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Some Examples of Focus Enjambement

tov &’ Etepov Eidel peydw [KAniSa map’ (I)uov]Narrow S
[TARE ]y, ATIO &’ AUXEVOG WOV E€pyabev RS’ Ao VWTOU.
(Hom. Il. 5.146-147)

KokAwy, ouk ap’ Eperreg [avaAkidog avdpog ETaipout]yro.
[ESpevan], €v omfji yhadup® kpatepfidt Bindt.
(Hom. Od. 9.475-476)

N HeEV yap 6’ DoatL Atap® peet, apdl 6€ [Kamvog] .
[yiyvetai], €€ autiig wg €l mupog aibBopevolor
(Hom. II. 22.149-150)
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Narrow Focus + Verb

as Core Elements of Their Information-Structural Domain
[Dik 1995, Matic¢ 2003, Bertrand 2010]

NARROW FOCUS CONSTRUCTION

NRTop(s) m RTop(s) Other presupposed material

Tov &’ 0 yépwv Mpiapog rpwtoc tdev 6dBaApoiol 1. 22.025
NRTop NRTop NFOC V RTop

* Narrow Focus and Verb have to be contiguous (Mati¢ 2003: 619-625, Bertrand

2010: 351-356).
* They exhibit more liaison-phenomena than other pairings of information-

structural constituents (Bertrand 2011).
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Hypotheses

Narrow Focus + Verb as the core elements of their information-
structural domain should not be separated by line-end.

88 instances in Bertrand’s reference corpus contradict this hypothesis.
(2828 lines; lliad books 5, 22 + Odyssey books 1, 9, 20)

If they are separated by a line-end, this implies a promotion of the
prosodic boundary between the two.

Which factors might license such an increase in prosodic boundary
strength?
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Enhancement of Prosodic Boundaries

As Demarcating Mechanism for Foci
[Féry 2013]

There is a cross-linguistic tendency to align foci with the edges of major
prosodic domains (.-phrases, ¢-phrases).

Alignment may be achieved by different syntactic, prosodic or lexical
strategies. It can also trigger prosodic boundary promotion.

Foci are more likely to be aligned if they are stronger, i.e. more contrastive.

French [Féry 2013: sect. 4.1.2]

informational focus ((Une femme jpqussesa loititerk,),

contrastive focus Non, ((C‘est un homme;), (qui pousse la voiture),),
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Homeric Hexameter
as a Stylized Prosodic Domain

[Foley 1990, Devine & Stephens 1994: 400; Bakker 1997, Allan 2009; Goldstein 2014]

Al A2 A3 A4 Bl B2 Cl c2
Hexameter |ine-end 3 Intonational Phrase (1)
Hemistich main caesura (B) 2 Embedded Intonational Phrase ((t)) /
Phonological Phrase ()
Kolon secondary caesurae (A;,,C) 1 Phonological Phrase ()
Komma colon-internal 0 Prosodic Word (w)

word boundaries

Line-end is characterized by brevis in longo = phrase-final lengthening,
and blocking of liaison-phenomena = blocking of resyllabification.
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The corpus

Based on Bertrand 2010:
II.5and 22; Od. 1, 5 and 20

2828 lines
4087 clauses

1317 clauses with Narrow Focus construction

88 instances of focus enjambement (NFoc+Verb separated by a line-
end)

We also tagged
88 NFoc+Verb structures separated by a B caesura

88 NFoc+Verb structures separated by a C caesura
88 NFoc+Verb structures separated by a colon-internal break
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Licensing factors:
1. Size Matters

The autonomous phrasing of a focus phrase can be licensed by its size,
or weight.

Different ways of computing the weight of a phrase:
Phonetic weight: number of morae

Prosodic weight: number of prosodic words

(clitics, postpositives and prepositives are assumed form one prosodic word
with their host)

Complexity:

Simple: no dependency, no coordination

Coordination

Dependency (noun + adjective, noun + genitive, etc.)

Coordination + Dependency
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Licensing factors:
1. Size Matters (phonetics)

# of morae <5 5<8 8<12 >12 Total
Line-end 14 24 15 35 88
B caesura 26 40 22 0 88
C caesura 35 24 21 8 88
Colon-internal 29 37 20 2 88
Total 104 125 78 45 352

P-value: > 0.001
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Licensing factors:
1. Size Matters (prosody)

# of prosodic words <2 2<3 >3 Total
Line-end 39 24 25 88
B caesura 63 24 1 88
C caesura 59 24 5 88
Colon-internal 52 33 3 88
Total 213 105 34 352

P-value: > 0.001
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Licensing factors:
1. Size Matters (syntax)

Dep. +
Complexity Simple Dep. Coord. Coord Total
Line-end 35 32 9 12 88
B caesura 61 25 1 1 88
C caesura 57 24 5 2 88
Colon-internal 52 35 0 1 88
Total 205 116 15 16 352

P-value: > 0.001
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Licensing factors:
2. Contrast

Focus relies on the elimination of alternatives. Depending on the
number of alternatives, the contrast can be of different strengths.

Adding Focus: set of alternatives = infinite

Nepyaoibnv, ov Tpec op®g MpLdpolo TEKEooL
Tlov, émel B00C £0KE PETA TTPWTOLOL pAXecOaL. Il. 5.534-535

Identificational Focus: set of alternatives restricted by the type of
variable

Kol BaAev’Audlov Zehayou uiov, 66 p’ évi Malo®

Volle TOAUKTAM WYV TIOAUANOC" AAAQ € poipa Il. 5.612

Contrastive Focus: set of alternatives restricted to a few (contextual)
variables

TPLV XELpWV yevoacBal, €mel oL TEp OU KATA KOGLLOV

aitilelg’ eiolv 6€ kai AAA0BL daiteg Axalv. Od. 20.181
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Licensing factors:
2. Contrast

Type of Focus
Line-end

B caesura

C caesura
Colon-internal
Total

P-value: > 0.001

14/12/2019

Adding Identificational
18 23
14 39
19 44
19 53
70 159
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Contrastive
47
35
25
16
123

Total
88
88
88
88

352

13



Licensing factors:
2. Contrast (controlling weight)

Type of Focus Adding Identificational Contrastive Total
Line-end 7 5 23 35
B caesura 8 26 27 61
C caesura 14 26 17 57
Colon-internal 10 31 11 52
Total 39 88 78 205

P-value: > 0.001
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Licensing factors:
2. Contrast (negation)

Negation — Negation + Negation Total
Line-end 69 19 88
B caesura 78 10 88
C caesura 84 4 88
Colon-internal 81 7 88
Total 312 40 352
P-value: 0.003
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Licensing factors:
3. Dead ends

Other possible factors were tested but yielded no significant results:
Discourse mode (narrative vs. speech)
Syntactic function of the focus constituent

Semantic category of the verb: transitive, intransitive (unaccusative,
unergative)

Semantic type of the verb: existential, movement, experience, saying, etc.

Clause-end after the verb: higher rate both with colon-internal breaks
and focus enjambement

Colon-internal break

ol 61 Ttol €i¢ aotu GAev, ou &€ dcbpo AaocOnc. 11.22.12
Line-end

gv 6énac umAnoac DSatoc Ava koot PETpa

Xel’, 66un &’ Néela amo kpntipog 6dwHEL 0Od. 9.209
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Conclusions and prospects

In addition to word order, prosody is used as an exponent of
information structure in Ancient Greek.

Prosodic and informational factors compete to license the separate
phrasing of the focus phrase in the Narrow Focus Construction.

More specifically, a prosodically heavy Focus constituent can constitute
a prosodic domain which is higher in the prosodic hierarchy.

The same device is used to highlight contrastive focus phrases.

Those factors are at play in the Homeric hexameter, where a line-end
can separate a heavy and/or contrastive focus phrase from the following
verb.
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