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Effects of the Relationship between Focusand Accent of Adjuncts

in Speech Comprehension
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Absgtract  Two experiments were made to investigat the combined influence of syntactic adjuncts and accent patternson the acceptabili-
ty and comprehensgon of gpoken utterances. Experiments varied the information statusof questions according to whether the argument
was not or was mentioned in the question , and the answer sentence varied acoording to which word or words received accent. The re-
sults showed that the new modifier received accent and the given modifier didn’ t, and the modifier couldn’ t project focus.

Key words: adjuncts, accent , focus, gpeech comprehenson



