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0. Introduction

Intonational meaning has only recently begun to redeiveal treatment within
semantic/pragmatic frameworks, and even so, it isiaftade to play an outsider’s role — kept
apart from the realm of “standard” lexical meaningsquestion that serves as backdrop for the
present investigation is this: “Could the effect of intrabe modeled under precisely the same

theory of meaning as the effect of words?”

A long standing observation about English is that intonationdisambiguate an
otherwise ambiguous utterance (Jespersen, 1933). In gas, pd look at a specific intonation

contour rise-fall-rise (RFR), and its ability to disambiguate sentences likfollowing:

(1) All my friends didn’t come. (2) I can't do anything
a. =None of my friends came. a. = I'm powerless.
b. =Not all my friends came. b. = I'm not superman.

By pronouncing these sentences with a RFR pitch cdn@speaker will
unambiguously convey the (b) readings. The narrow goal ofvtirik is to develop an
understanding diowexactly this disambiguation takes place.

Towards this end, I'll investigate the licensing condsiom RFRn genera) leading to a
proposal for its semantics. | analyze the contourfasus sensitive quantifier, similar in effect
to [only] (see Rooth, 1996b). Unlike [only], however, | argue thatmeaning of RFR is a

conventional implicature, in the sense of Potts (2003a)s &tplains both the intonation’s
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independence of at-issue entailed content, as well agridarhentally speaker-oriented nature of
its contribution — a commitment to the unclaimability deahative propositions. In cases of
potential ambiguity, any readings where RFR quantifiesi@asly are filtered, giving rise to the
observed disambiguation effect.

The analysis is largely motivated by the infeliafyRFR on “alternative dispelling”
focuses, but simultaneously answers the questiowhe@handwhythe contour will disambiguate.
Furthermore, the proposal handles double focus data, whiclbbawea problem for past
approaches, leading to the claim by Ward and Hirschld®&p) that intonatiosannot
disambiguate. | demonstrate that their data conformytpredictions, and more generally that
double focus constructions can’'t be construed as evidence agaitktambiguating potential of
RFR.

With the puzzle of disambiguation resolved, | turn to laggestions for the
formalization of RFR meaning. In addition to defending Wamd Hirschberg’s classification of
RFR as a conventional implicature, | argue that itsesarthange potential must be calculated
late — specifically after the proposition to which the contatiaches is added to the context.
This order of evaluation not only allows for the simple abtarization of RFR as a quantifier
over assertable alternatives, but also predicts otherwiseergus interactions between RFR and

focus sensitive material like clefts and focus quansfier

The empirical success of this focus sensitive accsumte step towards the claim that
intonational meaning is “nothing new”. In particular, if ean analyze RFR using the well-
established tools of alternative semantics and conveniiopétatures, this suggests that
intonation is just another source of input to a familEanantic model, and not a class of meaning

on its own.

The remainder of the paper is organized as followsedtion 1, | review the
phonological makeup of RFR, and draw the line between thisiaildrscontours, including the
contradiction contour, and the incredulous retort. Se@iisma proposal for the meaning of RFR,
which | analyze as a quantifier over “post-assertabteftrdtive propositions, along the lines of
[only]. In section 3, | show that the proposal accoalganly for the distribution of RFR on
“fully informative” elements, and predicts its disambitjug effect without stipulation. With
these results in hand, | demonstrate that double focusaatae integrated without loss of

generality.



Section 4 addresses a host of remaining issues — campézprevious work on RFR
and related contours, as well as situating RFR mearithgnva dynamic semantic model.
Specifically, | discuss (a) the source of scalar antbrival effects, (b) the relation between RFR
and BUring’s contrastive topic contour, (c) the treatméRFR as a conventional implicature,

and (d) the interaction of RFR with other focus sensijerators.

1. Identifying Rise-Fall-Rise

1.1 What is Rise-Fall-Rise?

The rise-fall-rise contour has gone under various naé&sd and Hirschberg (1985,
1988) cite the following: °2—4—3 contour’, ‘a subset of Bolinger’'s Accent A’, ‘Tones Il Afig
‘falling—rising’, ‘Tone 4’, ‘Bolinger’s Accent B’, ‘fall-rge’, ‘contrastive stress within
contradiction contour’, ‘A-rise’, ‘321", and ‘rise-fall-rise’. In more recent work (Burir&03b,
Oshima 2005), the contour has been associated directlgavitrastive topi¢CT). However,
this presupposes a semantic unification of RFR and & Glicontour, consisting of both topic
and focus marking. For specific challenges to this apprcae §4.3.

| adopt Pierrehumbert’s (1980) term “rise-fall-risef fwo reasons. First, it is
phonologically transparent — more so than the relatively &l/thall-rise”, in which the
prominent rising pitch accent on the stressed syllable dbths goes unmentioned. Second, the
term is semantically neutral, picking out a prosodic efégméthout making reference to its

function.

Under the ToBI system for transcribing intonation (Siwen et. al, 1992), rise-fall-rise
has usually been identified as either [ L*+H L- H% Jdr+H* L- H% ]2 Consider the following
example of RFR, where speaker B places focus on the wqrddeng]:

3) A: Why isn't the coffee here?

B: 1 don't know. | wagxpectinghere to be coffee...
L*+H L- H%

%2 The most detailed account of RFR to my knowledge isathétard and Hirschberg (1985, 1988, 1992),
who argue that [ L+H* L- H% ] must be treated as a sepam@itour (Bing's A-rise). Oshima (2002),
transcribes contrastive topics (lone or otherwisd) (&+)H* L- H% ]. However, as his main interest is
with the semantics of the contour, and he providegrgoment for his choice of transcription, | follow
Ward and Hirschberg'’s notation.



The contour is made up of three pieces, which I'll desdribm left to right. First, there
is a focused constituent, in this case the single yexgecting], which bears a rising accent
L*+H on its stressed syllable Second, a low phrase tone L- associates with thelswktc
materialbetweerthe focus and the intonation phrase bouritlaFjnally, the boundary tone H%
aligns to the end of the phrase. Note that this loimgitone is anchored to tlfi@ right of the
phrase, even when the final syllable carries no wordsstees in the [fee] of [coffee] above. Also,
since RFR is only specified for one boundary toneustaccur entirely within a single
intonation phrase.

Rather than provide full ToBI style transcription throughdlitsimply mark the focus

and scope of the contour “in-text” as I've done in (3) abowegraing to the following key:

Notation

« Underline marks the semantically focused constifuent

+ ltalics mark the phonologically stressedrd within the focus.

« An ellipsis ‘..." marks the low-rise boundary tone.
Here are some examples of rise-fall-rise in action:
(4) | likemostkinds of cheese... (but not all).

(5) She’ssad.. but she’s nommiserable..

(6) If your four-year-olasisterliked the movie... | definitely won't like it.

(7) 1heard theloorbellring®... are you sure nobody’s there?
(8) Well, at least you didnftunk the test...

% At the phonetic level, this rising pitch accent mayémlized over the course of two or even three
syllables. While the L* portion of the accent inwadnlly anchors to the stressed syllable, the rising +H
portion can be postponed, provide it doesn’t impinge on rfoomealizing the phrase and boundary tones.
Thus, for example, if [John] or [Mary] bears a RFR acpémase-finally, the entire pitch accent will be
realized on the stressed syllable. However, if [Eligdl@ppears in the same position, the L*+H will likely
be spread across at least two syllables.

“ The extent of this low tone is variable, accordinghie distance between the focus and the phrase
boundary. However, the low target persists, even ititessed syllable of the focus occurs finally within
the phrase. Thus, we may find the entire [ L*+H L- HBédlized on a single syllable, as ingliess..”.
From my own preliminary production studies, it appearsuhéder-articulation is especially common in
these cases — perhaps the result of a constraint alyairisy four tones on a syllable.

® It isn’t immediately obvious whether a semantic focusdsdo be a syntactic constituent or not. While |
restrict myself to cases where the fotzia constituent, nothing | say will rely on this matgh

® Here, the semantic focus is the entire sentenbeduld the doorbell ring ].



1.2 Danger at the Phono-Semantic Interface

It should be noted that the transcription employed &m-fall-rise above is overspecified
relative to a real sound-utterance. While we can hegrhihieologically focused word and the
boundary tone, we are left to deducedkentof the semantic focus by pragmatic means. For

example, the following homophonous forms are compatible withla minge of focus structufes

(9) a. She bought a book abbats .. (but she didn’t buy one about anything else).
b. She bought a book abdnats.. (but she didn’t buy anything else).
c. She bought a book abduits.. (but she didn’t do anything else).
d. She bought a book abdagts.. (but nothing else happened).

Conversely, given a semantic focus, it isn't immediagglparentwvhich word within the
focus will carry the main phonological stress and thus corbedr the initial rise of the contour.
However, this problem of main stress assignment is inayospecific to RFR intonation, and has
been discussed at length in the literature, by Jacke(®i®), Selkirk (1995), and Biring
(2003a), among others.

For our purposes, it will mostly be possible to avoidmegles with this sort of ambiguity
at the phonology-semantics interface. For example, sincesEmsgless typically aligns to the
right edge of a constituent, placing the RFR pitch accemesee initially often results in an
unambiguously narrow semantic focus on the accented wdodeover, whenever possible, I'll
try to provide examples where a unique focus can plausibigferred from the context. Finally,

the phonetically unrealized underline will always mark titerided reading.

1.3 What isn't Rise-Fall-Rise?

A complicating factor in the study of RFR is the presericmilar, sometimes even
homophonous contours which nonetheless differ in effect. Cornbrelexamples on the
following page (where the focus has been double-underlined, @l sihggse as a contour distinct

from RFR):

" These examples are from Selkirk (1995), modified to suppifferent contour, but illustrating the same
essential point.



(10)  A: Sol guess you like [ee]pricots then?

B: | don't like[ae]pricots— | like [ei]pricots!
L*(+H) L- H%

(11)  A: John finally managed to solve the problem.

B: He didn'tmanageo solve it — it was easy for him!
L*(+H)  L- H%

(12) A: So, | guess you really loved the movie then, huh?

B: Lovedit !? | hated it!
L*(+H) L- H%

In each of these examples, B’s response is “metalitigiii; the sense of reflecting or
commenting on a particular linguistic item (for more on mregaistic constructions, see Horn,
1985). Consequently, these uses of intonation are markadlégst three features that
distinguish them from the “standard” RFR.

First, the proposition to which the contour attachesadiéd off” or “nullified” by the
intonation. In (10), for example, B is not committinghe propositiort don't like apricots
Rather, she is objecting to a linguistic occurrence — theuyrciation of the wordpricots—
and then goes on to say that she does in fact like apri€hts.contour is unlike RFR then, which
always adds an independent contribution, never “interfesiitli' the proposition it attaches to
(see section 84.4 for more on the independence of RFR frisuatcontent).

Second, these metalinguistic uses differ phonologically from iR optionality of
the rising (+H) portion of the pitch accent. That id,)(conveys roughly the same meaning
whether the pitch accent is L*+H or merely L*. Thisaistark contrast with the examples
presented earlier in (4-8), which can’'t support the L* acegthout a corresponding shift to the
metalinguistic interpretation. If the metalinguistiesisire classified under Liberman and Sag’'s
(1974)contradiction contou(later identified as L* L- H%, see Wolter 2002), the ordteasion
we need to make is allowing that contour to have an opiyarising pitch accent. On this view,
the fact that the L*(+H) L- H% of contradiction or ieclulity overlaps with RFR is an accident
of phonology.

8 Plausibly, there is some weak semantic connectiog tfiese contours together, perhaps involving the
creation of alternative propositions (as discussed in §&), it should also be no real surprise to find
lexical ambiguity in the domain of intonation, as we fiid other corners of the lexicon. Whether ...



Finally, in just these metalinguistic cases, the atamkfocus requires an overt linguistic
antecedent. For example, in (12) above — a case of Waldiesudhberg's (1988ncredulous
retort — B’s response becomes infelicitous when the precedinguise is modified only

slightly (by replacing the workbve with enjoy):

(13) A: So, | guess you really enjoyed the movie then, huh?

B: #Lovedit !? | hated it!
L*(+H) L- H%

While this anaphoric relationship may in some cases bblissted through “rough”
identity, as in (14) below, the dependence on the preceding disdsistill notable when

compared to a non-metalinguistic case of RFR like (15).

(14)  A: Ithought the movie was pretty good. And my hushbiked It too.

B: Johnliked it !? | thought he hated action movies.

(15) A: Did your friends like the movie?
B: Johnliked it... the rest of them hated it.

These three common features shared by (10-12) — “callingheffriopositional
content, optionality of the rising accent, and dependeneeliaguistic antecedent — point to a
unitary contour L*(+H) L- H%, with a metalinguisticfe€t covering Ward and Hirschberg'’s
retorts and Liberman and Sag’s contradictions. Tbatmetalinguistic uses of RFR lack each of
these three features is strong evidence for keeping theamtours separate, despite their

optional phonological overldp

... languages apart from English collapse incredulity, cdidtian, and “true” RFR (which we might call a
non-resolutiorcontour) is a question worthy of further investigation.

° A further test for distinguishing the non-metalinguigkiFR contours is the acceptability of a following
[but], as in the following examples:

(a) |didn’thatethe movie...{ #0 | but } | thought it was pretty bad. (= RFR)
(b) 1 didn’t buy [aghricots—{ O | #but } | bought [ei]pricots! (= contradiction contour)

However, this test is a dangerous one, as it ailloh therhetorical uses of RFR discussed§4.2, as
well as on incredulous retorts with a [but] of “surpriéas opposed to the usual [but] of “granting”):

(c) A: Isit going to rain tomorrow? BObviously.. (# but I'm not totally sure )
(d) A: Mary loved the roast duck. Bdary liked it !? But | thought she was a vegetarian!



As another difference, Ward and Hirschberg (1985) notd_thaetman and Sag’s (1974)
syntactic unembeddability diagnostic for the contradictiomtour will not hold for RFR. For
still further reasons to avoid the collapse of RFR anadméradiction contour, see Ladd (1980),

and Wolter (2002). For more on the meaning of the contradictintour, see also Horn (1985).

In addition to all of these pre-theoretical distinctionsMeen RFR on the one hand, and
the contradiction or incredulity contours on the otherwiliesee shortly that RFR differs in
resisting “alternative dispelling focuses” (as defined ir882Since this feature is integral to the
coming analysis of RFR — and at the root of the disambimuaffect — it is important that we

can keep the metalinguistic cases distinct.

Throughout the paper, | will use “RFR” and #ezentnotation to refer only to the non-
metalinguistic uses — cases in which the rising (L*+Hgtp#ccent can’t equally well be
pronounced with a single low tone (L*). Since my ainui fo account for the licensing of these
“standard” cases, | mark as infelicitous utteranoesvhich only the metalinguistic reading is

available. For example:

(16) #All my friends came...

(17) I likemostdogs... but not all dogs.
(18) # I likemostdogs... who told you that?

Another contour | will keep distinct from RFR is the cortixaestopic (CT) contour, as
discussed by Biring (1997, 1999, 2003b). This contour typically Besasiterances consisting
of two intonation phrases — the first containing a risingtrastive topic accent, and the second

containing a falling focus accent:

(19) A: What about Fred? What did he eat?

B: [ [Fredkr Jine [ ate the [beans]inp
L*+H L- H% H* L- L%

19 Although, syntactic unembeddabilipesseem to hold for incredulous retorts. Ward and Hirsanb
(1988) attempt a broad semantic unification of RFR anthttredulous retort, but later (1992) discuss that
the two contours can be distinguished phonetically. ycase, by all the diagnostics above, the
incredulous retort seems more akin to the contradicomour than to RFR.



While the CT contour appears tofe¢atedto RFR in both form and meaning, there
remain differences between the two that preclude camptdfication at this time. | address

some consequences of this potential collapse in 84.3-4.4.

2. The Meaning and Licensing of Rise-Fall-Rise

The desire to attach a meaning to RFR goes backsatledar as Pike (1945), who
describes the contour as a combination of “introspectiinchose attention to some single
item”*’. Other researchers attribute to the intonation a séneservation (Halliday, 1967),
incompleteness (Bolinger, 1982), or focusing within a seidl-4980).

Ward and Hirschberg (1985) analyze RFR in terms oasspleaker uncertainty. On

their account, RFR conveys one of the following three tgbesicertainty:

I. Uncertainty about whether it is appropriate to evokeade at all.
II. Uncertainty about which scale to choose, givensbate scale is appropriate.

lll. Given some scale, uncertainty about the choicewfesvalue on that scale.

In 84.1, |1 show how both speaker uncertainty and complexrdoetiavior fall out from
the claim that RFR is a conventionally implicating qui#tiover alternative propositions,
evaluated late within a dynamic model.

This generalization, in addition to being simpler toeststindependently motivated by
the distribution of RFR on different types of focus. Témainder of this section is devoted
largely to this motivation. | begin by introducing Roothésmantics for focus interpretation, and

go on to define a class of focus that is incompatible RER: the “alternative dispelling” focus.

2.1 Focus, Alternatives, and [only]

In this section, | compare RFR to [only], and analygesémantic contribution under
alternative semantics.

Rooth (1985) presents a formal “alternative semantisfacus. The key feature of this
semantics is the creation and manipulation of alternatiyeogitions, summarized by Rooth in

the following way (Rooth 19964, p.2):

' This brief history of RFR is reproduced from Ward and ¢fiberg, 1985.



“The role of focus is to evoke contrasting propositionsets ef propositions. [...]
[ These ‘alternatives] are roughly those obtainable from making substitutions in the

focus position.”

There have been various implementations of this core &i@éng at integrating focus
alternatives into a compositional semantics (Rooth 1985Stechow 1990 and others).
However, as my main concern is with RFR intonation, wkadls to interact compositionally

with at-issue meaning (as shown in 84.4), these formalfer no immediate assistance.

Perhaps the quintessential focus sensitive opergamli§. Various treatments of [only]
date back at least to Horn (1969), and make crucial referalternativesin some form or
other. Following Rooth (1996b), [only] quantifies over alten@agiropositions as follows

(simplified for expositioff):

[only] combining with a clause yields the assertion #ilaalternative propositions

are false (and presupposes the main proposition of the clause)

As a simple example, consider the following pair, diffeidimdy with regard to the

prosodically markeld focus position:

(20) a. Mary only introduced [BiH]to Sue.
b. Mary only introduced Bill to [Sug]

In each case, [only] attaches to a clause whose maiogitional content is thédlary
introduced Bill to Sue The examples differ, however, as to the form of therrative
propositions. In (20a), alternatives are of the ftary introduced { X } to Syevhereas in (20b)
they areMary introduced Bill to { X } Since [only] quantifies over these alternative prdpmss,

the sentences are correctly predicted to differ innimeg

12 Here, | depart from Rooth slightly in assuming that tleénrproposition isiot part of the alternative set.
The formal consequences won't be important for the aisalyhe choice merely reflects the intuitive
notion that a proposition isn’'t an “alternative” teelf. Additionally, | correct an apparent typo (Rooth
1996b, p.15) —enly combining with a clause yields the assertiofip [ ( pOlel 0%p ) — (p = [¢1°) ].

13 |In these examples, the F-marked constituent is realith a falling (H*) pitch accent on its main stress.
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Before going on, it will be useful to say something about ti@alternative set is

instantiated. Consider the following:

(21) I only like [Pomeranians]

Clearly, if | utter (21), I'm not claiming to dislikeverythingin the world that isn’'t a
Pomeranian. While I've certainly implied that | di€lisomethingit’s not clear how broadly my
dislikes should be construed. Do | dislike all other dog#®ther pets? All other animals?

The answer, of course, lies in the context. If thedssf whichpetsl like has been raised,
then (21) will mean that | dislike all other pets. Intfahe selection of alternatives is virtually

unlimited, given sufficient context. For example:

(22)  A: Which animals do you like that start with thiedeP?

B: | only like [Pomeraniang]

Formally, Rooth (1992) allows for the context-dependencleeoélternative set by
requiring simply that it be aubsebf the larger set delimited by the focus structure. example,
in (22) above, the alternative set must consist entirghyagositions of the forrhlike { X }.
However, beyond this restriction, the choicewich alternatives are “contextually salient”
enough to be accessible to focus operators is Idieimands of a separate pragmatic process.

This general problem of determining the relevant domaimahtfication is discussed at
length in von Fintel 1995, for a wide range of quantifiersluiding [only]. The formal proposal
put forth there is that quantifier domains are “freealslgs” at the semantic level, bound by an
anaphoric link to the discourse context. It is reasondia, to think that in a case like (22),
[only]'s domain of quantification (i.e. the alternative s&il) be determined through a pragmatic
link to the preceding question.

For our purposes, the important point here is thatjeshuse a proposition fits into a
particular (syntactic) focus structure doesn’t mean thaillibe realized in the alternative set.
This point will be especially relevant in 84.2—-4.3 wherding RFR focus on an entire utterance,
leavingno syntactic restriction on the alternatives. In suclesathe link to previous discourse
(and in particular, a preceding question) is crucial ridieg which alternatives are salient

enough to make it into the alternative set.

11



2.2 RFR vs. [only]

On the surface, the contribution of RFR is similar ta digonly]:

(23) A: Did your friends like the movie?
B: a. Johnliked it...
b. Only John liked it.

Both examples leave us with the impression that the atlead$didn’t like the movie.
Thus it’s initially tempting to reduce RFR to the stagtiponly]. However, the following
examples show that RFR is weaker in effect:

(24)  A: Did your friends like the movie?
B: a. Johnliked it... I don’t know about the rest of them.
b. Only John liked it. # | don’t know about the resthain.

(25)  A: Did your friends like the movie?
B: a. Johnliked it... the rest of them didn’t show up.
b. Only John liked it. # The rest of them didn’t shgw u

In each case, the alternative propositions are ofottme{fX } liked it. Example (24b)
shows that since [only] quantifies over alternatives teeffext of theirfalsity, it's incompatible
with speakeuncertaintyregarding these alternatives. Similarly, when theradteses are
“undefined” (in the sense thitary liked the moviean't be true or false if Mary didn’'t go to the
movie) [only] is equally bad, as in (25b). RFR, on the otiaerd, occurs naturally in these
contexts, showing compatibility wittncertaintyandnon-definitionin (24a, 25a) respectively.

For the time being, it will suffice to make the follogitentative proposal. Both [only]

and RFR quantify over alternative propositions. While [pagserts that alternatives are false,

RFR asserts merely that alternaticas’'t safely be claimedAs we've just seen, there are many

reasons for not wanting to claim something — known falseHaok,of evidence, or
meaninglessness (non-definition). In this sense, RiARakerthan [only], in that the speaker’s

motive for not claiming the alternatives is left open.
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2.3 Alternative Dispelling Focuses

We saw above that while RFR and [only] differ as tostinengthof their quantification,
they are parallel in what they quantify over. Thuss @insurprising to find that both elements are

sensitive to the following restriction.

(26) RFR and [only] are illicit on “alternative dispetii’ focuses.

(27) a. The food wagood ..
b. The food was only good.

(28) a. # The food wagserfect..
b. # The food was only perfect.

Intuitively, (28a) and (28b) are infelicitous because, wipitrfect] is the best the food
could have been, the use of intonation or [only] seerimapty that it could have been even better.

To capture this intuition more formally, it will help tefine a few terms.

(29) A propositiorp resolves a propositioff q iff either:
(a) p entailsq

(b) p entails—q

(30) A propositiorp is assertable with respect to a common grouadf both
@cnp#c p is “informative”

(b) cnNp£0O p is “consistent”

This sense of assertability is due to Stalnaker (1@r2) can be understood as one of a
proposition’s prerequisites to being added to the commomgdrolNote also that {f resolvesy,
then adding to the common ground (that is, asserfigigendersy unassertable in the resulting

context, regardless of the prior discourse.

(31) The focus of propositigmis alter native dispelling iff p resolves all alternative

propositions generated by the focus.

14 Alternatively, we can say thatresolves théssueof whether or no is true.
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Returning to the data in (27) and (28), we find that [o#rfe (28) is alternative
dispelling, whereas [good] in (27) is not. Here’'s why—

In each case, alternative propositions take the fidienfood was { X.} As we saw earlier,
the specific choice of alternatives to instantiate fatascture is highly context dependent.
However, it is reasonable to assume in these exampldpéntect] and [good] will call to mind
alternatives along a Horn scale of quality, includinghidike [great], [mediocre], [awful], and so
on™. Crucially, we won’t be dealing with alternative propiasis like The food was spicy

Given this assumption, we can understand why [perfeatidanative dispelling in (28).
Each alternative propositiofhe food was { good / mediocre / baid yesolved by the main
assertion that the food was perfect. On the other har@7), the fact that the food was good
doesn't resolve a relevant alternative likee food was perfectThus, [good] is not alternative

dispelling in this context.

Biring (1997, p.11) makes the related observation that a sentéthh topic marking will
be ‘unpragmatic’ when impliesall of its alternative$S. This leads to a more general claim (p.13)
that unavailable readings ocaunly with “extreme” elements that mark the end of some scale
ordered by entailment.

It's worth emphasizing, then, that alternative dispglfocuses, as defined above, need
not imply their alternatives, nor are they necessarilypeimis on a scale (or scalar in any sense).
To be alternative dispelling means simplyasolveall alternatives, whether positively or

negatively, and makes no reference to scales. Takellbeihg example:

(32) A: Isn’'t John’s car white?
B: # It'spurple...

In this case, RFR is illicit because [purple] hagativelyresolved its alternatives. The
fact that the car is purple implies that itist white (or green, or any other color), thereby closing
the issue of the car’s color. Moreover, [purple] can’ilgéd® construed as the extreme element
on a scale. Thus, we see that Biring’s extreme focusemby a subset of alternative dispelling
focuses. In general, focus quantifiers appear to be senitimerely th@resenceof post-

assertable alternatives, and resist a focus that gigpellternatives by any means. Formally, a

!> Though here again, we have to control for the cordegendence of the alternative set. For example, in
the sentence “The food wasrfect.. but was it really worth driving to Alaska for?”, thentext provides a
salient alternative to [perfect] which remains unresdhand RFR is thereby licensed.

'8 For Biring, these are “Topic alternatives”; the distorcwon’t be important here.
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focus can dispel an alternative either by renderingiinformative or else by rendering it
inconsistent

While alternative dispelling focuses aren’t necessadblar endpoints, there is
nevertheless a sense in which they are maximal. Tddveative dispelling, a focus must be
maximallyinformative By resolving all salient alternatives, either posigival negatively, an
alternative dispelling focus can be said to have cldsedsues raised implicitly by the focus
structure.

An illustrative contrast to (32) above is the following:

(33) A: Isn't John’s car some crazy color like orange?

B: a. It'spurple... (= is that crazy enough?)
b. It's only purple. (= purple is not crazy enough)

In this context, [purple] is no longer alternative dispellithge to introduction of the
salient alternative [some crazy color like orange].c&ingically speaking, purple may or may
not be such a crazy color, the alternative propositissome crazy color like orangemains
unresolved. On our hypothesis, the contribution of RFRaisthe speaker can't safely claim the
alternatives. Thus, (33a) expresaasertaintyas to whether purple is sufficiently crazy. On the
other hand, [only] in (33b) commits the speaker tdfdsdty of the alternatives, resulting in the
claim that the car is not “some crazy color”, andsamuently the sense that purple is less crazy
than orange.

The following examples illustrate a variety of altermatilispelling focuses, contrasted in

each case with a non-dispelling member of the sanmaliee set:

(34) a.Mostof my friends liked it... (35) aJohnliked it...

b. #All of my friends liked it... b. #o oneliked it...
(36) a. Johwor Mary liked it... (37) a. My bike isk...

b. # JohrandMary liked it... b. # My bike ipurple...

(38) a. Isavadog... (but | don’'t know if it was your dog).
b. # | sawthedog..’

' Deriving the alternative dispelling character offthaises a number of issues | won't address here.
However, it seems initially plausible that by virtue of naring the domain to contain a uniquely ...
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Why should it be the case that RFR resists alterndibglling focuses? Can this fact
be derived from more basic assumptions?

Earlier we said that RFR quantifies over alternativpgpsitions. Thus, it is in fact quite
natural to think that it would need at leastnealternatives to quantify over. This requirement is
just one instance of a general ban against vacuous qoatiifi, which can be observed in
typical quantifiers like [every] and [mo&t]

If this understanding is correct, it may provide us evidesc®whenRFR has its
guantificational effect. The fact that RFR resistisaiernative dispelling focus in the main
proposition suggests that its quantification takes pddiee the main proposition has been
evaluated. That is, if a proposition resolves altéraatby being added to the common ground,
and RFR is sensitive to this resolution, the simplesbant is to order RFR’s evaluatitate
within a dynamic modé.

Additionally, if the contour quantifies to the effectufclaimability we need to ensure
that propositions which are already established don't nfeteway into RFR’s domain. For
example, we wouldn’'t want RFR in the utteran®o$t of my friends came...” committing the
speaker to the unclaimability of the entailed proposiBome of my friends camégain, one
solution is to postpone RFR evaluation until the context has lygg#ated with the proposition the
contour appears on — reducing RFR itself to a quantifier assertablealternatives.

Regardless of implementation, we can conclude thigosewith the descriptive
observation that RFR quantifies over just those alteremtivhich remain assertable after the
main proposition is evaluated. Thus, we can say th& iRR quantifier over “post-claim

assertable” or simple “post-assertable” alternative gsivions.

3. Predictions and Results

... identifiable dog) saw the dogvould resolve not only alternatives liksaw a dogbut alsd saw your
dog andl saw all dogs

'8 Heim and Kratzer (1998, p.162—172) cite arguments that a qaedstifeed for a non-empty domain is
presuppositional. On this view, cases of RFR on an attegrdispelling focus would be treated as a
presupposition failure. From there, to capture disambigudata (as discussed §3.2), we could say that
any logical form of an ambiguous utterance is filteratriésults in presupposition failure, where another
available LF does not.

1% This story may be somewhat harder to tell for [onkfjch also resists an alternative dispelling focus,
since [only] has to feed into the recursive semantitswever, the goal doesn’t seem unattainable. We'd
have to think about [only] waiting for thevaluationof an embedded proposition (presumably within an
embedded or temporary context), then quantifying ovemaltises, and finally feeding back into the
composition. In fact, this seems in line with a presupiposil analysis of [only] like Horn 1969, in which
the main proposition is a prerequisite on the contexttich [only] contributes its quantificational effect.
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At this juncture, we've developed a simple theory d@-fal-rise’s contribution, which
makes predictions about where the contour will be licenSgecifically, we take RFR to
quantify non-vacuously over post-assertable alternative ptigpes to the effect that none of
these propositions can safely be claimed.

In this section, | explore the consequences of this asalpsa wider range of data,
including cases of disambiguation. The intonation’s alititgisambiguate will fall out directly

from the licensing conditions already discussed.

Additionally, it should be noted that the proposal féiRRgiven thus far is already
sufficient to predict a variety of subtle effects — scaféects, rhetorical effects, and complex
interactions between RFR and other focus sensitive mperaHowever, as these findings are not

directly relevant to disambiguation, | postpone them to §4.

3.1 Downward Entailing Contexts

Intuitively, an item like [perfect] is “fully informi@ve” in that if something is perfect,
there’s nothing else we need to know abdtt iMore formally, [perfect] is “fully informative”
because it resolves its alternatives oefaultcontext. Here, by a default context, | mean simply
one in which the usual order of entailment holds. Altevetj since [perfect] denotes a
predicate, we could define informativity in terms of croategorial entailment.

However, it's not the case that fully informative itemsawaysalternative dispelling.
Specifically, in adownward entailing context (see Ladusaw, 1979), entailments are reversed,
and a focus like [perfect] no longer resolves its altéreat This is illustrated by the following

example:

(39) The food wasn't perfect.

The proposition above won't resolve an alternative Tike food was (or was not) gaod
Here again, the fact that a proposition can be resqluestively or negatively allows us to treat
alternatives assues This simplifies our lives somewhat, saving us fromstmewhat awkward

calculation of whethenot perfectresolvesnot good

29 Or, more specifically, nothing we need to know as eamsthe issue raised by [perfect] — namely, how
good the thing is.

21 As defined formally in the appendix.
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In (39), [perfect] occurs under negation — a downward entadlirggator. In general, it
can be shown that fully informative focuses iagegeralternative dispelling in downward

entailing contexts. This fact is derived formally lve appendix.

According to our present analysis then, rise-fall-nigenation should be able to focus
[perfect] in any downward entailing context. In precidblyse cases, [perfect] will leave
unresolved alternatives, thereby providing RFR a legitimage tsaquantify over.

This prediction is borne out by the following data, in whigérfect] occurs as RFR focus

in a variety of downward entailing conte’ts

(40) He's noperfect.. (negation)

(41) | doubt he'perfect.. (inherently negative verb)

(42) Few people amerfect.. (D.E. argument of a quantifier)
(43) If he'sperfectl’ll marry him... (antecedent of a conditional)
(44) Perfectmen are easy to live with... (subject of a generiestant)

Just as a focus like [perfect] ceases to be altemdispelling in downward entailing
contexts, there are focuses thatomealternative dispelling in these environments. For example,
while [edible] is relatively uninformative (with respeotfood, at least) in a default context, [not

edible] could be construed as maximally informétive

(45) The food wasnperfect.. (but it was good)
(46) The food wasngood.. (but it was edible)
(47) # The food wasnédible.. (butitwas __ ???)

3.2 How does RFR disambiguate?

We just saw that “fully informative” items like [pedig are alternative dispelling only in
non-downward entailing (default) contexts. Putting this togetvitlr the fact that RFR resists

alternative dispelling focuses, we can now elegantlywtdor disambiguation of a sentence like

22T0 be precise, (43) and (44) are not strictly downwatding. However, they are Strawson entailing
(see, e.g. von Fintel, 1999), and these contexts arerktwpattern with downward entailing contexts, with
respect to NPI licensing, for example. Thank you to iR#evlins for pointing this out to me.

23 Depending, | suppose, on whether the food’s non-edible piepare to be considered alternatives.
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(48) below. Intonation aside, (48) has the two potential édrms shown in (49) and (50).
However, with RFR focus on [all], as in (51) the senteadg has reading (50):

(48) All my friends didn’t come.

(49) U friends-of-ming X [ = ( X came) ] “None of my friends came”

(50) — [ O friends-of-ming X ( X came) ] “Not all my friends came”

(51) All my friends didn’t come...
# [ friends-of-ming X [ = (X came) ]

= = [ U friends-of-ming X ( X came) ]

Disambiguation falls out directly from what we already kradwut RFR, by the
following chain of reasoning. First, [all] is “fully infarative”, since it resolves positively
(entails) each of its alternatives in the cross-catebgense — [all[J [most] O [some]. We can
also verify this by plugging these items into a simple non-davdwntailing context. So, for
exampleAll my friends camenplies thatMost of my friends came

Recall that fully informative focuses cease to bedtive dispelling in downward
entailing contexts. Since negation is a downward entaijragator (e.gJohn hasn't eaten dog
impliesJohn hasn't eaten Chihuahyave expect that [all] will be alternative dispelling
reading (49), but not reading (50). This prediction is verifilagén we construct the alternatives

for each reading:

(49.a) for {most, some, .}.friends-of-ming X[ = ( X came) ]

(50.a) - [ for { most, some, .}.friends-of-ming X ( X came) ]

Reading (49) resolves all its alternatives in (49.a) —ighatone of my friends came
resolves all propositionsX } of my friends cameHowever, reading (50) does not resolve the
alternatives in (50.a). As a trivial examphigt all my friends camédoesn'’t resolve whether or
not Mostof my friends came

Finally, we saw in §2.3 that RFR requires unresolvestratives to quantify over.
Having predicted, and verified that [all] dispels iteaiatives on reading (49), we can
understand why this reading is unavailable. Reading (50),ueswia which RFR’s

guantificational demands are satisfied, is permitted,thus is the only available interpretation.
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While this argument is fairly straightforward, there &wo points of connection with
larger theoretical issues that deserve special engphBsst, it is crucial for this account that
alternative propositions are calculataparatelyfor each potential logical form. An alternative
is not, as one might intuit, “something else that could teen said”, given by entering different
wordsinto the focus position. Rather, alternatives are &brstructured entities, produced by
direct manipulations to a fixed logical form.

Second, the design of grammar must allow for semantic/atégmell-formedness to act
as dfilter on logical form, as proposed in Blring 1997. Specific#iiig,need of RFR for post-
assertable alternatives (and note, these alternatimesnt@gbe calculated with respect to a given

logical form), is enough to rule out a logical form as “@gmatic”.

Beyond handling plain assertions, this account may be ettEntb ambiguous

guestions and conditionals, as in the following:

(52) Can John answer any question about Algeria?
a. = Can John answer every question about Algeria?

b. =~ Can John answer even one question about Algeria?

(53) If John can answer any question about Algeriagivé you a dollar.
a. ~ If John can answer every question about Algeria...

b. = If John can answer even one question about Algeria...

For many speakers (roughly half of those I've interviewisdipnation can disambiguate
a conditional like (53), suggesting its integration under the abos@unt’. However, there are
two main obstacles to the inclusion of these data., Kiisn't obvious how we would expect the
RFR contour to be realized phonologically within a questioa conditional. Since these
constructions have their own distinctive intonation, RFR d@idusibly be affected or even

obliterated by the existing contétr

%4 The relevant contours, corresponding to readings @8&)53b) respectively would be:

(a) If John can answany question about Algeria... I'll give you a dollar.
L+H L %t

(b) If John can answer any question about Algeria —giNé you a dollar.
H*  L- L%

25 Biiring (2003b, p.9) suggests that contrastive topic contofirghjch he aims to treat RFR as a sub-type)
do not occur in questions. If this is the case, it woelthkeresting to see whether this fact could stem ...
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Second, a prerequisite to analyzing (52—-53) above is an umitingfaf [any] sufficient
to assign logical forms to the readings in questioright of continuing debate on the number of
[any]’s and their semantics (see, e.g. Horn 2005), Irdefe investigation to future research. |
note, however, that the parallel between examples like tlogvinfy seems to be compelling
evidence for treating [any] as a maximally informativenitéike [every]. In each of the
ambiguous (54) and (55), RFR on the determiner disambiguategittwareading in (56b):

(54) | can't answer every question.

(55) | can't answer any question.

(56) a.There is no question | can answer.

b. There is some question | can’t answer

3.3 But can RFReally disambiguate?

The fact that rise-fall-rise intonation can resolvepgcambiguity has been obserfday
Jespersen (1933), Jackendoff (1972), Ladd (1980), Biring (1995), Horn,(268%urely others.
However, this long attested ability has been calledqotstion by Gussenhoven (1983), and
later by Ward and Hirschberg (1985).

Recall from the previous section that in sentencesamthiversal quantifier and negation,
RFR focus was licensed on the quantifier only when itesdopdernegation. That is, RFR was
compatible with the configurationl], but not withJ-. The fact that this disambiguation was
guaranteeddy our theory of RFR is strong evidence in its favoon¥@rsely, it would seem to
bode poorly for our analysis if RFR were found to be keehon an undominated universal
quantifier.

Following Gussenhoven'’s lead, Ward and Hirschberg at@tétts context, rather than

intonation, that has the power to disambiguate. Tlaie cests on precisely the examples we

... directly from the contour’s pragmatics. An altermatis to say that Cloesshow up in questions and
conditionals, but with a distinct phonetic realizatiorhis would parallel the oft-noted (e.g. Pierrehumbert
and Hirschberg, 1990) variation in focus accents betwesantems and polar questions in American
English — H* vs. L* accents respectively. A good candideteCT within a question would be the
example below. Also, for evidence of questions with GFkimg in Czech, see Sturgeon 2006, 8§2.7.

(a) Okay, we know Fred ate the beans, but what &Hd@ABETH? What did SHE eat?

%6 Of course, not all of these authors identify RFRdlyeas such. However, they each point to the
disambiguating effect of intonation on examples that coald be classified as having a RFR contour.
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hoped never to find — examples where RFR is unexpectedly didemsthédhigh scopeeading

of a universal quantifier. From Ward and Hirschberg (1985)

(57) A: The union rep wants to know which union meeting sontleeafnen missed.

B: All of the men didn't go to thast one...

(58) O men,x[ = (xwent to the last one ) ]

On its most natural reading, B’s response in (57) afotical form indicated in (58).
The subsequent claim is that this instance of RFRhagrascoped universal closes the book on
the possibility that intonatioaeverdisambiguates — a result that would have to leave us
wondering where so much previous work had gone wrong.

Implicit in this argument is the view that, if RFRalisbiguates at all, it was somehow
“born to disambiguate”. Indeed, if all the contour didsw@resolve scope ambiguity, then we
would be hard pressed to explain a single case ofiliisefdo do so. However, under our current
understanding, disambiguation is a mere side effect of thewrdsquantification over
alternatives generated by the focus structure. Thus;tigigiven that this side effect will take
place across the board.

The missing piece of the puzzle is the overlooked (but mamjiatarondfocus on [last]

in (57). This double focus structure generates alternativiee dbrm shown below:

(59) {most/some / .}.of the men didn't go to the first / second-last / .}. one.

In this case, to be completely alternative dispelling,rain proposition would need to
resolve a great number of alternatives. Specificaleywould have to know exactly how many
of the men came to each meeting.

In the case of (57), the combination of [all] and [last]tialternative dispelling oeither

scope reading. We can paraphrase the two potentiahgsaidi English as follows:

(60) It isn’t true that all of the men went to thet laeeting.

(61) None of the men went to the last meeting.

Intuitively, it's clear that (60), the low scope readiisg;elatively uninformative. In

particular, it resolvesoneof the alternatives in (59) above. The interestingtfamigh, is that
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due to the complexity of the alternative set, even reg@dihpfails to resolve more than a fraction
of the alternatives. For examphone of the men went to the last meetlogsn't resolve
whether or noBome of the men went to second-last one

Since neither reading of (57) is alternative dispellingRR¥-licensed in both cases, and
neither logical form is filtered. The contour’s “failile@disambiguate” here is better understood
simply as the focus structure’s provision $mmepost-assertable alternatives on each reading.

Since RFR has its quantificational needs met, thare igason either reading would be ruled out.

It's worth noting that in (57), as in any case of strectural ambiguity, the listener relies
heavily on the context for resolution. This may explain Ward Hirschberg’s intuition that
disambiguation is a matter obntext However, the following example shows that the context
can only be seen as a “last resort” measure. Wheneved&#ddisambiguate, no amount of

context can overpower the intonation (producing nonsense at best)

(62) It's not just that some of my students didn’t stgm petition...

#All of them didn’t sign... Not a single one!

But, just as the second focus in (57) remedied RFR ore#itgng where [all] scopes over
[not], a second focus can easily license RFR on [alih @&véhe complete absence of a downward

entailing context:

(63) A: How many of your students signed the petition?

B: All of themwantedto...

Here, [wanted to] presumably gives rise to the highligsiaalternative [did], or in
semantic terms, the property “signed the petition”.hig tlouble focus structure, as before, [all]
ceases to be alternative dispelling. Specific#lliypf them wanted tdoesn't resolve the issue of
whether or noAll of them did

Generally speaking, what we're seeing is that the noangskes are introduced, the richer
the alternative set becomes — to the point where it becoiffiesltlio resolve every alternative.
Nevertheless, double focusean still dispel all of their alternatives, just in casele focus is

individually alternative dispelling. For example:
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(64) A: Who went to which meetings?
B: a. #Everyonewent toall the meetings...
b. #Nobodywent toany of them...

To summarize, these double focus data illustrate a neerpaftRFR distribution, which
nevertheless conforms entirely to the analysis of RFRoiai in 82. The contour’s need for post-
assertable alternatives predicts a tight connection betREBnicensing and focus structure,
accounting for the otherwise anomalous behavior of doubles foenstructions.

Furthermore, these findings demonstrate that RFR isn't intheteed to the “task” of
disambiguation. Rather, the disambiguating effect Iexeff a general filter against vacuous
guantification. Any logical form which (in Buring's terntsjelds unreasonable implicatures” is
filtered.

That said, we have been able to resolve the debatevigtioer RFR can or can't
disambiguate. The answer is this — RFR, by virtue ofeélyairements it places on the

alternative setganbut does not alwayf®rce a particular reading of an ambiguous sentence.

3.4 Minor Conclusions

Thus far, I've accounted for the potential of RFR ®&ohee scope ambiguity in terms of
independently motivated licensing conditions on the contou€gs Tibese licensing conditions, in
turn can be derived from the meaning of RFR.

Noteworthy is the small number of claims needed toucaphe complex distribution of

RFR. These indispensables are the following:

(65) a. RFRis a focus quantifier over assertablenaliiges.
b. RFR resists vacuous quantification.

c. RFR takes effect after the main propositiorvauated.

Combining (65a) and (65b), we find that RFR nesatgealternatives to quantify over.
Adding in (65c), we see that these alternatives must reassiertable, through the evaluation of
the main proposition — that is, they can't be resolved by litis grounds RFR’s need for post-

assertable alternatives, and explains the unique behdatieimative-dispelling focuses.
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While RFR shows sensitivity to whether its focus isaa endpoint, I've shown that
nothing inherently “scalar” needs to be stipulated isét®antics. Scalar behavior falls out from
the general facts of focus and alternative resolution.

From the above licensing condition stems disambiguation ofertgrice whose focus is
alternative dispelling on only one of multiple readings tl)s view, RFR is in no way “tied to
disambiguation”; rather the capacity to disambiguate ideaesffect of the contour’s general
requirements on logical form. Finally, because disgmdiion is epiphenomenal, nothing special

has to be said about double focus construction to captureekeiirgly exceptional status.

4. Related Work and Remaining Work

4.1 Scalar Uncertainty

Ward and Hirschberg (1985) present a pragmatics for \®#i&h is inherently scalar.
The crux of their analysis is that RFR conventionally iogtesspeakemuncertaintywith respect
to somescale In 84.4, I'll argue that RFR is indeed a conventional icaplire. However, in this
section, | show that the alternative-based account of &feddy predicts scalar effects, and
(when necessary) uncertainty, thereby removing the nedigutase these features directly.

As an example of the contour’s scalar behavior, takéothosving®”:

(66) A: We need someone really good. Is your GPA above 3.5?
B: a. It'sa3.4...
b. #It'sad.0...
c. #lt'sal.0...

On Ward and Hirschberg's analysis, speaker B convegpge (tl) uncertainty as to “the
choice of some value on a scale”. Specifically, in (@#&) uncertain whether “3.4” qualifies as
“good enough”, on the scale of GPA's. In (66b) and (66¢) howtware would be no reason for
uncertainty — 4.0 is clearly good enough, while 1.0 clearfyot. Thus, the contour is

unlicensed.

%" The reader may note that (66b), in fact does have énlieipretation. It would have to mean something
rude like “It's a 4.0. Is that good enough for you?”. Westlirn to this rhetorical device in the following
section, §4.2.
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Let's see how these facts would fall out from our altivadbased account. First, we
calculate the alternative propositions to (66a,b,c) — giving each case, the set of propositions
It's { X }, where [it] is understood as B’s GPA. Since this seirigally unconstrained
syntactically, we need to look fealientalternatives. In this case, the context provides one
highly salient alternative of this form — something lIke good enough If we take this to be
the sole alternative, the response in (66a) conveys bot8.thaight be good enough (or else the
alternative would be dispelled by the proposition), antukaneously that B can't claim 3.4 is
good enough — whence uncertainty. In (66b) and (66¢) howeventBisation requires some
unresolved alternative, but it isn't clear what salieatie of the fornit’s { X } remains disputable

with such a solidly splendid or abysmal GPA.

While the alternative-based account captures the uindgria the case above, it doesn't
treat uncertainty as an integral part of RFR meanirgs turns out to be an advantage when it

comes to data like the following, adapted from Oshima 2005:

(67) A: Did your friends pass the test?

B: Charlespassed... Patrick and Ginevra flunked.
Here, it seems that B has all relevant informatéom provides it to A in a
straightforward manner. Thus, it is unclear where weldvimeate the uncertainty Ward and

Hirschberg stipulate as an essential feature of RFR.

4.2 Non-Resolving Answers and Rhetorical Effects

Does our theory of RFR developed so far predict the faligwistribution?

(68) A: Isit going to rain tomorrow?

B: a. Maybe..
b. #Yes..

c. #No...

The first step to answering this question is determithiegalternatives to (68a,b,c).

Unfortunately, Rooth’s alternative semantics telldittie about such cases. If an entire utterance
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is focused, we predict no structural restriction on theradttive set. This leaves the choice of
alternatives entirely in the hands of the pragmatics —vavier propositions are “salient”.

Rather than digress into a general theory of saligheyll suffice for our purposes to
recall the clear effect of a preceding question onradtere selection, as previewed in §2.1. Thus,
in (68) above, the salient alternative is just the opereis§ whetheit will rain tomorrow.
Given this, our current understanding of RFR can easily cattterdifference between (68a,b,c).
Since the [yes] and [no] answers are alternative-digigelthey can’'t bear RFR. However,
[maybe] leaves the alternative unresolved, so RFReadied.

In general, RFR is licensed on what we might call “n@olkeng” answers. By this |
mean simply any response that leaves a part of a lqugstion unresolved. This sense is distinct
then from Groenendijk and Stokhof’s (1984) “partial answerdshamn a non-resolving answer
need not bring us any closer to a complete answer. iBopears that a non-resolving answer
isn’'t necessarily “relevant” in Buring's sense, in taaesponse of “Maybe” doesn't affect the

likelihood of the positive or negative answer.

Given the distribution above, it is somewhat surprising toRR&R permitted on a

response like the following:

(69) A: Why don't you talk to Michael about it?
B: Wait, isn’t he in Togo?

A: | had lunch with him twentgninutesaga..

Here, A’s final response could be taken as complete dwnemt to the fact that Michael
is not in Togo. Is it problematic then that RFR igtised on this seeminglgsolvinganswer?

Examples like these showrlaetorical use of non-resolution. While we can easily infer
from A’s answer that Michael is not in Togo, the intamatmarks the answer as noncommittal.
The result is an implicit rhetorical question — sommagHike “...is that enough evidence for
you?”. In general, purely rhetorical uses of RFR providddefit information to resolve an
issue, but push the resolution itself onto the interlocutbis explains the fundamentally
condescending nature of RFR on an apparently complete an$hverspeaker, as if talking to a

child, says “The answer is obvious. Do you see it?”

If example (69) is best understood rhetorically, the sexpéanation extends perfectly to

cases like the following:
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(70)  A: Is it going to rain tomorrow?

B: a. Obviously..
b. Duh...

In both responses, B is completely committed to itsimgitomorrow, leaving the issue
open only for rhetorical effect. While the effect(@0a) is condescending, it is still judged as
“less committal” than the non-RFR counterpart — “Obviouslptonounced with falling
intonation. [Duh], on the other hand, appears tlekieally specified for RFR, as evidenced by

the following pronunciation, taken from Webster’s onlineidicry:

160

Pitch (Hz)

80

0 0.660837
Time (s)

As the relevant meaning of [duh], Webster’s offers:ttfused derisively to indicate that
something just stated is all too obvious, or self-evidemtiis meaning is directly compatible
with the pragmatics hypothesized above. A speaker uses fditkto commit to an answer, but

rather to imply that the listener should be able to &guout on their own.

With this rhetorical effect in mind, we can also ustiend otherwise mysterious uses of

RFR on seemingly alternative dispelling focuses:

(71)  A: <obliviously> Oh, is Mary sad?

B: She’smiserable..
According to our theory of RFR licensing, we would et&'s response to be licit only

if [miserable] didn’t entail [sad]. Yet, this appeasse exactly the common sense knowledge

that B is rhetorically calling into question. The effef the utterance is chiding, as if to say:
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“She’s miserable... ithat sufficient for you to conclude she’s sad?”. Perhaps B'pgse here is

to reproach A’s aobliviousness — Mary is clearly miseeablit A hasn’'t even noticed she’s sad.

In some cases, the availability of this rhetorical deian give rise to subtle ambiguities,
where a response could either be interpreted as githetinelynon-resolving, or else merely

non-resolving for rhetorical effect. For example:

(72)  A: Is John home?
B: a. Hislightsare on.. (= probably)

b. Hislightsare on.. (= obviously)

All'in all, the rhetorical effects discussed here, whilizzling at first, can be seen as a
natural extension of RFRi®on-resolutioninto the realm of hyperbole, irony, and other pragmatic

devices that to go against everything the logician holds dear

4.3 Biring’s Contrastive Topics

In this section, | discuss the possibility of treatirsgfiall-rise as a special case of the
contrastive topic (CT) contour, as described in BurR@PBb). Since RFR could be argued to
share both a semantic and phonological core with CTg¢dispsing of the two contours is
attractive. However, the path to this goal also presamtain challenges, as we will see.

Buring (1997, 1999, 2003b) is primarily concerned with the Germanasbine topic
contour, which he defines as a CT accent followed by a {@9usccerf?, or schematically CT+F.
Translated into ToBlI, these accents are as follolaufih it should be noted that each “accent”
actually defines an entire intonation phrase, consisfilagpitch accent, phrase tone, and

boundary tone):

(73) CT= L*H L- H%
F = H*  L-L%

(74) A: What about Fred? What did he eat?

B: [Fred}r ate the [beang]
L*+H L- H% H* L- L%

%8 In Jackendoff's (1972) terms, this would be a B accetuvield by an A accent.
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The foundation of Blring’'s proposal is that CT markpecal type of congruence
between an utterance and a move in a discourse treedpP-+ a hierarchical representation of
the questions, sub-questions and answers making up a detoiarmally, CT-congruence is

as follows:

CT-congruence (Biring 2003b)

An utterance U containing a contrastive topic can map amove M, within a d-tree

D only if U indicates a strategy around,h D.

U indicates a strategy around;Nh D iff there is a non-singleton set §f questions
such that for each Q Q — (i) Q is identical to or a sister of the questioatth
immediately dominates M and (i)[ QI° O [ U I

Informally, CT marks a response to a question whigiais of a larger strategy (a set of
questions) delimited by the CT value of the response. ClThealue of an utterance, in turn, is
the set of alternatives (again, building from Rooth’s seiw&pnf focus), given by making
substitutions iboththe focus and the topic positions.

To take a concrete example, the CT value of “[Ryedle [the beang]is the set of
questions {What did X eat?*’. The utterance, therefore, will be licit only in acdisrse
containing a multi-question strategy within this setpf@esented as a D-tree, such a discourse

could look something like this:

(75) Who ate what?

/\

What did Fred eat? Whatdbtin eat?

Fred ate the beans. Johrhatsquid.

29 This coverage is far from sufficient to reconstructittsights of Biiring’s analysis. For the details, the
reader is referred to Bring 2003b.

%0 Biring is careful to have the F values vary “before @T values, giving a set of questi@usted by
topic. This ensures, for example, that “[Fredjte [the beang] and “[Fred} ate [the beang}” will have
different CT values. To the degree that the secondgumafion is well-formed (my preference would be
to topicalize syntactically), | agree with Blring thia¢se would have to differ in discourse function, one
indicating a strategy composed of questiogHat did X eat?}, and the second indicating a strategy
consisting of {Who ate X%.
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Strikingly, German doesn't allow CT marking without ddaling F accent. However,
Biring (2003b) mentions that English does allow these casesl(transcribe redundantly with
both CT and RFR notation):

(76)  A: Can John and Bill come to tea?

B: [Johncrcan...
L*+H  L-H%

A major question is whether the pragmatics of lone comteatgipics can, in general, be
accounted for using the D-tree technology designed for CTt&rpa. For (76) above, B’s

response does indeed map onto a highly plausible D-tree:

(77) Can John and Bill come to tea?

/\

( Can John come to tea? ) Can Bill comtea?

John can.

Note that the sub-questions here are contfimethe CT value of B’s response —
namely,[ [John}kr can]® = { John can, Bill can }. Furthermore, since thawgy-initial
guestion “Can John come to tea?inglicit in this case, Biring would predict (correctly, |
believe) that CT marking imandatoryin (76).

However, a puzzling aspect of Blring's proposal is tratthresponding German
pattern “[Johan}r [kannk” will differ not just prosodically, but alssemanticallyfrom the
English case above, getting a topic value ofJphn can, John can't }, { Bill can, Bill can't } }.
As English CT+F and lone CT are in complementary distribptids unclear why German

would lack not only the prosodic, but also the semanticteopart to English lone CT.

Because CT and F marking each occupy an entire intoratiase, the CT+F pattern of

Biring’s interest limits his investigation to cases of Carking an entity- or event-sized phrase

%It is presumably due to this restriction that Biiring $ibes many English examples as CT+F, where a
lone CT (or RFR) would almost certainly be preferable.

%2 Assuming, as Biring does, that the meaning of a polariguésthe singleton set containing its literal
meaning — e.gl Can John comel? = { John can come }.
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(syntactically, a DP) within a larger utterance. Expagdiur view to lone CT marking, we
would also expect to find proposition-sized contrasipecs. These examples, as in the

following, provide another useful test case for the D-treexyhe

(78)  A: Is John home?

B: [ Hislightsareon]cr...

Here, B's response cleamdipesanswer a sub-question within a larger strategy aimed at

determining whether John is home. We could tree one posisiclsurse as follows:

(79) Is John home?

A

( Are his lights on?) Can we infer thatause his
lights are on, he’'s home?

His lights are on.

At first glance, it appears unlikely that the two diggarsub-questions above could be
contained within the strategy-defining CT value of B’'s utteea However, recalling that the
entire CT marked constituent is to be varied, we actually fiochplete syntactic freedom in the
alternative set — [His lights are on; ]* = { All propositions}. Thus, examples like these
constitute a degenerate case of CT-congruence. Wittstiwtion on théorm of the strategy,
CT marking would seem to indicate nothing more tharekigtence of other sub-questions —

that the marked response is not, in itself, a complesaver to the question under discussion.

Finally, an open prediction of Buring’s is that since i&fgallows lone CT’s, it will also
allow CT+CT patterns (with no focus). If the pitch adoef RFR is taken to be a contrastive
topic, these would be exactly the double focus data discus§8d3. Worth mention, however,
is that these double focus examples contain two pitch &cegthin asingleintonation phrase.
Thus, the direct association between CT and [ L*+H & Hheeds to be weakened to state that a

contrastive topic is a rising accent (L*+H) witlsomelow-rising phrase (L- H%).
All these findings bode well for the incorporation of RIRR a theory of CT. However,

one significant problem for the unification of CT and RFkhér differing potential foclosinga

strategy. Biring (1999, p.9) claims that a sentence witim&rking requires a topic alternative
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to remain disputablafter utterance — remarkably similar to our condition on RFRwEer,

the possibility of CT on the final move in a strategy shthas this constraint is not correct:

(80) A: What did John and Bill do yesterday?
B: [Johngr [went out dancing] [Bill] cr [stayed home]

In later work, this problematic constraint is dropfredn Blring’s analysis. Thus, the D-
trees account (2003m)ll allow CT marking on [Bill] above, requiring nothing morerirsome
sisterquestion within the strategy (delimited by the utteran€d svalue), regardless of its linear
precedence.

RFR (or a single CT), on the other haddesappear to be sensitive to linear order:

(81) A: Can Elizabeth and Persephone come over tomorrow?

B: [Elizabethcr can...

C: a. #Persephonkr can...
b. # Persephonkr can too...
c. [Persephonkr can [too}.

The need for a third speaker in this example stemsthernonditions we've already
seen on RFR. Specifically, B's response implies thekgpsainability to claim the alternative
Persephone canThus, the prediction is that even (81c) would betilisia continuation for B
(barring, of course, a sudden recollection between onantie and the next).

These data show us that RFR is licensed on a nonréispbnse within a strategy but not
on a final one. However, adding the nearly vacuous [too] kvittarking transforms (81b) into a
“full-fledged” CT contour (with topi@ndfocus), thereby allowing it as the closing response to a
strategy".

These findings then indicate that RFR has stricten$itng requirements than Biring
would predict for a single CT — so that English speakerdasiced to a German-style CT+F
pattern when providing a strategy-final response containggpentic topic and no semantic

focus.

#Although remarkably, English doesn’t allow “[Persephepfdan}” here — presumably because [can]
isn’t being contrasted with [can’t]. It would be irgsting to see whether German differs in this respect.
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| suspect that this issue of finality within a stggtevarrants a closer look at boundary
tones. For example, it seems relevant that theifemal of a list always receives falling

intonation:

(82) A: What do you want from the store?

B: Broccoli... asparagus... and artichokes.
L* L- H% L* L- H% H* L- L%

If this most basic case of listing can be generalingatosodically complex responses
within a discourse strategy, it might shed light on thdigife of RFR (which, by definition has a
rising boundary tone) on a strategy-closing response.

Similarly, the tendency for a rising boundary tone momfinal list element would be a
welcome explanation for not only the licensing of RFR, bat &r the prosodic variability of

traditional contrastive topics in mid-strategy positions:

(83) [Elizabeth]r ate [the gazpachg]and [Persephong] ate [the tamaleg]
a. L*+HL-H% H* L- L% L*+H L- H% H* L- L%

b. L*+H) L*(+H) L- H% L*+H L- H% H* L- L%

While Biring’s theory predicts (83a) as the only possibldingg a more natural
production would be (83b), where a rising topic and a lovisorg focus are squeezed into a
single intonation phrase. This “atypical” CT contour highis the importance of the boundary
tone in determining the shape of pitch accents within a phi&hin a compositional model of
intonatiori* (e.g. Pierrehumbert and Hirschberg 1990 or Steedman 2088puld specify CT as
a rising accent within a rising phrase, and let theidigion of rising and falling phrases fall out
from potentially unrelated factors. Within this pictuoege could imagine an optimality theoretic
account of why (83b) is preferred, since it “makes ugeoexisting rising phrase (licensed by

non-finality), rather than constructing more intonation pbsathan necessary.

On the whole, providing a unitary account of RFR and CT appedre a promising path

for future research. That both contours contain an H-t+ H% ] portion, and both make

% | suggest a compositional model here so that H% distoibatn derive from its independent meaning.
However, it isn't clear that either of the modelsaitéll support the dependence of a pitch accent on its
containing phrase type for phonetic realization. Tihderlying assumption of these authors is that pitch
accents, phrase tones, and boundary tones are bothtisaiiyaand phonologically orthogonal.
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reference to alternative propositions and the structufiniiscourse hardly seems like a
coincidence. However, any such work will have to addrassamental distinctions between the
contours as well. For example, the requirement thatratives remain disputalfielowing the
intonation marked utterance is unique to RFR, and mustttes bederstood before CT and RFR

can be leveled.

4.4 Rise-Fall-Rise as a Conventional Implicature

Throughout, I've maintained that rise-fall-rise quansifeeer “post-assertable”
alternative propositions. This provides a simple explandtr why the contour resists an
alternative dispelling focus, and even disambiguates &wayany logical form without post-

assertable alternatives. However, this minimal aralgsives open a number of questions:

A. What class of meaning does RFR'’s quantificationrdmurte?
B. What is the force of its quantification,(] ...)?

C. What is the “effect” of its quantification (its near scope)?

Because it's difficult to answer any one of these qaestindependently of the others,
let’'s adopt for the moment the informal proposal from §2.2 +atg, that RFR conveys thall
the alternative propositiortan’t be safely claimedNow, we can ask, is this meaning an at-issue
entailment, a presupposition, or an implicature?

Previous work on RFR and the related contrastive tapitoar (Buring, 2003b) has
disagreed as to the class of the intonational meaningd Wl Hirschberg (1985) argue that
RFR contributes aonventional implicaturéCl). Biring (2003b), on the other hand claims that
CT (which he intends to collapse with RFR), gives risadonversationalmplicature. Finally,
Oshima (2005), in attempting to unify RFR and CT, conclukigsthe contour contributes a

presupposition Clearly, this problem of meaning class deserves ardlosle

First, let's examine Buring’sonversationalmplicatures. The claim is that, on hearing a
CT contour, the listener makes certain logical deductionstabe speaker’s choice of utterance,
as compared to other potential utterances, based on tlmsraixconversation (Grice, 1975).

This explanation is directed at the following data:
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(84) A: Who ate what?
B: [Fred}r ate the [beang]

Here, Blring observes that speaker A can infer that pdwle atelifferentthings. The
logic behind A’s deduction is that if Elizabeth ate the besnwell, it would have been more
economical for B to reply with “Fred and Elizabeth e beans”. However, as a conversational

implicature, this inference is easily cancelable:

(85) A: Who ate what?
B: [Fred}r ate the [beang] [Elizabethr ate the beans [tao]

Importantly, Buring is not claiming that theeaningof contrastive topic is a
conversational implicature. Indeed, this would be a sungrisiance; how could an overt lexical
item correspond merely to a logical deduction of the lmtetor? In Bliring 2003b, the meaning
of CT is formulated as the congruence condition betweem@rked utterances and
corresponding moves in a D-tree — the condition we saw in &lo8ever, it isn't immediately
apparent how CT-congruence should be situated within a feenantics. Should we expect a
host of lexical items corresponding only to restrictionshenmapping from utterance to
discourse move? Biring's proposal is that CT carries nafimg” in the narrow sense — that it
has no effect on truth conditional or presuppositional cont®nte an utterance is successfully
mapped onto a move in a discourse tree, the CT markinmglisvant.

On this account, illicit CT marking isreewkind of infelicity — a mapping failure. This
addition to our framework may turn out to be a necessitywever, two points are certainly
worth careful consideration. First, can these casagalicity be captured using preexisting tools?
Second, if CT and RFR are unified, will this same magpondition cover every aspect of

RFR’s meaning?

Oshima (2005), in moving to collapse the two contours, chalieihgestatus of Biring's
conversational implicatures, on the grounds that thisafjpaplicature (as an inference of the

listener) should bdeniableby the speaker, whereas the contribution of RFR 8:not

% |t should be noted that (87) is permissible, just in tesespeaker’'s memory has been suddenly jogged
between one sentence and the next. However, ass(8@ject to no such restriction, the contrast remains.
The important thing for the present analysis is that @URER is illicit whenat the time of utterancghe
speaker can safely claim the alternatives.
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(86) Most of my students passed the test. In facbf #tiem did.
(87) Mosicr of my students passed the test... # In fact, all of ttliel.

Note that the intonation in (8€¢pmmitsthe speaker to a claim that was only
conversationally implicated in (86) — that not all studengskmown to have passed (or, if we
take the speaker to be well informed, that not all théests passed). This is indeed strong
evidence that RFR contributes something stronger than a satieeal implicature.

However, | believe that Bliring's theory has a chancetaneling to such data, if
correctly interpreted. The intonation in (87), regassllef Grice’s maxims, makes the utterance
congruent only with a discourse strategy consisting of siistgpns of the forri X } of my
students passed the tedthus, if the problematic follow-up in (87) violates CT-carence,
Biring would capture its infelicity (though again, tlassof this infelicity would be unclear).

In fact, Blring goes to some trouble to rule out a treetlikeone below — a potential
mapping candidate for (87) above — as a valid discourse. fisplgj he would require the
responsén fact, all of them passdd attach directly to the root question, since it @dmplete
answer to that question. This restriction on the foionaof D-trees is the “principle of highest
attachment” (Buring 2003b, p. 534).

(88) How many of your students passed the test?

( Did most of them pass?) ( Did alttegm pass? )

Most of them passed. In fact, allredrh passed.

This principle of highest attachment (over which Biring castery eye, stating that he
“sees no particular reason why it should hold”) is wdratzents CT from marking a scalar
endpoint under the D-trees theory. In any case, the &fdwt a discourse corresponding to tree
(88) will be barred if [all] is CT marked.

Unfortunately, there is nothing to prevent the formatiotheffollowing malformed

discourse tree:
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(89) How many of your students passed the test?

( Did most of them pass? ) Did all of them passAll of them passed.

Most of them passed.

Here, the principle of highest attachment is satisfiedranteeing that [all] will not be

CT marked in the final response. But, ewathoutCT marking, the response is illicit:

(90) A: How many of your students passed the test?
B: [Mosflcr of them passed...
A: Did all of them pass?
B: # All of them passéd

Given both the challenge of unifying RFR and CT discussé&d.i®, and now the
difficulty of representing RFR’s meaning in the D-treeotlyeit’s worth considering a simpler
line of thought — that ‘Mosfcr of my students passed...” justmmitsthe speaker to the
unclaimability of the alternative propositions. Returria@ur original question, if this is the
meaning of RFR, what is the class of this meaning?

Could we say that RFR produces an at-issueailmen? This would be to say that the
meaning of RFR interacts compositionally with its surrongsl — for example it could be

interpreted under negation.

(91) Johndidn’t come... # - [ Johncame...]

(92) It's not true thalohncame... # - [ Johncame...]

While (92) is a clear example of RFR in a syntacticaihbedded context, neither of
these sentences shows semantic embedding of the intonatigsa'sng. If this compositionality
were available, we would expect (91) to mean somethindtlgeot true that [ John came and |

can't claim the others came JThese truth conditions would be satisfied in a contdedre it's

% Of course, this response cancels a generalized catieera implicaturerhostimplicates-all),
regardless of whether there is CT marking on [most].at&himportant, as in (87) above, is that CT
marking generatesraondefeasiblecommitment.
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known that everyone came. Not only is (91) infelicitous irhsucontext, but tellingly, even (92),
a frame supporting “metalinguistic negation” (Horn, 1985), doedlow this reading.

The pair in (93) and (94) below reiterates RFR’s inghititscope under negation,
illustrating a contrast with [only], which contributes ke tbuilding of at-issue entailments. The

facts are parallel under verbs of propositional attitude oickgeport, as shown in (95-98).

(93) It's not true that only John came... other people daoie

(94) It's not true thalohncame... # other people came too!

(95) Mary thinks that only John liked it. = Mary thinks that [ only John liked it ]
(96) Mary thinks thafohnliked it... # Mary thinks that Pohnliked it...]

(97) Mary said that only John liked it. = Mary said that [only John liked it ]
(98) Mary said thalohnliked it... # Mary said that Dohnliked it...]

At this point, we can safely conclude that RFR doesiki part in the composition of at-
issue meaning. However, this means we're running shapions. We've seen that RFR isn’t
a conversational implicature, nor is it a standard kenésit. What else could it be? Oshima
(2005) deduces that RFR (which he collapses with contraefiie tmakes @resupposition
But while the presuppositional analysis is largely consist&h the observations above
(uncancelability, and unembeddability under negation), te¥éwo major problems for it.

First, by definition, a presupposition ipeerequisiteto the interpretation of at-issue
content. To take a standard examplayy stopped smokingan't be evaluated without first

acknowledging that Mary used to smoke. This is quite difitdrem the situation with RFR:

(99) Johnliked it...

Note that the main content of (99) can be extracted ealdated without first accepting
the “extra” meaning — that others can’t be claimed to hi&keel kthe movie. This appears to be a
case oimultidimensionalityin the sense of Potts (2005), where separate meaningbd@ve
conveyed along separate channels.

Secondly, we know from Karttunen (1973) that presupposition projestsrbject to

filtering properties of the subordinating predicate. Wailerb like [know] lets presuppositions
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through, a verb like [sayjlugspresuppositions of the embedded clause. For example thee enti
sentencdohn said Mary stopped smokidgesn’t presuppose that Mary ever smoked.

If RFR is a presupposition we would expect it to be blddkeplugs. However, this
isn’t the case, as the intonational meaning (the unclaimabilélternatives) surfaces uninhibited

in the following™”

(100) John said thadary came... (but he didn’t say anything about Susan)

At this point, we’ve determined that RFR is neither a comaensal implicature, nor an
at-issue entailment, nor still a presupposition. Our lgs¢hib seems, is that class of meanings
“born into neglect” — theonventionaimplicature (Cl). Conventional implicatures, discussed

recently in Potts 2005, have these defining properties:

(101) a. CI's are commitments arising from lexical meaning
b. CI's are always speaker oriented.

c. CI's are logically and compositionally independerdtefsue entailments.

As we've already seen, the unclaimability of alten@propositions conveyed by RFR
has each of these properties. First, it is a non-dgislescommitment (arising from the lexical
meaning of an intonational morpheme). Second, as WhattHamschberg (1985) observe, RFR is
always speaker oriented. And finally, the speaker’silityto claim the alternatives always
surfaces uninhibited by syntactic embedding — that is, the ilRE&hing is evaluated
independently of at-issue content.

From these findings, | conclude, with Ward and HirschigE8g5), that RFR is a
conventional implicature. Unlike Ward and Hirschberg, howedveonnect RFR to a class of
focus sensitive operators. Thus, for example, [only] df@ Rave access to teame
alternatives, produced by Rooth’s alternative semanticghe next section, we’ll see that this

tight connection captures various interactions between d&igRother focus operators. But, even

37 An interesting side-note about this type of exampledstitential for RFR to “grab” an embedded
proposition’s alternatives to quantify over. For example:

(@) A: Who came to the party?
B: John saidMary came... (but | don’t know who else came)

Here, the quantification is not over propositiohthe formJohn said { X } cameas we might expect,
but over propositions of the for{rX } came This seems possible only if John is a trusted sourbes,
“John saidViary came...” is reducible toMary came...”, as far as the discourse is concerned. Cuuciall
though, while thénputto RFR is an embedded proposition, RFR’s mearoatp(1) is still not embedded.
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on abstract grounds, it seems preferable to collapse RERkwown” operators, rather than to
stipulate its meaning entirely through a complex licensmlition. Similarly, saying that both
[only] and RFR are quantifiers, just one in the at-issaeedsion, and one in the Cl dimension, is
simpler than designing a new framework where intonatiostcains the mapping from utterance

to discourse. Put simply, if intonation can be treathin existing frameworks, it should.

Having postulated that RFR is a conventionally implicatoays quantifier, we might
still consider formalizing its effect in a compositiosaimantic framework. One reviewer
suggests an implementation using Kratzer's semantiapistemic modals to capture “speaker
unclaimability”. The reason | have steered away frosidipiproach is that it seems unnecessary
and potentially misleading to provide a compositional sgitgfor an item that does not interact
compositionally. As a conventional implicature, RFR meg is never “picked up” by any other
element — for example, it can't be embedded under negatian attitude predicate. While the
alternatives that constitute thputto RFR are formed within the syntax and semantics, its
outputis never reincorporated by these modules. Thus, if RERilbutes a structured meaning
to any component of the grammar, this would be a pragrathponent, not a purely semantic
one.

These issues are reminiscent of the questions Psis (2003b, p.18) surrounding the
placement of expressive content (elgmn within a semantic model. Much like expressive
content, the contribution of RFR can'’t be judged as trualsefsuggesting independence at a
fundamental level of theory.

Finally, | summon von Fintel's (1995, §2.2.3) arguments fepkey the semantics and
pragmatics as autonomous as possible, with the points tafatdmghly circumscribed. | agree
with von Fintel, in particular, that since an autonomous fiiedaore restrictive, the burden of
proof lies with proponents of more permissive theorigse donservative claim would be that
once meaning leaves the recursive semantic component (ewggtira conventional implicature)
it doesn’t come back. As RFR can be modeled within thisictsge theory, | hypothesize that its
effect is purely discourse-oriented.

Clearly, the task of formalizing the meaning of RFR emdventional implicatures in
general is an important one. However, it might not beaay as providing a traditional semantic
denotation for these items. While ti@ensingof RFR, and the construction of the alternatives it
references can be discussed in semantic terms, tteeictmrmulation of RFR’&ffectdepends

largely on choices of the proper representatiatisfourse Blring’s strategy-centered D-tree
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model of discourse is one framework that is plausibly daffitco model RFR’s effect. However,

deciding between one such model and another is beyond the sehjsenasrk.

Finally, we reach the question of whether RFR quantifinds universal or existential.
In support of the existential line, Oshima (2005) points it R¥FR is licensed on any number of

consecutive responses, save for the final one:

(102) A: How did Elizabeth, Persephone and Antonio do on ttie tes

B: Elizabethpassed... ("Rersephongassed... #Antoniopassed...

On the surface, this seems to indicate tBdizabethpassed...” doesn’t imply thatl
others aren’t known to have passed, but justdbateonésn’t known to have passed. However,
| submit that B’s use of RFR on [Persephone] above is hightyicted, depending on a sudden
recollection during the pause between one utterance and thelméiis case, we can maintain
that RFR commits to the unclaimability @it alternatives, and simply allow for changes in what a
speaker is willing to claim over time.

Note that the sense of B speaking and recollectingltsineously in (102) is absent from
(103), where the pitch accents have been changed to sowptarigets (though the rising

boundary tone still rules out the final item of the list):

(103) A: How did Elizabeth, Persephone and Antonio do on ttie tes

B: Elizabeth passed, Persephone passed, # Antonio passed
L* L-H%  L* L- H% L* L- H%

Another potential hazard — this time to both the extgikand universal camps — is the

repetition of RFR throughout amtirelist, as in this example:

(104) A: Did John pass the test?
B: Elizabethpassed...Persephongassed...Antoniopassed...

I’'m sure he did fine.
However, in this case, the issue under discussion ifctedtto just whethefohnpassed.

Thus, each item in B’s list can be seema@gencahat John passed — qualified in each case by

RFR as beingon-resolvingas to the specific issue at hand. As long as wetaiaithat
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alternatives only make their way into the alternativebgediscourse salience (as argued for
previously), these data pose no problem.

In any case, little of the analysis presented here oestheforce of RFR quantification.
In particular, the contour’s distribution on differing focypds, the disambiguation behavior, and
the interaction with focus operators (discussed in 841.5)eam just from the need for post-

assertable alternatives, not from the specifics of dfieation.

To briefly summarize the findings of this section, the psapthat RFR is a
conventionally implicating universal quantifier of assertatlernative unclaimability is not only
maintainable across a wide range of data, but can bexsdamorable in several ways to the

complete collapse of RFR and CT under a D-tree theory.

4.5 The Interaction of RFR with other Focus Sensitiver&ipes

The demand of RFR for post-assertable alternative prapwsipredicts various
interactions between RFR and other focus sensitive wperan this section, | point out a few
such interactions, and discuss the implications of tfiedimgs for the placement within a

dynamic semantics of RFR specifically, and conventionaljylicated meanings in general.

We saw before that [only] contributes to the compositioat-a§sue entailed meaning, by
negating all salient alternative propositions generateddoy®s model of focus. Of course, this
leaves open a number of important questions as wethantics of [only]. For example, the issue
of which parts of [only]'s meaning are presupposed, entailéchplicated is still widely debated
(see Raberts, 2005 for a useful characterization of thigtde Yet, regardless of its precise
denotation, it's clear that [only] has access to adtéve propositionsluring the process of
regular semantic composition. Recall, for instartea, fonly] can be interpreted under negation,

whereas RFR cannot:

(105) It's not true that only John came... other people taoie

(106) It's not true thalohncame... # other people came too!
As a conventional implicature, we know that RFR is an inoidpet, speaker oriented

commitment, which always takes widest scope. Howevemight still wondexhenthis

implicature is evaluated, under a dynamic model such ar’$1€1983) file change semantics.
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Intuitively, since RFR needs access to the alterratitech are formed through the
composition of the main proposition, we might already exjpgdtnplicature to be evaluatedter
the proposition itself. Logically, however, it's equally gibde that the main proposition “hands
over” the alternatives without updating the context, and waiitthe intonation’s conventional
implicature to go through before making its own contribution

Earlier, we saw one good reason to think that RFR @andvaluatedfter the
proposition it attaches to — namely, RFR is sensititbecexistence of alternatives which
remainassertableafter the proposition’s context change is calculatedis Twithin a dynamic
model, the simplest approach is to hypothesize that Rké® effect after the main propositional
content is already incorporated into the common groundséprently, the domain of RFR
quantification could be minimally stated as “assertaltkrnative propositions”.

One way to test this theory is to combine RFR withrajpes that would resolve all
alternative propositions “prematurely”, leaving RFR nothimguantify over. For instance, our

ordering hypothesis finds support in the interaction of [onlg] RRR in the following exampié

(107) # OnlyJohnliked it...

Here, since [only] forms part of the proposition’s at-issoeiled meaning, we predict
that RFR quantification must take plaadéer [only]'s quantification. However, if this is the case,
then [only] bynegatingthe alternatives will render RFR vacuous, giving infeficitf, on the
other hand RFR were allowed to take effect first, tloehy] would be licensed, since it resolves
the alternatives that RFR leaves merely unclaimalvidadt, we see a more direct confirmation

of the proposed ordering of events in a pair like this:

(108) a.Johnliked it... Only John liked it.
b. Only John liked it. #ohnliked it...

One technical note here is that if RFR and [only] shaaeus, their domain of
guantificationmustbe the same — otherwise, we would predict their licit canoeace in (108b),
provided that RFR chose a domain containing some elemerortiyg had failed to quantify
over. Generally, this seems to point to the focus exporahgerrthan the focus operator, as the

locus of the pragmatically bound “free variable” responsitielbmain restriction.

% Here, as usual, we have to ignore metalinguistic ngadjin this case, the incredulous retort).

44



Cleft constructions provide another interesting testing grémmalur investigation of
RFR’s dynamic effect. Specifically, the exhaustivity ire@o by a cleft on its focus could be
expected to dispel alternative propositions much like [otigreby ruling out RFR focus on the

clefted element. This prediction is borne out in theofeihg data:

(109) # It waslohnwho ate the gazpacho...
(110) # What John ate wH®e gazpacho.

Without embarking on a full-scale investigation of cféftee can hypothesize that
wherever a cleft's exhaustivity takes effect, @éaly enough to dispel the alternatives that would
license RFR on the focus. This picture would be commatibf instance, with Horn’s (1981)

proposal that cleft exhaustivity is presuppositional (that jgrecondition on the context).

Here, one could imagine a counter-argument — that RFRIaftd are in some more
fundamental conflict, aside from their competition over aéigve propositions. However, the
example below shows that a clefted iteamget RFR focus, just in case there is a second focus
later in the utterance. In fact, this exactly parsltbe cases of a second focus licensing RFR on a
maximal focus in 83.3, highlighting once again the close cdiomelsetween RFR and alternative
semantics.

As before, the second focus enriches the alternatiie #&t point where resolving all
alternatives is not so easily accomplished. In the foligveixample, the cleft’'s exhaustivity is no

longer alternative dispelling, and RFR is licensed orckfe focug®

(111) A: I can't believe the atrocities going on in Nicalag

B: Well, it wasuswho gave them theiweapons..

Here, the predicted meaning of B’s response is sometikmtWe were the (unique)
ones who gave them their weapons, but | remain unresolvedvagtioer we or other people did

other salient (presumably bad) things”. While this mearsmgerhaps suspiciously vague, it

%9 For a summary of various implementations of cleft extivitis see Vallduvi 1990, p.167—168.
% This example is due to Rebecca Tamar (p.c.).
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explains the sense that the speaker isn't claimingabae entirely at fault for the atrocities, or is
at least leaving the issue open rhetoriéally

In any case, this further example of a second focus iilmgRFR on an otherwise
alternative-less element is a welcome confirmation oatiaysis of double focuses given in §3.3,

and strengthens the broader claim that RFR is a focustopera

In addition, these examples bring up an interesting questiacerning the interaction of
clefts and focus. Would we expect a cleft's exhaustivitlgl only over the main proposition, or

alsoover its alternatives? The test case would be songglike this:

(112) A: Who dropped the class?
B: It wasElizabethwho wasthinking of dropping...

Here, A’'s question could be interpreted either asupr@ssing a unique class-dropper, or
else as a request fall droppers. Does B’s clefted response force an exhausstérgretation of

A’s question? In lieu of solid judgments, | leave thisigdem for future research.

Returning to the larger picture, we’ve seen that a yavietauses can be at the root of
RFR infelicity — yet what these sources have in comradheir resolution of the alternative
propositions which RFR would quantify over. A maximally irmhative focus like [perfect] will
beinherentlyalternative dispelling when it occurs in a default (non doanaventailing) context.
An at-issue focus operator like [only] will, through itsroguantification, dispel alternatives.
Finally, a cleft, by virtue of its (perhaps presuppositioreduirement of exhaustivity, will
demand a context in which the alternatives are alreaiyverl. Symmetrically, in each of these
cases, the addition of a second focus augments the aitersett to the point where the
“dispeller” is no longer able to resolve all alternatiasRFR is licenséd

To reiterate, all of these effects are automaticherassumption that RFR (a) quantifies
over assertable alternatives, and (b) takes @lfteeat-issue content is evaluated. Having
identified this late evaluation as a key feature of RicRatural question to ask next is this —

can/must all conventional implicature meaning be evaluatediithin a dynamic model?

“1 For a relevant contrast, consider: “Come on! dsws who gave them their weapons!”, with falling
pitch accents on [us] and [weapons].

“2The only case we haven't seen so far is a second licenusing RFR on the focus of [only], as in:

(@) A: Are the parties here always this packed?
B: OnlyElizabethcame to théastone..
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5. Conclusions

Previous accounts of English rise-fall-rise intonatimn“aventive”— designing novel
tools to capture the contour’s distribution and pragmatic teffielsave argued, however, that RFR
is best understood in familiar terms: as a focus sensjtigatifier over assertable alternatives,
taking its effect in the conventional implicature dimension.

If conventional implicatures are calculated late in a dyinanodel, this minimal analysis
immediately covers a great deal of ground. First, timtaur is predicted to resist a focus that
resolves its own alternatives, since this would leave whetdgier with an empty domain. Not
only will this account handle scalar endpoints like [atifl inone], but it extends to the infelicity
of RFR on anegativelyresolving focus like [purple]. Second, we are led to expeomplex
pattern of RFR distribution on maximally informative elertise Specifically, occurringitherin
a downward entailing contert with a second focus will keep these elements from disgelli
their alternatives, thereby licensing RFR.

In turn, this distribution gives us the potential for dikéguation. In cases of scopal
ambiguity between two operators, whenever only one sabgkon is alternative dispelling, the
use of RFR will disambiguate towards the inverse scopgamlaMore generally, the effect is
the filtering of any logical form whose domain of RFR qui@dtion is empty. Tangentially, this
finding underscores the fundamentally semantic natureeshatives — since these must be
calculated independently per logical form.

Through double focus data we see most clearly thamnbigmation is a side effect, and
not a “function” of RFR. With this understanding, on the cexedhwe’re no longer surprised to
see cases of ambiguity left unresolved by RFR. Onwtther hand, being able to predighenthe
contour disambiguates allows us to hold by the claim th& ¢ disambiguate, lending

credence to a long line of intonational work.

To get the benefits of the alternative-based analysis shown it's necessary to first
distinguish the contours of contradiction and incredulityiclv appear similar to RFR on the
surface. This separation is driven crucially by theseatwmatcompatibilitywith an alternative
dispelling focus. However, closer inspection revealsigeaaf supporting distinctions: the non-
RFR contours are metalinguistic in meaning, optionallfediig in a prosodic form, and tied to a
linguistic antecedent. Thus, their failure to fallnith the given account can be seen as further

evidence of their already unique character, and need rigdied as exceptional.
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While the analysis doesn't stipulate scalar behavior akgsauncertainty directly, these
effects are captured through the meaning of RFR quaatidin — that alternative propositions
can’t be claimed. Furthermore, this meaning predictsahsitsvity of RFR to the linear ordering
of the discourse, which is a problem if we try to adaparike of contrastive topic to RFR data.

The deep ties between RFR and CT are hard to overlodicemtainly warrant further
investigation. Yet, just as RFR doesn't fit perfectlpiatD-tree, | suspect that most theories of
CT wouldn’t be entirely comfortable calling [duh] a ca#tive topic. Thus, much work remains
to be done. One promising research path is to isolate #w efffinal boundary tones, so that
they may be factored out of the equation. For examplee $he prosody of RFR demands an
utterance-final rise, we might reasonably expect additi@s#rictions on its distribution. With

these issues in mind, the common core of RFR and CT sw@nie more apparent.

Still, without taking on this larger project, it is rerkably effective to treat RFR as a
“regular” conventional implicature. The profile is petfee a speaker oriented commitment,
unembeddable, undeniable, and independent of at-issue conbemt, iTaddition to offering
support for the reintroduction of CI's into semantic tiyeave can maintain a simple focus-
oriented account of RFR itself.

| am confident that treatments of rise-fall-risehie tusual” semantic/pragmatic terms
will lead to a clearer picture of intonation in genefi@m which this key feature of language can

be explored as less of an anomaly.
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Appendix

ProoF Fully informative focuses aren't alternative dispellinglownward entailing contexts.

Suppose we have fully informative focxjswith a distinct alternative.

(If the focus doesn’t have a distinct alternative,étseno need for focus)

[0] Definition: A contexff is downward entailing (D.E.) iff for ary O B, f(a) O ().
[1] A fully informative focus resolves all its altetivees in a “default” (= non-D.E.) context.

[2] Therefore, eithex Oy, orx O -y (where I’ stands for cross-categorial entailment).
Case A xOy
[3] Forfa downward entailing contextx) O f(y), by the definition of D.E.

[4] Thereforef(x) doesn’t resolvé(y).

Case B xO~y
[3] Forfa downward entailing contesxtx) O f(-y), by the definition of D.E.

[4] Therefore(x) doesn’t resolvé(-y), and consequently doesn’t resof(se.

[5] Thus, in a downward entailing contextis not alternative dispelling.
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