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A key function of focus is to highlight what is said in relation to what could be said, or 
alternatives to the focus. This plays a crucial role in conveying implied meaning in discourse. 
Psycholinguistic research has established that focus-marking has processing effects consistent 
with this contrastive focus function in a range of languages, including drawing attention to 
contrastive referents, priming alternatives and suppressing non-alternatives in lexical activation, 
and strengthening memory for mentioned alternatives. These studies have used primary focus 
markers for the language, largely contrastive prosodic prominence. However, research has shown 
that an astonishing range of cues can signal focus, including phonological prominence, syntactic 
construction and word order, grammatical role, verb semantics and the presence of gesture, as 
well as fine phonetic detail at the segmental, suprasegmental and multimodal levels. Weighting 
of these cues differs between languages, speakers and with the discourse context. I review 
my own group’s and related research on focus processing and cues to focus across languages 
from the perspective of the listener. I offer a view of how these might link, based on focus as 
an attentional tool, drawing attention to intended focus alternatives, based on probabilistic 
expectations about prominence.
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1.  Introduction
When we speak, much of what is meant is implied rather than spoken, and it is essential that 
listeners understand this for the coherence of the discourse and to pragmatically interpret what is 
said as intended. Focus-marking plays a key role in this implied meaning, including in implying 
alternatives to the focused word. For example, if a speaker says “The TEACHER finished the 
green tea”, this implies that there is a question under discussion in the discourse of who finished 
the green tea, and that the speaker intends the listener to evaluate alternatives to teacher who 
could have drunk the tea in the context. These implied meanings are crucial to the interpretation 
of the utterance.

In recent years, psycholinguistic evidence has grown for processing effects of focus consistent 
with this function of implying alternatives in a range of languages. This work has principally 
looked at effects of contrastive prosodic prominence (indicated by capitals in the example 
above), although some has looked at other primary markers of focus in the language, including 
syntactic clefting. However, both within and across languages there are a very wide range of 
potential cues to focus, including phonetic and phonological prominence, syntactic construction 
and word order, grammatical role, verbal semantics and multimodal cues. We are as yet far from 
understanding how these interact and are evaluated by listeners and how that relates to how 
listeners process focus, and how this might differ across languages and individuals.

Below, I briefly set out what focus is and its functions in discourse interpretation, before 
reviewing what prosodic prominence is and how it is expressed across languages. I then discuss 
research from my group, and related work, looking at psycholinguistic evidence for the function 
of focus as implying alternatives in speech processing, in English and other languages. I then 
review work from our group, and others, looking at the weighting of different cues to focus 
across languages, in particular prosodic prominence, syntactic clefting and grammatical role; as 
well as other cues from production studies. Finally, this is brought together to sketch a proposal 
of how we might link cues to focus, and processing of focus alternatives, across languages.

2.  Focus alternatives and discourse interpretation
There is a very wide literature on focus, and differing views on how it should be defined (e.g., 
see Féry & Ishihara, 2016; Kruijff-Korbayová & Steedman, 2003; Vallduví, 2016). In this paper, 
I am primarily concerned with the concept of focus as captured in Krifka’s informal definition:

Focus indicates the presence of alternatives that are relevant for the interpretation of lin-

guistic expressions. (Krifka, 2008 p. 247)

This conception of focus, as implying the presence of alternatives to the focus, is the central 
claim of the Alternative Semantics framework (Rooth, 1992). Under Rooth’s theory, focus-marking 
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introduces, along with the ordinary semantic value of a proposition, a focus semantic value, 
which is a set of alternatives which can replace the focused element in that proposition.

(1) [The TEACHER]F finished the green tea.
(2) λx [finished(x, green tea)] | x ϵ E, where E is a set of alternatives of the same semantic type
(3) The pupil finished the green tea. / The principal finished the green tea. / The tailor 

finished the green tea.

For example, in (1), teacher is focused, marked by a contrastive prominence (indicated by capitals, 
see further next section). This implies a set of alternatives to the focus, which are of the same 
semantic type, and which could replace teacher in the proposition (2). Examples are given in (3). 
Importantly, these alternatives are relevant for the interpretation of the utterance, that is, part of 
the intended meaning of the utterance is the implication of these alternatives and how they are 
relevant. The listener therefore needs to resolve the intended alternative set to fully interpret the 
utterance. Note that Rooth’s theory is silent on the means of focus-marking, though in English 
this is assumed to include contrastive pitch accenting.

As can be seen in (3), the focus semantic value can include a wide set with both alternatives 
likely to be plausible in the context, like pupil and principal, and those that are not, like tailor. 
In Rooth’s theory, the alternative set, in terms of the focus semantic value, is highly permissive, 
constrained only by semantic type, here the type of individuals. It is then a pragmatic process to 
constrain the alternative set to relevant, contextually plausible alternatives.

To understand how the intended alternatives can be resolved, we need to situate focus within 
information structure. During a discourse, interlocutors build up a common ground of information 
that they believe to be established with the other speaker(s) (Clark, 1996; Stalnaker, 1978). 
The information structure of an utterance is how each entity, predication, and so on is marked 
as to how it refers back to, alters, and/or updates the existing discourse model (Calhoun, 2010; 
Krifka, 2008; Vallduví, 2016). The alternative set should have an antecedent in the context, or 
the alternative set should be able to be accommodated, so resolving the alternative set follows 
similar processes to other kinds of antecedent resolution (Rooth, 2016; Vallduví, 2016).

(4) Who finished the green tea?
(5) All the food was gone and there was an empty cup on the table. Emily wondered what 

had happened…

For example, the focus may update a question-under-discussion (QUD) in the context (Beaver & 
Clark, 2008; Roberts, 1996). Under a QUD approach, each assertion in a conversation answers a 
question-under-discussion either explicitly or implicitly available in the context, thereby forming 
an important part of conversational dynamics and coherence. If (1) was said in the context 
of (4), the focus directly updates the QUD established by the explicit question. However, the 
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QUD is frequently not explicit like this, but implicit. If (1) was said in the context of (5), the 
listener is invited to accommodate a QUD like (4), in particular from the noting of an empty 
cup. Likewise, the intended alternatives may be mentioned in the context, either directly, as a 
superordinate set (e.g., food and drink) in the example above, or they need to be accommodated 
by the listener. Focus-marking can also be used to reactivate an open proposition that is no 
longer salient in the conversation, e.g., if the interlocutors had talked about the green tea much 
earlier in a conversation.

(6) I think the caretaker finished the green tea.

One specific use of the QUD updating function is to correct or confirm information in the common 
ground. For example, if (1) was said in response to (6), it would have the specific function of 
correcting the referent in the proposition in (2) established in the common ground. In these 
various ways, focus-marking plays an important role in regulating the salience of both QUDs and 
relevant entities in relation to them.

(7) I know principal finished the cake, but what about the teacher?
(8) The [TEACHER]F finished the [GREEN TEA]F.

While the QUD and the focus frequently align, they are not equivalent, as there can be alternatives 
to the QUD as well. In response to (7), (8) contains foci on both teacher and green tea, as there is an 
implied set of alternatives to both. However, they are of different kinds, teacher in this context is 
a contrastive topic or theme, so the alternative set is effectively of the QUDs that the speaker may 
be intending to update, e.g., what did the principal finish?, what did the teacher finish?, what did the 
caretaker finish?, etc. (Büring, 2003; Calhoun, 2010; Steedman, 2014). In this way, focus-marking 
plays a role in discourse management and coherence: the existence of an alternative set of QUDs 
indicates that the current answer is incomplete (Büring, 2003; Krifka, 2008). This may be resolved 
in the preceding context (as in the example in (7)/(8)), but it may also indicate upcoming topics. 
So focus-marking can play a role in frame-setting or delimitation of subsequent discourse.

In many languages, including English, subjects are prototypical topics and objects sit in the 
default position for focus, whether this is defined by syntactic position (the focus is the most 
deeply embedded argument) or prosodic position (the focus is the final strong element in an 
intonation phrase) (Calhoun, 2010; Chafe, 1976; Y. Chen et al., 2016; Halliday, 1967; Ladd, 
2008). This means that it is less likely that subjects will be focus-marked than objects or other 
arguments (i.e., an example like (1) is actually rather uncommon). When subjects are foci, this is 
marked, either as a contrastive topic (in an example like (7)), or where the subject is accessible 
in the context (i.e., not in ‘out-of-the-blue’ contexts). On the other hand, when the object is focus-
marked, this can be ambiguous between narrow focus on the object itself, and broad focus on the 
whole verb phrase or even clause (Calhoun, 2010; Ladd, 2008).
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Finally, focus-marking is crucial to the interpretation of certain focus-sensitive operators, 
such as only, even and also, in ways that can affect the truth-conditional semantics of the utterance 
(Beaver & Clark, 2008; Krifka, 2008; Vallduví, 2016).

(9) The teacher only [FINISHED]F the green tea.
(10) The teacher only finished the [GREEN TEA]F.

The semantics of only specifies that only the focus-marked alternative is true within a contextually 
relevant set of alternatives. For example, (9) implies that some alternative to finished in the 
proposition is not true, e.g., that the teacher just started the green tea; whereas (10) implies that 
some alternative to green tea is not true, e.g., the teacher finished the coffee. While the exact 
relationship to the alternative set differs between these operators, utterances containing them 
cannot be fully interpreted without resolving the alternative set.

In summary, a central function of focus-marking is to indicate the presence of alternatives 
to the focus-marked constituent. Resolving the intended alternative set is important to the 
interpretation of the utterance in the discourse, including in updating and making salient entities 
in the common ground, and updating and managing questions-under-discussion.

3.  Prosodic prominence
In the examples above the capitalised words are described as having contrastive prosodic 
prominence. Prosodic prominence plays a clear role as a primary cue to focus, and its interpretive 
effects just described, across many if not most languages (Kügler & Calhoun, 2020). However, 
what is meant by prosodic prominence is debated (Ladd & Arvaniti, 2023). Here, we take prosodic 
prominence to be the prosodic means that are used in a language to make one (or more) element 
(usually a prosodic word) in an intonational phrase stand out or be highlighted in relation to 
the rest of that phrase. Within this, we distinguish between phonological and phonetic prominence. 
Phonological prominence refers to cues to prominence that form part of the prosodic phonology 
of the language, or structural means that mark one prosodic word as the strongest within its 
phrase. There are at least three broad types of phonological prominence: stress-based, register-
based and phrase-based (Kügler & Calhoun, 2020). Phonetic prominence refers to gradient 
means to adjust the prominence of an element which is phonologically prominent, typically 
including higher pitch, greater pitch movement, lengthening, and increased loudness (Fletcher, 
2010; Turk, 2011). It can sometimes be difficult to draw a precise boundary between these, but 
the distinction is still useful.

Finally, we refer to contrastive (prosodic) prominence. This is perhaps the trickiest of 
the concepts, as it blurs the line in what is otherwise a clean distinction between focus, a 
semantic/pragmatic concept, and prominence, a phonetic/phonological one. Nonetheless, 
studies on focus processing frequently use particularly emphatic or strong prominence to cue 
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focus which is unambiguously contrastive (re the previous section). Whether such contrastive 
prominence is a different categorical type to noncontrastive prominence remains disputed, 
and likely differs between languages. For English, in Calhoun (2009) and (2010), I have 
argued it is more fruitful to think of this as a gradient distinction linked to the likelihood of a 
contrastive interpretation.

English, which is the most widely studied language in the psycholinguistics literature, has 
stress-based phonological prominence, in common with many European and other languages 
(Calhoun, 2010; Kügler & Calhoun, 2020; Ladd, 2008). The focused word usually carries a pitch 
accent associated with the most prominent, or stressed syllable in the intonational phrase, called 
the nuclear accent. Figure 1 shows stimuli from Calhoun et al. (2025) (see section 4). As can be 
seen, the contrastively prominent words are marked with phonetic cues to prominence, including 
high/rising pitch associated with the stress syllable of the accented word, lengthening and 
intensity. However, prominence is also phonological, meaning it is also cued by the structural 
position of the accent. In Figure 1, focus on the subject (teacher) is marked by a very high, 
rising (L+H* in ToBI) accent on the subject, and low, flat pitch afterward. Such a pattern is 
generally needed to signal focus on the subject. With focus on the object (juice), there is also a 
large, rising accent on the object; however, there is still an accent on teacher, and a rising phrase 
tone (H-) at the end of teacher that is higher than the accent on juice. Such prenuclear accents 
do not generally mark focus, although a particularly strong prenuclear accent may (e.g., (8)) 
(see Calhoun, 2010; Kügler & Calhoun, 2020). A strong ‘contrastive’ accent on the object is also 
not necessarily needed to mark focus. As the nuclear accent is structural, it may also be cued by 
rhythmic cues in the preceding prosodic structure in the intonation phrase (Calhoun, 2010; Ladd, 
2008; Ladd & Arvaniti, 2023).

Figure 1: Example of a contrastive pitch accent (caps) on the subject (left) and object (right) in 
English (from the stimuli in Calhoun et al., 2025, see section 4).
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In Mandarin Chinese, local pitch movements are determined by the lexical tone on the 
syllable, so there are no pitch accents. Mandarin has a register-based prominence system, where 
prominence is achieved through the expansion of the pitch register of the focused word; as well 
as lengthening and intensity on the prominent word (Y. Chen & Gussenhoven, 2008; Kügler & 
Calhoun, 2020). In Mandarin, though not in all register-based prominence systems, there is also 
postprominence register compression. Tonal targets are also implemented much more precisely, 
i.e., closer to citation form, with less coarticulation effects, in prominent positions compared 
to postprominent (focal) positions (Y. Chen, 2010). In Figure 2, The tonal movements on the 
subject are much larger and better defined when it is focused (left) than not (right) and vice versa 
for the object. There are similar asymmetries in the marking of prominence on subjects versus 
objects based on position to English, with strong compression postfocally but not prefocally.

Almost all the studies discussed below involve languages with stress- or register-based prosodic 
prominence systems. The third type of phonological prominence identified in the literature to 
date is phrase-based prominence (see Kügler & Calhoun, 2020), e.g., Seoul Korean, where focus 
is marked through the insertion of a phrase tone before the focused constituent, higher scaling of 
phrase initial tones in the focused constituent and optionally ‘de-phrasing’ afterward (e.g., Jeon 
& Nolan, 2017; Jun, 2011; Jun et al., 2007). That is, the phonological expression of prominence 
is primarily related to manipulation of phrasing. Mixtures of stress-based, register-based and 
phrase-based systems are also found, for more discussion see Kügler and Calhoun (2020).

4.  Focus alternatives and processing
Given the role of focus and the alternative set in discourse interpretation described above, it 
follows that listeners should be highly attentive to focus-marking cues and that focus plays 
important roles in speech processing. Indeed, it has long been shown that focus-marked words 
are attended to more and remembered better. Early phoneme-monitoring experiments in English 

Figure 2: Example of contrastive prominence (bold) on subject (left) and object (right) in 
Mandarin Chinese (from the stimuli in Yan et al., 2023, see section 4).
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and Dutch (Akker & Cutler, 2003; Cutler, 1976; Cutler et al., 1997; Cutler & Fodor, 1979), and 
more recently in Mandarin Chinese (Ip & Cutler, 2021), showed listeners attend more to focused 
words marked with contrastive prominence, or where the preceding intonation contour would 
lead the listener to expect prominence. In written tasks with syntactic clefts, focus-marked words 
were recalled more quickly and accurately in immediate and longer-term processing in English 
and Korean (Birch et al., 2000; Birch & Garnsey, 1995; Gernsbacher & Jescheniak, 1995; Kember 
et al., 2021; Sanford et al., 2009). Kember et al. (2021) showed the effectiveness of different 
focus-marking cues differs by language, with clefting more effective than prosodic prominence in 
Korean, while these were equally effective in English. Focus can guide parsing and interpretation 
under ambiguity in English (Carlson & Potter, 2022; Schafer et al., 2000; Sedivy, 2002). Focus, 
marked with a variety of means, affects reading times and regressions during silent reading in 
English (Birch & Rayner, 2010; Hoeks et al., 2023; Lowder & Gordon, 2015; Ward & Sturt, 2007).

Crucially for our purposes, there is now a range of psycholinguistic evidence that focus-
marking causes listeners to generate a set of alternatives to the focus-marked constituent, and that 
alternatives play important roles in the processing of utterances (Gotzner & Spalek, 2019). Eye-
tracking studies in English, Dutch and German have shown that contrastive accenting leads listeners 
to expect a contrastive referent (Braun et al., 2019; Braun & Biezma, 2019; Dahan et al., 2002; 
Dennison, 2010; Ito & Speer, 2008; Kim et al., 2015; Kurumada et al., 2014; Watson et al., 2008; 
Weber et al., 2006). For example, Ito and Speer (2008) showed that when following instructions 
to decorate a Christmas tree with multiple ornaments varying in colour and shape (e.g., blue 
angel, green ball), listeners anticipatorily looked at, for example, the green ball, if after placing a 
blue ball they heard “now hang the GREEN…”, and took longer to fixate on the correct referent 
if this was actually, for example, a green angel. This work has also shown, using the visual world 
paradigm, that listeners pay selective attention to alternatives arising from inferences related to 
focus-marking (Braun et al., 2019; Dennison, 2010; Kim et al., 2015; Kurumada et al., 2014).

Another line of studies have used the cross-modal priming paradigm to show that focus-
marking, particularly with contrastive prosodic prominence, selectively activates alternatives 
to the focused word (Braun & Tagliapietra, 2010; Calhoun et al., 2025; Husband & Ferreira, 
2016; Yan et al., 2023; Yan & Calhoun, 2019). It has been long established using semantic 
priming experiments that on hearing a word, semantically associated words are activated (as 
well as phonologically associated words) (Collins & Loftus, 1975; Quillian, 1967). However, 
this activation was found to be less robust in sentence contexts (Norris et al., 2006). Braun and 
Tagliapietra (2010) were the first to show that this is partly related to focus-marking: in their 
study on words in object position in Dutch, semantic associates that were contrastive alternatives 
were primed only when the word was contrastively accented, while non-contrastive associates 
were weakly primed regardless of focus-marking.



9Calhoun: Linking prominence, and other cues, to the processing of focus across languages

In Yan, Calhoun and Warren (2023), we found similar results for words in subject position 
in Mandarin Chinese.

(11) Prime:
(a) [老师]F 喝 完 了 绿茶。

lao3shi1 he1 wan2 liao3 lu4cha2
teacher drink finish PAST green tea
‘[The teacher]F finished the green tea.’ ([S]FVO, subject focus-marked)

(b) 老师 喝 完 了 [绿茶]F。

lao3shi1 he1 wan2 liao3 lu4cha2
teacher drink finish PAST green tea
‘The teacher finished [the green tea]F.’ (SV[O]F, subject not focus-marked)

(12) Target:
(a) 老师 lao3shi1 ‘teacher’ (identical)
(b) 校长 xiao4zhang3 ‘principal’ (contrastive alternative)
(c) 小学 xiao4xue2 ‘primary school’ (non-contrastive associate)
(d) 太空 tai4kong1 ‘space’ (unrelated)

In the experiment, participants heard a sentence, like (11), where the subject prime was either 
focus-marked (a) with prosodic prominence (via pitch register expansion, indicated by underline) 
or not (b). They then saw a target which was identical to the subject, a contrastive alternative, a 
noncontrastive semantic associate or an unrelated control (12). They had to respond as quickly 
as possible if the target was a word (in filler trials, there were non-words which were nonsensical 
character combinations). It was found that participants were faster to respond to both the 
identical and alternative targets in the focus-marked than not focus-marked condition, while 
focus-marking did not significantly affect response times for the noncontrastive and unrelated 
targets. This is consistent with prosodic focus-marking selectively activating an alternative set 
to the focused word. In another study with a similar design, we showed that a combination of 
prosodic and syntactic focus-marking (via clefting) primed alternatives, but not syntactic focus-
marking on its own in Mandarin (Yan & Calhoun, 2019).

For English, we ran experiments with a similar design, looking at priming of both alternatives 
to the subject and object, and including a further target type, unrelated alternatives, e.g., 
builder in the example above (Calhoun et al., 2025). We found a somewhat different pattern of 
results to what we found for Mandarin (and Braun & Tagliapietra, 2010, for Dutch, although 
their experiments had a partially different design). Participants were faster to respond to the 
alternative targets than unrelated controls in both the focus-marked and not focus-marked 
condition. However, they were only faster to respond to the noncontrastive associate targets 
than unrelated controls in the not focus-marked condition. This, however, matches the results 
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of Husband and Ferreira (2016) for English. As they propose, this is consistent with a selection 
mechanism, where initially all semantically associated words are activated, but focus-marking 
causes noncontrastive associates to be suppressed as not relevant to the alternative set. These 
experiments all indicate focus-marking selectively activates alternatives to the focused word, but 
whether the mechanism is best conceptualised as one of activating alternatives, or suppressing 
noncontrastive associates, may differ by language, or more dynamically given specific details of 
the task and stimuli (see Calhoun et al., 2025; Husband & Ferreira, 2016).

We also reported a novel finding, that unrelated alternatives to the prime object were primed 
regardless of focus-marking, e.g., an alternative like eggplant could potentially replace green tea in 
the prime sentence (9), but is not semantically related to green tea and unlikely to be contextually 
appropriate. This is consistent with Rooth’s theory that, initially at least, a wide, permissive set 
of alternatives may be activated, that are then narrowed to contextually plausible alternatives as 
a pragmatic process (see Calhoun et al., 2025; Gotzner, 2017).

In the second experiment, targets were related to the subject. Over the whole experiment, 
there was an unexpected finding that all target types were primed in comparison to the unrelated 
controls, regardless of focus-marking; an effect that was attributed to learning over the course of 
the experiment. An exploratory analysis of the first quartile of the experiment, however, showed 
a similar pattern as for objects: related alternatives were primed relative to unrelated controls 
across focus-marking conditions, while noncontrastive associates were only primed in the not 
focus-marking condition. This indicates focus-marking selectively activates focus alternatives 
for both subjects and objects. However, unrelated alternatives were not primed in either focus 
condition. We attribute this to the differing role of subjects and objects in discourse, with subjects 
typically given or accessible in the context, even if they are contrastive. This finding suggests that 
activation of a very wide alternative set may depend on context (see further Calhoun et al., 2025).

In these experiments, activation of alternatives was shown for focused words in sentences 
presented out of context. Other experiments have looked at whether the activation of alternatives 
is consistent with key roles alternatives are claimed to play in the activation and tracking of 
referents in discourse contexts (see section 2). Drawing on an earlier experiment by Gotzner, 
Wartenburger and Spalek (2016) on German, we used the probe recognition paradigm to look 
at how focus-marking affects the activation of mentioned versus unmentioned alternatives in 
discourse contexts in Samoan (Calhoun et al., 2023).

(13) Context: Sa fa’atau e le mālō ma lona to’alua meaai: ’o le pai, ’o le falaoa ma le keke.
‘The visitor and her husband bought some food: a pie, bread and cake.’

(14) Continuation: Sa u’u e le tamāloa le falaoa ma le pai.
‘The husband carried the bread and the pie.’
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(15) Critical sentence:
’O [le mālō]F sa ’aia le keke.
PRES DET visitor PAST eat-ES DET cake
‘It was [the cake]F that the visitor ate.’ (object focus-marked)

’O [le keke]F sa ’ai e le mālō.
PRES DET cake PAST eat ERG DET visitor
‘It was [the visitor]F who ate the cake.’ (object not focus-marked)

(16) Probe:
(a) le keke ‘the cake’ (identical)
(b) le falaoa ‘the bread’ (mentioned alternative)
(c) le ēsi ‘the papaya’ (unmentioned alternative)
(d) le kolisi ‘the college’ (unrelated control)

In the experiment, participants first heard a context (13) which introduced two alternative sets, 
e.g., people and food. They then heard a continuation sentence which repeated alternatives from 
each set (14). In the critical sentence, the object was either focus-marked or not (15). Focus-
marking was using a syntactic cleft-like structure, which our previous research showed is the 
primary marker of focus in Samoan (Calhoun, 2015; Calhoun et al., 2021). The focus is fronted, 
preceded by the particle ‘o. This is also the usual position for nuclear prosodic prominence, but 
our previous work has shown the prosodic cue is much less perceptually important than the 
clefting one in Samoan (Calhoun et al., 2021, see section 6). Participants then saw a probe (16), 
and had to respond as quickly as possible whether it was in the preceding story. There was no 
effect of focus-marking on response times for the identical probes, probably due to floor effects. 
Participants were numerically slower to correctly verify mentioned alternatives when the object 
word was focus-marked than not, although this did not reach significance, and significantly 
slower to correctly reject unmentioned alternatives (compared to unrelated controls) in the 
focus-marked condition. This was similar to the findings in Gotzner et al. (2016) for German 
(for focus marked with focus particles only or even, with non-contrastive accents). As they argue, 
this shows that focus-marking activates a whole alternative set, which in short-term processing 
makes it harder to distinguish between mentioned and unmentioned alternatives, as they are all 
part of the activated alternative set.

Other studies suggest, however, that in delayed processing (from a few minutes to a day), 
focus-marking makes listeners more accurate in correctly recalling mentioned alternatives and 
distinguishing them from unmentioned alternatives.

(17) (a) Both the British and the French biologists had been searching Malaysia and 
Indonesia for the endangered monkeys.

(b) Finally, the BRITISH/British spotted one of the monkeys in INDONESIA/Indonesia 
and planted a radio tag on it.
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In Fraundorf, Watson and Benjamin (2010), participants heard a context sentence like (17)
(a) introducing two alternative sets, and then a critical sentence in which the repeated 
member of one or both of those sets was contrastively accented or not (17)(b). Participants 
were more accurate at recalling the correct alternative if it had been contrastively accented 
both immediately after hearing a long block of such narratives and the following day (see also 
Fraundorf et al., 2013). Using narratives similar to (13)-(15) in German, Spalek, Gotzner and 
Wartenburger (2014) found participants had more accurate recall of mentioned alternatives 
when the word was focus-marked with a focus particle. Tjuka, Nguyen and Spalek (2020) showed 
similar findings in a delayed recall task with similar stimuli in Vietnamese, with prosodic focus-
marking, though this was only significant for female speakers. In Calhoun et al. (2023), in 
Samoan, when listeners heard blocks of narratives like (11)–(13), participants were faster to 
correctly recognise mentioned alternatives when the object was focused (compared to unrelated 
controls). In the second experiment in Yan et al. (2023), participants heard blocks of sentences 
like (11) in Mandarin Chinese, and then had to say if the targets had been mentioned. In this 
case, they were slower to correctly reject alternatives as not having been in the previous block if 
the prime word was focus-marked (although this only held in the first quartile of the experiment 
due to learning effects). This is likely because the sentences were produced out of context, so 
participants were not encouraged to build a detailed representation of the alternative set from 
mentioned alternatives in the discourse.

In summary, there is now substantial psycholinguistic evidence for focus-marking selectively 
activating alternatives to the focus-marked word, either through activation of alternatives 
or suppression of non-alternatives. This is found in lexical priming experiments, and also in 
experiments showing consequent effects of alternative activation in discourse processing, 
including anticipation of contrastive referents in a visual scene, and immediate activation and 
longer-term memory for alternatives in short discourses. These experiments have primarily 
used contrastive prominence, although equivalent effects have been shown with other primary 
markers of focus for the language, e.g., with syntactic clefting in Samoan.

5.  Cues to focus across languages
As just shown, there is considerable psycholinguistic evidence that focus-marked constituents are 
attended to more in processing, and that focus-marking triggers the activation of an alternative 
set, which is resolved in relation to the discourse context. These studies have primarily been on 
Germanic languages (English, Dutch and German); however, there is some evidence for these 
focus processing effects in other languages including Mandarin Chinese, Samoan, Korean and 
Vietnamese. In most of these studies, the focus marker was contrastive prosodic prominence, 
although our Samoan study showed equivalent effects with syntactic clefting (Calhoun et al., 
2023). (Some of the English and German studies used clefts or focus particles in combination 
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with prosodic prominence, or used written materials where a nuclear accent on the focused 
word in the cleft was likely because of implicit prosody). That is, the position of focus within 
critical sentences was reasonably unambiguous, using a primary focus-marker for that language. 
However, as will be discussed in this section, there are multiple potential cues to focus, including 
phonetic and phonological prominence, syntactic structure, grammatical role, semantic verb type 
and multimodal cues like gesture. There is still much to learn about how these cues interact and 
how listeners determine the position of focus, and how this affects focus processing, especially 
when different cues conflict.

We have explored these questions in a series of studies in different languages looking at how 
listeners weight cues to the position of focus, comparing contrastive prosodic prominence and 
syntactic clefting, including when they conflict (Calhoun et al., 2021; Yan et al., 2022; Yan & 
Calhoun, 2022; see also Arnhold, 2021; S.-H. Chen et al., 2012).

(18) Context: The family had a few pets. Different members of the family gave each pet 
their dinner.

(19) Question choice:
(a) Who fed the mouse? (subject question, SQ)
(b) What did the sister feed? (object question, OQ)

(20) Critical sentence:
(a) The SISTER fed the mouse. (canonS)
(b) The sister fed the MOUSE. (canonO)
(c) It was the SISTER who fed the mouse. (ScleftS)
(d) It was the sister who fed the MOUSE. (ScleftO)
(e) It was the MOUSE that the sister fed. (OcleftO)
(f) It was the mouse that the SISTER fed. (OcleftS)

In Calhoun et al. (2021), with English listeners, participants first saw a context like (18), which 
introduced two different alternative sets. They were then shown two questions which could 
be asked about that context (19). They then heard a critical sentence (20) which was either in 
canonical word order ((a),(b)), a subject cleft ((c),(d)) or an object cleft ((e),(f)). Within each of 
these, there was a contrastive accent on either the subject ((a),(c),(f)) or the object ((b),(d),(e)). 
They then saw the questions again, and had to choose which question they thought was most 
likely to have been asked given the way the speaker answered. The questions were about either 
subject (SQ)(19)(a) or the object (OQ)(19)(b) of the critical sentence. It was found that in the 
canonical order sentences, as expected, the focus was perceived to be in the position of the 
contrastive accent (canonS = SQ, canonO = OQ). In the cleft sentences, when the accent fell on 
the cleft, participants judged the focus to be in the cleft (ScleftS = SQ and OcleftO = OQ). These 
conditions were not significantly different to the canonical sentences, showing the effect of the 
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clefting and prominence cues were not additive where these agreed. Where the cues to focus did 
not agree, participants were more likely to follow the clefting cue (ScleftO = SQ and OcleftS = 
OQ), although the preference for each question was weaker than when the cues agreed.

We ran a parallel experiment in Samoan (Calhoun et al., 2021), with the same six conditions 
in the critical sentence: canonO, canonS, ScleftS, ScleftO, OcleftO and OcleftS. The clefts were 
‘o-fronting constructions (as in (15)). The results showed that in Samoan the clefting cue was 
weighted much more strongly. In the cleft sentences, participants judged the focus to be in 
the cleft, and the accent position had no significant effect (ScleftS, ScleftO = SQ and OcleftO, 
OcleftS = OQ). In the canonical word order sentences, participants overall weakly preferred the 
object question, with no significant difference based on accent position, however, there was a 
lot of variability between listeners in this condition, with some preferring the accented word, 
some the subject and some the object; we suspect this may be related to factors including relative 
dominance in Samoan and English (as all participants were bilingual), although unfortunately 
the design of the experiment did not allow this to be investigated further.

For Mandarin, we used a somewhat different task, acceptability judgment (Yan et al., 2022).

(21) (a) 是 [女儿]F 喝完 的 果汁。

shi4 nu3er2 he1wan2le0 de0 guo3zhi1
SHI daughter finish DE juice
‘It was [the daughter]F who finished the juice.’ (ScleftS)

(b) 女儿 是 喝完 的 [果汁]F。

nu3er2 shi4 he1wan2le0 de0 guo3zhi1
daughter SHI finish DE juice
‘It was [the juice]F that the daughter finished.’ (OcleftO)

The clefts were SHI…DE clefts (Paul & Whitman, 2008). As in English, the cleft head usually 
carries nuclear prominence, and is analysed as being in focus. However, unlike English and 
Samoan, the order of the subject and object does not change. Rather, for a subject cleft, SHI 
immediately precedes the subject, as in 21(a), while in object clefts it is before the verb, as in 
21(b). In both cases, DE precedes the object, which also indicates past tense. As in English and 
Samoan, it is also possible to put prominence on a different constituent, so there are competing 
syntactic and prosodic cues to focus within the utterance, e.g., prominence on 果汁 ‘juice’ in 
21(a) (ScleftO) or on 女儿 ‘daughter’ (OcleftS) in 21(b).

Participants first saw a context, similar to (18). They then heard a question, which was either 
SQ or OQ (like (19)), then the critical sentence, which was again one of canonO, canonS, ScleftS, 
ScleftO, OcleftO or OcleftS. They were then asked to rate how appropriate the answer was to the 
question on a 1–7 point scale. As expected, and parallel to the English results, for canonical word 
order answers, question answer pairs where the focus in the question matched the prominence in 
the answer were rated highly (canonS = SQ, canonO = OQ). When the prominence was in the 
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cleft, and this matched the focus, these were also rated highly (ScleftS = SQ and OcleftO = OQ), 
although ratings were slightly lower for OcleftO clefts. However, opposite to English, when the 
cues to focus did not agree, listeners followed the prominence cue, rating answers with matching 
prominence highly (ScleftO = OQ and OcleftS = SQ), although ratings were lower than when 
the cues agreed.

Finally, we ran an experiment with the same question-choice task as Calhoun et al. (2021) 
with L1 Mandarin L2 speakers of English (Yan & Calhoun, 2022) (see also Yan et al., 2022 for 
results using the appropriateness rating task with L2 learners). In canonical order sentences, 
listeners perceived the focus to be on the prominent word, similar to L1 Mandarin and L1 English. 
For the cleft sentences, the results were more similar the L1 English learners, i.e., they perceived 
the focus to be in the cleft, with prominence not in the cleft weakening but not reversing this 
preference. Therefore, the L2 listeners seemed to have reversed the weighting of prominence 
and clefting cues from their L1. However, judgements where the prominence cue matched the 
focus were more definite that for the L1 English listeners, suggesting the L2 listeners were more 
affected by prominence cues than the L1 English listeners, potentially due to their L1 Mandarin 
influence.

These studies show that, in a metalinguistic judgment task, both prosodic prominence 
and syntactic clefting affect listeners’ judgments about where the focus is, with the weighting 
of these cues differing between English, Samoan, Mandarin and for L1 Mandarin L2 English 
speakers. All of these studies looked at focus on both subjects and objects, finding little 
difference in responses between them in each language. However, in focus processing tasks, we 
have found the grammatical role (subject/object) substantially affects responses (see also the 
finding in Section 4 that unrelated alternatives to focused words are primed for objects but not 
subjects in English).

(22) Context: The couple helped the traveller and his friend find a hotel. They were both 
very thankful.

(23) Connecting question: Can you tell me more?

(24) Critical sentence: The traveller thanked the woman.
(as canonS, canonO, ScleftS, ScleftO, OcleftS, OcleftO)

(25) False alternative:
(a) Did the friend thank the woman? (SQ)
(b) Did the traveller thank the man (OQ)

Yan and Calhoun (2020) report parallel studies in English and Mandarin using a false alternatives 
task to investigate focus processing (with L1 speakers of each language) (see also Ayers, 1996; 
S.-H. Chen et al., 2012). Participants saw a context like (22) which introduced two alternative 
sets. They then heard a connecting question (23). They then heard the critical sentence, which 
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included one member of each alternative set (e.g., traveller, woman) in one of six syntactic/
prosodic types (24) as in the studies reported above (Calhoun et al., 2021; Yan et al., 2022). They 
then saw a question about that sentence in which, in critical trials, either the subject or object 
was false, and they had to answer ‘no’ as quickly as possible. It was predicted participants would 
be faster when the focus-marking in the critical sentence matched the false information in the 
question, and slower when it did not.

For subjects, in both languages, the pattern of results broadly matched that for the focus 
judgment task. In Mandarin, participants were faster to respond to the false subject questions 
when the prominence was on the subject than on the object, with no difference between syntactic 
conditions (canonS, ScleftS, OcleftS). In English, participants were faster when the accent was 
on the subject than object in canonical order (canonS v. canonO), but not for subject clefts 
(ScleftS vs. ScleftS) or object clefts (OcleftS vs. OcleftO). Responses to object clefts were also 
slower than the other two types (OcleftS vs. canonS/ScleftS). This is consistent with the focus 
judgment task: in both languages prominence is an effective cue to focus, and matching clefts 
do not enhance this cue. However, mismatching clefts weaken cues to focus in English but not 
Mandarin, showing clefting is a weighted more highly as a cue to focus in English.

For objects, however, the pattern was quite different. In both languages participants were not 
faster with prominence on the object than on the subject in canonical order or for subject clefts. 
There was also no difference for object clefts in English, though OcleftS was slower than OcleftO 
and canonS in Mandarin, which may be due to the relative infrequency of this construction in 
Mandarin. Otherwise, there were no significant effects of syntactic construction in either language.

In Yan and Calhoun (2020), we attribute this difference between subjects and objects to 
a default object focus bias (see also Calhoun et al., 2025). This is reflected in the asymmetry 
in their discourse properties (prototypical topics versus foci, see Section 2), and how they are 
marked prosodically in both languages (see Section 3). In processing, the effect of this is that 
listeners tend to process objects as focused even if they are not overtly focus-marked, as was 
found here. Similar effects have been found in processing of subjects versus objects in focus-
sensitive ellipsis structures (Carlson et al., 2009; Harris, Jesse & Carlson, 2018). Interestingly, 
this effect of grammatical role was only found in this processing task, not the judgment task. This 
suggests listeners are aware that the object is not focus-marked, but nonetheless the default bias 
to process it as such persists.

From production studies, we can see that other kinds of syntactic or semantic bias may affect 
the perception of focus. For instance, in Calhoun, La Cruz and Olssen (2018), we looked at the 
interaction of focus marking and semantic verb type in intransitives in Spanish. In Spanish, as 
in English, the default position for the nuclear accent is on the final object in broad focus (e.g., 
see Zubizarreta, 1998). However, for intransitives, this is often not the case. For instance, it is 
claimed that when the verb is unergative (e.g., brincar ‘to jump’), the nuclear accent is on that 
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word; whereas when it is unaccusative (e.g., salir ‘to leave’), the accent often shifts to the subject, 
and there may also be a word order reversal (in English, this accent shift happens but not the 
word reversal), as (27) (Ladd, 2008; Zubizarreta & Nava, 2011).

(26) (a) ¿Qué pasó?
what happen-PAST
‘What happened?’ (broad focus question)

(b) ¿Quién brincó?
who leave-PAST
‘Who jumped?’ (subject focus question)

(c) El joven brincó, ¿es verdad?
DET child leave-PAST BE-PRES right
‘The young man jumped, right?’ (contrastive subject question)

(27) (a) La chica BRINCÓ,
DET girl jump-PAST
‘The girl JUMPED.’ (Unergative verb)

(b) La CHICA salió. / Salió la CHICA.
DET girl leave-PAST leave-PAST DET girl
‘The GIRL left.’ (Unaccusative verb)

In the experiment, Venezuelan Spanish speakers described a picture showing an intransitive 
action in response to a question intended to elicit broad focus, subject focus or contrastive focus 
on the subject (26). The picture prompt included the verb the speaker should use, which was 
either unergative or unaccusative. Results showed that in broad focus, speakers were more likely 
to have the nuclear accent on the subject with unaccusative verbs, as expected (with or without 
word reversal). In response to subject focus questions, the accent was also more likely to be on 
the subject, but less so for unergative verbs; while for contrastive focus, the accent was most 
likely to be on the subject, with no difference by verb type. While this was a production study, 
if we think about it from a perception point of view, this shows that the weight of an accent 
on the subject in an intransitive sentence in Spanish as a cue to focus varies depending on the 
semantic verb type (i.e., it is more ambiguous if the verb in unaccusative). As discussed in 
Calhoun et al. (2018), underlining these effects may be inherent differences in the information 
structure properties of unergative versus unaccusative verbs, but nonetheless, this implies that 
such semantic factors affect the perception of focus.

Research has also shown that cues to focus can be multimodal, including gesture. Perception 
studies have shown that constituents which are gestured, especially with head nods or eyebrow 
raises, are more likely to be interpreted as focused (e.g., Krahmer et al., 2002 in Dutch; and Prieto 
et al., 2015 in Catalan). We have shown results consistent with this in production for Turkish. 
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In Türk and Calhoun (2024), we looked at the co-occurrence and synchronisation of information 
structure, prosodic phrasing and gesture in spontaneous narrations. Results showed that focused 
phrases were more likely to be gestured than topic phrases and background (68% versus 27% 
and 5% respectively), especially with iconic gestures (see also Ambrazaitis & House, 2017 in 
Swedish; and Fung & Mok, 2018 in Cantonese). But the results suggest not just the presence, but 
also the timing of gesture matters. In general, we found that prosodic phrases and gesture phrases 
are synchronised; however, this differed by the type of phrase (prenuclear, nuclear, postnuclear). 
For nuclear phrases, which is the usual location of focus in Turkish, the synchronisation of 
prosodic and gesture phrase onsets and offsets was nearly perfect (mean difference close to 0 
ms). This implies that a tighter synchronisation between prosodic and gestural structure can be 
a cue to focus. Further, while prosodic and gestural structure are generally synchronised across 
languages, the details of this synchronisation differ depending on the prosodic phonology of the 
language, so these cues are language-specific (e.g., Türk & Calhoun, 2023).

The same is true for prominence itself. Prosodic prominence is signalled by a wide range of 
fine phonetic cues at the suprasegmental and segmental levels, which differ across languages, 
but broadly involve phonetic cues appropriate to the phonological expression of prominence in 
the language, as well as more careful articulation of the prominent syllable or larger prosodic 
constituent (e.g., see Cho, 2016; Kügler & Calhoun, 2020). For example, Jang, Kim and Cho 
(2018) showed that there was less nasalisation of vowels next to nasal consonants under focus in 
Korean, consistent with less coarticulation under focus. Mitterer, Kim and Cho (2024) showed this 
kind of segmental effect can affect perception, listeners were sensitive to the (lack of) segmental 
reduction of an auxiliary verb as a cue to focus in German, even in the absence of F0 information. 
Prominence is crucially also relative, i.e., the perception of phonetic cues to prominence in one 
part of an intonational phrase depends on the prominence of other parts of the same phrase 
(Calhoun, 2010; Ladd & Arvaniti, 2023). Importantly for our purposes, such phonetic cues to focus 
are gradient, not simply present or absent, and this interacts with the perception and processing 
of focus, in ways that are far from being fully understood. For example, in an early eye-tracking 
study, Watson, Tanenhaus and Gunlogson (2008) showed, as expected, that contrastive L+H* 
accents led listeners to expect a contrastive reference (see Section 4). However, with ‘neutral’ H* 
accents listeners were equally likely to look at the contrastive or (noncontrastive) new referent 
in the visual scene, which the authors describe as showing that the interpretative domains of 
the two accent types overlap, i.e., ‘non-contrastive’ H* accents can also be compatible with a 
contrastive focus interpretation.

As we can see, there are a wide range of factors that can signal focus. While we expect 
the types of factors, including phonetic and phonological prominence, syntactic construction, 
semantic verb type, and multimodal cues, to be similar across languages, there are important 
cross-linguistic differences in how these are weighted and how they interact, which are far from 
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being well understood. This paper has concentrated on the perception and processing of cues 
to focus, while the majority of studies in the field have looked at the production of focus (e.g., 
see references in Kügler & Calhoun, 2020). Perception and processing studies have only looked 
at a small subset of cues, such as those reviewed above, in a narrow range of languages. It 
is safe to assume that the relationship between production and perception of cues to focus is 
not straightforward. More studies, on both production and perception, need to account for the 
interaction of multiple cues, in a wider range of languages.

Further, the majority of studies in this area have looked at first language speakers of each 
language, assuming a (near-)monolingual language context. We know that language contexts are 
often more complex than this, and multilingual speakers are likely to show different weightings 
of cues to focus reflecting influence of their different languages. We showed this above for focus 
perception in L1 Mandarin L2 English speakers. For heritage language speakers, and in language 
contact situations, interesting new patterns of the functional use of prosodic and syntactic cues 
to focus can emerge (Calhoun et al., 2016, 2024; Delais-Roussarie et al., 2015). Finally, research 
in recent years has shown differences in the perception of different cues to prominence and focus 
between individuals within a language community, relating to factors including neurodiversity, 
empathy and pragmatic skill (Bishop, 2016; Grice et al., 2016; Orrico et al., 2023).

6.  Expected prominence and pragmatic contrast
We have seen that focus has important functions in discourse processing, particularly in implying 
the presence of alternatives that are relevant to the interpretation of utterances, and there is 
substantial psycholinguistic evidence to support these functions. These studies have largely 
looked at primary focus markers in the language, particularly contrastive prosodic prominence. 
However, as we have just outlined, there are a very wide range of cues that can signal focus, 
including phonological prominence, the syntactic construction/word order, semantic verb 
type and the presence of gestures, as well as fine-grained phonetic and multimodal cues in the 
realisation of prominence. The weighting of these cues differs between languages and speakers. 
Added to this is the effect of the discourse context itself, as discussed in Section 2, focus is part 
of discourse management, including QUD updating; therefore, focus on a particular constituent 
can be more or less expected given the preceding context including the preceding QUD. Bringing 
these together, we need to understand how different listeners evaluate and use these cues to both 
locate the focus and process it as intended.

We have seen that prosodic prominence and syntactic clefting are weighted differently as 
cues to focus by speakers of different languages, including English, Mandarin and Samoan. Other 
research has shown that multiple cues affect the perception of prominence, and this differs across 
languages. For example, in another experiment reported in Calhoun et al. (2021) (see section 5), 
listeners heard the stimuli (similar to (18)) out of context and had to rate which word they thought 
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was the most prominent. In the Samoan experiment, listeners were strongly affected by syntactic 
focus, being about 15–20% more likely to choose the nuclear accented words in a syntactic cleft 
as the most prominent than an accented word in the main clause in a cleft construction (ScleftS/
OcleftO versus ScleftO/OcleftS). Participants also choose the verb as the most prominent word 
around 19% of the time, likely as this is the default nuclear accent position in Samoan, even 
though it was never intended to be nuclear accented. In the English experiment, listeners choices 
were also significantly affected by the syntactic construction, but this effect was much weaker, 
with listeners choosing the intended nuclear accented word as the most prominent over 95% 
of the time in all conditions. Effects of syntactic, semantic and informativity factors have been 
found to interact with phonetic and phonological factors in the perception of prominence across 
multiple languages (Baumann & Winter, 2018 on German; Bishop et al., 2020 on English; Cole 
et al., 2010 on English, Cole et al., 2019, on English, French and Spanish; Luchkina & Cole, 2021 
on Russian; Turnbull et al., 2017 on English; Vainio & Järvikivi, 2006 on Finnish).

What I would like to suggest is that we can think of focus as an attentional tool, or cognitive 
instruction to process the focused constituent in a certain way. This is along the lines of this 
formulation from Calhoun (2009 p. 61, bold added):

“[the] pragmatic effects of contrastiveness arise because speakers use probabilistic 

expectations about the prosody/information structure interface precisely in order to get 

…­pragmatic effects. Speakers indicate through the manipulation of expected prominence 

that their utterance means more that its propositional content/information structure sug-

gests. This draws attention to the contrastiveness of the [contrastive focus] and therefore 

intended implicatures arising from the presupposition of its alternative set.”

That is, prominence arises from probabilistic expectations about how a particular utterance 
is said, arising from cues from the utterance itself, from the phonetic and phonological cues to 
focus that are there, but also the words, their semantic value, their syntax, multimodal cues etc.; 
and also from the discourse context, including multimodal cues. These create an impression of 
whether a particular constituent is more prominent than expected, or whether the speaker is 
drawing attention to it, in a probabilistic way. We can then relate this to the use of focus as an 
attentional tool. There is potentially a high processing cost to activating an alternative set and 
resolving it in the discourse context, so listeners may be selective. How prominent a constituent 
is compared to expected may be linked to how likely it is that the listener will put processing 
effort into generating and resolving the alternative set and intended implicatures. For example, 
we saw that for the false alternatives task (Yan & Calhoun, 2020, see section 5), default object 
bias was sufficient for listeners to process objects as focused without overt focus cues, whereas in 
a priming task for alternatives out of context, prosodic prominence was needed (Calhoun et al., 
2025, see section 4). The processing cost of activating alternatives was greater in the latter case, 
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as in the false alternatives task the correct alternative was given in the preceding utterance, 
therefore the cues to focus needed to be stronger. Linking cues to focus with the processing of 
focus in this way, across languages, is likely to be important to making progress on how these 
work as a system.

7.  Conclusion
In this paper we have seen how focus works as a cognitive ‘attentional tool’, to highlight particular 
referents in an utterance, activate alternatives and resolve intended implications. However, 
there are a very wide range of cues to focus, including fine phonetic detail, phonological cues, 
syntactic cues, semantic cues, gestural cues and contextual cues, the effects of which differ by 
language and by the listener and their experiences of how these fit together. I have proposed 
that we can think of prominence as arising from probabilistic expectations about how these cues 
interact. Something that is prominent is more highlighted than expected given these various cues. 
This works as a processing instruction to the listener, drawing cognitive attention, including to 
alternatives that need to be resolved and interpreted.



22 Calhoun: Linking prominence, and other cues, to the processing of focus across languages

Acknowledgements
I would like to acknowledge my co-authors, whose collaborative work is reported here, and the 
many discussions that have contributed to this work, especially Mengzhu Yan, Paul Warren, 
Olcay Türk, Hannah White, Erwin La Cruz and Ana Olssen. Thank you to the audience at the 
19th Laboratory Phonology Conference in Seoul, Korea for helpful feedback on an initial oral 
presentation of this paper. Thank you also to the editors, guest editors and two anonymous 
reviewers for helpful comments on the first draft of this paper.

Competing interests
The author has no competing interests to declare.

References
Akker, E., & Cutler, A. (2003). Prosodic cues to semantic structure in native and nonnative listening. 
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 6(2), 81–96. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728903001056

Ambrazaitis, G., & House, D. (2017). Multimodal prominences: Exploring the patterning and 
usage of focal pitch accents, head beats and eyebrow beats in Swedish television news readings. 
Speech Communication, 95, 100–113. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.specom.2017.08.008

Arnhold, A. (2021). Prosodic focus marking in clefts and syntactically unmarked equivalents: 
Prosody–syntax trade-off or additive effects? The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, 149, 
1390–1399. https://doi.org/10.1121/10.0003594

Ayers, G. M. (1996). Nuclear accent types and prominence: Some psycholinguistic experiments [Ph.D. 
thesis, The Ohio State University]. http://search.proquest.com/docview/304278671/abstract/
F74C3B7D053146F5PQ/1

Baumann, S., & Winter, B. (2018). What makes a word prominent? Predicting untrained German 
listeners’ perceptual judgments. Journal of Phonetics, 70, 20–38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
wocn.2018.05.004

Beaver, D. I., & Clark, B. Z. (2008). Sense and sensitivity: How focus determines meaning. Blackwell.

Birch, S., Albrecht, J. E., & Myers, J. L. (2000). Syntactic Focusing Structures Influence Discourse 
Processing. Discourse Processes, 30(3), 285–304. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326950dp3003_4

Birch, S., & Garnsey, S. (1995). The Effect of Focus on Memory for Words in Sentences. Journal 
of Memory and Language, 34(2), 232–267. https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.1995.1011

Birch, S., & Rayner, K. (2010). Effects of syntactic prominence on eye movements during reading. 
Memory & Cognition, 38(6), 740–752. https://doi.org/10.3758/MC.38.6.740

Bishop, J. (2016). Individual differences in top-down and bottom-up prominence perception. 
Proceedings of Speech Prosody 2016, 668–672. https://doi.org/10.21437/SpeechProsody.2016-137

Bishop, J., Kuo, G., & Kim, B. (2020). Phonology, phonetics, and signal-extrinsic factors in the 
perception of prosodic prominence: Evidence from Rapid Prosody Transcription. Journal of 
Phonetics, 82, 100977. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2020.100977

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728903001056
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.specom.2017.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1121/10.0003594
http://search.proquest.com/docview/304278671/abstract/F74C3B7D053146F5PQ/1
http://search.proquest.com/docview/304278671/abstract/F74C3B7D053146F5PQ/1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2018.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15326950dp3003_4
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.1995.1011
https://doi.org/10.3758/MC.38.6.740
https://doi.org/10.21437/SpeechProsody.2016-137
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2020.100977


23Calhoun: Linking prominence, and other cues, to the processing of focus across languages

Braun, B., Asano, Y., & Dehé, N. (2019). When (not) to Look for Contrastive Alternatives: The 
Role of Pitch Accent Type and Additive Particles. Language and Speech, 62(4), 751–778. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0023830918814279

Braun, B., & Biezma, M. (2019). Prenuclear L∗+H Activates Alternatives for the Accented Word. 
Frontiers in Psychology, 10. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01993

Braun, B., & Tagliapietra, L. (2010). The role of contrastive intonation contours in the retrieval 
of contextual alternatives. Language and Cognitive Processes, 25(7–9), 1024–1043. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01690960903036836

Büring, D. (2003). On D-Trees, Beans and B-Accents. Linguistics and Philosophy, 26(5), 511–545.

Calhoun, S. (2009). What makes a word contrastive: Prosodic, semantic and pragmatic 
perspectives. In D. Barth-Weingarten, N. Dehé, & A. Wichmann (Eds.), Where Prosody Meets 
Pragmatics (pp. 53–77). Emerald Group Publishing Ltd.

Calhoun, S. (2010). The centrality of metrical structure in signaling information structure: A 
probabilistic perspective. Language, 86(1), 1–42. https://doi.org/10.1353/lan.0.0197

Calhoun, S. (2015). The interaction of prosody and syntax in Samoan focus marking. Lingua, 165, 
205–229. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2014.11.007

Calhoun, S., Cruz, E. L., & Olssen, A. (2018). The interplay of information structure, semantics, 
prosody, and word ordering in Spanish intransitives. Laboratory Phonology, 9(1), Article 1. 
https://doi.org/10.5334/labphon.65

Calhoun, S., Seals, C., Alefosio, T., & Faamanatu-Eteuati, N. (2024). Phrasal Prosody of Heritage 
Speakers of Samoan in Aotearoa New Zealand. In R. Rao (Ed.), The Phonetics and Phonology of 
Heritage Languages (pp. 84–106). Cambridge University Press.

Calhoun, S., Wollum, E., & Kruse Va’ai, E. (2021). Prosodic Prominence and Focus: Expectation 
Affects Interpretation in Samoan and English. Language and Speech, 64(2), 346–380. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0023830919890362

Calhoun, S., Yan, M., Salanoa, H., Taupi, F., & Kruse Va’ai, E. (2023). Focus effects on immediate 
and delayed recognition of referents in Samoan. Language and Speech, 66(1), 175–201. https://
doi.org/10.1177/00238309221101396

Calhoun, S., Yan, M., & White, H. (2025). Examining focus and alternative priming: Effects 
of grammatical role and breadth of the alternative set. Journal of Memory and Language, 140, 
104580. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2024.104580

Calhoun, S., Yui, N., & Kelly, K. (2016). Change in Māori focus/topic “ko”: The impact of language 
contact on prosody. Proceedings of the Sixteenth Australasian International Conference on Speech 
Science and Technology, 69–72.

Carlson, K., Dickey, M. W., Frazier, L., & Jr, C. C. (2009). Information structure expectations 
in sentence comprehension. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 62(1), 114–139. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470210701880171

Carlson, K., & Potter, D. (2022). Focus Attracts Attachment. Language and Speech, 65(2), 491–512. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309211033321

https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830918814279
https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830918814279
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01993
https://doi.org/10.1080/01690960903036836
https://doi.org/10.1080/01690960903036836
https://doi.org/10.1353/lan.0.0197
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2014.11.007
https://doi.org/10.5334/labphon.65
https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830919890362
https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830919890362
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309221101396
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309221101396
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2024.104580
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470210701880171
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309211033321


24 Calhoun: Linking prominence, and other cues, to the processing of focus across languages

Chafe, W. (1976). Givenness, Contrastiveness, Definiteness, Subjects, Topics, and Point of View. 
In C. Li (Ed.), Subject and Topic (pp. 25–55). Academic Press.

Chen, S.-H., Chen, S.-C., & He, T.-H. (2012). Surface cues and pragmatic interpretation of given/
new in Mandarin Chinese and English: A comparative study. Journal of Pragmatics, 44(4), 490–
507. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2011.12.006

Chen, Y. (2010). Post-focus F0 compression—Now you see it, now you don’t. Journal of Phonetics, 
38(4), 517–525. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2010.06.004

Chen, Y., & Gussenhoven, C. (2008). Emphasis and tonal implementation in Standard Chinese. 
Journal of Phonetics, 36(4), 724–746. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2008.06.003

Chen, Y., Lee, P. P., & Pan, H. (2016). Topic and Focus Marking in Chinese. In C. Féry & S. 
Ishihara (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Information Structure. Oxford University Press. http://
www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199642670.001.0001/oxfordhb-
9780199642670-e-34

Cho, T. (2016). Prosodic Boundary Strengthening in the Phonetics–Prosody Interface. Language 
and Linguistics Compass, 10(3), 120–141. https://doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12178

Clark, H. (1996). Using Language. Cambridge University Press.

Cole, J., Hualde, J. I., Smith, C. L., Eager, C., Mahrt, T., & Napoleão de Souza, R. (2019). Sound, 
structure and meaning: The bases of prominence ratings in English, French and Spanish. Journal 
of Phonetics, 75, 113–147. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2019.05.002

Cole, J., Mo, Y., & Hasegawa-Johnson, M. (2010). Signal-based and expectation-based factors 
in the perception of prosodic prominence. Laboratory Phonology, 1(2), 425–452. https://doi.
org/10.1515/labphon.2010.022

Collins, A. M., & Loftus, E. F. (1975). A spreading-activation theory of semantic processing. 
Psychological Review, 82(6), 407–428. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.82.6.407

Cutler, A. (1976). Phoneme-monitoring reaction time as a function of preceding intonation 
contour. Perception & Psychophysics, 20(1), 55–60. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03198706

Cutler, A., Dahan, D., & van Donselaar, W. (1997). Prosody in the comprehension of spoken 
language: A literature review. Language & Speech, 40(2), 141–201 61p.

Cutler, A., & Fodor, J. A. (1979). Semantic focus and sentence comprehension. Cognition, 7(1), 
49–59. https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(79)90010-6

Dahan, D., Tanenhaus, M. K., & Chambers, C. G. (2002). Accent and reference resolution in 
spoken-language comprehension. Journal of Memory and Language, 47(2), 292–314. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0749-596X(02)00001-3

Delais-Roussarie, E., Avanzi, M., & Herment, S. (Eds.) (2015). Prosody and Language in 
Contact: L2 Acquisition, Attrition and Languages in Multilingual Situations. Springer. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-662-45168-7

Dennison, H. Y. (2010). Processing implied meaning through contrastive prosody [Ph.D. thesis, 
University of Hawai’i at Manoa]. http://search.proquest.com/docview/860145214/abstract/
AEF6F58555004A97PQ/1

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2011.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2010.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2008.06.003
http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199642670.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199642670-e-34
http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199642670.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199642670-e-34
http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199642670.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199642670-e-34
https://doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12178
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2019.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1515/labphon.2010.022
https://doi.org/10.1515/labphon.2010.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.82.6.407
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03198706
https://doi.org/10.1016/0010-0277(79)90010-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-596X(02)00001-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-596X(02)00001-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-45168-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-45168-7
http://search.proquest.com/docview/860145214/abstract/AEF6F58555004A97PQ/1
http://search.proquest.com/docview/860145214/abstract/AEF6F58555004A97PQ/1


25Calhoun: Linking prominence, and other cues, to the processing of focus across languages

Féry, C., & Ishihara, S. (Eds.) (2016). The Oxford Handbook of Information Structure. Oxford 
University Press. http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/978019964267 
0.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199642670

Fletcher, J. (2010). The prosody of speech: Timing and rhythm. In W. J. Hardcastle, J. Laver, 
& F. E. Gibbon (Eds.), The Handbook of Phonetic Sciences (pp. 523–602). John Wiley & Sons, 
Incorporated.

Fraundorf, S. H., Benjamin, A. S., & Watson, D. G. (2013). What happened (and what did not): 
Discourse constraints on encoding of plausible alternatives. Journal of Memory and Language, 
69(3), 196–227. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2013.06.003

Fraundorf, S. H., Watson, D. G., & Benjamin, A. S. (2010). Recognition memory reveals just how 
CONTRASTIVE contrastive accenting really is. Journal of Memory and Language, 63(3), 367–386. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2010.06.004

Fung, H. S. H., & Mok, P. P. K. (2018). Temporal coordination between focus prosody and 
pointing gestures in Cantonese. Journal of Phonetics, 71, 113–125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
wocn.2018.07.006

Gernsbacher, M. A., & Jescheniak, J. D. (1995). Cataphoric Devices in Spoken Discourse. Cognitive 
Psychology, 29(1), 24–58. https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1995.1011

Gotzner, N. (2017). Alternative Sets in Language Processing. Springer International Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-52761-1

Gotzner, N., & Spalek, K. (2019). The life and times of focus alternatives: Tracing the activation 
of alternatives to a focused constituent in language comprehension. Language and Linguistics 
Compass, 13(2), e12310. https://doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12310

Gotzner, N., Wartenburger, I., & Spalek, K. (2016). The impact of focus particles on the recognition 
and rejection of contrastive alternatives. Language and Cognition, 8(1), 59–95. https://doi.
org/10.1017/langcog.2015.25

Grice, M., Krüger, M., & Vogeley, K. (2016). Adults with Asperger syndrome are less sensitive to 
intonation than control persons when listening to speech. Culture and Brain, 4(1), 38–50. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s40167-016-0035-6

Halliday, M. A. (1967). Notes on transitivity and theme in English: Part 2. Journal of Linguistics, 
3(02), 199–244.

Harris, J., & Carlson, K. (2018). Information Structure Preferences in Focus-Sensitive Ellipsis: 
How Defaults Persist. Language & Speech, 61(3), 480–512. https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830 
917737110

Hoeks, M., Toosarvandani, M., & Rysling, A. (2023). Processing of linguistic focus depends on 
contrastive alternatives. Journal of Memory and Language, 132, 104444. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jml.2023.104444

Husband, E. M., & Ferreira, F. (2016). The role of selection in the comprehension of focus 
alternatives. Language, Cognition and Neuroscience, 31(2), 217–235. https://doi.org/10.1080/23
273798.2015.1083113

http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199642670.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199642670
http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199642670.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199642670
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2013.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2010.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2018.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2018.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1006/cogp.1995.1011
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-52761-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12310
https://doi.org/10.1017/langcog.2015.25
https://doi.org/10.1017/langcog.2015.25
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40167-016-0035-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40167-016-0035-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830917737110
https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830917737110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2023.104444
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2023.104444
https://doi.org/10.1080/23273798.2015.1083113
https://doi.org/10.1080/23273798.2015.1083113


26 Calhoun: Linking prominence, and other cues, to the processing of focus across languages

Ip, M. H. K., & Cutler, A. (2021). In Search of Salience: Focus Detection in the 
Speech of Different Talkers. Language and Speech, 00238309211046029. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00238309211046029

Ito, K., & Speer, S. R. (2008). Anticipatory effects of intonation: Eye movements during instructed 
visual search. Journal of Memory and Language, 58(2), 541–573. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jml.2007.06.013

Jang, J., Kim, S., & Cho, T. (2018). Focus and boundary effects on coarticulatory vowel nasalization 
in Korean with implications for cross-linguistic similarities and differences. The Journal of the 
Acoustical Society of America, 144(1), EL33–EL39. https://doi.org/10.1121/1.5044641

Jeon, H.-S., & Nolan, F. (2017). Prosodic Marking of Narrow Focus in Seoul Korean. Laboratory 
Phonology, 8(1). https://doi.org/10.5334/labphon.48

Jun, S.-A. (2011). Prosodic Markings of Complex NP Focus, Syntax, and the Pre-/Post-focus 
String. In M. B. Washburn, K. McKinney-Bock, E. Varis, A. Sawyer, & B. Tomaszewicz (Eds.), 
Proceedings of the 28th West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics (pp. 214–230). Cascadilla 
Proceedings Project. https://www.lingref.com/cpp/wccfl/28/abstract2454.html

Jun, S.-A., Kim, H.-S., Lee, H.-J., & Kim, J.-B. (2007). An Experimental Study of the Effect of 
Argument Structure on VP Focus. UCLA Working Papers in Phonetics, 105, 66–84.

Kember, H., Choi, J., Yu, J., & Cutler, A. (2021). The Processing of Linguistic Prominence. 
Language and Speech, 64(2), 413–436. https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830919880217

Kim, C. S., Gunlogson, C., Tanenhaus, M. K., & Runner, J. T. (2015). Context-driven expectations 
about focus alternatives. Cognition, 139, 28–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.02.009

Krahmer, E., Ruttkay, Z., Swerts, M., & Wesselink, W. (2002). Pitch, eyebrows and the 
perception of focus. Proceedings of Speech Prosody 2002, 443–446. https://doi.org/10.21437/
SpeechProsody.2002-96

Krifka, M. (2008). Basic notions of information structure. Acta Linguistica Hungarica, 55(3–4), 
243–276.

Kruijff-Korbayová, I., & Steedman, M. (2003). Discourse and Information Structure. Journal of 
Logic, Language and Information, 12, 249–259. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024160025821

Kügler, F., & Calhoun, S. (2020). Prosodic Encoding of Information Structure. In C. Gussenhoven 
& A. Chen (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Language Prosody (pp. 454–467). Oxford University 
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198832232.013.30

Kurumada, C., Brown, M., Bibyk, S., Pontillo, D. F., & Tanenhaus, M. K. (2014). Is it or isn’t 
it: Listeners make rapid use of prosody to infer speaker meanings. Cognition, 133(2), 335–342. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.05.017

Ladd, D. R. (2008). Intonational phonology (2nd ed). Cambridge University Press.

Ladd, D. R., & Arvaniti, A. (2023). Prosodic Prominence Across Languages. Annual Review of 
Linguistics, 9(1), 171–193. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-linguistics-031120-101954

Lowder, M. W., & Gordon, P. C. (2015). Focus takes time: Structural effects on reading. 
Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 22(6), 1733–1738. https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-015-0843-2

https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309211046029
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309211046029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2007.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2007.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.5044641
https://doi.org/10.5334/labphon.48
https://www.lingref.com/cpp/wccfl/28/abstract2454.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830919880217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.02.009
https://doi.org/10.21437/SpeechProsody.2002-96
https://doi.org/10.21437/SpeechProsody.2002-96
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1024160025821
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198832232.013.30
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.05.017
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-linguistics-031120-101954
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-015-0843-2


27Calhoun: Linking prominence, and other cues, to the processing of focus across languages

Luchkina, T., & Cole, J. (2021). Perception of Word-level Prominence in Free Word Order Language 
Discourse. Language and Speech, 64(2), 381–412. https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830919884089

Mitterer, H., Kim, S., & Cho, T. (2024). Use of segmental detail as a cue to prosodic structure 
in reference to information structure in German. Journal of Phonetics, 103, 101297. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.wocn.2024.101297

Norris, D., Cutler, A., McQueen, J. M., & Butterfield, S. (2006). Phonological and conceptual 
activation in speech comprehension. Cognitive Psychology, 53(2), 146–193. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2006.03.001

Orrico, R., Gryllia, S., Kim, J., & Arvaniti, A. (2023). The influence of empathy and autistic-like 
traits in prominence perception. Proceedings of the 20th International Congress of Phonetic Sciences, 
1280–1284.

Paul, W., & Whitman, J. (2008). Shi … de focus clefts in Mandarin Chinese. The Linguistic Review, 
25(3–4), 413–451. https://doi.org/10.1515/TLIR.2008.012

Prieto, P., Puglesi, C., Borràs-Comes, J., Arroyo, E., & Blat, J. (2015). Exploring the contribution 
of prosody and gesture to the perception of focus using an animated agent. Journal of Phonetics, 
49, 41–54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2014.10.005

Quillian, M. R. (1967). Word concepts: A theory and simulation of some basic semantic 
capabilities. Behavioral Science, 12(5), 410–430. https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830120511

Roberts, C. (1996). Information Structure: Towards an integrated theory of formal pragmatics. 
OSU Working Papers in Linguistics: Papers in Semantics, 49, 91–136.

Rooth, M. (1992). A Theory of Focus Intepretation. Natural Language Semantics, 1, 75–116. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02342617

Rooth, M. (2016). Alternative Semantics. In C. Féry & S. Ishihara (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook 
of Information Structure (pp. 19–40). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/
oxfordhb/9780199642670.013.19

Sanford, A. J. S., Price, J., & Sanford, A. J. (2009). Enhancement and suppression effects resulting 
from information structuring in sentences. Memory & Cognition, 37(6), 880–888. https://doi.
org/10.3758/MC.37.6.880

Schafer, A., Carlson, K., Clifton, C., & Frazier, L. (2000). Focus and the Interpretation of Pitch 
Accent: Disambiguating Embedded Questions. Language and Speech, 43(1), 75–105. https://doi.
org/10.1177/00238309000430010301

Sedivy, J. C. (2002). Invoking Discourse-Based Contrast Sets and Resolving Syntactic Ambiguities. 
Journal of Memory and Language, 46(2), 341–370. https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.2001.2812

Spalek, K., Gotzner, N., & Wartenburger, I. (2014). Not only the apples: Focus sensitive particles 
improve memory for information-structural alternatives. Journal of Memory and Language, 70, 
68–84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2013.09.001

Stalnaker, R. C. (1978). Assertion. In P. Cole (Ed.), Syntax and Semantics (Vol. 9, pp. 315–332). 
Academic Press.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0023830919884089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2024.101297
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2024.101297
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2006.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2006.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1515/TLIR.2008.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2014.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1002/bs.3830120511
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02342617
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199642670.013.19
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199642670.013.19
https://doi.org/10.3758/MC.37.6.880
https://doi.org/10.3758/MC.37.6.880
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309000430010301
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309000430010301
https://doi.org/10.1006/jmla.2001.2812
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2013.09.001


28 Calhoun: Linking prominence, and other cues, to the processing of focus across languages

Steedman, M. (2014). The surface-compositional semantics of English intonation. Language, 
90(1), 2–57. https://doi.org/10.1353/lan.2014.0010

Tjuka, A., Nguyen, H. T. T., & Spalek, K. (2020). Foxes, deer, and hedgehogs: The recall of focus 
alternatives in Vietnamese. Laboratory Phonology, 11(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.5334/
labphon.253

Turk, A. (2011). The Temporal Implementation of Prosodic Structure. In A. C. Cohn, C. Fougeron, 
& M. K. Huffman (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Laboratory Phonology (pp. 242–253). Oxford 
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199575039.013.0010

Türk, O., & Calhoun, S. (2023). Multimodal cues to intonational categories: Gesture apex 
coordination with tonal events. Laboratory Phonology, 14(1). https://doi.org/10.16995/
labphon.6432

Türk, O., & Calhoun, S. (2024). Phrasal Synchronization of Gesture With Prosody and Information 
Structure. Language and Speech, 67(3), 702–743. https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309231185308

Turnbull, R., Royer, A. J., Ito, K., & Speer, S. R. (2017). Prominence perception is dependent on 
phonology, semantics, and awareness of discourse. Language, Cognition and Neuroscience, 32(8), 
1017–1033. https://doi.org/10.1080/23273798.2017.1279341

Vainio, M., & Järvikivi, J. (2006). Tonal features, intensity, and word order in the perception of 
prominence. Journal of Phonetics, 34(3), 319–342. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2005.06.004

Vallduví, E. (2016). Information Structure. In Aloni, M & Dekker, P. (Eds.), The Cambridge 
Handbook of Formal Semantics (pp. 728–755). Cambridge University Press.

Ward, P., & Sturt, P. (2007). Linguistic focus and memory: An eye movement study. Memory & 
Cognition, 35(1), 73–86. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03195944

Watson, D., Tanenhaus, M., & Gunlogson, C. (2008). Interpreting Pitch Accents in 
Online Comprehension: H* vs. L+H*. Cognitive Science, 32(7), 1232–1244. https://doi.
org/10.1080/03640210802138755

Weber, A., Braun, B., & Crocker, M. W. (2006). Finding Referents in Time: Eye-Tracking Evidence 
for the Role of Contrastive Accents. Language and Speech, 49(3), 367–392. https://doi.org/10.11
77/00238309060490030301

Yan, M., & Calhoun, S. (2019). Priming Effects of Focus in Mandarin Chinese. Frontiers in 
Psychology, 10. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01985

Yan, M., & Calhoun, S. (2020). Rejecting false alternatives in Chinese and English: The 
interaction of prosody, clefting, and default focus position. Laboratory Phonology, 11(1). https://
doi.org/10.5334/labphon.255

Yan, M., & Calhoun, S. (2022). Prosodic prominence and clefting in L2 focus interpretation. 
Proceedings of Speech Prosody 2022, 901–905. https://doi.org/10.21437/SpeechProsody.2022-183

Yan, M., Calhoun, S., & Warren, P. (2023). The Role of Prominence in Activating Focused Words 
and Their Alternatives in Mandarin: Evidence from Lexical Priming and Recognition Memory. 
Language and Speech, 66(3), 678–705. https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309221126108

https://doi.org/10.1353/lan.2014.0010
https://doi.org/10.5334/labphon.253
https://doi.org/10.5334/labphon.253
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199575039.013.0010
https://doi.org/10.16995/labphon.6432
https://doi.org/10.16995/labphon.6432
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309231185308
https://doi.org/10.1080/23273798.2017.1279341
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.wocn.2005.06.004
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03195944
https://doi.org/10.1080/03640210802138755
https://doi.org/10.1080/03640210802138755
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309060490030301
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309060490030301
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01985
https://doi.org/10.5334/labphon.255
https://doi.org/10.5334/labphon.255
https://doi.org/10.21437/SpeechProsody.2022-183
https://doi.org/10.1177/00238309221126108


29Calhoun: Linking prominence, and other cues, to the processing of focus across languages

Yan, M., Warren, P., & Calhoun, S. (2022). Focus interpretation in L1 and L2: The role of prosodic 
prominence and clefting. Applied Psycholinguistics, 43(6), 1275–1303. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0142716422000376

Zubizarreta, M. (1998). Prosody, Focus and Word Order. MIT Press.

Zubizarreta, M., & Nava, E. (2011). Encoding discourse-based meaning: Prosody vs. syntax. 
Implications for second language acquisition. Lingua, 121(4), 652–669. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
lingua.2010.06.013

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716422000376
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716422000376
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2010.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2010.06.013

