. These included the stressed syllable of any focus particle, the
verb, the stressed syllables of the first and second adjedives, and the stressed
syllables of the first and second noun.These aerepresented in (11).
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(11) Potentia sitesfor pitch accent *

(*) * * * * *

They (on ly) moved a hea vy od bu reau up the sar way
(focuspart)  verb adj (1) adj (2) noun (1) noun (2)

The actual location of pitch accent was recorded for each of the experimental
items.

6.3 EXPERIMENTAL PREDICTIONS

Specific predictions can be made for each of the initial questions addressed
by the experiment.

3 Isthe location of nuclear accent associated with focus conditions?

The idea that the location of nuclear pitch accent will be associated with
focus conditions is an important assumption in the approach taken in analyzing the
corpus data. The specific prediction was that nuclear pitch accent would typically
be located on the prepositional object (noun 2) in the PP focus condition and on the
direct object (noun 1) in the NP focus condition. The site of nuclear accent was
expected to split in the VP focus condition: there are five accentable syllablesin the
scope of the VP focus. If nuclear accent were to show a stronger tendency to fall on
a particular syllable than on the other accentable syllables of the utterance, this
would indicate that the site is constrained in some way. For example, for the
sentences in this experiment, Selkirk 1984 and Gussenhoven 1983 predict that
accents will occur on both noun 1 and noun 2 in the VP focus condition, which
means nuclear pitch accent would occur on the prepositional object, since an accent
here would be the last one of its intonation phrase.

4 Do [-focus] items receive pitch accents?

If accents were always related to focus, as in radical FTA approaches, then
we would expect to find roughly equal numbers of [-focus] pitch accented syllables
in al conditions, and these numbers should, furthermore, be very small. The data
from the corpus, however, does not support a radica FTA view. Thus, the
prediction here was that a significant percentage of [-focus] accentable items would
receive pitch accent. If phonological constraints factor into the location of pitch
accent, we should find a smaller number of [-focus] pitch accented syllables in the
VP condition than in the NP or VP conditions, since it has a smaler number of
accentable syllables outside the scope of focus.

(5a) Areitemsin narrow NP and PP focus more often the location of nuclear
pitch accent than the same items in broad VP focus?

This question treats with the issue of greater prominence for items in narrow
NP and PP focus than same items in broad VP focus. If prominenceis linked to the
location of nuclear pitch accent, we should find that nuclear accent occurs on the
prepositional object (noun 2) more often in the PP condition than in the VP
condition, and that nuclear accent occurs more often on the direct object (noun 1) in
the NP condition than in the VP condition.
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(5b) Areitemsin narrow NP and PP focus longer than the same itemsin broad
VP focus?

This question also relates to the issue of greater prominence of items in
narrow NP and PP focus than same items in broad VP focus. If prominence can be
linked to duration of syllables, we should find that [+focus] syllables in narrow NP
and PP focus conditions (noun 1 in the NP condition, noun 2 in the PP condition) are
longer in duration than the same syllablein broad VP focus conditions.

(6a) Aresentenceswith broad VP focus constituents associated with the presence
of more pitch accent locations than sentences with narrow NP and PP focus
constituents?

This question deals with the issue of prominence of itemsin broad focus. As
has already been mentioned, a broad VP focus constituent in the experimental data
contains more accentable material than a narrow NP and PP focus constituent.  If
phonological factors play arole in determining what gets accented in a sentence, as
has been predicted, there should inevitably be more [+focus| pitch accented items
within the scope of broad VP focus than within the scope of narrow NP and PP
focus. This is a relatively vacuous prediction, however, with regard to
distinguishing types of focus, since it depends on the length of the focus constituent
rather than the type of focus constituent (narrow vs. broad VP).

There are two predictions here that involve the type of focus. One prediction
is that there will be more pitch accented syllables overall in the VP focus condition
sentences than in the NP or PP conditions. While it is expected that [-focus]
material will be accented for phonological reasons, it is also expected that the same
items in the [+focus] VP condition may in general be accented more often because
they are part of a focus constituent. It is also possible that particular [+focus]
syllables will be accented more often in the VP condition than in the NP or PP
condition, suggesting that the accentuation of these syllables is associated with VP
focus.

(6b) Areitemsin broad VP focus longer than the same itemsin occurringin
narrow NP and PP focus conditions, where they are not part of the sentence
focus?

This is again an issue of the prominence of syllables in broad VP focus
relative to [-focus] syllables produced in narrow NP and PP focus conditions. The
prediction is that some [+focus] syllables from the VP condition will be longer than
the [-focus] syllables produced in narrow NP and PP focus conditions.

6.4 RESULTS

6.4.1 Location of nuclear pitch accents

There were strong significant effects for the placement of nuclear pitch
accent across all three focus conditions (see question (3)). In all cases, nuclear pitch
accent was taken to be the final accent of the intonation phrase (following
Pierrehumbert 1980, Beckman and Pierrehumbert 1986).

Nuclear accent was associated with the direct object noun (Noun 1) in 99 out
of the 316 sentences used in the analysis, or 31.6% of the time. Sixty-five of these
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sentences were produced in the NP focus condition, 28 in the VP focus condition,
and 6 in the PP focus condition. Nuclear accent was associated with the
prepositional object noun (Noun 2) in 213 sentences, or 67.4%. Of these, 97 were
produced in the PP focus condition, 75 in the VP focus condition, and 41 in the NP
focus condition.l A x* association tests revea that the differences between these
frequencies are significant for all conditions. This information is summarized in
Table 6.4 and Figure 6.5.

Table 6.4: Location of nuclear (final) pitch accents

Totals? NOUN(1) NOUN(2) p (X°)
N n % n %
All conditions 316 99 31.3% 213  67.4% p < 0.0001
(association)
NP condition 107 65 60.7% 41 38.3%
[+focus] [-focus]
VP condition 106 28  26.4% 75 70.8%
[+focus] [+focus]
PP condition 103 6 5.8% 97 94.2%
[-focus] [+focus]

These results are as predicted. The experimental subjects displayed a
significant tendency to associate nuclear accent with the stressed syllable of the
noun in the narrow NP and PP focus constituent: noun 1 (60.7%) in the NP
condition and noun 2 in the PP condition (94.2%). Subjects aso displayed a
significant tendency to associate nuclear accent with noun 2 in the VP condition,
but, as expected, this tendency was less strong than in the PP condition (70.8% as
compared to 94.2%). Thus, the site of nuclear pitch accent shows a significant
association with the three experimental focus conditions, as determined by a x°
association test. This supports the hypothesisin (3) and validates the approach taken
in analysis of the datafrom the corpus.

While the significant trends are in line with expectations, what is surprising
is that these trends are not more robust in the NP condition. While speakers placed
the nuclear accent on the head of the [+focus|] noun phrase almost 61% of the time,
in 39% of the sentences, they placed it elsewhere. In the PP focus condition, we
find that the head of the [+focus] noun phrase serves as the site of nuclear accent
94% of the time, and that speakers only placed nuclear accent elsewhere 6% of the
time. One might expect to find similar proportions for the location of nuclear accent
in both narrow NP and PP focus conditions. What we find instead is that the noun in
the [+focus] NP is significantly less likely to be the site of nuclear accent in the NP
condition than it is in the PP condition (p <0.0001). We will revisit this issue in
section 6.5.

1In four cases, final accent did not appear on either of the nouns in the verb phrase; 3 of these were
VP condition cases (accent on verb, and on each of the two adjectives), and one was an NP condition
case (accent on first adjective).

2 Seefootnote 1
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% of sentences

NP VP PP All

Focus conditions

Figure 6.5: Location of nuclear (final) pitch accent

The datain Figure 6.5 aso test the hypothesis of the question in (5a), which
concerned the role that nuclear pitch accent plays in lending greater relative
prominence to items in narrow NP and PP focus as compared to broad VP focus.
Specificaly, it was predicted that the prepositional object (noun 1) would serve as
the site of nuclear accent more often in the PP condition than in the VP condition,
and that the direct object (noun 2), would serve as the site of nuclear accent more
often in the NP condition than in the VP condition. These predictions are borne out
by the data. Noun 1 is the site of nuclear accent 94.2% of the time in the PP
condition, versus 70.8% in the VP condition. Noun 2 is the site of nuclear accent
60.8% of the time in the NP condition and 28.2% of the time in the VP condition.

These results are significant by x°.

6.4.2 Pitch accent out of focus

Most of the sentences produced in this experiment contained more than one
pitch accented syllable. In the 316 sentences analyzed, there were 732 pitch accents
recorded, with an average of 2.32 accents per sentence. These 316 sentences
contained 1790 accentable syllables, as determined by the criteria described in
section 6.2.3.3. Thus, 40.4% of the syllables that were potential locations for pitch
accents appearing in the experimental data actually received a pitch accent.

The hypothesis underlying the question in (4) is that syllables that are not in
afocus constituent can receive pitch accent. Of 732 pitch accented syllables in the
experimental data, 480 (65.6%) occur within a focus constituent, while 252 (34.4%)
do not.
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Table 6.6: Occurrenceof pitch accent on [+focus| and [-focus] syll ables

[+focus] pitch accents  [-focus] pitch accents total

All 480 65.6% 252 34.4% 732
NP condtion 164 69.2% 73 30.8% 237
VP condtion 219 88.3% 29 11.7% 248
PPcondtion 97 39.3% 150 60.7% 247

As expeded, the number of pitch accents that appea on syllables in focus
constituents is associated with the focus condtion. This assciation is diredly
related to the anourt of material in the focus constituent that can be accented. In the
PP condtion, for example, we find the largest proportion d pitch accents outside a
focus constituent, because the PP condtion sentences have only one acentable
syllable (the stressed syllable of the prepositional objed) within the focus
constituent. In the VP condtion, we find the smallest propation d pitch accents
outside afocus constituent.

The numbers in Table 6.6 show that pitch accents need nd occur in the
scope of a focus constituent. In the experimental data, 118% to 60.2%6 of pitch
axents occur outside a focus constituent, depending on the size of the focus
constituent. The data dso provides examples of nuclear pitch accents that do nd
occur within a focus congtituent. In the NP condtion, context put the prepasiti onal
objed outside (after) the focused noun prase. Nevertheless 38% of the time, the
nounin the prepasitiona phrase recelved an accent; because this was the fina accent
of the intonation phrase — the prepositional objed containing the final accentable
gyllable of the sentence — it was counted as nuclea accent (see Table 6.4 and
Figure 6.5). These represent 5.6% of the accents occurring in the experimental data.

These data indicate that a significant propation d pitch accents are nat
asociated with afocus constituent.

6.4.3 Comparing focus conditions

As the data presented in Table 6.4 and Figure 6.5 might suggest, important
diff erences between the focus condtions do nd depend onthe distinction d narrow
vs. broad focus as much as on the distinction d NP vs. VP vs. PPfocus. The broad
VP condtion daes indeed dsplay a different tendency in the location d nuclear
pitch aaccent from those of the NP and PP condtions. The greaest difference,
however, occurs between the two narrow condtions, with the tendencies of the VP
condtion falling somewhere between these. It is for this reason that most of the
results to be presented below make mmparisons aaossall threecategories. Only in
sedion 6.4.3.1 which presents the results of a mmparison between the mean
duration d syllablesin broad focus and narrow focus condtions and the results of a
comparison ketween the mean duration d syllablesin broad focus and those that are
not in focus, are two caegory comparisons made. Comparisons regarding the
locaion d secondary accent and the number of accents are performed across al
three ondtions.
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6.4.3.1 Syllableduration

The experiment also allows for the testing of two hypotheses about the
duration of stressed syllablesin focus. The first isthat [+focus] itemsin narrow NP
and PP focus will be longer in duration than matched items in broad VP focus (see
guestion (5b)); the second is that [+focus] items in broad focus will be longer in
duration than matched items that are not in focus (see question (6b)).

The stressed syllables of nouns that served as the head of the focus phrase in
the NP focus condition (Noun 1, [+focus]) and the stressed syllables of nouns that
served as the head of the noun phrase in the PP focus condition (Noun 2, [+focus])
were compared to the stressed syllable of matched nouns from the VP focus
condition.

Table 6.7: Mean duration of stressed syllables: narrow vs. broad focus

NARROW BROAD paired t-test
mean
. 231.69 231.98 _
d(uratu;n [+focus] [+focus] NS (p=.94)

The mean duration of the pitch-accented syllables in narrow focus was
virtually the same as that for the same syllables in broad focus. A paired t-test
testing the hypothesis that VP focus might be associated with a lesser degree of
prominence than in narrow NP and PP focus conditions, reflected through shorter
duration of stressed syllables, did not produce significant results. These results are
presented in Table 6.7.

A second paired t-test was performed to address the second hypothesis, that
broad focus items might be longer in duration than matched items that were not in
focus. The stressed syllables of direct objects (Noun 1) in the PP condition and the
stressed syllables of prepositional objects (Noun 2) in the NP condition were
compared with the stressed syllables of the matched items in the broad VP
condition. The results of this test appear in Table 6.8.

Table 6.8: Mean duration of stressed syllables. broad focus vs. [-focus]

BROAD [+FOCUS] [- FOCUS] paired t-test
Mean
duration 231.99 227.02 NS (p=0.22)
(msec)

Discussion of these results appears in section 6.5.

6.4.3.2 Location of all pitch accents

Of the pitch accents occurring in the experimental data, 43.2% (316 of 732)
are nuclear pitch accents, the location of which appears to be associated with focus
(see section 6.4.1). As we have adready seen, 34.4% of al the pitch accents in the
experimental data occur outside the scope of focus (this includes the 5.6% of nuclear
accents that occur after an NP narrow NP and PP focus constituent). Another 28.0%
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of pitch accents (205 d 732) are secndary acacents that occur within a focus
constituent. The question in (6a) concerns the role secondary pitch accents might
play in dstingushing ketween broad and narrow NP and PPfocus.

Analysis of the locaion d all accents was performed onthe 210 sentences
produced in the experiment that include focus particles (6 subjects X 12 sentences X
3 condtions = 216, less6 dstrador items). Sentences without focus particles are
excluded from this analysis because the @sence of a focus particle means that these
sentences contain ore less metricd foot and fewer potential locations for pitch
aacent.

The distribution d nuclea pitch accents for these sentences appears in
Figure 6.9. This distribution is not significantly different from the distribution
observed in section 6.4.1 The direct objed noun(Noun1l) is again the most likely
locaion for nuclear accent in the NP focus condtion, whil e the prepasitional objed
(Noun 2 is the most likely locaion for nuclear acent in the PP focus condtion.
The prepasitional objed is also the most likely location for nuclear accent in the VP
focus condtion, athoughthis tendency is nat as drongas in the PPfocus condtion.
A X association test shows that these trends continue to be statisticadly significant
for the entire distribution as well as between categories; all p-values are lessthan
0.0001.

97%

100%
90%
80%
70% 63%
60% +—]
50% -+
40% +—
30% +—
20%
10%

0%

mnoun (1)
mnoun (2)

37%

% of sentences

NP VP PP All

Focus condition

Figure6.9: Locdion d nuclear pitch aacents in sentences containing focus particles
(cf. Figure 6.5)3

It may aso be the case that the locaion d accent in general — nat just
nuclea accent — could be dfeded bythe focus condtions. X tests siow that some
tendencies in accent locaion are significant across all three experimental focus
condtions. In oder to address the question raised in (6a), the frequency of
occurrence of pitch accent on the [+focus] syllables of the VP condtions was
compared to the frequency of occurrence of pitch accent on the same syllables from
contexts in which they were nat in focus. Thus, the frequency of pitch accent onthe

3 In the VP condition, nuclea accents also occurred orce on the verb, and orce on each of the
adjedivesin sentences containing focus particles (see &so footnote 1), thus the totalsin Figure 6.9
for al the conditions and the VP condition do not equal 100%.
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verb in the VP condition was compared to the frequency of accent on the verb in
both the NP and PP conditions. Adjective 2 was so rarely accented that statistical
generadizations could not be made, and so it was not included in the comparison.

Although verbs were only accented in 8.6% of sentences, two thirds of these
were produced in the VP focus condition. This represents 16.8% of the sentences
produced in the VP focus condition; only 2.8% of the sentences produced in the NP
focus and 5.9% of the sentences produced in the PP focus condition had pitch
accents on the verb. These differences were significant by x* association across all
three conditions (p = 0.01)

Table 6.10: Occurrence of all pitch accents

Focus

particle Verb adj(1) adj(2) noun(l) noun(2)

All 90 18 103 9 157 146
n= 210 42.9% 8.6% 49.0% 4.3% 74.8% 69.5%

%" association:
p < 0.0001

NP condition 29 2 39 1 68 26

n=71 40.8% 2.8% 54.9% 1.4% 95.8% 36.6%
[+focus] [+focus] [+focus]

VP condition 29 12 30 5 43 54
n=71 40.8% 16.9% 42.3% 7.0% 67.6% 76.1%
[+focus] [+focus] [+focus] [+focus] [+focus]

PP condition 32 4 34 3 41 66
n= 68 47.1% 5.9% 50.0% 4.4% 60.3% 97.1%
[+focus]

x’ association NS p=0.01 NS NS p=0.04 p<0.0001

Also significant by x* are the differences in frequency of pitch accent on
noun 2 across all three conditions (p < 0.0001). In the PP condition, noun 2 got a
pitch accent 97.1% of the time, and in the VP condition, noun 2 got a pitch accent
76.1% of the time. Noun 2 got a pitch accent only 36.6% of the time in the NP
condition (where it appeared after the focus constituent).

The direct object was most likely to be accented in the NP focus condition
(95.8%). It was accented more frequently in the VP focus condition (67.6%) than in
the PP condition (60.6%), where it did not occur within the scope of focus. These
differences were also significant by x* association (p = 0.04).

See Table 6.10, Figure 6.11 and Figure 6.12 for presentation of this
information.
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Figure 6.12: Occurrence of pitch accent by location (focus conditions)

6.4.3.3 Pitch accents per sentence

Another prediction tested by this experiment that concerns the occurrence of
pitch accent is the number of pitch accents per sentence (see question (6a)). In al
three focus conditions, the number of pitch accents per sentence ranged from one to
four, and the mode was two accents per sentence. It was predicted that speakers
might produce more pitch accents in the broad VP focus condition because more of
the accentable material fell within the scope of focus. This was expected because in

4 Note that the syllables that are most likely to receive pitch accents correspond to those syllables
with greater rhythmic prominence in (10): the focus particle, adjective 1, noun 1 and noun 2.
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order for a pitch accent on the direct object to serve as a nuclear pitch accent, it must
be the final pitch accent in the intonation phrase.

A X’ association test performed on the frequency distribution for the number
of pitch accents per sentence in al conditions indicated that there is an association
between the number of pitch accents likely to occur in the sentence and the focus
condition under which it was produced (p < 0.003). The focus condition most likely
to result in a sentence with only one accent was the NP condition, that most likely to
result in a sentence with two accents was the PP condition, and that most likely to
result in a sentence with three accents was the broad VP focus condition. Four-
accent sentences were most often produced in the PP condition, but these were too
infrequent to provide meaningful results.

In the VP condition, 13.2% of the sentences had one pitch accent, 43.4% had
two accents and 39.6% had three accents. In the NP condition, 26.2% of the
sentences had only one accent, while 38.3% had two, and 30.8% had three. In the
PP condition, 9.7% of sentences had one pitch accent, 53.4% had two, and 24.3%
had three. Thisinformation is summarized in Table 6.13 and Figure 6.14.

Table 6.13: Frequency distribution of pitch accents per sentence

1 2 3 45
All conditions 52 142 100 22
n= 316 16.5% 44.9% 31.6% 7.0%
X :p=0.003
VP condition (broad) 14 46 42 4
n= 106 13.2% 43.4% 39.6% 3.8%
NP condition (narrow) 28 41 33 5
n= 107 26.2% 38.3% 30.8% 4.7%
PP condition (narrow) 10 55 25 13
n= 103 9.7% 53.4% 24.3% 12.6%

5 Sentences with four syllables were excluded from statistical analysis because expected values were
too low to be used in calculation of ’.
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6.4.3.4 Accentuation of focus particles

Although the experiment was not specifically designed to test the occurrence
of pitch accent on focus particles, this is nevertheless something that can be tested
with the experimental data. This issue is of interest because it was noted in
discussion of focus sensitive contexts in the corpus data that focus particles, as well
as other lexical items that occur in focus-sensitive contexts (e.g., usually, always,
etc.) were frequently the sites of secondary pitch accent.

The experimental data show that these items are accented almost equally
frequently in all three focus conditions (see Table 6.10 and Figure 6.12), suggesting
that accentuation of these items is not associated with focus conditions. In 42.9% of
the sentences with focus particles, the stressed syllable of the particle received a
pitch accent (40.8% in both the NP and VP conditions and 47.1% in the PP
condition). Section 6.4.2 established that 40.4% of accentable syllables in the
experimental data received a pitch accent. The frequency of accent on the stressed
syllable of focus particles, then, is essentially the same as the frequency of accent on
accentable syllables in general. This might suggest that accentuation on focus
particlesis driven primarily through phonology, occurring to satisfy a preference for
rhythm in the units of prominence in the sentence.

There does, however, seem to be another factor. If we compare the
frequency of pitch accent occurrence across focus particles rather than across focus
conditions, statistically significant differences emerge (see Table 6.14).
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Table 6.15: Occurrence of pitch accent onfocus particles

Focus Particle Accented Focus condtion Accented
ALSO 42 (60.9%) NP n=24 11 (45.8%)
n=69 PP n=21 15 (71.4%)

VP  n=24 16 (66.7%)

EVEN 25 (35.2%) NP n=24 9 (37.5%)
n=71 PP n=24 10 (41.7%)
VP  n=23 6 (26.1%)
ONLY 22 (31.2%) NP n=23 9 (39.1%)
n= 70 PP n=24 6 (25%)
VP n=24 7 (29.2%)
x> p=0015 NS

The focus particle also is sgnificantly more likely to be accented — 60.9%6
of the time — than either even or only. We canna determine whether this tendency
is due to some difference in the nature of the particles themselves or to some
difference in the cntexts in which each of the particles was used, since the
experiment was not controlled to test for these factors. Nevertheless the fact that
oneis more likely to be accented suggests that the accentability of these itemsis nat
determined solely on the basis of rhythmic constraints, and likely depends on aher
fadors.

6.4.4 Summary of results

Statisticd analysis of the experimental data provided suppat for anumber of
the hypaheses tested. In regard to the questions posed abou the relationship
between focus and ptch accent (see (3) and(4)), we have seen that the location o
nuclea accent appeas to be asciated with focus condtions (section 6.4.1), and
that [-focus] items can receive pitch accent (sedion 6.4.2. In regard to the
guestions abou possble phondogicd differences between focus condtions, we
found that items in narrow NP and PP focus were more prominent than matched
items in broad VP focus (see question (5)), in that they were more likely to recive
nuclea pitch accent (section 6.4.7). Despite this, they were nat significantly longer
in duation than matched itemsin broad focus (sedion 6.4.3.]), na were syllablesin
broad focus sgnificantly longer than matched items which dd na appear in a focus
constituent. Thus, the aurrent experiment did nd repli cate the results of Eady et al.

We dso foundthat certain syllables of broad focus constituents were more
likely to get pitch accents than the same syllables of sentences produced in narrow
NP and PP focus condtions (see question (6) and sedion 6.4.3.2; these included
verbs and prepositional objeds. Despite the extra prominence these broad focus
syllables received through ptch accent, they were not significantly longer in
duration than matched items in the [-focus] narrow NP and PP focus condtions
(sedion 6.4.3.). The broad VP focus sntences also contained significantly more
pitch accented syll ables on average than sentences with narrow NP and PPfocus on
the dired object (NP focus), bu they did na contain more than sentences produced
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in the PP condtion. When the frequency distribution for the number of pitch
accents per sentence in the VP condtion was compared to that in the NP and PP
condtions, however, a significant effect was reveded (section 6.4.3.3 across all
three ondtions.

The eperimental data dso revealed some significant but unanticipated
trends. One was that the direct objed (houn1), the head of the NP in focus in the
NP condtion, was sgnificantly lesslikely to receve nuclear pitch accent than the
prepositional objed (noun 3 was in the PPfocus condtion (sedion 6.4.1). Another
was that the presence of pitch accent on focus particles, which is not associated with
focus condtion, shows an association with the type of focus particle (sedion
6.4.3.9

6.5 DISCUSSION

The experiment presented here explores two sets of isaies. The first set
concerns the relationship between accent and focus, and the second set concerns
some posshiliti es for differences in the phondogicd redization d broad VP and
narrow NP and PPfocus.

The results concerning the first set of isaues are in line with the predictions
made & the outset on the basis of the occurrence of pitch accent and focus in the
corpus data. The locaion d nuclear pitch accent is associated with focus
condtions, bu pitch acceit need na signal focus in al circumstances. This result
validates the gproad taken in dscusson d the corpus data, where nuclear accent,
rather than pitch accent in general, was taken to signal focus. It also cdls into
question so-cdled radicd FTA approaches, which equate the presence of pitch
aacent with focus. It thus suppats Ladd's (1996) claim that fadors other than focus
play into the assgnment of pitch accent. These factors are presumably largely
phondogicd. The fact that the locaions of multiple pitch accents in the
experimental sentences correspond so nedly to the locations of the strongest
metrica positions of the test sentences drengthens this possbility (compare (9)/(10)
andFigure 6.11).

The role of phondogica factors may also serve to explain in part the
unanticipated occurrence of nuclear pitch acent on pepaositiona objeds in
sentences with narrow NP and PP focus on the dired object. This occurred in
38.3% of sentences produced in the narrow NP focus condtion.

One eplanation is that there was a problem with the materials — that
despite dl efforts, the focus gructure was nat adequately controll ed for some of the
itemsto keep the prepositional phrase from falli ng into the scope of focus. While dl
of the 18 test sentences can be analyzed as having the syntactic structure gpearing
in (7)/(8), 9 d them can aso be analyzed with a different structure. This alternative
structure treats the prepositional phrase syntacticdly nat as an adjunct to the verb
but as an adjunct to the noun. These sentences are thus gructuraly ambiguots,
althoughthis ambiguity makes no dfference in the meaning d the sentence The
aternative structure is represented in (12) (cf. (8))

12 (a [;plop pronoun] [ [ focus particle [, transitive-verb] [, indefinite [, AdjP
noun [ P [5p definite ]]1] ] ]

(b) [ip [op She ] [ [vp also [ got ] [p a[ypvery niceletter [op from [, her father

mi11
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Context made the structure in (12) unlikely. In the NP condition context, the
guestion that the sentence She also got a very nice letter from her father answersis
What else did she get from her father?, which is most congruent with the structure in
(8). It does not answer the question What else did she get?, which would be most
congruent with the structure in (12). Nevertheless, it is possible that speakers
treated these sentences differently because of the potential ambiguity in structure.

This does not appear to have been the case, however. The 41 NP condition
sentences in which speakers placed nuclear accent on the [-focus] prepositional
object represent a complete cross section of the NP condition experimental items;
each of these items appears in this subset, on average, 2.7 times; none appears more
than four times. Thus, nuclear accent was equaly likely to appear on the
prepositional object in all the 18 experimental items.

Another possibility might be that the percentage of nuclear accented
prepositional objects in the NP condition was influenced by an atypical tendency of
one or two speakers. This also does not appear to be the case. All six of the
participants placed nuclear accent on the prepositional object in the NP focus
condition at least three times (on average, 6.8 times out of 18, or of course, 38.3% of
thetime). There were no significant differences in their tendencies to do so.

Ruling out skewing of the data due to problems with specific experimental
items or specific speakers makes a phonological explanation more likely. We have
already seen that it is possible for speakers to put nuclear accent on either the direct
object or the prepositional object in the VP condition, where both of these nouns are
in the scope of focus. However, the participants in the experiment were more likely
to put it on the prepositiona object (71% vs. 26% of the time). This suggests that
the prepositional object is somehow a more optimal location for nuclear pitch accent
than the direct object is. Thisistheintuition that the nuclear stress rule attempted to
capture: main sentence stress falls as far to the right as possible. This tendency may
have been operating in at least a proportion of the 38.3% of NP condition sentences
that have nuclear pitch accent on the prepositional object rather than the direct
object. The phonological requirement that nuclear pitch accent appear as close to
the end of the intonation phrase as possible may be overriding a semantic
requirement that nuclear pitch accent align with focus in these sentences. In the
60.7% of NP condition sentences in which nuclear pitch accent appears on the direct
object, the semantic requirement may be overriding the phonological one. What
additional factors might cause a phonological requirement to take precedence over a
semantic requirement in over a third of the sentences produced in the NP focus
condition remains an open question.

It is possible that in some of these cases, speakers uttered the sentence as two
intonation phrases, one with nuclear accent on the direct object and a second with
nuclear accent on the prepositiona object. The first nuclear accent, then, would be
obeying both phonological and semantic requirements, since nuclear accent is
aligned both with a [+focus] item and with the final stressed syllable of the
intonation phrase. Since the entire prepositional phrase is [-focus] in this condition,
it would presumably not be subject to semantic requirements that align nuclear pitch
accent with afocus. This appears to be a scenario operating in the productions of at
least one speaker, who uttered four of the NP condition sentences that he produced
as two intonation phrases. This was clearly not the preferred mode (even for this
speaker) in the data. Perhaps a phonological constraint that minimizes the number
of intonation phrases accounts for this fact.
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The eperiment aso confirmed most of the predictions made regarding
potential differences between focus conditions. One of these was that items in
narrow NP and PPfocus would be more prominent than the same itemsin broad VP
focus. The findings for locaion d nuclea accent were positive in that stressed
syllables of wordsin narrow NP and PPfocus condtions were more likely to receive
nuclea pitch accent than the same syllables in the VP focus condtion. Nuclear
pitch aacent occurred on matched items 61.7%% of the time in the NP condtion
versus 26.4% in the VP condtion, and 94.2%6 of the time in the PP condtion versus
70.8% in the VP condtion.

There was no significant differencein the duration d the stressed syll able of
the [+focus] noursin the narrow NP and PPversus broad VP condtion, and thus the
current experiment did na dugicae the results of Eady et al (1985).

A semond set of questions related to the difference between broad VP and
narrow NP and PPfocus considered the prominence of [+focus] itemsin broad focus
in comparison to items from narrow NP and PP focus condtions that were not
within the scope of focus. The findings invaving semndary pitch accent also
revealed some significant trends here. Some stressed syllables of the VP focus
constituent were significantly more likely to receve apitch accent than comparable
syllables in the narrow NP or PPfocus condtions. Spedficdly, verbs produced in
the VP condtion were more likely to receive secondary pitch accent than the verbs
produced in either of the narrow condtions. It was also the case that dired object
nours were more likely to be accented in the broad VP condtion than in the narrow
PP condtion, where the direa object nounwas nat in focus (67.6% vs. 60.246), and
that prepositional objed nours were more likely to be accented in the broad VP
condtion than in the narrow NP condition, where the prepositional objed was not in
focus. A portion d the significance here, however, is likely due to the location o
nuclea accent rather than secondary accent. That is, nuclea accent can appear on
either nounin the broad VP condtion (with atendency to occur more frequently on
the final noun), while the location d nuclear accent is more mnstrained in the
narrow condtions.

Again, there were no significant differences in syllable duration between the
broad and narrow condtions, suppating the view that lengthening days a role
sewndary to pitch aaent in the marking d syllable prominence. Eady et a.'s
(1986 results for broad focus, which showed "widespread durational increases’
were thus not replicaed in the data from this experiment.

The eperimental data dso revealed that sentences prodwced in the VP
condtion hed significantly more pitch accented syllables than matched sentences
produced in the NP condtion. Thisisto be expected if the interadion d semantic
and phondogica requirements leads to the location d nuclear pitch accent on the
dired objed of the sentences produced in the NP focus condtion. In the NP
condtion, there is [-focus| material after the focused item which canna be pitch
accented withou affeding the pasition d nuclear accent. Accenting this material in
the NP condtion would result in an utterance in which nuclea accent and focus are
not aligned (as discussed abowve, such utterances occur). Pitch accent can appear on
this material in the VP condtion, havever, withou resulting in misalignment — the
prepositional objed is apotential site of nuclea aacent for this focus condtion. The
VP condtion thus has more locaions for pitch accent, resulting in more accents on
average than in the NP condtion.

Analysis of the frequency distribution for the number of aacents per sentence
reveals asignificant association for focus condtion, with the VP condtion sentences
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the ones most likely to contain three accents. The results here suggest that the
broader scope of the focus constituent in the VP condition alows for a larger
number of [+focus] pitch-accented syllables. This would result in a greater degree
prominence for [+focus] material occurring within a broad focus constituent than in
material in other focus conditions, which occur outside the scope of focus. These
results support the idea that there are differences in the prominence of elements in
narrow and broad focus constituents, as realized by the presence of secondary as
well as nuclear pitch accent.

The data produced here suggest that phonological considerations are
important in the generation of intonation in both narrow and broad focus conditions.
Future work should attempt to address the interaction between the requirements of
focus and the requirements of phonology and other components of grammar that
may operate in the assignment of pitch accent. Experimental data indicates that
situations occur in speech where the different requirements of phonology and focus
are in conflict; an important and interesting question is the way in which such
conflicts are resolved. The phonological framework of optimality theory already
incorporates the notion of competing constraints, and some new proposals adapts
this framework for semantics (e.g., Hendriks and de Hoop, in press, Krifka to
appear). Other grammatical considerations may also play arole in the assignment of
pitch accent. The conflicts inherent in the assignment of pitch accent seem well-
suited for treatment by a constraint-based approach like optimality theory.

Work will aso need to be done to determine whether the differences between
broad VP and narrow NP and PP focus found here hold up for sentences with
different syntactic structures and focus constituents of different lengths, and, if
possible, in more spontaneously-produced speech.

Another issue that calls for further investigation is the appearance of pitch
accent on focus particles. The experimenta data show that the occurrence of accent
on focus particles (which aways fall outside the focus constituent in the
experimental data) is not related to focus condition. The data available for analysis
indicate that there may be differences in the accentability of focus particles, since
also is more likely to serve as the site of secondary pitch accent than even or only.
This was not an issue the experiment was designed to address, but could be
investigated in an experimenta situation where focus structure and context are held
constant and focus-sensitive lexical items varied.

6.6 SUMMARY

This investigation validates the approach taken in the corpus by verifying the
relationship between focus and nuclear pitch accent, and by determining that the
occurrence of pitch accent need not be connected to focus. The experimental data
also indicate that patterns of accentuation are influenced by both semantic and
phonological factors. The experimental data thus provide support for the view that
focus and pitch accent need to be distinguished.

The experimental results did not confirm previous acoustic findings for
differences between narrow and broad focus. However, they did provide evidence
for the proposal that broad VP and narrow NP and PP focus represent three distinct
phonological phenomena. The different types of focus constituents were associated
with different patterns of prominence, as reflected by the assignment of nuclear and
secondary pitch accents.
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6.7 APPENDIX OF EXPERIMENTAL ITEMS

6.7.1 NP Focusltems

Mrs. Baxter’syard isn’'t as beautiful asit usualy isin the spring. She has been complaining that
squirrels have been dgging upher flower garden, but her son thinks that she's blaming the wrong
gray animal.

A. He saw a scrawny gray kitten in the garden. (item)
B. He is always complaining about something.
C. He did na have to water the flower garden.

Our baossis completely obsessed with the latest techndogy. He dways wants the fanciest, newest
equipment for the office even when we don't neal it. Last month, the officegot afancy new phone
system, which we're dl till getting wsed to. What' s the latest aaquisition?

A. He bought a fancy new printer for the office. (item)
B. He went out of town on along businesstrip.
C. We have to make do with current equipment.

The Rutherton family was deli ghted with their new butler. He presided over their household with
sophisticaion, and managed their parties with cultured finesse, keegping a watchful eye on everything
in the ballroom. Little did they know that he had an unknown number of aliases and hed, from his
previous unsuspeding employers, succesSully stolen dozens of pricdessartworks. The Ruthertons
were similarly victimized.

A. He left an enormous empty suitcase in the ball room.
B. He stole apricdessold painting from the ballroom. (item)
C. He provided them with several letters of reference

We visited a charming house recently. It had dazens of unusual architedural feaures, and an
interesting round motif. The floors were @vered with unusual round tiles. It had a charming round
window in the foyer, which was aped like asemicircle.

A. It only had a charming round doorway in the foyer.
B. It had an excdl ent stereo system in the living room.
C. It also had a charming round daorway in the foyer. (item)

Carl was natorious at work for his rude behavior, but was tolerated because he was 9 hrilli ant. He
routinely made trouble in staff medings. Herolled his eyes at the things people said. Heinterrupted
when athers were speaking, and made rude remarks, both out loud and under his breah. At the latest
staff meeting, Carl got very annoyed at something and went beyond making rude comments.

A. He gave asincere gology to the entire staff.
B. He made excuses for the quality of hiswork.
C. He made avery rude gesture in the meding. (item)

Sandra’ s housemate asked her to tossa dirty shee down the stairs 2 that she could washiit. “It'sin
the doset,” she said, “the green one, on the floor.” Sandralooked in the doset, but she didn’t find a
dirty green shed, or any shed adually.
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A. She only found a dirty green towel in the doset. (item)

B. She dso found a sweder that had been missng.

C. She only made one long distancetelephone cdl.

Ever since Carla moved to the East Coast, she hasto cdebrate her birthday withou her family.

Every year for her birthday, her father has snt her avery nicepresent. Thisyea there was an
additional bonus.

A. She only got a birthday card from her father.
B. She dso ga avery niceletter from her father. (item)
C. She then took alonely drive in the courtryside.

The moversthought that we were going to have to move dl the big boxes and heary pieces of
furniture up the stairway of the new house. Then, they discovered that the house had a back entrance
onthe second level. Fortunately, the back doorway, though narrow, could accommodate dmost all
the heavy boxes and furniture.

A. They had to move ererything through the front door.
B. They even moved some heavy boxes up the stairway. (item)
C. They only moved a heavy old bureau up the stairway.

Claire’ sfirst apartment was only one room. She furnished it mostly with things that she had gotten
from her sister. Therewas alittl e table and a omfy old rocking chair.

A. She dso ga a omfy old sofafrom her sister. (item)

B. She even got some groceries from her sister.

C. She then cdled the leasing agent about a key.

Amandafound that she muldn't get much work dore on her subway commute. The noise and the
crowds prevented her from concentrating. Shetried for weeksto real a couple of interesting work-

related articles, but the environment wastoo dstrading. Shefinally switched to lighter interesting
material.

A. It becane more tedious as the days went by.
B. Shereal an interesting rovel on the subway. (item)
C. She only missed her subway stop afew times.

Johnwent to ayard sale where alot of high quality eledronic equipment was being sold
inexpensively. Johnsaw that the stereo equipment for sale was espedally good

A. He though everything there was worthlessjunk
B. He wishes that he dso had to move to Europe.
C. He bowght a very goodtape ded at the yard sale. (item)

Janet recently redecorated the livingroom. Sheredly likes Victorian style décor. She hung some
old-fashioned wall paper and baight a high-backed Victorian sofawith a huge white lacedoily over
the back. To match it, she made some lacy white airtains.
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A. She even made alacy white pill ow for the sofa. (item)

B. She cdled her sister upimmediately to tell her.

C. She even had enough room for an antique desk.

Mark left work ealy because he had been feding sick. He had been dizzy and feverish, hiswhole

bodyached, and he had had aredly bad sore throat. He thought he might cdl in sick the next
morning, but it turned out he didn’t have to.

A. He felt much worse than he had yesterday evening.
B. Heonly had aredly bad headache in the morning. (item)
C. He even had aredly bad sore throat in the morning.

Kate' slittl e brother camein from playing ouside and told her that there was allittl e green praying
mantis ontheterrace. Kate went outside to seeit.

A. She only saw atiny green lizard on the terrace (item)
B. She head the telephone ringing in the kitchen.
C. She even saw some people walking to the poal.

Lane was always losing things in the weight room. She'd acddentally leave something behind, and
never find it again. She oncelost her wall et there — someone took it, apparently. Once she left her
favorite shoes behind.

A. She only left something in the weight room once.
B. She dso lost afavorite T-shirt in the weight room. (item)
C. She found the noise in the weight room distrading.

Julia slittl e girl had developed an interest in woodworking and was becoming a skill ed carpenter. So
that she muld seesome of the things her daughter made when she looked upfrom her work, Julia
liked to pu themin her study. Her daughter felt encouraged to make dl sorts of beautiful things for
Jdulia.

A. She only painted the study with one at of paint.
B. She agued with her mother about using the ca.
C. She even made a beautiful bookshelf for her study. (item)

Lyle showed up at a meding with his mother’ s lawyers late and dressed completely inappropriately.
He wore apair of dirty old running shoes and tattered jeans.

A. He even made a positive impresson at the meding.
B. He even wore adirty old sweashirt to the meding. (item)
C. He only wore a pair of white socks to the meding.

Ancther pedestrian bumped into Linda on the stred and knacked her to the ground Lindagot up and
went on her way, but she redized |ater that she had been injured when shefell. In the evening, she
found that she had aredly bad bruise on her hip and a sore knee
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A. She only got a minor wrist fracure when shefell.
B. She knew that she was in better shape than before.

C. She even had aredly bad badkade in the evening. (item)

6.7.2 PP focusitems

Mrs. Baxter suspeded that someone had moved ou of the neighborhoodand abandoned a cd. She
mentioned to her son that she had seen a scrawny gray kitten climbing into the garbage can.
Although e hadn’t seen akitten by the garbage can, her son hed the same suspicions.

A. He saw a scrawny gray kitten in the garden. (item)
B. He said that he did na take out the garbage.
C. Heis aways complaining about something.

Our bossloves new technology, but he's aso alittl e tight with money. Last month he saw a clor
laser printer that prints phato quality graphicsredly quickly. He redly wanted one, but dedded he
couldn't afford to buy ore for his personal use & home. So what did he do?

A. He bowght afancy new printer for the office (item)
B. He went out of town on along businesstrip.
C. We have to make do with current equipment.

The Rutherton mansion was broken into whil e the family was on vacdion. The housekegoer was out
for the day, and when she camne home, she discovered that a window was broken and the darm
deadivated. The family had recently added a famous datue to the colledionin their library, and the
housekegoer was worried that this had been the burglar’ starget. 1t wasn't, though. In fad, the
burglar didn't touch asingle statue in their library.

A. He left ahuge empty suitcase in their .
B. He stole a ostly old statue from their ballroom. (item)
C. He provided them with five letters of reference

Wevisited a charming house recently. It had dazens of unusual architedural fedures, and an
interesting round motif. The floors were mvered with unusual round tiles. 1t had around doorway in
the living room, which was dhaped like asemicircle.

A. It only had a charming round doorway in the foyer.
B. It had an excdlent stereo system in the living room.
C. It also had a dharming round daorway in the foyer. (item)

Carl has gotten into some troulde & work. He has a quick temper, and has been known to get into
arguments with people, during which he ends up making arude remark or the occasional rude
gesture. 1t's bad enough to make rude gestures at your co-workers during a break around the
watercooler, but now he'sredly gonetoo far. Recantly, when the diredor had gathered the staff to
explain anew palicy, Carl got very annoyed at something.

A. He made asincere gology to the entire staff.

B. He made excuses for the quality of hiswork.
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C. He made avery rude gesture in the meding. (item)

Sandra’ s housemate asked her to tossa dirty towel down the stairs  that she could wash it. “It’sin
the bathroom,” she said, “the green ore, on the floor.” Sandralooked in the bathroom, but she didn’t
find any towels.

A. She only found a dirty green towel in the doset. (item)

B. She dso found a sweder that had been missng.

C. She only made one long distancetelephone cdl.

Ever since Carla moved to the East Coast, she hasto cdebrate her birthday withou her family.

Every year for her birthday, her parents have sent her a very nice present, with aletter from her
mother. Thisyea there was an additional bonus.

A. She only got a birthday card from her father.
B. She dso ga avery niceletter from her father. (item)
C. She then took alonely drive in the courtryside.

When Jim bought some new furniture, he hired movers to move the heary old furniture up into the
attic and kring the new furniture in. The movers got all the new pieces of furniture safely to their
asdgned locations, but there was one pieceof old furniture they couldn’t manage to get all the way
into the dtic.

A. They had to move ererything through the front door.
B. They even moved some heavy boxes up the stairway.
C. They only moved a heavy old bureau upthe stairway. (item)

Claire’ sfirst apartment was only one room. She furnished it mostly with things that she had gotten
from her parents. Therewasalittl e table and aworn but comfortable sofa.

A. She dso ga a omfy old sofafrom her sister. (item)

B. She even got some groceries from her sister.

C. She then cdled the leasing agent about a key.

Amanda had been looking forward to along weekend at the beach. She was planning to lie under an
umbrella on the sand and read an entertaining novel for threedays. There was an emergency at work,

and she had to work most of the weekend instead. She was disappanted abou not being able to
enjoy anovel in the sunshine on the bead, but tried to make the best of it.

A. It becane more tedious as the days went by.
B. Shereal an interesting rovel on the subway. (item)
C. She only missed her subway stop afew times.

Johnwas driving home one day when he passed ayard sale and dedded to stop. He had been looking
to upgrade his dereo system, but he hadn't been able to buy the tape dedk he wanted in the store. He
was glad he stopped.

A. He though everything there was worthlessjunk.
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B. He wishes that he dso had to move to Europe.
C. He bought a very goodtape deck at the yard sale. (item)
Janet recently receved some white lacy fabric from afriend. She liked to sew, so she used it to

redecorate. It turned out to be quite alot of fabric. She made ahuge bedspread, some aurtains and a
few lacy pill owsfor the bed.

A. She even made alacgy white pill ow for the sofa. (item)
B. She cdled her sister upimmediately to tell her.
C. She even had enough room for an antique desk.

After anight of cdebration with some friends, Mark woke up feding lousy. He thought he might
have to spend the entire Saturday recovering. Hefelt alittl e queasy and alittl e shaky, but the worst
thing was his pounding headache. Fortunately, he felt much better by lunch time.

A. He felt much worse than he had yesterday evening.
B. He only had aredly bad headache in the morning. (item)
C. He even had aredly bad sore throat in the morning.

Kate' slittl e brother came and told her that there was alittl e green lizard on the windowsill, about to
come into the house. Kate went to look.

A. She only saw atiny green lizard on the terrace (item)
B. She head the telephone ringing in the kitchen.
C. She even saw some people walking to the podl.

Lanelost four of her favorite T-shirtsin ashort time period. Shelet afriend borrow one, and later,
couldn’'t remember who hed it to ask for it badk. Another T-shirt vanished when Lane was at the
laundromat. She lost ancther one & the beach.

A. She only left clothing uncr the boardwalk once
B. She dso lost afavorite T-shirt in the weight room. (item)
C. She found the noise in the laundromat distrading.

Julia had found some wood discarded at a construction site, and took it home in her truck so that she
could useit to make some bookshelves for her house. It turned ou to be quite alot of wood. She
made a ouple of small bookshelves for the kitchen and the hallway.

A. She only painted the shelf with ore coat of paint.
B. She agued with her mother about using the ca.
C. She even made a beautiful bookshelf for her study. (item)

Lyle was rushing to work to finish preparing for an important meding with hisboss When he was
waiti ng to crossthe stred in front of his office, ataxi splashed him with mud, and Hs suit was
completely covered. He changed into the dothes he'd brought to wea at the gym after work. He had
to sitin hisoffice and work in gym clothes al day long.

A. He even made a positive impresson at the meding.
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B. He even wore adirty old sweashirt to the meding. (item)
C. He only wore a pair of white socks to the meding.
Lindathought she wasin pretty good shape for her age, but after she helped her younger brother

move to a new apartment, she thanged her mind. She was utterly worn out. She woke up the next
morning with aredly sorebadk. She aded al afternoon

A. She only got a minor wrist fracdure when shefell.
B. She knew that she was in better shape than before.
C. She even had aredly bad badkade in the evening. (item)

6.7.3 VP focusitems

Mr. Baxter usually has problems with hirds picking the seeds he plants out of the ground. Thisyea,
al hisvegetables came up beautifully. He was completely mystified abou the difference Then, he
discovered what’ s been keeping the birds away.

A. He saw a scrawny gray kitten in the garden. (item)
B. He is always complaining about something.
C. He did na have to water the flower garden.

Our baossisredly tight with money. He makes us acount for nealy every pieceof paper we use, and
we dl have to work with antiquated computers that don't have enough memory. Last week, though,
he surprised us all.

A. He bought a fancy new printer for the office. (item)
B. He went out of town on along businesstrip.
C. We have to make do with current equipment.

The Ruthertons were delighted with their elegant new butler. He presided over their household with
sophisticaion, and managed their parties with cultured finesse, keegping a watchful eye on everything
that went on. They were very concerned abou his safety when he did na return after aday off.
Their concern turned quickly to dismay when they discovered why he had not come home.

A. He left ahuge empty suitcase in their ball room.
B. He stole a ostly old statue from their ball room. (item)
C. He provided them with five letters of reference

We visited an interesting hotse recently. It had anumber of unusual architecura feaures, including
abuilt-in greenhouse. There was a domed window and wall ed terracethat was like a ourtyard.

A. It only had a charming round doorway in the foyer.
B. It had an excdl ent stereo system in the living room.
C. It also had a charming round daorway in the foyer. (item)

Carl wasrecantly fired for his bad behavior at work. He had routinely caused trouble & the office,
displaying a general disresped for his coworkers. He was only tolerated becaise hiswork was 9
excdlent. Recently, however, when the diredor had gathered the staff to explain a new policy, Carl
got very annoyed at something and went too far.
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A. He made asincere gology to the entire staff.

B. He made excuses for the quality of hiswork.

C. He made avery rude gesture in the meding. (item)

Sandra and her housemate were working together on the household chores. Her housemate asked
Sandra to tossthe laundry down the stairs © that it could be put in the washing machine. There
wasn’t much that needed washing.

A. She only found a dirty green towel in the doset. (item)

B. She dso found a sweder that had been missng.

C. She only made one long distancetelephone cdl.

Carlarecently moved to the East Coast and hasn’'t made many friends yet. She misses her family,

too. She sometimes feds alittl e blue over the weekend, but this Saturday she’ s feding a bit happier.
For one, one of her neighbarsinvited her for dinner.

A. She only got a birthday card from her father.
B. She dso ga avery niceletter from her father. (item)
C. She then took alonely drive in the courtryside.

Jim and his brother had been sitting in the living room all afternoon, exhausted, barely able to drag
themselves out of their redinersto “get asnadk or adrink. “We must be getting dd,” Jim thought.
He didn't think they’ d done enough to wea themselves out so completely.

A. They had to move everything through the front door.
B. They even moved some heary boxes up the stairway. (item)
C. They only moved aheavy old bureau up the stairway.

Claire' sfirst apartment was only one room. She furnished it mostly with things $e didn’'t haveto
pay any money for. Shefound aperfedly good table that someone had thrown out.

A. She dso ga a comfy old sofafrom her sister. (item)
B. She eren got some groceries from her sister.
C. She then cadl ed the leasing agent about a key.

Amanda had an exciting new job that she redly liked and had come with asignificant raise. The one
drawbad was that it was all the way acosstown, and required along commute on public
transportation. She quickly found away to make her long commute lesstedious.

A. It becane more tedious as the days went by.
B. Shereal an interesting rovel on the subway. (item)
C. She only missed her subway stop afew times.

John s neighbors are moving to Europe and have to sell or give away most of their possesgons. John
fedsalittl e sorry for them. He thinks that it would be hard to part with so much nice stuff.

A. He though everything there was worthlessjunk
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B. He wishes that he dso had to move to Europe.
C. He bowght a very goodtape ded at the yard sale. (item)
Janet was decorating her first apartment, but she didn’'t have much money. She managed

neverthelessto make the apartment quite dtradive. Shetookalivingroom suite handed dovn from
her sister, and recovered the furniture herself. She put up curtains that matched.

A. She even made alacy white pill ow for the sofa. (item)
B. She cdled her sister upimmediately to tell her.
C. She even had enough room for an antique desk.

Mark wasin ahigh-speed car acddent on hisway home one night. Although Hs car was completely
totaled, he walked away from the acedent, and suffered hardly any ill effedsfrom it.

A. He felt much worse than he had yesterday evening.
B. He only had aredly bad headache in the morning. (item)
C. He even had aredly bad sore throat in the morning.

Kate looked out the window of the quiet restaurant. 1t was 9 hot outside that nothing seamed to be
moving. Everyonewasinside, out of the hed.

A. She only saw atiny green lizard on the terrace (item)
B. She head the telephone ringing in the kitchen.
C. She even saw some people walking to the podl.

Lane was having abad day at the gym. She forgot the combinationto her lock. When she wasn't
looking, someone took her placein line for the stair climber. Later, she dropped adumbbell and
bruised her foat.

A. She only left something in the weight room once
B. She dso lost afavorite T-shirt in the weight room. (item)
C. She found the noise in the weight room distrading.

Juliawanted her mother to give her permissonto stay for aweek at the bead with some friends, so
sheredly worked to get on her mother’s good side. She did all her chores withou being asked, and
did extrathings for her mother, too. Sheironed al her work clothes, for example.

A. She only painted the study with one at of paint.
B. She agued with her mother about using the ca.
C. She even made a beautiful bookshelf for her study. (item)

Lyle’smother arranged an interview for him with her lawyer’'soffice. She wanted him to work there
over the summer. Lyledid na want to work there, however, and dd what he wuld to prevent the
officefrom offering him ajob.

A. He even made a positive impresson at the meding.
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B. He even wore adirty old sweashirt to the meding. (item)
C. He only wore a pair of white socks to the meding.
Lindathought she wasin goal shape, but after she had spent the &ternoon helping her brother move

to anew apartment, she changed her mind. She was utterly worn out. “I must be getting dd,” she
though.

A. She only got a minor wrist fracdure when shefell.
B. She knew that she was in better shape than before.
C. She even had aredly bad badkade in the evening. (item)
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Chapter 7: Conclusions

This work has provided evidence that focus is a discourse semantic
phenomenon and ptch accent is a phondogicd one. Evidence for this distinction
has come bath from study o a speech corpus (Chapter 3) and from experimental
results (Chapter 6). While the nuclea accents of a sentence typicdly do signal
focus, there ae exceptions; furthermore, while secondary accents can signal focus,
they do nd typicdly do so. Both the crpus and experimental data suggest that
secndary accent may also serve acommunicdive function even when it does not
signal focusin asentence Thisisan isalethat shoud be explored in future work on
discourse processng and the interadion d phondogy and semantics. The locaion
of nuclear accent within focus constituents in the data dso suppated the observation
that locaion d accent is snsitive to gven information (Ladd 1980, an assumption
that underlies recent propcsals for accentuation that incorporate the violable
constraints of optimality theory (Schwarzchild 1999 Krifkato appea).

The speech corpus proves to be arich source of data (Chapter 3). Many o
the observations abou focus based on constructed examples are suppated by the
corpus, bu clear courterexamples to some of these observations aso occur.
Previous observations abou it- and wh-clefts were borne out by their occurrencesin
the corpus, bu they occurred ony rarely. The most common syntadic structure
clamed to have speda focus properties was the presentational there construction,
and the occurrence of these dso suppated existing olservations (Chapter 3, section
3.4). Thedata dso provided suppat for observations regarding the focus-sensiti vity
of different contexts (sedion 3.9, indicaing that the interadion d focus with
additive focus-sensitive particles affect the presuppasitions of sentences, while the
interadion d focus with focus operators affed the truth condtions of sentences.
The occurrence of secondary pitch accent on focus operators like also and always
raises the question as to pcssble communicdive function d secondary pitch accent
in spoken discourse.

The locaion d secondary pitch accent on wh-questions in the data dso is
interesting in light of proposals that clam that the fronted wh-constituent of such
guestions srves as their focus — a better understanding d the role of secondary
pitch accent in dscourse may help us better understand thisisaue.

The orpus data dso indicaes that secondary accent can serve & a marker of
contrast. Examples from the corpus indicate that the concepts of contrastive focus
and contrastive acent may need to be distingushed from eadh cther, since
contrastive accent did na always represent focus by the definitions and tests
employed in analysis of the corpus (Chapter 3, 3.3,aso Chapter 5). The wrpus thus
provided detathat is problematic for views that equate mntrastive accent with focus.

The orpus adso provided examples that were problematic for clams
regarding the conrection between new discourse status and focus (Chapter 4). The
corpus data shows that elements given in the discourse can be pitch accented and
serve & focus centers. These canna aways be treded as "contrastive focus'
exceptions. The eistence of such examples, and the properties of the focus
conneded to them, provide suppat for the ideathat focus does not simply represent
new information.

Data from the dso corpus do nd suppat al the properties attributed to
identificational and information focus under existing popcsas (E. Kiss 1998
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Chapter 4, Chapter 5). A proposal developed on the basis of these observations
relates the both observed kinds of focus to the existence of alternatives (Chapter 5).
Information focus, however, contributes to the construction of coherent discourse,
while identificational focus contributes to the interpretation of sentences. The
differences in the behavior of these two observed kinds of focus can be attributed to
the different levels on which they function.. The two types are aso connected to
each other, through the fact that the appearance of a focus center, in the form of an
obligatory pitch accent, can signa either information or identificational focus, or
even both simultaneously. Future work will have to be done to work out the formal
details of this proposa and test its viability against other types of data.  The
proposal is appealing because it preserves a unified account of focus that
neverthel ess integrates the observations and approaches of discourse-oriented, focus-
oriented and formal semantic perspectives on focus.
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