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1 Free foci

So far we have been discussing association with focus, where focus systematically interacts
with operators like only.

Rooth 1992 uses his theory of association with focus for cases without such operators—or
free foci—as well (see also Krifka 1991, 2001, 2004, 2006).

(1) Question-answer pairs

A: Who ate sushi?
B: [Chomsky]r ate sushi.

2)

N
Chomsky >~

ate sushi
3) (2) is a felicitous answer to question @) (wrt to g) only if ¢(C) = Q.

(4)  [Who ate sushi?]? = { Aw,. z ate sushi | z € D, }
Similarly for contrastive foci:

5) Contrastive foci
An [American] » farmer met a [Canadian] » farmer.



(6) TP

DP VP
D NP \Y% DP
an ~(C; met D NP
AdjPr NP
a ~ CQ
American farmer AdjPr NP

Canadian farmer

(7) (6) is felicitous (with respect to g) only if g(C;) € [Americang farmer]]? and ¢(Cy) €
[Canadiany farmer|[}

2 Association with focus or with a question?

Rooth 1985, 1992 generalizes association with focus to all other cases of focus (see also
Kriftka 1991, 2001, 2006).

But the other reduction is also a theoretical possibility:

* Free foci put felicity conditions on discourse: There must be an appropriate question,
or Question under Discussion (QuD). Suppose that there’s a pragmatic theory that
explains this (see Roberts 2012, for example).

¢ Association with focus could be indirect:

— Afocusrequires a salient QuD () that it is congruent to.

— only refers to () as well, rather than the focus itself.
(8)  [onlyg VP]Y = Aws.Az.: [VP])(w)(z) =1.Vpe g(Q)[p(w) =1 — p = wl. [VP]?(w)(z)]

Roberts 2012 and Schwarzschild 1999 pursue such a theory of ‘indirect/pragmatic’ associ-
ation with focus.

Beaver & Clark 2008 put forward a more intricate position, which they call the QFC theory
of focus.

* Quasi association, e.g., negation.
* Free association, e.g., always

e Conventional association, e.g., only

For Beaver & Clark 2008, conventional association is assumed to be QuD-based.

3 Negation: quasi association

Jackendoff 1972: §6.6 discusses negation as a case of association with focus.

9) a. Kim doesn’t study [linguistics]» at Northwestern.
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b. Kim doesn’t study linguistics at [Northwestern] y.
(Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 45)

Beaver & Clark 2008 argue that the interpretive difference between these two sentences
follow from the pragmatics of intonation alone. So negative sentences are no more focus
sensitive than positive sentences.

(10) a. Kim studies [linguistics] » at Northwestern.
b. Kim studies linguistics at [Northwestern] z.

* (9a) normally is taken as answering the following questions, usually with different in-
tonation patterns.

(11) a. What doesn’t Kim study at Northwestern?
b. What does Kim study at Northwestern?

Kim doesn’t study [linguistics]p at Northwestern

a) H* L-L%
b) L+H* L-H%
c) L* L* L-H%

— The (a) intonation is typically used when (9a) is intended to be a complete answer
to the question in (11a) (possibly with an exhaustivity inference that she does
study all other relevant things). It is not compatible with the other question in
(11b).

— The (b) intonation is compatible with (11b), but the utterance is taken to be a
partial answer.

— The (c) intonation is typically used to deny a prior positive statement to the effect
that Kim studies linguistics at Northwestern.

e If the negative sentence (9a) is presented on its own, one would have to guess what
question it is answering, as well as plausible intonation patterns. (11a) is sort of a
weird question, so the best guess is that it answers (11b). Then the intonation is prob-
ably (b), or perhaps (c). Either way, we obtain the inference that Kim studies some-
thing else at Northwestern.

* By the same token, (9b) is often read with an inference that Kim studies linguistics
somewhere/at some university.

e But these inferences are defeasible. The existential inference depends on the QuD. If a
question like (11a) is taken to be the QuD, the inference is relatively easily defeasible.

4 Always: free association

Always seems to be focus sensitive.

(12) a. Kim always serves Sandy [expensive wine] 5.
b. Kim always serves [Sandy] » expensive wine.

Compare:



13) a. Kim only serves Sandy [expensive wine] 5.
b. Kim only serves [Sandy]» expensive wine.

A rough analysis of always with an implicit domain D.

(14) “always ¢” is true iff for each situation s € D, ¢ is true in (some extension of) s.

e For (12a), the domain D is the set of situations where Kim serves Sandy something.

e For (12b), the domain D is the set of situations where Kim serves someone expensive
wine.

Despite the similarity, Beaver & Clark 2008 argue that the way always interacts with focus is
not the same as only.

4.1 Always vs. only: phonetically reduced material

Always can associate with the reduced pronoun ’im, but only cannot.

(15) Context: You had many discussions with Sandy, but what I want to know is the
extent to which you talked about Fred. Of all the times you talked with Sandy, how
often was Fred the person you talked about?

a. lalwaysp discussed’im with Sandy.
b. #I onlyr disucssed’im with Sandy.
c. lonlydiscussed Fredy with Sandy.
d. Ionlydiscussed HIMy with Sandy.
(adapted from Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 150)

Another example:

(16) a. People who grow rice only [eat]  rice.
b. #People who grow rice only [eat] r it.
c. People who grow rice always [eat] it.
(adapted from Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 153)

4.2 Always vs. only: displaced material

Only cannot associate with displaced material (Jackendoff 1972, Erlewine 2018), but always
can.

a7 a. We should thank the man whom Mary always took to the movies.
b. We should thank the man whom Mary only took to the movies.
(adapted from Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 163)
(18) a. What do you think Kim always gives his mother ?
b. What do you think Kim only gives his mother ?
(adapted from Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 165)
(19) a. Guinness is what I think Kim always wants to drink .
b. Guinness is what I think Kim only wants to drink .

(adapted from Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 165)



4.3 Always vs. only: elided material

Always can associate with ellipsis, but only cannot.

(20) a. Kim always salutesy because Sandy always does.
b. *Kim only salutesy because Sandy only does.

Beaver & Clark 2008: §7.8 mention some counterexamples:

(21)  A: Which store do your friends prefer to shop at?
B: John sometimes goes to the fancyr store, and Sue onlyr does.
(Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 180)

(22)  A: Mary never feeds nutrapupy to Fido.
B: Whaddya mean? She only does.
(Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 180)

4.4 Always vs. only: inferred domains

23) a. Mary always managed to complete her [exams] y.
(i) Ineverysituation where Mary took an exam, she completed it.
(ii) Ineverysituation where Mary managed to complete something, she com-
pleted an exam.

b. Mary only managed to complete her [exams] z.
(i) *In every situation where Mary took an exam, completing it is the only
thing she did.
(ii) Ineverysituation where Mary managed to complete something, she com-
pleted an exam.
(adapted from Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 204)

(24) a. Mary always remembers to go to [church] .
(i) Ineverysituation where it’s time (for her) to go to church, she remembers
to go to church.
(ii) In every situation where Mary remembers to go somewhere, she remem-
bers to go to church.

b. Mary only remembers to go to [church]z.
(i) *Inevery situation where it’s time (for her) go to church, she remembers to
go to church but nothing else.
(ii) In every situation where she remembers to go somewhere, she remem-
bers to go to church.
(adapted from Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 206)

4.5 Conventional association

Based on the above differences, Beaver & Clark 2008 argue that only requires a phoneti-
cally focussed material to be in its syntactic domain = the constituent it c-commands in the
surface structure (see Beaver & Clark 2008: Ch. 6 and references therein for evidence that
second-occurrence foci have phonetic prominence).

The implicit domain of always is basically inferred, based on the overall truth-conditional
meaning, focus structure, and QuD.



5 The QFC taxonomy

Table 3.1 The QFC taxonomy of focus sensitive expressions

Quasi-association Free association Conventional association
negation g-adverbs exclusives
disjunction g-determiners scalar additives
verbs of appearance generics non-scalar additives
modals counterfactuals particularizers
reason clauses minimizing downtoners
emotive factives maximizing downtoners
verbs of desire intensifiers

modals (via modal base)

(Beaver & Clark 2008: p. 78)

* Exclusives: only, just, merely

* Scalar additives: even

* Non-scalar additives: oo, also

e Particularizers: in particular, for example

* Minimizing downtoners: kind of, barely, hardly, at the very minimum, to say the least,
at the very least, scarcely

* Maximizing downtoners: at the very most, at most, at a maximum, at best, the most
you can say is

e Intensives: really, totally

6 Backwards association with even

Pre-VP only must associate with the VP or a sub-part of the VP.
(25) a. *[Rich linguists]» only live here.
b. *[Rich]r linguists only live here.
C.
d.

Rich linguists only live [here] .
Rich linguists only [live] » here.

Pre-VP even can associate with a preceding focus, unlike only (Jackendoff 1972, Erlewine
2018).
(26) a. [Rich linguists] r even live here.
b. [Rich]r linguists even live here.
c. Rich linguists only live [here] .
d. Rich linguists only [live] » here.

But backwards association is not completely unrestricted:



27 [John]r said that Bill even read Syntactic Structures. (Erlewine 2018: p. 173, at-
tributed to Nakanishi 2012)

(28) a. The [Canadians]y, the report convinced the judges that we spied on .
b. The [Canadians]r, the report convinced the judges that we spiedon .
c. The [judges]r, the report convinced that we spied on the Canadians.
d. *The [judges]r, the report convinced  that we spied on the Canadians.

(29) a. A [professor]r seems to even be at the party.
b. *A [professor]|r wants to even be at the party. (Erlewine 2018: p. 174)

Erlewine’s generalization: the F-marking needs to originate in the c-command domain of
the pre-VP even.

He points out that backwards association does not force scope reconstruction.

(30)  Every [student]r didn't sing karaoke.

a. It’s surprising that no student sang karaoke. V> —)
b. It’s surprising that not every student sang karaoke. (—>V)

Erlewine proposes that pre-VP even can associate with F-marking in a trace, but only can-
not.

To do: Which conventional associators can associate with foci in traces?

7 Anti-Pied-Piping
Some languages mark focus with a focus particle and/or focus movement.

31 Hanako-wa hon-mo kat-ta.
Hanako-TOP book-also buy-PAST

‘Hanako also bought [a book] .’
(Japanese; Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 604)

(32) A hazigazda [Katinak] » mutatta be Janost
the host Kati.DAT show VM Janos.ACC

‘The host introduced Janos [to Kati] .’
(Hungarian; Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 603)

These can trigger ‘pied-piping’ in the sense that the target of suffixation/movement can be
larger than the semantic focus.

(33) Hanako-wa [[hon]z-0 kai]-mo shi-ta.
Hanako-TOP book-AccC buy]-also do-PAST

‘Hanako also bought [books] » (in addition to pens).’ (Japanese)

(34) Anna [a [hasznalt]» autot] adtael.

Anna the used car.Acc sold vMm

‘It’s the [used]» car that Anna sold (not the new one).’
(Hungarian; Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 604)

Furthermore, the target can be smaller than the semantic focus, which Branan & Erlewine
2023 call anti-pied-piping.



(35)

(36)

Idioms:

387

(38)

Branan

Kaze-ga fui-tei-ta. sorekara [ame-mo furi hajime-ta] .

wind-NOM blow-PROG-PAST. then rain-also fall-NML begin-PAST

‘The wind was blowing. Then it started to rain.’ (Japanese)
Péter [a Hamletet] [olvasta fel a kertben]r, nem pedig [Gszott] .

Péter the Hamlet.ACC read VM the garden.INE not rather swim

‘Peter read Hamlet in the garden, rather than swim.’
(Hungarian; Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 605)

Taro-wa [michi-kusa] -mo kut-ta.
Taro-TOP road-grass -also ate

‘Taro also [loitered on the way] .’
(Japanese; Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 627, attributed to Ohno 2003)

Nem [a 16b6t] hutzza , hanem keményen dolgozik.
not the horsehide.ACC scrapes but  hard works

‘He’s not [sleeping] », but is working hard.’
(Hungarian; Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 628, attributed to Kenesei 1998)

& Erlewine 2023 report such cases of anti-piped-piping in many languages from

different language families.

(39)

(40)

Ta lian [toufa] dou bu shu

3SG even hair DOU NEG comb
a. ‘He doesn’'t even comb [his hair] .’
b. ‘He doesn’t even [comb his hair] .’

(Mandarin Chinese; Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 616)

C’est [maman] qui me bat.
it=is mom who 1sG hit
‘(Mom'’s hitting me] .’ (French; Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 616)

Branan & Erlewine 2023 propose that focus association involves two elements: an operator
(which is interpreted) and a particle (which is not).

¢ Recall that the scope of pre-VP only in English is fixed, unlike the scope of pre-DP only.

4D a. I|only knew that he had learned [Spanish]z. (only > know)

b. Iknew that he had|only|learned [Spanish]z. (know > only)

c. Iknew that he had learned|only | [Spanish]z. (only > know, know > only)
(adapted from Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 624)

* Analysis: Pre-VP only is the spell-out of the operator. Pre-DP only is the spell-out of
the particle.

(42) a. [ m knew that he had learned [PRTqny Spanishr].

b. Iknew that he had learned [PRT,py Spanishp].



* The particle indicates that there is an operator somewhere higher in the structure that
Agrees with it (in [FOC]).

* The Agreement may trigger movement.

» The particle is preferably attached to the left most item of the semantic focus (modulo
independent morphosyntactic requirements, e.g., nominality, second-position, etc.)

(43) CONTEXT: At yesterday’s party, not only did Hanako dance, but ...
a. Taro-mo piano-o hiita.
Taro -also piano-AccC played
b. %Taro-ga [piano] -mo hiita.
Taro-NOM piano -also played
‘[Taro played piano] ¢, too.’
(Japanese; Branan & Erlewine 2023: p. 618, attributed to Aoyagi 1998)

e The left-most requirement skips adjuncts and certain functional items like indefinites.

8 Even

Even triggers a scalar presupposition.

(44) Tim even called Gumpp.
~- It’s surprising that Tim called Gump, in comparison to to Tim calling other peo-
ple.

A simple semantics based on likelihood (see Rooth 1985, Kay 1990, Herburger 2000, Green-
berg 2018 for different ideas):

(45)  w e dom([evene ¢]?) only if for each p € ¢(C), [¢]? is less likely than p.
It is observed that even in negative contexts (can) give rise to an opposite inference.

(46)  Tim didn’t even call Gumpp.
~- It’s unsurprising that Tim called Gump, in comparison to to Tim calling other
people.

Given that negation is a presupposition hole, it shouldn’t change the scalar presupposition
of even.

There are two ways to account for this:

e Scope theory (Karttunen & Peters 1979, Wilkinson 1996, Guerzoni 2004, Nakanishi
2008, 2012): Even in English is a PPI and takes scope over the negation.

47) It is surprising that Tim didn’t call Gump, in comparison to Tim not calling
other people.

e Ambiguity theory (Rooth 1985, Rullmann 1997, Schwarz 2005, Giannakidou 2007, Er-
lewine 2018): English has a PPI even and an NPI even.

(48)  w e dom([even™; ¢]?) only if for each p € ¢(C), [¢]? is more likely than p.
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Both theories have pros and cons.

Lexical ambiguity is uncomfortable, unless there’s evidence.

NPI even in other languages, e.g., einmal (vs. sogar) in German.

Island insensitivity

(49) a. Nobody thought that Gump even read oner paper.
b. Idon’t have classmates who even speak Englishy.
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