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1 The indirect/anaphoric theory 
I will take for granted the the approach to the grammar of focus presented in 
Rooth ( 1992) . There I propose logical forms for focus involving a focus feature 
F interpreted by a focus interpretation operator "'"' , as exemplified in the trees 
below. 

( 1 )  D 

� 
�7 S 

� A  
Who cut Bill down to size S "'"' B7 

� 
Maryp cut. Bil l down to size 

(2) S 

� 
NP VP 

Mlry � 
only (C) VP 

/\ 
V P  '" C 

� 
V NI\, PP 
I I /\ introduced Bi l l  � 

to Sue 
( 
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(3) S 

mo� 
S XP 

A A 
S rv 717 than S. 

A � meF S Sue S 

A � .\ea S .\eG S 

� �  
she beats eo d oft.en she beats eG d often 

The goal of this theory is to provide a uniform and explana.t.ory account, of 
focus effects such as quest.ion-answer congruence (exempl ified i n  ( '1 ) ) ,  fo c us i ng 
adverbs (5) , and focus effec t!> i n  bare remnant. comparat. ives (G-8 ) . 

(4) Q: Who cut Bill down to size? 
Appropriate answer: M arYF cut. Bill down t.o s ize .  
Inappropria.t.e a.nswer :  Mary cut Bil lF down to s iz ( � .  

(5) Scenario :  J o h n  i u t,roduced Bil l  and Tom t.o S u e ,  and t. IH'rP 'wn� uo ot.her 
introd uc tions. 
a. John only in t. ro d u ced [ 13 i l l l F to Sue . ( false) 
b. John  only i n t. rod uced B i l l  t.o [Suel F . ( t.nw ) 

(G ) a. she beat.s [ l l 1 eh· m or e  oft. ( �n  t. han S u e  ( =  t. h a n  s l \ l �  I H 'a t.s S i l l ' )  
b. [shel F beat.s I I I <! I I l O!,(' oft. pn  t .han Sue ( =  t. han S u ( '  I ) ( �at.s n l < ' ) 

(7) a. she l i kes [nl <!h. ",< ' I I  e n o u g h ,  b u t. n o t. St l < !  ( =  s h ( �  d e ws n o t. l i ke S I 1 I � )  
b.  [sll< ! l I,. l i ke 'S n l < ! wi' l l  ( 'nou g h ,  b u t. n o t. S u e �  ( =  S t H '  d o l'S n o t. l i k( ,  u w )  

(8)  a. she vis i ted [ n l l 'l F I ) ( ' fo n '  S U I '  ( =  before s l IP v is i l. ! 'd S u e )  
b.  [sheh. vis i t. ( 'd I I I < !  b ( o fo[ ( '  S I I ( '  ( =  I w fore S 1 l C �  v i s i t. ( 'd  I I I < ' )  

The t.heory maiut.a i u s  I l I a  I .  1 . l l I '  rol( '  o f  foc l l s is  t . o  evok < ,  a c Ol l t. ra s l . i  I I g  p ro po­
sit ion or set of p ro p os i t . i o l l S .  I I I  1 . l l I '  t .n ' ( ·s above , t. l l I 's l '  c O l l t . l' i l.'i t . i l l g  ( J 1 ,j e 'c l .s a n '  
represented by t. l l < ! vi l r i i l b l t os C ,  iJ7 , a n d  Ji7 ' 'I' l l < !  fo c l I s - i n l . (Tprl ' f . a t . i o l l  ( ) p ( � ra l .or 
rv places a fOC\ ls-d e ! t ( ' n l l i lH �d c O l l s t. ra i l l t. on t. 1 1 < '  vari a b i P :  t. 1 1 < '  p ro posi l i o l l s  an � 
obtainable by mak i l l g  s l l bs t. i l . u t i o l l S  i l l  t h e  p osi t. i o n  of t. h e  forusl 'd  p h ra s ( � .  I I I  
t h e  rule bclow, [¢] " i s  al l ord i l l a ry s ( � l I lantic val u (\ w h ich i l l  t . i l < '  cas( '  of  a sen­

tence is a propos i t. ion . [ 4l] 1' is  a sd. o f  proposi t. i o n s ,  ro ughly t. h ose� p ro p o s i t. ions  

obtainable from [ IP]" by I l l i l k i l l h  a su bst. i t. u t. ion i n  t.h ( �  focus(�c l pos i t io l l . 
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204 MATS ROaTH 

(9) a. Set case: Where � is a syntactic phrase and C is a syntactically covert 
semantic variable, ¢> '" C introduces the presupposition that. C is a 
subset of l¢>] f containing [¢>]o and at least one other element. 

b. Individual case: ¢> '" 'r/J introduces the presupposition that 'r/J is an 
element of [¢>Jf distinct from [¢>]o. 

Thus the architecture of the grammar of focus is as follows. The oper­
ator '" introduces a variable into an LF representation which is constrained 
by the semantics (9) . The variable is linked up with something else in the 

representation by means of indexing . In tree (l ) ,  the coindexed phrase is the 
question; in tree (2) , the coindexed item is a covert domain-of-quantification 
variable for only, and in tree (3) the coindexed phrase is the than-clause in 
the comparative. Linking up the focus-constrained variable with a particular 
antecedent is viewed as a matter of anaphora. The advantage of this approach 
is that focus-sensitivity follows from the independently motivat.ed semant.ics 
and/or pragmatics of a discourse configuration , synt.actic configuration , or lex­
ical item; it is not necessary to stipulate focus-sensitivity in a ru le  referring 
directly to a focus feature or focus-det.ermined semantic informat.ion .  Let. u s  
call this the indirect-anaphoric theory of association with focus; for discussion , 
see von Fintel ( 1 994) and Krifka ( 1996 ) ,  in addit.ion t.o Rooth ( 1 992 ) . 

2 Optionality of asso ciation with fo cus 

The analysis reviewed above predicts that focus-sensitive effects should be 
optional , for two reasons. First. ,  adjoining a focus-interpretation operat.or at a 
particular place in LF is an opt. ional process . Second, once a foclls-const.rained 
variable is present, t.he t.heory does not fix the antecedent for that varia.ble .  

The fol lowing example wa.� ci t.ed in  Rooth ( 1 992)  as apparen t. (�v idence for 
opt ional i ty. 

( 10)  Peopl e  who [growL,- r ice g(�nerally oll ly [eat.L,- rice. 

J udging by the mean ing , t.here shou ld be a focus O i l  rice <lssociat.ed w i t.h only. 
But phonetical ly, it seems t.ha t.  no focus Oil 7'ice is marked .  H at.her ,  t.here is 
a focus on cat mot. iva.t.ed by cOIlt.ra.�t. with g7'OW, The assumpt.ion t.hat. t.ha.t. 
there indeed is no foclls on l'ire l < ,ads t.o t.he fo l low ing LF , quo t.ed from Root.h 
( 1992 ) ,  



( 1 1 )  

ON THE INTERFACE PRINCIPLES FOR INToNATIONAL Focus 

generally 

S 

NP! 

� 
people S' 

A 
who! S 

A 
VP 

S 

A 
VP 

� 
only (C) VP 

. A  
VP. rv PG 

A � 
VPG rv Ps 

� 
eatF rice 

growF rice 

In this representation, there is no focus-determined constraint. on the vari­
able C contributing the domain of quantification for only. As a consequence, 
this domain of quantification would just have to be worked out based on prag­
matic reasoning, something which hardly seems objectionable. 

A variety of similar examples have been given in the literature: 

( 12}a. Eva only gave xerox copies to the [GRADUATE]F students. 
No, P ETRF only gave xerox copies to t.he G RADUATEsOF st.udents . 
(Partee ( 1 99 1 ) )  

b .  We only introduced Marilyn t o  [J OIIN]F Kennedy. 
( i .e .  not to Bobby and Edward Kennedy) 
We also only introduced [Sue] F to [J OlI N]sOF Kennedy. 
(Rooth ( 1 993)) 

c . Mary only [STEAMS] veget.alJles, and even [ .J OlIN] !' only [st.eams]SOF 
vegetables . 
Krifka ( 1906) 

In each examp le , the final IJracketed phrase is t.he loclls of a. second OCCUTTcncc 
focus. To explain t.he notat.ion , t.he F subscript marks a posit ion where it is 
uncontroversial that. there is a focus, whatever this amount.s to in a particula.r 
theory. The SOF su bscript.  marks a position where, from the p oint. of view of 
certain theories of foclls-sensitive effl:ct.s, one would expect there to be a foclls 
feature, but where the usual phonetics of focus is missing. The interest. of such 
examples lies in the fact that the indirect-anaphoric theory (or as explained 
presently, one versioll of i t )  predicts that there should be such opt.ionnl ity 
effects. In contrast, a variet.y of other approaches to focm; and associat.ion wit.h 
focus make the prediction that there is a focus feature inside the argument. of 
any focus-sensitive operator such a s  only. One theory with this consequence 

is the structured meaning approach t.o the semantics of focus von Stcchow 
(8580 ) .  
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It is possible to pose the theoretical question within the Rooth ( 1992) the­
ory of the grammar of focus. In what in that paper was called the intermediate 
theory (as opposed to the strong theory) , only stipulates in its lexical entry 
that focus is interpreted on the argument. That is, the lexical entry for only 
specifies the following local phrase-structural configuration, where XP is the 
argument. 

(13) [only(C) [XP '" ell 
Since it turns out that the presence of a '" operator entails the prescncc of a 
focus in XP, this lexical entry stipulates the ·presence of a focus· in tire argument 
of the focusing adverb. 

I will call structured meanings and the intermediate theory association 
by role theories of association with focus, because they stipulate in rules of 
grammar-directly or indirectly-that there is a focus feature inside the ar­
gument of any occurrence of only. The argument from second occurrence 
phenomena against association by rule theories runs as follows. 

i .  Association by rule theories of focus sensitive constructions requ ire a 
focus feature (and the corresponding semantics) within the argument of 
each focus-sensitive operator. 

ii. The phonological reflex of the focus feature is p itch accent . 

i i i .  There is no pitch accent in SOF posit ions . 

iv . Therefore there is no focus feature in SOF positions. 

v .  So SOF configurat. ions involve a focus-sens it. ive operator wi t.hol l t.  a foclls 
feature in their argument. 

v i .  Since ( i )  is in conflict with (v) , nssociation-by-rule theories can not. rep­
resent SOF examples, and are t.herefore refuted . 

vi i .  The indirect-anaphoric theory is supported, because it decoup les the 
semantics of descriptively focus-sensitive construct.ions from the focus 
feature. 

In this article, I will show t.hat. cont.rary to this line of reasoning, second 
occurrence phenomena a.re not. evidence for the indirect.-anaphoric theory of 
association with focus . In fact. , properly understoo d ,  they appear to be ev i­
dence against it. The first pa.r t of the argument has to do with phonetic dat.a 
indicating that rather t.han being phonetically unrealized , second occurrence 
foci are realized in a special way. This is not a novel observat. ion,  since i t. was 
made in Rooth ( HJD2) a.nd in a d ifferent way in von Fintel ( 1 994) . But for the 
purposes of my argument, i t  is important to get a more detailed concept.ion of 
the phonetics and phonology of second occurrence focus. 1 
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3 The phonetics of second o ccurrence fo cus 

To my ear it is clear that at least many instances of SOF, though reduced 
in some sense, are still prosodically prominent. For instance, I think that in 
natural renditions of (12a) , (12b) , and (12c) the SOF phrase is quite clearly 
prominent. I investigated the nature of this prominence in an informal way, by 
making recordings of several discourses. The recordings were of my own voice, 
and were made under uncontrolled circumstances; I merely tried to make the 
discourses sound natural. 

The points I would like to establish are (i ) ·that secORd occurrcnce focus 
has realization distinct from that of ordinary focus, involving prominencc but 
no pitch movement, and (ii) this special realization is not triggered simply by 
one focus being under the scope of another; rather, a discourse antecedent. is 

required. 
Below are examples involving a single focus. 

( 14)a. Eva only [named]p Manny 

b. Eva only named [MannYh, 

The choice of words is motivated by the desire to avoid unvoiced segments, 
which disrupt pitch tracks. To contextualize the examples, one can imagine 
that Eva and her friend Sue have a bunch of cats. Eva got to pick Manny ' s 
name; the others were named by SlIe . The women also split up other d l l t. ies 
to be performed when one adopts a ki tten. In Manny's case, Eva at.tended 

only to the naming, leaving everyt.hing else to Sue. Thus Eva on ly N A M E D  

Manny-she didn't t.ake h im to  the  vet or  teach h im to  lise the l i tter box . 
And she only named MANNy-t.he other cats were named by Sue. 

In my renditions of these sentences, the foci  correlat.e with very prol1l i lH � 1 i 1  
pitch movements . The  reader wi l l  have to  take this for granted ,  since I don ' t 

have space to present the instru mental data . 
Next I consider examples which, alt.hough they involve two foci , as o l l t. ·of· 

the-blue utterances arc not inst.ances of second occurrence focus accord i n g  I I I  
my criteria. 

( 15 )a. Even Evap only [namedh , Manny today. 
b. Even Evap on ly named [Ma nnY]F t.oday. 

( 16)a. I only want Eva]> to only [name]F Manny today. 
b. I only want EvaF to only name [MannY]F t.oday. 

To trigger the pronunciation IInder d iscussion ,  the context should not invol \"t ' 
a discussion of nam ing cats . Imagine t.hat ( 1 5) opens a new subjec t. of CO l l \, , ' I '  

sation and is preceded by "G l less what. . "  Examp le ( 1 6 )  is l ess plausi ble a.� < I I I  
out-of-the-blue utterance . l3 1 l t.  i t. can be  cont.extual ized as a n  allsw,�r  t .o 1. 11 i "  
question "what do you want p (�ople to do  today?" . 2 

The point I want to make about these examples is that, although t. l l l '}' 

involve two foci , the second , semantica.l ly subordinate focus is st i l l  real ized 
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by a pitch movement. Figures 1 and 2 present wave forms , spectrograms, and 
pitch tracks for (16a) and (16b) respectively. The pitch tracks at the bottom of 
the figures illustrate a correlation between pitch movements and the location 
of the second focus; in figure 1, there is a pitch maximum in the region of the 
boundary between the vowel / A/ and the nasal /m/ in named, while pitch is 
flat or irregular in the region of Manny. 3 Conversely in figure 2 ,  there is a 
pitch maximum near the transition between the vowel /a/ and the nasal /n/ 
in Manny, while pitch is flat in the region of named. 

In the theory of focus realization of Selkirk (1984) and much subsequent 

work, the phonological correlate offocus is a "pitch, accent aligned with a sylla­
ble within the focused phrase. According to such accounts, ( 1 6a) has a pi t.ch 
accent aligned with the syllable nucleus / Am/ in named, and no pitch accent 
aligned with the syllable nucleus /an/ in Manny. In ( 16b) , the situation is 
reversed: there is a pitch accent on Manny, but none on named. This repre­
sentation appears to be compatible with the pitch contours in the figures. 

Now let us turn to genuine second occurrence focus. In each va.ria.nt below , 
the second occurrence focus is conditioned by a context sentence wit.h paral lel 
structure. 

( 17)a. A: Paul only [namedlF Manny today. 
B:  So what. Even [EvalF only [namedlsoF Ma.nny today. 

b. A: Paul only named [MannylF today. 
B: So what. Even [Eval F only named [Mannyl soF today. 

( 18)a. A: Do you want Sue to to only [namelF Manny today? 
B: No. I only want EvaF to only [namelF Manny today. 

b. A: Do you want Sue to only name [MannylF t.oday? 
B: No. I only want EvaF to only name [MannY]F today. 

Pitch contours for the second sentences in ( 18a) and ( 1 8b ) are given i l l  

figures 3 and 4. Comparing figure 3 to  figure 1 and figure 4 to figure 2 ,  1. 1 1 1 '  
striking difference i s  that a pitch movement marking focus on named or MIL7/.1l!/ 
is absent in the second occurrence examples. In figures 3 and 4, pi t.ch is l Ia t 
in the second occurrence position . This supports the view taken in t h e  l i t ­
erature that second occurrence focus is lingu istical ly different from ord i na ry 
focus . Clearly, in these utt.erances there is a gross phonetic difference 1 ) ( '_ 
tween ordinary focus and second occurrence focus. This must be due tu SOl i I I '  
representational difference, such a s  the absence of  a pitch accent. i l l  s(�co l l d  
occurrence positions. 

Listening to t.hese utt.erances, though , a difference is evident between 1. 1 1 1 '  
final sentence in ( 1 8a) , with a second occurrence focus on  named, and t.he  f i l i a l  

sentence in  ( 18b) , with i t  second occurrence focus on  Manny. To t.he ear a l l d  
brain,  the focus associated with only i s  clearly marked . It i s  implausible t. h a t. 
this is attributable to d ifferences in pitch , given the flat pi tch contours i l l  t. l w  
region of  the second occurrence foci. How then i s  the  second occurrence fOC I I S  
marked in these examples? Examination of the waveform and spectrogral l ls  
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in figures 3 and 4 suggest that the intuited difference has a basis in physical 
reality. First, in figure 3, the the amplitude of the vowel nucleus I Ami in 
named is greater than the amplitude of the nucleus lanl in Manny. 4 In 
figure 4 this relation is reversed: the amplitude is greater in the vowel nucleus 
in Manny than in the vowel nucleus in named. Second, consider vowel dura­
tions. In the spectrogram, the vowel in each case shows up as a dark block 
between two nasals. In figure 3, the vowel I AI in the SOF phrase named is 
longer than the vowel /a/ Manny. In figure 4, this relation is reversed: the 
vowel lal in the SOF phrase Manny is longer than the vowel I AI in the nOIl­
focused named. Thus in these utterances second, occurrence focus corre lates 
with greater durat ion and intensity, though not with pitch movement. 

These observations are hypotheses which have to be confirmed , quant.ified , 
and modified on the bases of systematic experimentation . But given the ad­
ditional fact that in intuition it is clear that the locus of second occurrence 
focus is detectable, it seems safe to conclude that SOF correlates with signal 
parameters other than pitch, perhaps including duration and amplit.ude .  To 

draw conclusions regard ing the grammar of focus, it is not necessary to know 
what parameters these a.re . 

4 Weak pronouns 

There is a pattern of dat.a which is closely allied with the so phenomenon ,  d u e  
to Susanne Tunstall ami d iscussed in von Fintel ( 1 994) and Kritlm ( 1 99G) . I 
wil l  present a variant of von F intel 's argument . 

The pronouns him, he7', and them can occur as fu l l  forms, a.n d  i n  t.he  

phonological ly cliticized forms which I wi l l  write as im,  cr, and c m .  In a 
cl i ticized rendition of t.he sentence below, the realizat.ion of the vc�rh ph rase 

like her is similar except.  i n  t.he first segment to the s ing le word Il ike!·. 

( 19 )  Do you l iker? 

Tunstall observed that. second occurrence focus on a pron o u n  blocks cl i t. ic iza­

tion. 

(20) Mary's boyfriend only  l ikes H ER. 
#Evell her DOSS o n ly l i kser .  

The example can only be  reudered wit.h a fu l l  pronO l l n ,  which I a.'iS l l l l l e  t.o ha.ve 
second occurrence phonology: 

( 2 1 )  Mary's boyfriend only l i kes H ER. 
Evell her DOSS on ly l i kes her . 

Apparent ly some sp eakc 'rs l i n d  the example bad , however i t.  is pronou nced ; 

these are the i n t u i t. i o n s  w h i ch von Fintcl reports . The i m p or t.ant. p o i n t. is t. ha t. 

the cl i t icized rendit ion ( 20 )  is not poss ible  in th is cont.ex t. .  

I interpret. these e 1 at.a ,  which I fi n d  quite clear, i n  t.he  fol lowing Wily. The 
pronoun her carries a focus feature , exp lain ing the i nt.u i t.ed seJnant.ics .  I I I  ( 2 1 ) ,  

2 1 3  
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the focus feature is realized by second occurrence phonology, i .e .  prominence ill 
the absence of pitch accent. Such prominence is incompatible with ciiticizatiol l ,  
explaining the fact the the ciiticized version (20) is perceived as ungrammt.ical, 
or rather as not conveying the meaning which is appropriate in cont.ext .  

Thus the weak pronoun data lead to exactly the same conciu::;ions a s  a 
consideration of the phonetics of other so phrases. It's j ust that pronouns 
provide a very sensitive probe for the phonological prominence which correlates 
with focus. For this reason, Tunstall's paradigm is easier to work with than 
other so data. 

Von Fintel draws the same conclusion from the pronoun data as that 
reached here. 

5 Bridging and the S O F  configuration 

The principal fact that a t.heory of second occurrence focus has to account 
for is a correlation between semantic/pragmatic interpret.ation and phonolog­
ical/phonetic realization . SOF has a phonology superficially dist. inct. from t.he 
phonology of ordinary focus, and it is apparently licensed by a special complex 
discourse and/or syntactic configuration. What exactly is this configurat.ion? 
In the examples discussed above and in the rest of t.he literature on the sub­
ject, two patterns suggest themselves. First , in al l of the examples, t.here is 
another competing focus in the same sentence with wider scope. In t.erms of 
LFs involving the focus interpretat ion operator, we have the fol low ing pat.t.eru : 

[ . . .  F . . . [ [  . . .  SOF . . . ] '" r2] " ' ]  '" f1  

The  first focus i s  the  primary focus, which i s  interpreted by  the  operator 
'" rl . With in the scope of this operator, we have another focus interpretatioll 
operator f2 which in terprets the focus which surfaces wit.h so phol lology. 

Second , in al l of t.he  examples ,  there is a sentence in cont.ext. which l l il.� a. fo­

cus in a posit ion paral l el  to t.he posi tion of the so focus , and w h i ch cont.r i LJ I l t.cs 

an antecedent for the variable f 1 .  
Both of these p o i n t.s are i l lus t.rated in the represcnt.at. i o l l  b el o w ,  w h i c h  

involves a discourse nodc d o m i n a.t. i n g  t.wo sentences. 
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D 

� 
S8 S 

A � 
only( C} S even(8} S 

/\ 1\ 
S ", C  S ", 8  

� A  
Sue named MannYF NPF S 

A�na /\ 
). e3 S 

A 
only(D} S 

/\ 
S '" D 

� 
e3 named Manny F 

In the second sentcncc, the so focus on Manny is interpretcd by '" D, which 
constrains the domain of quantification for only. This configuration is cmbcd­
ded under the scope of a sccond focus interpretation '" 8, the ant.ccedcnt for 
which is the first clausc. 5 This first clause contains a focus configurat.ion 
parallel to thc more cmbedded focus configuration in the sccond cla.usc. 

This configuration is complex, and it is implausible that any principle 
of grammar would rcfer to all of it at once. In fact ,  the part involving the 
focus in the first sentence can be shown to be irrelevant. As point.ed out. in 
Lakoff ( 1971 ) ,  contrast.ive focus and/or anaphoric reduction can be mediat.ed 
by entailmcnt. 6 His cxamplcs arc the following: 

(23}a. John told Mary shc was ugly, and thc she insult.ed him.  
b. John called Mary {a  whorc, a Rcpublican , a. virgin ,  a lcxicalist .} ,  

and thcn she iWiIllted him.  

In  the last variant of (23b) , t.hc  bridging cntailmcnt i s  that call ing sonwollc a 
lexicalist (combined with ullstated premiscs) entails insulting them. 

In Rooth ( 1992b) I discussed the following example: 

(24) First someonc t.old Suc about thc planned budget cuts, 
and thcn [J ILL heard about them] 

In this case thcre is a simple ent.ailment from someone tcl ling Sue a.bout. t.he 
budget cuts to Sue hearing about them. 

The relevance of the bridging phenomenon to the present discllssion is tha.t. 

2 1 5  
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it shows that discourse licensing of focus does not require that the l icensing 
clause be syntactically parallel to the clause hosting the reduced mat.erial . 
This observation extends to the focus structure of the antecedent in second 
occurrence configurations, as shown by an example which combines so focus 
with implicational bridging: 

(25) The provost and the dean aren't taking any candidat.es ot.her t.han S usan 
and Harold seriously. 
Even [the chairman]F is only considering [younger]SOF candidat.es. 

The phrase younger has the phonetics of SOF. The background assumption 
which licenses focus on [the chairman] in the second sentence is t.hat Susan 
and Harold a.re among the younger candidates. 

This datum shows that a parallel focus in the antecedent is incidental­
a second occurrence focus need not be a repeated focus. This is import.ant., 
because it eliminates analyses involving copying phonological feat.ures of t.he 
antecedent. In the examples discussed earlier, one might. propose t.hat. prosody 
in the so region is inherit.ed from the prosody of t.he parallel material in t.he 
antecedent. This might be the basis for an analysis where, cont.rary t.o t.he  
trend of the argument made in this paper, there is no focus fea.t.ure in t.lw 
so position. But this strategy is defeated by example (25) , where there is no 
parallel focus structure in the antecedent. 

The same point applies to a strategy of copying the semant.ics of the a.n­

tecedent. Krifka ( lDDG) proposes an ingenious analysis of S O F  in which t.he so 
focus is included in a reduct.ion anaphor which simp ly picks up i ts in t.erpreta­
tion from the antecedent . This has the consequence that t.he region S I l ITOll lHI­
ing the so focus, including t.he focusing adverb which appears to associat.e 
with the so focus , is not interpreted by the normal process of c011 lposi t. ional 

interpretation . Kriflm. suggests that this vitiates the argument from so phe­
nomena against associat. ion-by-rule theories of association with focus. If t.he 
focusing adverb which appears to associate with the so focus is not.  composi­
tionally interpreted, it need not have a focus in its argument, and we no longer 
have the problematic s i tuat. ion of a focusing adverb without a focus wit.hin i ts 
argument.. This point is not. d irectly relevant to the present d iscussioll , s ince 
i t.  assumes that so foc l ls is 1 I0t phollological ly realized, a .  pos i t. ion which I ha.ve 
argued against ..  But. for t.he record , (25 )  shows t.ha.t. t.he a.na lysis of t.h ( �  s( �cond 
occurrence phenolllenon can not. involve copying frOl I l  t.he ant.ecedent. t. he s()­
lIIa.ntics of the clause host. ing t.h( )  so focus, s ince in t.h is  example t. his scnla l l t. i cs 
is not not uniquely det.ermiued lJy t.he antecedcnt. . 

I draw quite gencral conclusions from the bridging exalllp le :  t.h (� so phe­

nomenon has nothing t.o do with grammatical paral lelism wit.h the ant.ecedent, 
such as parallel ism in fOCl lS  st.ruct.ure. The sole aspect of the a.nt.ecedent. which 
is relevant to the so phenomenon is the proposition i t.  denote:; . Fina. l ly a.nd 
most significantly, there is i t  focus feature in the so position which has t.he 

grammar and interpret.ation of ordina.ry foclls features-t.he sallW compos i­
t.ional semantics and mode of interaction wit.h focl lsing operators . Not.hing 
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else can explain why (25) has the specific interpretation that it has: the under­
stood contrast between considering younger candidates and considering older 
candidates has no overt source other than a focus on younger. 

At this point, we have a hypothesis about the LF of second occurrence 
focus: 

[ . . .  F . . . [[ . . . SOF . . . J '" f2J . . .  J '" fl 
To capture the distinction involving discourse antecedents discussed in section 
3, we would want to require in addition that f 1 have a discourse ant.ecedent. 
But the grammatical structure of that antecedent is not relevant. , 

6 Turning the argument around 

Here again is the indirect/ anaphoric theory of focus effects, illustrated for only: 

i. '" f k is freely adjoined in LF. 

i i .  The lexical entry for only stipulates a free domain of quantificat.ion vari­
able ,  with type of a set of propositions. Not.hing in this lexical ent.ry 
refers to focus features, focus semantic values, etc. 

iii . The variable constrained by focus interpretation is linked up wit.h t.he 
domain of quantification for only by anaphora. 

It follows from these assumptions that focus can be usefully used to restrict t.he 
domain of quantification for only. But it does not fol low that every occurrence ' 
of only has an associated focus in it.s structural scope. 

At this point , we have defeated the argument from second occurrence fOC l l ,'i 

for the indirect/anaphoric theory. We have show that there is an F feat, I I l ! ' 

in SOF positions, though it has a special realization . Let us go furt.her . 'I' l l ! '  

indirect theory seems t.o predicts t.hat uilCler suitable circumstances-wlwn t. 1 1 I '  

domain o f  quantification for only is given by the discourse context.-it. s h o u l d  
not be necessary to u s e  focus in the argument to give informat.i(lII abou t t. l l ! '  

domain of  quantification .  This suggests that in the  example bel ow, it sh o u l d 
not be necessary to place focus on t.he italicized pronoun in order t.o sl lpply a 
domain of quantificat.ion for t.he second occurrence of only. The reason is t. h a t  

the understood domain o f  ql lantification i s  already present in t. lw  immed i a te '  
discourse context: i t.  i s  t.he sallie as t.he domain o f  quant.ification for t.h e f i rs t  
occurrence o f  only. 

(26) A: You didn't do your job as a host. You only introduced B ILL to S U ( ' .  

B:  *It 's beCAUSE I only introduced him to  her  t.hat. t.hey had :m c h  a l l  

good time. So I d id  do  lIly job as  a host. 

Using Tunstall 's pronoun test ,  we can show that this predict.ion is not. L o l' I l ! '  

out. I find the following real izat.ion of B's response quit.e bad : 
(27) B: #It's beCAUSE I ollly illtroduccdim t,oer that they had snch an good 

time. So I did do my job as a host . 

2 1 7  
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Yet on the indirect/anaphoric theory, we could assume the following represell­
tation, where the domain of quantification for only in the second sentence is 
picked up from the first sentence. 

(28) . . .  only (r) [ [you introduced [Bill]F to Sue] ...... r] 
It's becAusE only(r) [I introduced him to her] that . . .  

Here there i s  no  focus interpretation on  the argument o f  only. But only has 
the right domain of quantification, picked up from the context. Thus the 
indirect-anaphoric theory incorrectly predicts (27) is appropriate ill the iu(li­
cated context. 

The same argument can be made relative to examples which do not involve 
second occurrence focus. Below, there is an indirect question which would on 
Hamblin (1973) 's analysis of the semantics of questions make available the set 
of propositions of the form 'John's sister likes x ' . But apparently this is not. 
sufficient to supply the domain of quantification for only: 

(29) I don 't much care who John's sister likes, though I doubt that she oll ly 
likesim. 

In the indirect/anaphoric theory, one could assume the following represent.a­
tion, without any focus interpretation on the argument of only. 

(30) I don't much care [who docs John's sister likes] s , though I doubt t.hat  

only(8) [she l ikes him] 

So, as before, the indirect-anaphoric theory incorrectly predicts tha.t. (29) , w i th  
a cliticized pronoun ,  should be good. 

What I have just gone through is an argument against the strong vers i o l l  o f  
the indirect-anaphoric theory of association with focus. It i s  11 somewhat \\' t �a k 
argument though, because it takes the view that, since the above L1"s h ave t l l t �  
right meaning, they should necessari ly be accepta.ble. But  there is a ) l I l zz l i l l h  

phenomenon regard ing presl lppositional operators which has a charac ter rat. lw r  

similar to  these data. In  certain cases , i t  i s  practically obligat.ory to usc  fo c l Is 

and/or presuppositional particles to give overt represent.ation to para l l e l is l I I  i l l  
denoted propositions . There is someth ing quite o d d  abou t t h e  firs t, eXal l I p l t ,  
below . 7 
( 3 1 )a. First she )lunched me.  Then she punched me.  

b, First she pU llched me.  Then she punch ed me again . 

Contemporary dynamic t.heories of presupposit.ion do not. give all acco u l \t .  ( I f  
the ncar obligatoriness i n  certain cases o f  presuppositional particles-rat. lwr ,  
such particles are gratu itous ly included in sentences, only t.o have t. 1 H' pn '­
suppositions they introduce fil tered out . So, such near-obligat.oriness sh o l l l d  

be considered an  unexplained property of  presupposit.ions . In  t.he  pers ( l t ·c­
tive of Rooth ( 1992) , focus is treated a s  presuppositional . Therefore i t  l I I ight. 

be possible to view the above dat.a as part of the larger problem of obl iha­
tori ness of prcsupposit,ional operators . If so, they do not count. a.gainst t1w 
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indirect/anaphoric theory. 
The option just outlined strikes me as tortuous, though. If all instances of 

only come with a focus interpretation operator, there is no objection to writing 

this into the lexical entry of only. The phenomenon of incorporation in lexical 
entries of semantic elements which can also be introduced compositionally is 
familiar in lexical semantics. For instance, Jackendoff ( 1990) proposes that 
when the verb put occurs with a locative rather than a path prepositional 
phrase, the path component of meaning is introduced by the lexica.l sema.ntic 
representation of the verb. 

(32)a. John put the book on the table. (locative) 
b. John put the book into the bag. (path) 

7 Further issues 

The phenomenon I have been looking at interacts with a lot of other quest.ioni:i, 
and without examining them, I can not make a very definitive prop0i:ial. How­
ever, I do have a rough idea of an analysis, which I now outline. The logical 
form of focus is as in Rooth ( 1 992) : phrases bear F featurei:i, and the :scope of 
an F feature is marked by a corresponding focus interpretation operator, which 
has a variable as a covert argument. This argument is identified with some 
other index or discourse referent in the representation . Some focus-:sen:sit.ive 
operators-such as only-lexically incorporate a focus interpretation operator, 
so that their lexical entry stipulates association with focus. 

The phonological interpretation of the F feature is not pitch accent, but 
metrical prominence : within the scope of a focus interpretation operator, the 
corresponding F is the most metrically prominent element . Depending on 
other factors, this prominent element might or might not surface with a pi tch 
accent . In particular, in the configuration repeated below, the fir:st focus but 
not the second one surfaces with a pitch accent. 

(33) [ . . .  F . . .  [[ . . .  F . . .  ] "-' f2] " ' ] "-' fl 
At present,  we are not in a position to say why this is so; it might be the re::mlt 
of the mapping between syntax and phonology, the presence of pi tch accents 
being sensitive to certain semantically significant factor:s such a.<; discourse 
anapiloricity. Or it  might be the resul t  of a phonological rule which deletes 
a pitch accent, subject to a structural description involving inf(�rior metrical 
prom inence. 

I now turn to specific questions which are relevant to fil l ing in the above 
sketch, and which in part :suggest that there is subst.antial empirica l terri tory 
to be explored before an analysis can be formulated . 
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Left-right order 
III the examples I looked at above, the so focus follows the primary focus. This 
seems to be significant. In the examples below, the focus on Manny follows 
the primary focus on A nna, and is realized without pitch accent. (In the first 
version, I find the absence of pitch accent on Manny obligatory. In the second 
version, a rendition with pitch accent seems possible, thought I prefer a version 
without one. ) 

(34) John likes only Manny. 
a. Even AnnaF likes only MannYF . 
b. AnnaF likes only MannYF , too. 

Now we switch the order of the phrases [only Manny] and [even Anna] , contin­
uing to pay attention to the contextually appropriate reading where the even 
quantification and its associated focus have wide scope. 8 
(35) Only MannYF likes John. 

a. Only MannYF likes even AnnaF . 
b. Only MannYF likes AnnaF , too. 

Here my intuition is that the focus on Manny is obligatorily an accented focus. 
Thus in this paradigm, the semantically less prominent ( i .e .  narrower scope) 
focus surfaces without a pitch accent only if it follows the more prominent 
focus. This is suggestive of the doct.rine of nuclear accents, according t.o which 
a final accent has a distinguished status as most prominent. Suppose that 
( i) there is a constraint that the final accented position is the metrically most 
prominent position, and that (ii) semantic scope of focus is reftected in metrical 
prominence . It follows that a focus with inferior scope which follows the focus 
with superior scope can not be realized with a pitch accent. (Alan Prince 
suggested something l ike this in the discussion after my t.alk . ) This idea is 
intriguing, though if falls short. of explaining why a.ccent. on Manny should be 
obligatory in (35 ) ,  or why it should be marginally possible in t.he second option 
of (34) . 9 

There is another relevant configuration for the left/right assymmet.ry, where 
the focusing adverbs arc both to the same side of t.he foci :  

(36) We only [introduced]F Marilyn t.o John. 
We alsol only 2 introducedF• Marilyn to Bobby Fl ' 

Here the nested scope relationship of the foci is in a sense more clear, becanse 
the association-with-focus relations arc nested . I feel that as before , t.he first. 
focus is realized with an accent, though I would like to make a record ing to 
be sure of this. If we reverse the order of primary and secondary foci , the 
secondary focus is realized with so phonology. 

(37) We only introduced Marilyn t.o JohnF Kennedy. 
We also I only 2 introduced Sue�'1 to JohnsoFl Kennedy. 
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Discourse givenness 
As I have already stated, he pattern (33) does not in itself capture the con­
textual givenness of material containing the so focus. But as was argued in 
section 3 ,  this seems to be relevant. Here is another example, which again 
should be thought of as an out-of-the-blue utterance. 

(38) Even the mayor's closest supporters are saying that only his opponcnts 
have any chance of winning. 

Although even semantically has maximal scope, the focus associated with 
only is realized with a pitch accent . Evidently, the difference from so examples 
is that here there is no context sentence which supplies an antecedent for 
reduction of material containing the focus associated with only. This shows 
that relative scope of focus is not the only relevant parameter for so phonology;  
discourse anaphoricity is also relevant. 

If I pronounce (38) with a so realization of the focus on opponents, I get 
a strong suggestion of a context where an antecedent is explicitly available.  It  
is delicate, though, to say what 'explicitly' amounts to. We have already seen 
that so focus can be implicationally bridged. One can also set up scenarios 
without any linguistic antecedent at all .  Consider the following context for 
Krifka's steaming example. I am staying at your house for a few days. Aft.er 
a third observation of your cooking technique, I can say without any prcvious 
discussion of the mattcr: 

(3D) I ALSO only [steamlsoF my vegetables. 

This conveys something in the direction of my taking it to fol low from wha.t 
is going on in your kitchcn that you systematically cook your vcgetables by 
steaming, and that I assumc you will agree with this conclusion . 

Focusing adverbs differ as to whethcr they rcquirc relatively ovcrt an­
tecedents: as we saw with (38 ) ,  cvcn docs not rcqu irc an ovcrt allteccnt. ,  whi le 
also does requirc one.  Thus thc following is no good without a relat.ively overt 
antecedent ( also is to bc undcrstood as associat.ed with thc SUbject) : \ 0  
(40) The mayor's closest supportcrs arc also saying that. on ly his opponent.s 

have any chance of winning.  

What is one to make of t.hese po ints at. a thcoretical level? Instead of saying 
anything substantial about. the charact.erizat. ion of relat ively overt l iccnscrs, I 
will l imit myself to describ ing a suit.able interface. Suppose t.hat among the 

variables used as argu ment.s of t.he focus interprctation operator, therc is a 
distinguished subset uscd for 'overt' licensers. In tcrms of the represcnt.a.­
t ion above, the second focus below would bc rcal ized with sccond occurrence 
phonology if f 1 is an ovcr t.-antccedcnt variable .  

[ . . .  F . . . [ [  . . . F . . . ] '" f2] . . .  ] '" fl  

22 1 
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It is seems desirable to decompose this into one part having to do with a 
relation between relative prominence and the scope of foci, and another part 
having to do with pitch accent realization. For the first part , we can say that 
in the configuration 

[ . . .  F . . .  ] '" rl 

where r 1 is an overt-antecedent variable, F is metrically more more prominent 
than anything else in the scope of '" rl . The second part is the lluclear­
accent principle, according to which no pitch accents are realized after the 

most prominent syllable in an intonational phrase. 

Phonological characterization 

The discussion in this section has been based on the hypothesis that there 
is no pitch accent in 50F positions. There is one alternative which has to 
be eliminated, that 50 foci are marked by L* pitch accents. For the main 
argument made in this article, this would make no difference ; but this issue is 
nevertheless an interesting one. According to Pierrehumbert a.nd Hirschberg 
( 1990) , L* accents can convey that "H [the hearer] should already be aware of 
what S [the speaker] is saying" . They give the following example: 

(41 ) A: Let's order the Chateaubriand for two. 
B: I don 't  eat beef 

L* L* L H% 

The impact here is  an insulting suggestion that A shou ld already have been 
aware of B's dietary preferences. This might be thought of a s  a pragmatic 
effect based on a semantics of contextual givenness, establishing a possible 
conuection with second occurrence data. 

An argument against an L * analysis which occurs to me is to look at. s o  
focus in questions: 

(42) John only steamsF his vegetables . 
Does even AnnaI-' only steamSOF her vegetables? 

My impression (without having looked at the matter in  deta.i l )  iH that. there 
is that pitch on steam is quite high. To the extent t.hat the specific patt.ern 
is inconsistent with a low accent.,  and consistent with the in t.erpolat.ed pi t.ch 
movement produced by HH$ boundary t.ones marking the yes/no quest.ion,  this 
would yield an argument. for the absence of a pitch accent in the s o  llosition , 
based on phonetic realizat.ions rules for accent in the tone-sequence model . 

The rice example 

One loose end in this discussion is t.he example repeated bel ow .  
(43 )  People who [growl F rice generally only [eat.I F rice. 
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The intuition here is that there is no intuitively perceptible prominence on 
rice, thought at this point we have good reason to think that there is a focus 

feature in this position . Here I will repeat what I said in Rooth ( l DD2) :  once 
we have shown that most foci-including many so foci-are phonetically and 

phonologically realized, cases like this do not count against association by rule 
theories. We analyze the example with a focus feature on rice. Since there is 

nothing else in the postnuclear area with which to compare any prominence 
on rice, it is easy to see why prominence on rice should not be perceptible.  

8 Conclusion 

My results are the following. 

i . Second occurrence focus is phonologically and phonetically realized . 

ll.  Second occurrence foci bear a focus feature. 

iii. The s·o phenomenon is not an argument for t.he strong version of t.he 
indirect-anaphoric theory. 

iv . There is a weak argument (stated in section 6) for associa.tion-by-rule 
theories, where lexical i tems arc allowed to stipulate association wit.h  

focus. 

v. The phonological correlat.e of focus is met.rical prominenc( �  rat.hpr t.han 
pitch accent.  

VI . I stated a general izat.ion charact.erizing in terms of  a .n LF configura.tion 
where focus is rea l ized wi th so phonology. 

The formalization referred to in  the final point has the status of a generalizat. io l l  
stated in terms of suitable th (�oret. ical const.ruct.s .  \Vh i le i t  is appeal ingly 
abstract and removed from t.he immediate data, i t  fal ls short of be ing a theory, 
because i t  is not embedded ill a general  account of the LF-phol lology relat. io l l  
dealing with accent assignmel l t ,  phra.�i l lg ,  and metrical prol l l in( � l Ice .  

Point v .  is real ly a hypot.hesis rat.her than a conclusiol l ,  s inc(! severa'! al t.pr­

natives are consistent with what has been said here ; so foclls accents m ight. be 

deleted by phonological rules ,  or l Iot real ized in  phonetic i l l lp lenwlltatiol l .  To 
flesh either of these possib i l i t. ips o u t. ,  i t. would be necessary to iden t. i fy a phol lo­

logical context for the del( � t. ion or non-realization , and t.o rdat. e' the rdevan t 
conditioning features to t. 1 l C !  LF of S O r .  

One po int  which I sys t.ema t. i cal ly gloss(!d over i l l  present. i l lg  m y  LFs is t.he 
phenomellon of crosscat.egor ia.! i t.y. Focusi l lg adverbs which a. n �  sYl I t. ac t. i cally 
adjoined to NP were gi\, ( � l l  clausa l scope  i l l  LF. Crosscat.egorial i t.y of focl ls­
ing adverbs is covered in  Booth  ( l OS5 :ch 3) , and in u l lPu blished resea.rch , I 

have worked out the seman t. i cs of a crosscategoria.l focus interpretat. ion oper­
ator using similar met hods .  However ,  it unclear to me wlwt.her Illy impl i c i t.  
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promissory notes regarding the relative scope of foci can be paid off. The 
same reservation applies to expressing correlations between semantic scope 
and phonological prominence. 

Looking towards a broader theory of the LF-phonology relation ,  it strikes 
me that the architecture in terms of which I argued, while useful for my pur­
poses, is beginning to have a dilapidated look. An alternative which looks 
promising to me is the framework of Steedman (ms.) , where it is possible 
to get much more of a grasp on semantically relevant aspects of accent and 
phrasing. 

Endnotes 

1. The following section appears in nearly identical form in Rooth ( HlD6 ) .  
2.  I find ( 15) a l o t  easier to  deal with than (16) ; presumably the  double 
negation adds complexity. And at this point, it requires some imagination to 
fit the discourses into the cat scenario; the word today was added on t.he end 
to make the focus non-final . 

3. I use the informal notation for English vowels of Chomsky and Halle ( lD68 ) .  
The captions for the figures give approximate temporal locations o f  the  promi­
nent vowel nuclei of relevant words. The time labeling on the horizont.al axis of 
the pitch tracks and other signals can be used to locate the relevant. phonet.ic 
material. 

4 . In the figures, what is visible as a. sequence of vertical bars in the wa.veform 
at the top of the figure is in fact a wave which is extremely compressed in 
the horizontal d imens ion . Where the bars arc longer , the wave a.mpl i t.ude is 
greater. 

5 .  Here I analyze the covert argument of even as being a s ingl ( � proposit ion , 

rather than a set of proposit. ions as i n  Rooth ( l(l85) . With this seman t. ic t.yP( � ,  

the presupposition cont.ribu t.ed by even is that. the covert argu ment. is tru e and 
is less likely than the overt argument .  

6 .  Lakoff cred i ts the o bservat. ion t . o  G eorgia G re(�n al ld R. M . \V .  Dixol l .  

7 .  I bel ieve l owe this observation to  H ans Kam p .  

8.  But  sec the worries below concern i n g  whet h e r  t h i s  ass u m p t. ion a b o1 l t. t. he 

scope of the focus is legi t imate. 

D.  There are some i nterest ing in t.eractions with phrasing ooserva \J le in (3G ) .  I I I  
(35a) , a b ig i ntonationa.l oreak octween likes and even is preferred on t.he rel­
evant reading. If I instead p lace a brea.k between Manny and likes, I don ' t  get. 
the relevant rea.ding. (350)  is more flexible :  here I can get the relevant. read ing 
with the break in either p lace . This presumab ly has t.o do wit.h the fact that. 
in (35a) the advero even is adjoined to the NP MILT'y, which as shown in Rooth 
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(1985) attains its scope by quantifier seoping. It might be that the scoping 
mechanism here is type raising or string-vacuous cxtraposition, with an influ­
ence on phrasing. These observations suggest a complex intcra.ction bctwccn 
the scope of focus, the realization of focus, and phrasing ; Mark Steedman's 
work on focus and phrasing in a categorial framcwork is potcntially relevant 
(Steedman ms. ) .  

10 .  For association with subjects, i t  i s  actually not clear whether this differ­
ence has to do with the adverb rather than with the position of the adverb 
relative to the focus. The following example with even in auxiliary position 
does require a relatively overt liccnsing context, if there is no accent. after 
even. 
(i) The mayor's closest supporters are evcn saying that only his opponents 
have any chance of winning. 
This ties in with the question whethcr subject-adjoined even has a presupposi­
tion as strong as what is maintained in many accounts. Consider the fol lowing 
example from Kempson ( 1 975) . 
(ii) All the kids tried on something. Mary tried on a pair of trousers, Sue a 
long shawl. Even Max tried on a fancy tic. 
As Kempson points out, the prcsupposition here is not that people ot.her than 
Max tried on a fancy ties, but rather that people other than Ma.x tried t.hings 
on. This suggests that the semantics of subject-adjoined even involves, i ll the 
terminology of Rooth ( 1985) ,  the focus scmantic values of both t.he subject 
and the YP, resulting in an optional association with a focus on or in the YP. 
The semantics maintaincd on standard accounts is obtained only when the YP 
has no focus. 
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