An Integrated Analysis of CT and Focus based on Semantic, Syntactic, and
Phonetic Considerations

9817
(@F 5o W )

1. E91717]
1.1. 249 AE AHE FHeE U 8o

a. Krifka (1991): Topic/comment & Focus/Ground:
topic ¥} comment 7} 242} focus 9} ground 2 &

(1) [Bill's [YOUNGEST] f sister g] [ g kissed [JOHN]r ]

Top C
- Topic/comment &] T-&¢] 7| & 2%

b. Vallduvi (1992): focus/link/ tail

focus-ground

1m/A\m

(topic)
(2) [[Bill's YOUNGEST sister]jink kissed i1} [JOHN]
G F

- thx FA 2 Gk FA) 2 link.
- )& A& ground 7} obd AR RO Vs E AU & 5 glev, 1 97
3% s Q.

c. Steedman (1991, 1999,2000): null theme/ theme/ rheme
flat intonation fall-rise high-falling

(3) [[Bill's YOUNGEST sister] kissed] [JOHN]
theme null theme rheme

d. Buering (1995, 1999):
D(iscourse)-Topic/ S(entence)-Topic/ Focus

(4) A: What did the pop stars wear? - Discourse topic
B: They wore [dark CAFTANS]E. - Focus

(5) A: What did the pop stars wear?
B: [The FEMALE pop stars]r wore [dark CAFTANS]. - S-topic (contrastive topic)
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e. Roberts (1996): Question Under Discussion (QUD)/contrastive topic/ focus
Structure questions analysis

- Steedman, Buering, Roberts 9] 7-&: #3019 4t F4| (topic) L& 715
f. Von Fintel (1994): Discourse topic / sentence topic/ contrastive topic/ focus

(6)  A: What did John drink?
B: [He]r drinks [beer]. -
he: sentence topic (8= 9] 2] YRE FA|o])
beer: focus
drinks: discourse topic & Y%
- G ojol| A = F-0} 7} default 2A] FA| A 2 sAF
(cf. Partee, Hajicova, Sgall 1998.)

- contrastive topic: topic ] HA] FA] o focus TA| H HF2 £4
(7) Do all the long-haired guys bug you?
I don't want my sons to have it. Now,
[The sideburns]cr I wear [because I do TVcommercials and stuff]g.

-@3olo) A, oz A, 24, 2 9 48T
®) a. topic
b. CT(ct-marking with stress or without)
c. focus(=exhaustive listing, contrastive focus)
d. QUD(=null theme, complement to focus)

- g ojoll = 3 ¥, (default topic 22 A ] subject £ 4 HF)
A 2ol whebA], P22 2+ (primitive) 3,4 7HA]

1.2. Informational primitives: +- topic, +- focus
27 A 712 ADR 47M A HF BE

®
‘W + -
focal
+ contrastive topic QUINOl X A
S0 A E B/ |- 2HE BEA
-H0{: L+H*LH%
- -2 012 Bt =R -ae 2=
(&ZA Bl 2/5),
- 0 Q| default subject
13.2H
1919 M7 2o A dx A 2 W] et EFHA A AN
2. 524, 98 An A, FAHH &4
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1.4, A<t

(10) Focal property:
a. Discourse: new information, an answer to a question
b. Prosodic: phonetic prominence (H*)
c. Semantic: specification by an equality predication (‘~/0] ~0]T}*), [+f]
d. Syntactic: a syntactic constituent with [+f] feature

(11) Topical property:
a. Discourse: old or new
b. Prosodic L* or H* LH% (3+=-¢1 9] < &/+7)
c. Semantic: theme or scene setting adverbials (if-clause or when clause, etc.),

[+top]
d. Syntactic: a syntactic constituent with [+top] feature

2. 239 ov| 4 7%,

2.1 239 A9
- &40 2 H*E EAE doluy Tdol & X 3} syntactic constituent:
F-E 2] (F-marked)®d T4 4. (Selkirk 1996. Schwartzchild 1999)
-o] FAAE [H] 2 v A& e Ao E T4,

224 B3 oJv) 72
® Scoping approach

(12) [JOHN]  was betrayed by the woman he loved.

(13) The woman he loved betrayed by [JOHN]g

(14) the x s.t. the woman x loved betrayed x is John.

(12°) [John]i {s ___; was betrayed by the woman he; loved}
(13°) [John]; {; the woman he i loved betrayed __ ;}

- Chomsky (1971) (13°)¢] 314 E7}5 ¢ o] f-: weak crossover T3
-2 T7FLF oA o] F 3ttt 7 & 3L

A. Chomsky (1976)9] LF ( Zubizzareta 1998)

ZAstE FAALTT 434S (QRyE AR
AR Fo 43 dsE AT7t 53U Y AE (equality predication) &
3 245 d 280 22 & ¢ s

(15) a. [r John [ate [the pie]]] What happened?
b. [John [f ate [the pie]] What did John do?
c. [John [ate [r the pie]]] What did Johh eat?

1.
2.
5
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d. [[r John] [ate [the pie]]] Who ate the pie?
e. [[r John][[F ate][the pie]] What happened to the pie?
f. [John [[ ate] the pie]] What did John do with the pie?

Focus structure of (15¢) and (15d)
(16) a. the x, such that John ate x, is the pie.
b. the x, such that x ate the pie, is John.

Note:
-(16)9] LF & Hl: the x, such that x ate the pie, is John
Semantic subject semantic predicate

cf. Chomsky (1976): The variable bound by the definite quantifier the, which implies the
maximal/unique assignment as a definite description, is assigned a value by the primitive
predicate of equality (i.e. the specification or equative be).

- 43} 5 3lE variable 22 7 82 referent AL | 7} o} 2} equality

predication ol 2] 3l 4] -+ A 3}= /<) anaphoric referent
-G8 4 23T E M A E (focus frame) A A
- ‘exhaustive listing’¥] &3 43

® Scoping approach 2] & Al| A : Island Insensitivity (Rooth 1985)

(17) Dr. Svenson rejected [np the proposal that no student submitted]
(18) Dr. Svenson rejected [np the proposal that exactly one student submitted]
(19) Dr. Svenson only rejected [np the proposal [JOHN]r submitted]

-(17-18): NP ¥t 2. 2 scope 7}4d 4 {1t} (19): JOHN 7 only ¢+ A3 a4

- Rooth (1985): 42 insitu 2 4] wolof s}z F3,

- Rooth (1996): indefinite ©] 4} in situ wh 7% island insensitive &} 7} @l scope &
HOAM K island Y ¥I S 31X & WHE 75 A AlAL !

(20) Dr. Svenson usually rejects [np the first three proposals that a student submits]
(21) Tell me who rejected [np the proposal that who submitted]

B. Wee (1999):

)zH9 7%
a. T&E A A 2} G A(presupposition/assertion) 2.2 T
b. & @3 A (AAE A A A 24 sk A A AR
R I

' Rooth (1996): Steedman(1991)2] nested foci -3 ©]-& - scope island 7t
bridging & 3 4] island constraint & Wi &}%| = Ao 2 4 7t AF. HollA

o0& Ads AAE.
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(15¢) A Al: There is some x such that John ate x
©+1: The x = the pie

of. F A A1 A9 2hd 7 BALA 9 02 F A= 79 cleft construction, free
relatives

(23) What John ate is the pie.

(15¢0)} (23): 2 JH 7=

C.249 gui4 75
» The function of focus is identificational predication of a presupposed unknown
referent.

® Motivation:
The contexts where narrow foci occur: Three types of contexts:
i) answer to a wh-Q,
it) specification,
iit) correction.

(24) A: Who did Mary take to the movies?
B: Mary took JOHN to the movies.

(25) Mary took somebody to the movies yesterday. Specifically, Mary took [JOHN] 4;
to the movies.

(26) A: Mary took Bill to the movies.
B. No, Mary took JOHN to the movies.

27)
» Only when the referent for the focused constituent has already occurred in the
previous context, or assumed to be so: Unidentified Presupposed referent
> Two discourse referents are involved: Double index hypothesis: Wee (1998)

(28) Mary took somebodyy to the movies yesterday. Specifically, Mary took
[JOHN]; to the movies.

a. Mary took x to the movies
b.x=]j

(29) x is identified with a focus:

1. X is an unidentified anaphoric referent

2. An anaphoric referent is a definite description.
Korean intuition:
(30) a. Maxwell ©] SFXZ [GALE] ST

b. Maxwell 0] &4 2 % A& HAjolT,

Cf. ©] A 71(1992): topic construction is a quasi definite description.
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® Question: ©] v] F+Z2] F &2
(i) LF ¢ 22712
(i) ot™ 2 4 F AU}

(iii) BAFE Al A A= 1L 91+ TopP(topic phrase) FocP (focus phrase) 5=

23g Fxg= FFAS ek
(iv) Vallduvi 5 ©] A A] gt information structure &= o2 Al th& 712
(v) 2% &3}= Meta-linguistic level ¥ 7}543 : Discourse level

388 BAE 24

Aol F7 AR ol E:

iss (1998): informational focus vs. identificational focus

P

®
E

~

* Informational focus: exhaustivity test & 3 Fojo] +&H 242 EF

informational focus & F%.
 Identificational focus: Hungarian 3} 93 ©]9] it-cleft 9] overt 0] 5 2.2
o] Fojzl 735 '

> ouEF 24 A9 FAL prosodic focus ° A

Only 53 22 Al 239 Z+=LFols& A doF & mahA] &

29 LF 72E &3l < Aol #4441

o 2o BE BAE BAUA
i) pitch accent 9 2 T4 27+9] VA (L-FAA }3 78
i) 29 £749] BAMY 72

3.1 23 742 2A
® Island Insenstivity reconsidered
.« (19) % 2L &8 Furt e F k) B

(i) wide focus:
(31) A: Which proposal did Dr. Svenson reject?
B: Dr. Svenson rejected [np the proposal [JOHN]r submitted] ¢
H*
(i1) narrow focus:
(32) A: Dr. Svenson rejected [np the proposal Bill submitted]
B: No, Dr. Svenson rejected [np the proposal [JOHN] submitted]

31 H*

- John o] F-E A1 Q13 John 3 £ 20 NP A 7} 23, (24 F7W)
- 3141 Svenson 2 [[John]¢ ©] A& & A& HA FokT)
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= [Svenson ©] & ¥ AL [A|& A7} John ] A 2olt}]
Predication 1: (A& *}7}) John ©]t}.
Predication 2: A ¢to]t}.
(32°)
- John o] F-EA] 5] 12 John BFo] &, (23 3 7))
- 34 Svenson ] *FT 77 A& 3 AHS B R Ek=d] 2 AFgho] John o]t}
- Predication &} 7}: John ©]t}.

> (31, 31")9] wide focus: Selkirk (1995)2] focus projection I 2],
(33) F-assignment Rules (Selkirk 1996)
A. Basic F Rule
An accented word is F-makred.
B. F projection
(a) F-marking of the head of a phrase licenses the F-marking of the phrase.
(b) F-marking of an internal argument of a head licenses the F-marking of the
head.

(33b): [Head, Argument] °| 4] A 9] accent 7} head o] 2F-EX| & & 7}38} 1L (a)°ll
o] 3} M Al phrase ¢} 2H-BAE 3 Z—[Hr Ar s
H*
(ex) What did John do? John [praised MARY] r.
(32b): [np the proposal [JOHN]r submitted] g
H*
> head = F-mark ¥ %] %31 NP A Aol = F-mark 2.

(33)2 pitch accent 7} Q& mary 7} o] ol HA VP IF 24,
(32B)*= pitch accent 7} Q1 John ¥} NP 7} E0F = 4.

» 5 379 focus spreading:
i. syntactic projection: A x| 2} H-E o] A} 4 ¥ 2
ii. discoursal projection: Syntactic projection & 7}%5 & 7. NP A A &= A K

HEL ZAHB X3 (ex)i) (31B)°l A John 2 2}l CP (john submitted)5T 2.2
syntactic project 2 <= §13L narrow focus 2 4] predication 2] 7]%, ii) A A NP &
Gl oA B F B R o7 IE 3 identificational identification ] 23 2] 7|5 &
kel
3},

Cf. Gundel’s referentially new vs. relationally new
® Schwartzchild(1999)9] givenness

(34) Definition of GIVEN.

2 Schwartzchild (1999)= (33)1 22 EAIN HIL2 1) SHXl fABt Jisd OS) 22
Mooz XMalsto XZ0|E2 OIS 2480 P.25 (59) A head is less prominent than it
internal argument.
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An utterance U counts as GIVEN iff it has a salient antecedent A and:
a. if U is type e, then A and U corefer.
b. otherwise: modulo, -type shifting, A entails the Existential-F-Closure of U

(35) Existential-F-Closure of U =df the result of replacing F-marked phrases in U with
variables and existentially closing the result, modulo existential type-shifting

(36) GIVENness
If a constituent is not F-marked, it must be GIVEN.

(37) {Who did John's mother praise?}
A: she praised [HIM]F

-HIM ©] given QU= F-EA] 3 &5 & o] f:
(GIVENS 48 QoW F-EA] ¢tEY. --B 2314 sl &= dt)

(38)
IP: she praised [HIM]F :GIVEN _
(y[John's mother praised y] ENTAILS, X[she praised X])
existential closure of interrogative
VP: [praised [HIM]F] is GIVEN
because: y[John's mother praised y] ENTAILS Xy[y praised X]
[praised] is GIVEN:
.y[John's mother praised y] ENTAILS xy[y praised x]

-HIM o] F-EA] I3 o] f-:

(39) {Who did John's mother praise?}
A: *[she praised him]

(40)

a. * [she praised him] y[John's mother praised y] doesn't ENTAIL [she praised him]
> (39A) E7H5 ol

b. *[SHEF praised him]. nothing entails: Y[Y praised him].
= shedl] F-XA] 8715 o] &

¢. *[she PRAISEDF him]. nothing entails: R[John's mother R-ed him]
> praised o] F-¥A] 715 o]+

d. * [praised him] nothing entails, y[y praised him]
> praise him GIVEN o}Y&tA & 5 shlF-8A] B2

e. *she [[PRAISED]F him]F. by Avoid F

- VP praised him ©] F-¥A] ¢t 5 & o} .
- T} alternative 7} L1 A AF A &3HA H+ H.
Cf. Gundel 2] &0 2 HIM-2 referentially given ©] ] ¥} relationally new.

32.274 B9 BAHY 72
(ex) Haegemann (1999)
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(41)

/\ Top’ b.Referentially given, relationally non-GIVEN,
[-tooical. +focall

a. GIVEN[-topical, ~focall

SheN\praisedv tv

a. GIVEN ¥%2] A2]: Steedman ¢} null theme, von Fintel # Buring®] d-topic
Roberts2] QUD

® EALA BA o] B AIAE: Giveneness & newness &] BAE AL T2 E 44
AA 2= £33t

(42) a. your Book, you should give to PAUL. (not mine)

L+H*LH% H+LL%
b. YOUR book, you should give to Paul. (not mine)
H*LL%

(422)2} -9 A-Z & Paul ol Al 21 3L your book & CT 1 ¥FH, (42b) < your book ©]
A-z3o] H& 4ot
(42b): given-new A 7} T 4],

o EAA:

() (. 339)

- (42a)9 22 AukEQ 2H FZ A= TopP ot o] L 8% F-&, = FocP ¢

IP E- 58 new information ©] 2} 1L &}

- Topic 2 old information & 1 o} 2 F-%-2 comment, & new information & &L,

-FP X3 0] 3} 282 EF new information ©] o] o} g

(ii) (p.522)
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-(@20) B A FEol 2H O 2 new o] 3 Yrj] B
- A PAH O 2 F FocP 2 &2} U-89] new o] 31 o)z 28
- FocP A 9] 11 o}e) & IP &= 2 F given information.

T+ given ©] 2}l 3+
o
T

given ©] 2tof gho}

-(HF ()= M= HF
cP

/\TopP

(b) IP: old information Vv

o Algk:
(i) (42a)7} given o] Eh= Holl A &L} topic O E B 11 9] 9} 2 TopPE 9] covert
o= MdA,

> O] = Partees Y tripartite structure, =& Chomsky (1976)2] %3} 453}
HEH PE

- [-topical, -focal]ol slF38lE F-& o2 Z[+opical]®] AEE ZA HE ()Y
W2 kA 8kA] &

- [+- topical/focal]®] BB FZE BAY 549 d¥Z EA3 Y given/news
23 AR F9 e,

(i) B3] BAHE 299te tE ARTZE 297} 3 dA S FAse Aow
A3 F, J news} giveno B BAE YR E W2 Adle= AR F2 Q. -
Vallduvi ¢] information structure

- i) 9 A BA: 1P o3} BEo HPEE AR BAF X g why

(43)
a. GIVEN©] &= 0] 9l& ol (Y7 T LT F-EAIH L& )
b. GIVEN©] Ef’é}ﬂxl °}Ala HH (A A F-BA] Hof 21-& o)
- (a) & 74%: non- glven HES [spec, FIR o] & AY ThE WP O =2 [+ocal]
feature checking. > &, 457} new.
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i. new -2 FPo X2 o] F

ii. new & W U x] BE (focus frame)7 A= anaphoric expression: CGH
o] THA A HHALE FHS

iii. Scharzchild (1999)°ll 4] &} 2+ existential shift %5 2o} corefer.

-(0)Y 7% [+focal]o] M A| IP o head-sister2 checking B.--> A A7}
new.
- FP o] &} 9} uj-& 9t 11 implicit 3F given part 7} B3} 3B, LR AFL.
Ex. Your eyes are red. (Gussenhoven 1983)

H*

How is your new job? The office is small and the boss is rude. (Heycock)
H* H*
(44) cp
N
TopP
AN
FP

—-topical, +focat

N

eyes arev

3.3. A TR A% 48

(37A) she praised [HIM]F

(44) CG1: a. Jy[John's mother praised y]
b.3X[she praised X]

21



(45) fi‘P
TopP

spec - \'TOD,
Too //// \i:jzi\
F
Spec ///\\
- |
him i [+fo:l::l]/a\‘,
/\VP

“ciShe praised v tv. | ti -

Given: anaphor (c) looks for tﬁebér‘itécgedénf.
b: antecedent Il

(46) CG2: | 5 3y[John's mother praised y]

b. 3X[she praised X]
¢. X=him

® (31B)9 $ALBE T2 F5 R4
(47)

CP

The proposal i TopP

&, Svenson rejected t |

b. tisubmitied t i

22



CGt:

a. 3x[x submitted a proposal]
(common context)

b. 3y[Svenson rejected y & proposal(y)]
(by 100: existential closure over which)

GIVEN (41 a) looks for the antecedent in CG1
b: antecedent :

a. Ix[x submitted a proposal]
CG2: b. 3y[Svenson rejected y & proposal(y)]

c. X=the proposal that [JOHN] submitted

Given: anaphor (82 b) looks for the antecedent in CG2
a: antecedent v

CG3: a. 3x[x submitted a proposal]

b. Jy[Svenson rejected y & proposal(y)]

c. y=the proposal that y submitted
d. x= john

4, Y ZFA) 2] 2HA (+focal)
E FA7F & 2HAT?

41. S84 2A:
Focus £ phonetic prominence (H*)& ¥ 7442 & T3l (of. 10)

a. o] YI2FA L ol ZATL & (1A R

b. Joje] HZ FA| = B-accent Z FA]: 0|9} Fo] o -4 BET)5 (Wee
1996)

Jackendoff (1972): B as opposed to A accents

Who ate what? A is asking person by person:

(48) A: Well, what about FRED? What did HE eat?
B: FRED~ ate the BEANS. Fred & 3& %19},

A is asking by foods:
(49) A: Well, what about the BEANS ? Who ate them?
B: FRED ate the BEANS. & Fred 7} H %101,

23



“the typical fall-rise of the B pitch accent and the fall of the A accent, but in different
positions: (38) has B on Fred and A on beans, and (39) is the other way around.”
(Jackendoff 1972:261)

c. 50] 9] = FA|: Buring (1997, 1999)9] s-topic
- L-H* accent (H-L*)

(50) On fifty-NINTH street I bought the SHOES
fronted PP "On 59th street' L-H*
direct object "the shoes" H-L*

® Pierrechumbert & Hirschberg (1990)] £7]:
- +focal (£ 3): 9419 pitch accent H* (LL%)
- contrastive focal: L+H* (3.4 ol 4] =9])
- +topical (FFA): Fol o A Z (LH%) §F0] 9] <&/= (3.5 4 =9))

4.2. 934 ZA

o 279 g5 Ao,
- A A X (cf. 73 B) Rochemont (1986)
Carlson (1983) %3 ©] 9] topic: old and new information
Carlson ©] &3} topic & A1t topic ©] ©}Y 2} contrastive topic
- AF ol g3 2 Roberts(1996), Carlson, von Fintel, Krifka

(51) Where did you find the examples?

These examples, I found in Gundel Other examples, [ found in ....
4.3. Q) Z=F A 9] FA|A (+ tocpical)F ZHA (+Hocal)Q] A

@ Hypothesis:
- FA(topic)?] 715 TS 24 A FHE WFE (cf. Kuroda 1972)

(52) UEFAY &fvlH 715 (Wee 2001):
242 2A4% FAR Frold 2AdA TYsHE 2Ho] 2T
(identification predication in an antecedent clause)
(53) [John]cr ate [the pielr
a.xatey
b. if x=John, then y=the pie;
x=John-> y=pie

43.1. §70) 9} o] o Lol A vpehtE FHjed =

24



(54) [Bill] would solve the problem. (from von Fintel 1994)
L+HLH%

(55) Bill o]2HA/Bill o] W/ Bill & I A& EFA 0|t}
N(o])2+H =N o] 2} + W (if it were N)

(56)  [I] wouldn't do that.
Jebw ok s @ g s

> ZAd U9 AT+ Y A= (identificational predication)
4.32. 23 dj= FAZ] v F A4

(57) A: There were beans and corn and potatoes. Who ate what?
B: [Fred]cr ate [the beans]g. And [Bill]cr ate [the corn]g, [John~]ct ate [the
beans]g, and [Mike~]cr ate [the comn]y.
Fred © & 9L, Bill & STTE GA L, John & F& H 31, Mike ©
S5 290l

B': a. [Fred]cr ate [the beans] r. And [Bill]cr ate [the corn]r. #And [Fred]ct ate
the potatoes] r ..

#Fred = &S 93, Bill 2 SFFE UL, Fred & ZAE HAL...

(58) [Fred]r ate [the beans]cr. And [Bill]g ate [the corns]cr. And [Fred]r ate [the
potatoes]cr...

433 A&

(i) exhaustivity of A-focus with respective to CT and non-exhaustivity of CT
respective to A-focus

wi
(i)CT 9} A-focus 9] B87: 2 FAL 5P W5, A-2H L T
(Jackendoff 1972)
(iii) HEFA 7L A H o) A 28 ES A

4.4, 273 7] vl

a. oJu|¢x
() 214 34
(i) A-Z=H 7 A T

(iii) =F9 FAdF 2H o2 A A 5

th

+

b. Gl CT Y &8 T4
(i) L+H*LH%: 2 A (cf. LH*LL%: tHZ 2 3) (8¢)
(i1) pitch accent (L+H*)+ phrase accent (L) + boundary tone (H%)

25



c. P&H (1990) 9] a4

I.  Pitch accent
@® H*:
HAFE ZA: B AE ZHo] 24 e B8 ) g2 A 28
Aol Al BA.
“.. signal to the hearer that the open expression is to be instantiated by the
accented items”
(i) S(ZH2h et H (33 A 7H2] mutual belief ol Tl 3] A oF Eth= A&
(predication) ¥ &

(59) Geroge likes pie.
H* H*L L%
(60) xlikesy
x(H*) y(H*)
x=CGeorge y=pie

@ L*
(i) -2+ accent W= XA & FE 8] A A (salient) 44| 5L,
(i) S(ZFAH 2 H (3 &) 2H9] mutual belief o] T 8] 2] of

A=A E(x=George) S 3FX] = %3 "salience without predication”

@ L+H*:
(1) to convey that the accented item- and not some alternative related item- should
be predicated.
(ii) Jerry Hobbs 2] 34
- L+H*2] ]| L prefix
- you might think otherwise but it is really new and must be added to the
mutual belief: contrast 2] 2} 7]

® Contrastiveness:
- Discourse: “among alternatives”
- Prosodic: L+H* -- contrastive topic ¥} contrastive focus & Tholl &,
(ex) contrastive focus: (26B)<] pitch accent L+H* LL%.
(26) A:Mary took Bill to the movies.
B. No, Mary took JOHN to the movies.

II. Phrasal tones (intermediate phrase)
* L phrasal tone:
- emphasizes the separation of the current phrase from a subsequent
phrase.

III. boundary tone (intonational phrase): intonational phrase &] boundary ¥ 2]
* L%: final lowering

26



- the more final lowering, the more the sense that an utterance
"completes" a topic.
*  H% rising boundary ¢} 2] 7]
- incompleteness 2] U]
- H%: hierarchical relationship:

(61) a. The train leaves at seven
H* H* H* L H%
b. It'll be on track four.
H* H* LL%

N

A B C (A: topic, if-clause, when-clause cf.(11c¢))

- "forward reference": this utterance will be completed by a subsequent

utterance.
- Grosz and Sidner (1986) »
dominance relationship: the satisfaction of (51b) depends on the

satisfaction of (51a).
-(51b)7} (51a)°ll dependent &tt}. &, 7 Aol W doh | =1 7} A= track

- L boundary tones indicate that the segment is to be interpreted with
respect to what has come before.

Cf. Jackendoff : A-accent (51b) dependent variable, B-accent (S1a) independent variable.

4.5. 57334 1 Zo] F3ste dix FA49 9n|.

A. 273 (49) ¢} (50)
B. I ZFA:
(62) Geroge likes pie.
L+H* LH% H*L L%

(63) xlikesy
x(L+H*) y(H*)
x= George (not anybody else) --> y=pie
L+H*9} 75 H%9 7] H*9l 7]'5
(forward reference, dependency)

o AG7A AL HEFA L on] T2} o] T&ol N P&H 9 314l
3.
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5.CTS BAHH £4: (65) FocP

® multiple-wh 7& % 22 &4 7}5. /\ Foc’
specC \
(64) a. What will Louise give to whom? . hA / AGRP
owhomj  pec i i
- Multiple-wh: whi%t whj £+ F £ 7] 5. /N P —
(Haegemann p.548(91)) Whati  Foc  euwsefiovedl
bwH |
- g wil

[+WH)

i. F-F9] pair list 2 T2 3 (multiple foci) 2 2 tHg A A
A9 Q Y Fx (659 Y
g0 Maryoll Al E2 o] & 11, Suedl| Al AIAIE F31, ...

ii. CT-F o] SH-T& E5 02 AA:
o Maryll Ale B2 0l & F 1, Suedll Al A A& F10...

i 9 ¢
- TopP9] Y X = F7171 i ok &: CP domainoll 3Hv} (TopP), FocP domain ©l)
3}} (ToFoP)(. Haegeman p.52791 A A1 € T2} A X
- Multiple Qoll gt 2.2 L@ = CT-Fol A2 CTE ToFoPol| ¢} X8} 3 scene
setting®] Wt gH=o] o] ARk FA0]9] A= CP o} U= TopP & specol
AA.

[llocutionary
force topic

d3ol= A0 H =i EIONE=| ti =0t
Ol 2= 0f) H =) =220|Ej ti= ...
Louise to John i aringj give tj ti
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(67)

(68)

Illocutionary
force

....[..QrfocaI]
Top / \\ TOFO,;

dal= g =5 Ol ¥ Ch.

llocutionary
force

SN Fp GIVEN

d==0AN=i SONES]]
el=0 A=l SZ0I§j

to John i aring j

Attt =12
ASIIHtitj =10 ..
Llouise give tj ti
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6. CT-F 23 9] A3 72 4Z &&

(69) Q: What will Louise give to whom?
A: (s1) Louise will give[the book]r [to Patsy]cr and (s2)[the postcard]g [to Edina)cr

CG1: Existential closure over what

a. Ixy[Louise will give x to y}

+
S1

'

a. 3xy[Louise Will give x to'y]

[cp [Topp [ToFop to John j[rp a ring; [ip Louise give t; t;]]11]

IP anaphorically bound to a.

TofoP 9} FP +2: [+top] [+focal] AH& 2] v] X 2]

|

Ixy[Louise will give x to y]

f:x>y
<x=john, y=the ring>

+
S2
CG3 l

Ixy[Louise will give x to
yl

f:x->y

<x=john, y=the ring>
<=5, y=E-Ho|>

7. RET
a. AH WFEL +focal +-topical & F HH AAZ ¥F
b. & F A= +focal + topical 2] A2 A& ¢ &
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c. 20BN 75 TEAHY Me H*E BA), R 7% (53 pitch accent
L+H o] o] 3 ZAD, FA 2] 715 (LH%ZE EA])o] $%@ o= fi%%}%.
d 233 2549 3L, 3 /\},«}U] @3y £4 4

-2AYu LFY EE +E =9 (1nformat10n structure)«] A% A

- 2 9] %3} Meta-linguistic level ¥ 71543 : Discourse level

- CT 2} meta-linguistic negation AE BIs (cf. ol|AT): o] = CT &

o}2 F7o] $A 3| EUA &ke& EA8H7] vl &l illocutionary level Oﬂ 9]
Q2. ©2}A] intra sentential level Oﬂ tﬂgfﬂ o} sl= QU A, BA A 7S 7]—29,
8. & %A

$9% 2PoRN Y BzFEA o) B4 B
B. gut F A o] (topic)=?
- L*/H*: contrastiveness 7}'d 8l
- H% : rising boundary tone
(ex)  After the musical H% they went for a late snack to Ella’s L%

Pierrehumber (1980) _
@S OlR Yo=Y AU GLH ES & KA DK, g8l
J120] EJALH
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