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1 Introduction

The nature of focus is very elusive. On the one hand, its manifestations are extremely varied
across languages (some of them are very robust, some of them very subtle). On the other
hand, its analyses can also be extremely different: depending on the language under study and
the theoretical prism taken for the analysis, focus can be a fundamental notion, central to the
architecture of the clause, or a mere discursive notion which does not affect the grammar in
any signifficant way. Thus, the attempts looking for its proper place in the architecture of
language vary widely, and there exists a range of innovative architecture proposals for focus
that we do not see with other notions like, say, plurality, conditionals, or even discourse-
oriented features such as evidentiality.



Asthe title of this article advances, the paper makes a plea for the syntactic nature of focus.
This s, I will argue, the only coherent conception in terms of descriptive and explanatory
adequacy.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 presents the major assumptions and architec-
tural consequences of the cartographic approach to focus. This is probably the most widely
accepted conception and the most ‘orthodox’ one, as it assumes (and I will argue, is fully
compatible with) the inverted-Y model architecture of language that characterizes generative
grammar. Then Section 3 briefly outlines the major tenets of two recent alternative proposals
that seek to do away with focus features and/or movement-triggering features and propose ac-
counts based on interactions between the syntactic component and the interfaces. Next, Sec-
tion 4 provides a broad overview of the cross-linguistic manifestations of focus in phonetico-
phonological terms as well as in morpho-syntactic terms. My main argument is that any
theory that seeks to capture the nature of focus has to be able to frame all such patterns, as
the architecture of grammar is (by assumption) not subject to parametrization; any statement
about the architecture of grammar is a statement about UG. Then Section 5 critically con-
trasts the descriptive and predictive power of the syntactocentric cartographic proposal with
the proposed alternatives, arguing that the former is the only coherent one. Last, Section 6
closes the article with the conclusions.

2 The cartographic approach and the architecture of gram-
mar

The classical approach stemming from the Principles and Parameters model conceives focus
as a syntactic feature that has to be checked derivationally in the specifier of a dedicated left-
peripheric position. This checking has been taken to be done in a Spec-Head configuration
with the verb in languages such as Hungarian or Basque, which accounts for the movement
of the verb to the postfocal position in these languages (see e.g. Horvath (1981, 1986), or
Ortiz de Urbina (1989) among others). The cartographic approach is an extension and re-
finement of this conception. It analyzes the ‘fine structure’ of the complementizer system
studying its sub-atomic composition and providing detailed ‘maps’ of the different positions
available in the left periphery of the clause (Force, Topics, Foci,...) and their relative order
across languages (see, among many others Rizzi, 1997, 2001). As an example, the finely struc-
tured complementizer structure of Italian, where the focus position is located below Force
and above Finiteness (and sandwitched between two optional topics) is given in (1), adapted
from Rizzi (2001):!

(1) Force > (Top*) > Int > (Top*) > Foc > Mod* > (Top*) > Fin > IP

Therefore, the Italian sentence in (2) with focus on guesto ‘this’, receives the structural
analysis in (3), adapted from Rizzi (2013):

1See also Rizzi and Bocci (2017) for a more recent ellaboration.



(2) Credo che, nella riunione di oggi, [questo], al direttore, gli dovreste
believe.I that in.the meeting of today this to.the director CL.DAT should
dire, non qualcos’altro. [Ttalian]
say not something.else
I believe that in todays meeting, to the director, you should say [ this],, not something
else.

3) ForceP
/\
Force® TopP
che L

nella riunione Top

di oggi _—

Top® FocP

/\

[questo] Foc’

/\
Foc® TopP
/\
al direttore Top

/\
Top® FinP
/\

Fin® P

>

>

gli dovestre dire

As an eminently syntactic framework, the cartographic approach takes as a point of de-
parture the ‘classical’ (inverted-Y) model of the architecture of grammar whereby the syntac-
tic component generates phrase structures (via external and internal Merge), and then these
structures are shifted to the interface components for interpretation (Chomsky, 1995):

Spell Out I-Language

A-P Systems C-I Systems

Figure 1: The inverted-Y model of the architecture of grammar.



In a nutshell, the main points of the cartographic approach regarding focalization are the
following:

(4)  a. It assumes a F(ocus)-Structure (i.e., it does not seek to explain why element X is
the focus in a clause).

b. It provides an empirically adequate syntactic analysis of movements, their restric-
tions, and landing positions.

c. It does not provide an analysis of the syntax-phonology interface.

d. It does not provide an analysis of the syntax-semantics interface.

The last two points require an elaboration: even if the cartographic approach in and of itself
does not provide any specific analysis of the interfaces, it is fully compatible with any viable
analysis that maps syntax to phonology and to semantics (that is, any analysis that assumes an
inverted-Y model of the architecture of grammar (Fig. 1)). It is thus compatible with different
approaches to the semantics of focus, such as alternative semantics (Rooth, 1985), structured
meanings (Krifka, 2001), or quantificational event semantics (Herburger, 2000); if there is a
syntactic element marked as focus, then it can be subject to whichever operations take place in
the way to LF. Likewise, it is compatible with any approach to the prosody of focus; since the
focus structure is represented in the syntax, then it can be subject to whichever processes take
place in PF for phonological phrasing or nuclear stress placement (see e.g. Irurtzun, 2013)).

The first point in (4) is also worth commenting: even if generally cartographic approaches
take for granted a F-structure (unlike e.g., the prosody-based approaches such as Zubizarreta’s
(1998), Schwarzschild’s (1999) or Reinhart’s (2006), which seek to infer what the focus of a
clause is or can be, from the position of the nuclear stress), they are certainly compatible
with a derivational analysis of the focus structure, provided that it is essentially syntactic (see
Irurtzun (2006, 2008) for my own proposal in Bare Phrase Structure terms).

Next section provides a brief overview of the major architectural tenets of two recent
proposals that seek to account for focus constructions in extra-syntactic terms.

3 Alternative conceptions: interaction between syntax and
the interface components

Some conceptions of focus and focalization strategies are skeptical of a syntactic nature of
focus. Probably the most famous ones are those based on prosody, which aim at accounting
for the displacements observed in focalizations in terms of the Nuclear Stress Rule. The idea in
these approaches is that focus is intimately tied to nuclear stress and that displacements take
place in order to leave the element to be interpreted as focus in the position where it will get
nuclear stress (see z.a. Zubizarreta, 1998; Reinhart, 2006). Such approaches face a wide variety
of problems that I have discussed elsewhere (see e.g. Irurtzun, 2006, 2008, 2009).

In recent years, alternative proposals have been made that seek to disentangle focus both
from syntax and from phonology. For instance, the goal of Struckmeier’s (2017) relational ap-
proach is to overcome the inadecuacies of previous approaches to German scrambling with the
proposal of “an interface architecture that licenses word orders on the basis of their syntactic,
semantic and prosodic (but not information structural) properties.” (Struckmeier, 2017, 1).
The approach aims to do away with cartographic target positions, arguing instead for a ‘sub-
tractive’ grammatical architecture: movement is taken to be free, and hence, all the attested
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structures can be generated without postulating ad hoc movement features (strong features,
edge features, [EPP] features or so), nor dedicated landing positions for movement. Focus
marking is taken to be a purely discourse matter, and then, syntax-external systems restrict
word order options based on whether they conform to a given prosodic contour, or to an
intended semantic interpretation.

More recently Titov (2020) has made an alternative proposal, in an analysis of the op-
tionality of contrastive focus movement in Russian. Her point of departure is that a syntactic
feature cannot be optional, and hence the optionality of contrastive focus movement has to be
explained away at the interface components vz mappings of syntactic representations onto
predefined information-structure templates. Movement is taken to be essentially free, but
movement constructions only converge if they gain an interpretive feature with respect to a
movementless construction. These interpretive effects are conceived as Jackendoff’s (1997)
‘interface rules’, which, in Titov’s (2020) account, have a language-particular nature.

Both studies have the merit of insightfully identifying several shortcomings of previous
approaches and both propose ingenuous novel analyses for the specific constructions they
study with models where extra-syntactic representations directly interact with syntax. An
in-depth analysis of them would take too long for my purposes here, as many of the details
are tangential for the main idea in this paper. However, I believe that the architectural impli-
cations they bring about are paradoxical, as I discuss below.

Next section provides an overview of the grammatical manifestations of focus across dif-
ferent languages and modules. With this, I will argue for the syntactic nature of focus, that
is, the necessity of having focus represented from the outset of a derivation in the syntactic
component, and which will be later on interpreted as such at the interfaces.

4 The many faces of focus

There is substantive variation in the expression of focus across languages and constructions.
What is more, often times it is not encoded by just one mean (say, word order, or nuclear stress
assignment) but by the convergence of different means (say, word order + nuclear stress as-
signment). This section offers a brief comparative analysis of the grammatical means attested
cross-linguistically to mark focus. With this, I want to offer a panoramic view of the empirical
ground that any theory of focus and its place in the architecture of language should aim to
cover, with the assumption that the architecture of language is not subject to parametrization.
First, in Section 4.1 I review the phonetico-phonological correlates of focus; then in Section
4.2 1 review the morpho-syntactic evidence.

4.1 Phonological effects of focus
4.1.1 Effects of accentuation

In some languages, focus does not seem to generate any phonological effect. This is the case for
instance of Wolof (Rialland and Robert, 2001), Tumbuka (Downing, 2012), Northern Sotho
(Zerbian, 2006); Hausa (Hartmann and Zimmermann, 2007), Ambonese Malay (Maskikit-
Essed and Gussenhoven, 2016), or Yucatec Mayan (Kiigler and Skopeteas, 2007; Gussenhoven
and Teeuw, 2008), among others. These patterns fit nicely with a view where focus is just a



mere discursive notion not encoded in the grammar. If focus is not represented as a gram-
matical category, then we should not expect any externalization effect. However, this is not
representative of what can be observed cross-linguistically.

It is widely known that focus in English tends to be associated to ‘strong’ accents (nuclear
stress). Such prominence is generally expressed by greater intensity values (D&.), longer du-
ration (ms.), and higher mean and maximum FO (Hertz).” This can be seen in Figures 2 and
3 (taken from Breen et al. (2010)), where the object vs. the subject are (non-contrastively)
focused:

300
2501
2000 T~
_ T e —
% 1504 )
§ 100
= 501
Damon fried an omelet yesterday
Given Given Non-Contrastive
0 1.582

Figure 2: Pitch-track of an object focus sentence in English (from Breen et al. (2010)).

Time (s)

300
2500~
2001
~
w1504 T /o
Z
f; 1004
£
50
Damon fried an omelet yesterday
Non-Contrastive] Given Given
0 1433
Time (s)

Figure 3: Pitch-track of a subject focus sentence in English (from Breen et al. (2010)).

The subject Damon is longer and has higher FO values under the focus condition (Fig. 3)
than under the non-focus condition (Fig. 2). The same happens to the object omelet in Fig.
2 vs. Fig 3. What is more, the higher FO values of the focal element contrast with the lower
FO values of the elements following it in what is known as the effect of ‘postfocal pitch com-
pression’. As a result of this compression, the acoustic properties of the focus are enhanced
with respect to those of the background, which amounts to a highly effective perceptual cue
(¢f- Botinis et al., 1999; Liu and Xu, 2005; Rump and Collier, 1996; Xu et al., 2004).

ZBesides, spectral tilt can also be employed as a correlate of nuclear accent in English (Campbell and Beck-
man, 1997).



A cross-linguistic observation of similar patterns lead some researchers to propose that the
expression of focus is intimately related to Gussenhoven’s (2004) ‘effort code’. The underlying
idea is that an increased articulatory effort generates higher acoustic values, which are associ-
ated to distinctive phonological features, which are then interpreted as contrastive /emphatic
semantics. The etiology of focus under this vision could thus be represented as in Fig. 4:

Increased Effort Articulatory Phonetics

Higher Acoustic Values

Acoustic Phonetics

‘ Distinctive Features ‘ Phonology

~

Contrastive/Emphatic Interpretation Semantics

+ I-Language

Figure 4: An embodied cognition conception of the association between stress and focus.

The ‘natural’ association between articulatory motor gestures and focus semantics would
then be grammaticalized as some sort of Bare Output Condition (Chomsky, 1995) requiring
focal elements to bear nuclear stress (z.4. Reinhart, 2006). Thus, rather than a substantive state-
ment regarding higher Hertz, ms. and dB. values, this should be seen as an abstract statement
regarding a categorial representation (that is, a phonological restriction). In fact, in languages
employing other modalities for externalization such as sign languages there are no Hertz and
no dBs. The abstract category of stress tends to correlate with higher movement velocity,
longer duration, and longer movement path (Wilbur, 1994, 1999; van der Koojj et al., 2006;
Crasborn and van der Kooij, 2013), and in these languages, focus marking seems to be accom-
panied by nonmanual gestures such as eyebrow movements, head tilts, mouth actions, eye
contact, body leaning, etc. (Kimmelman and Pfau, 2016).

Nonetheless, the pattern observed in English is far from being universal. In other lan-
guages, a range of different patterns is observed in the externalization of focus. For instance,
Mandarin has differential behaviors depending on the tonal specification associated to the ele-
ment bearing focus (Lee et al., 2016). Mandarin has four basic tones; Tone 1, Tone 2, and Tone
4 are rising tones, but Tone 3 is a falling one. What Lee et al. (2016) observe in the expression
of focus is that all the rising tones are associated to higher FO values when produced with con-
trastive focus (CF), in comparison to when produced with broad focus (BF). However, with
Tone 3, rather than higher FO values it is lower FO values that are associated to CF. This is
shown in Fig. 5:
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Figure 5: Broad Focus (BF) and Contrastive Focus (CF) in Mandarin tones (from Lee et al. (2016)).

A possible (functionalist) interpretation of these facts could be that the expression of focus
is associated to hyperarticulation of the articulatory gestures associated to the underlying fea-
tures of the element bearing focus (or the tonic syllable thereof) which in the case of a rising
accent/tone would amount to hyperarticulation of the rise, whereas in the case of a falling
tone it would amount to a ‘hyperarticulation’ of the fall. In other words, the articulation and
acoustic features would be maximized in order to express emphasis.

However, and again, such a tendency is not universal. In Akan, for instance, regardless of
whether the underlying tone is rising or falling, focus is associated to lower register (Kiigler
and Genzel, 2012). And the more emphatic the associated meaning, the lower the FO values
are. This is observed for L tones (Fig. 6), which would be a similar situation to the case of
Tone 3 in Mandarin (Fig. 5), but crucially, it is also observed for H tones (Fig. 7), where rather
than hyperarticulated, the H is hypoarticulated in focal environments:
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Figure 6: Wide, informational and corrective focus associated to an L tone in Akan (from Kiigler and
Genzel (2012)).
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Figure 7: Wide, informational and corrective focus associated to a H tone in Akan (from Kiigler and
Genzel (2012)).

Besides, postfocal pitch compression isn’t a universal either, as several languages like Tai-
wanese, Wolof, Buli, Wa, Deang or Yi have been shown not to display any such effect (¢f. Pan,
2007; Zerbian et al., 2010; Wang et al., 2011; Xu et al., 2012).

4.1.2 Effects of phonological phrasing

Then, alarge variety of languages employ phonological phrasing to mark focus (exclusively, or
in combination with nuclear stress assignment and postfocal pitch compression). In these lan-
guages, focus on an element induces its alignment with phrase boundaries and/or the dephras-
ing of post-focal constituents. This has been observed for a wide array of languages, including
Japanese (Pierrehumbert and Beckman, 1988), Bengali (Hayes and Lahiri, 1991; Selkirk, 2007),



Korean (Jun, 1993), Greek (Condoravdi, 1990), Northern Bizkaian Basque (Elordieta, 1997,
2007), Nierkepmxcin (Koch, 2008, 2011), and Georgian (Skopeteas et al., 2009; Skopeteas
and Feéry, 2010), which show left alignment of the focus with a prosodic phrase; as well as
Swedish (Bruce, 1977), Italian (Ghini, 1993; Samek-Lodovoci, 2005), Chiche-wa (Kannerva,
1990; Truckenbrodt, 1995, 1999), French (Hamlaoui, 2009; Féry, 2013), English (Beckman
and Pierrehumbert, 1986; Selkirk, 2000), Portuguese (Sandalo and Truckenbrodt, 2002), and
West Greenlandic (Arnhold, 2014), which insert a prosodic phrase boundary to the right of
the focused constituent.

The conclusion so far is that there are well-attested phonological effects of focus across
languages. Thus, having focus represented in PF seems unavoidable; it cannot be a mere dis-
cursive notion. On the other hand, there seems to be not a single PF exponence of focus
having any etiological character; the PF expression of focus seems to be arbitrarily encoded.
In other words, there is no (causal) correlation between its nature and its phonological exter-
nalization: different languages employ different grammancal means to phonolog1cally express
focus (if they do it at all), which should not be surprising from an I-language perspective where
phonology is substance-free (see Hale and Reiss (2008); Reiss (2018) for discussion).

In the next section I review syntactic evidence for the grammatical nature of focus.

4.2 Morpho-syntactic effects of focus

As is well known, in languages like English focus may not affect the word order of a sentence.
Thus, the same SVO word order of informationally unmarked clauses can be employed with
different focus structures, as represented in (5), where the word order in (5B) can provide an
appropriate answer to —among others— any of the questions in (5A), either with focus on the
object (as an answer to 5A-a), the VP (answer to 5A-b), the whole clause (answer to 5A-c), or
the subject (answer to 5A-d):

(5) A. a.  Whatdid John buy?
b.  What did John do?
c.  What happened?
d.  Who bought cider?

B.  John bought cider.

Of course, the prosodic contour of the different utterances with the word order in (5B)
would change with the nature of the focus, but the word order could be kept constantly SVO.
This syntactic fact could in principle be captured with a conception of focus whereby it is a
mere discursive notion which is not represented in the syntactic component. However, there
is ample cross-linguistic evidence suggesting that such a conception cannot be maintained. In
fact, focus is expressed by morpho-syntactic means in a wide variety of languages of different
types and families (including English; see below).

4.2.1 Displacements

Some languages display local movements for focalization, as is the case of Russian ‘scrambling’
to the left periphery of DPs (Bailyn, 2002; Irurtzun and Madariaga, 2010). This is represented
in the examples in (6), where the basic adjective+noun word order of (62) can be altered as in
(6b) with a focal nominal (which is the one that gets nuclear stress):
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(6) a. Japostiral [pp krasnye noski]. [Russian |
I washed red socks
I washed the red socks.

b.  Japostiral [pp noski krasnye].
I washed socks red
I washed the red [socks].

Other languages show overt focus movements to higher phrases. For example, Italian has
been argued to display a focus position at the edge of P (Belletti, 2004). Italian is a SVO
language, but as an answer to a Wh-question on the subject, only the VS order of (7b) is ap-
propriate. Belletti (2004) argues that such a configuration is obtained via movement of the
subject to a vP peripheral focus position, where it surfaces immediately following the Aux-V
complex in T+’

(7) a.  Gianniha parlato. [Italian]
Gianni AUX spoken
Gianni spoke.

b. Ha parlato Gianni.
AUX spoken Gianni
[Gianni], spoke.

Likewise, Spanish too has a postverbal focus construction, as illustrated in (8b) (Zubizarreta,
1998; Lopez, 2009; Ortega Santos, 2016; Etxepare, 2021).

(8) a. Juanha hablado. [Spanish]
Juan AUX spoken
Juan spoke.

b. Ha hablado Juan.
AUX spoken Juan
[Juan], spoke.

In cartographic terms this could be analyzed along the same lines, proposing focus move-
ment to a designated position, followed by movement of the rest of constituents above it,
which masks the movement of the focus.*

However, the clearest cases for focus movement involve the complementizer area. As a
matter of fact, many languages display focus movements up to the left periphery of the clause,
which in the literature has been linked to the generation of focus semantics, just like interrog-
ative syntax has been linked to interrogative semantics. Furthermore, focus movement to the
left periphery is attested in languages of all regions and families, and with all types of neutral
word order:

3The immediately postverbal position (aka “IAV” for “Immediate After the Verb”, after Watters (1979))
for focus is also well known in Bantu languages such as Aghem (Watters, 1979; Aboh, 2007; Hyman, 2010),
Makhuwa (van der Wal, 2009), or Basaa (Bassong, 2014).

#This is, actually, the analysis proposed by Etxepare and Uribe-Etxebarria (2005, 2012) sentence-final
wh-constructions in the language. See also Ortiz de Urbina (2002) for a similar analysis of sentence-final ‘correc-
tive’ focus constructions in Basque; ¢f. also Tuller (1992) for related evidence from Chadic, or the IAV phenom-
ena just mentioned in footnote 3.
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® SVO:e.g. Italian (Romance; Rizzi, 1997) or Gungbe (Kwa; Aboh, 2004).
® SOV: e.g. Skolt Saami (Uralic; Feist, 2010) or Basque (isolate; Irurtzun, 2016).

® VSO: e.g. Chamorro (Malayo-Polynesian; Chung, 2020) or Copala Trique (Mixtecan;
Hollenbach, 1992).

® VOS: e.g. Tzotzil (Mayan; Aissen, 1987) or Seediq (Atayalic; Holmer, 1996).

® OVS: eg. Hixkaryana (Cariban; Derbyshire, 1985) or Tuvaluan (Oceanic; Besnier,
2000).

® OSV:e.g Warao (isolate; Romero-Figueroa, 1997) or Nadéb (Nadahup; Weir, 1984).

A famous case is Hungarian (Horvath, 1981, 1986; Brody, 1990; Puskas, 2000). As illus-
trated in (9), the neutral word order is SVO (9a), but when the object is focused, that word
order cannot be maintained (9b): the focus has to be displaced to the left periphery and surface
left-adjacent to the verb (9¢), otherwise, the sentence is ungrammatical (9d):

(9) a. Emoke szeretl Attilat. [Hungarian]
Emoke.NOM love.PRES.35G Attila.ACC
Emoke loves Attila.

b. *Emoke szereti Attilat.
Emoke.NOM love.PRES.3SG Attila.ACC
Emoke loves [Attila].

c. Attilat szereti Emoke.
Attila.ACC love.PRES.3SG Emoke.NOM
Emoke loves [Attila],.

d. * Attilat Emoke szeretl.
Attila.ACC Emoke.NOM love.PRES.35G
Emoke loves [Attila].

In the same vein, in Basque the focus phrase is moved to the left periphery of the clause,
followed by movement of the verb+auxiliary to its immediate right position, just like in
wh-questions (Ortiz de Urbina, 1989; Irurtzun, 2016). Thus, the neutral SOV word order
of informationally neutral sentences such as (10B) is altered according to the question under
discussion: for instance, in subject-focus constructions it changes to SVO (11B)°, the neutral
word order being ungrammatical for subject-focus (11C). Thus, we observe a similar situation
to what we can see in Hungarian:

(10) A. Zer gertatu da? [Basque]
what happen AUX
What happened?

B. Peiokura edan du.
Peio water drink AUX
Peio drank water.

>Or OSV wia topicalization of the object.

12



(11) A. Norkedan du wura?
who drink AUX water
Who drank water?

B. [Peiok]; edan du wura.
Peio drink AUX water
[Peio], drank water.

C. *[Peiok]; ura edan du.
Peio water drink AUX
[Peio], drank water.

Furthermore, in Basque such displacements are replicated successive-cyclically, displaying
locality effects. Comparing to a complex S [SOV], V phrase with a neutral information
structure (12a), when an element of the embedded clause (say, the subject) is the focus, it
is displaced to the left periphery of the embedded clause first, triggering O-V inversion there
(edan duela t ;. ura <edan duela>), and then it is displaced to the left periphery of the matrix
clause, triggeWent of the matrix verb (which renders S-V inversion in this
case: esan du  Jonek ... <esan du>). This is illustrated by the long-distance focalization of
the subject in (12b):°

subj

(12) a.  Jonek [cp Peiokura edan duela] esan du. [Basque]
Jon Peio water drink AUX.C say AUX
Jon said that Peio drank water.

b.  [Peiok]; esandu Jonek [cp edan duela ura].
Peio say AUX Jon drink AUX.C water
Jon said that [Peio ] drank water.

It has to be noted that such movements observe the same island restrictions as wh-question
movements (see [rurtzun (2016) for an overview).

In certain languages the syntactic displacements of foci to the left periphery can produce
‘Operator-C’ agreement patterns, which supersede the normal forms of complementizers.
One such language is Chamorro (Chung, 1998, 2010, 2020).” In this VSO language, foci can
undergo the same left peripheric movement as wh-questions. And just like wh-questions, this
movement can be accompanied by complementizer agreement, whereby the complementizer
registers information about the syntactic category and meaning of the focal phrase. This com-
plementizer (na, nai, or ni, depending on the dialect and idiolect of the speaker) is employed
with focal PPs, NPs denoting location in place or time, or adverbs (13). Otherwise, the com-
plementizer is null (14):

(13) a. Alassais ni parau  fanmdttu 1 Dbisita. [Chamorro]
six.o’clock COMP FUT AGR AGR.arrive the visitor
The visitors are going to arrive [at six].

®There is also an alternative construction to the long-distance extraction that involves clausal pied-piping.

’See Reintges et al. (2006); Reintges (2007) for similar evidence and discussion of Coptic data. Celtic lan-
guages such as Irish (Noonan, 1997; McCloskey, 2001) or Welsh (Tallerman, 1996; Borsley et al., 2007) also dis-
play similar evidence, and related constructions can also be found in other types of languages, such as Shunghni
(Barie, 2009) or Dagaare (Bodomo, 2000).
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b. Puesgi tattin atyunados amku’na  dumimu i dos.
then LCL behind.L that L twoold COMP AGR.kneel the two
So [behind those two old people]; the two knelt.

c.  Meggainabidhi na  ha atan 1 kahungi halum gumd-fia...
many L times COMP AGR look.at the box  LCL inside.L house-AGR
[Many times], he looked at the box in his house...

(14) a. ...Kadaunugiyahita  ga abilidat.
each one LCL us.INCL AGR.have ability
[Each one of us] (incl.) has a natural talent.

b. I guella ha’ gi  bandan nand-hu hu fakcha’i.
the grandmother EMP LCL side.L. mother-AGR AGR find
I saw [my grandmother from my mom’s side].

When extracted long-distance, the same pattern is repeated with respect to the phrases
that do not display complementizer agreement with the focus (15), and those that do display
it (16):*

(15)  Ti todukdtni ya-hu  kuménnu’. [Chamorro]
notall meat like-AGR INF.cat
[Not all meat], I like to eat.

(16) I kunfesiundriuna  propiu paraun sanganisi  Pdli’nu i
the confessional COMP AGR.proper FUT AGR.say.to UNM  priest OBL the sin-AGR
isdo-mu siha.
PL
It’s proper for you to tell the priest your sins [in the confessional ] .

4.2.2 Focus markers

Other languages employ dedicated vocabulary items that surface adjacent to the focal con-
stituent. This is a common feature cross-linguistically, well-known in particular in African
languages. In Fyem for instance, focus marking with a particle is pervasive; when an element
is focal, it 1s attached enclitic -z, as illustrated in (17), from Nettle (1998):

(17) a. naa ma randan-i [Fyem]
1s.PERF do work-FOC
It’s working that I did (rather than sleeping).
b.  mi- naa ma randan.
me.FOC 1s.PERF do work
It’s me that worked (rather than someone else).

But this strategy is not restricted to Africa. For instance in Persian (an SOV language)
focus marker -ke surfaces encliticised to the focus of the sentence in its 7 situ position (Oroji
and Rezaei, 2013). Compare the informationally neutral (18a) with the focus variants in (18b)
to (18e):

8Chamorro also has a special form of wh- or focus-agreement with the verb that I review below.

14



(18) a. menketab-o be Ali ne-midcem. [Persian ]
I  book-OM to Ali won’t-give.lsg
I won’t give the book to Ali.

b.  man-ke ketab-o  be Ali ne-midoem.
[-FOC  book-OM to Ali won’t-give.1lsg
[I]; won’t give the book to Ali.

c. men ketab-o-ke  be Ali ne-mideem.
I  book-OM-FOC to Ali won’t-give.lsg
I won’t give [the book], to Al

d.  man ketab-o be Ali-ke  ne-midoem.
I  book-OM to Ali-FOC won’t-give.1lsg
I won’t give the book [to Ali],.

e. men ketab-o  be Ali ne-midoem-ke.
I  book-OM to Ali won’t-give.1sg-FOC
I won’t [give] the book to Al.

In other languages the focal particle is not necessarily directly adjacent to the focal element.
This is the case of Vietnamese, where material can intervene between the focal particle and
the focal element. As illustrated in (19), focus marker cdi is placed before the classifier and the
nominal ngia ‘horse’, while the focal element is the postnominal adjective den ‘black’. The
same happens in the measure phrase in (20), with material intervening between cdi and the
focal element sen ‘lotus’ (Nguyen, 2004):

(19)  Toithichcai con nguwa [den],. [ Vietnamese]
I like FOCCL horse black
I like the [black]; horses.

(20)  Haicai am tra [sen]; thiu roi!
two FOC pot tea lotus stale already
The two potfuls of [lotus], tea are already stale.

Other languages such as Yoruba combine the employment of focus particles with focus
movements to the left periphery (Awobuluyi, 1992; Jones, 2006). The neutral word order in
Yoruba is SVO (21a), and as shown in examples (21b) to (21e¢), the focal element is fronted
from its base position and accompanied by the particle 7::’

21) a. dadaa ji owd 9jo. [ Yorubd]
Dada INFL steal money Ojo
Dada stole Ojo’s money.
b. dadani &6 ji  owd 0)0.
Dada FOC INFL steal money Ojo
[Dada]; stole Ojo’s money.

?In other languages such as Ngandi, a mixed pattern is observed with focus fronting being followed by the
verb (similarly to Basque) but also accompanied by a focus marker. This marker -ga- is not directly left adjacent to
the focus itself, but is a “noninitial verbal prefix” which appears sandwitched within verbal morphology (Heath,
1978).
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owd 0j6 ni dada a L

money Ojo FOC Dada INFL steal

Dada stole [Ojo’s money | ..

0j6 ni dadaa ji  owd ré

Ojo FOC Dada INFL steal money PRO
Dada stole [Oj0’s], money.

Jiji ni dadaa ji owd 0jo.
stealing FOC Dada INFL steal money Ojo
Dada [stole]; Ojo’s money.

A slightly different pattern is observed in Esahie (an SVO language). Here, the left pe-
ripheric focus is immediately followed by the focus marker yéy¢ but the focus is doubled by a
resumptive pronoun in its base position when the focus is [+human] (Broohm, 2014). This
can be observed in examples (22b) for subject focus and (23b) for object focus (compare with
informationally neutral (222) and (23a) respectively):'°

(22)

(23)

a.

Kofi li-le alee-n. [Esahie]
Kofi eat-COMPL food-DET

Kofi ate the fufu.

Kofi yéy¢ o-li-le alee-ne-o.

Kofi FOC 35G-eat-COMPL food-DET-CD

[Kofi], ate the fufu.

Kobiri gya-le Dufie.

Kobiri marry-COMPL Dufie

Kobiri married Dufie.

Dufie yéy¢ Kobiri gya-le ye-o.
Dufie FOC Kobiri marry-COMPL 3SG-CD
Kobiri married [Dufie],.

* Dufie yéy¢ Kobiri gya-le-o.

Dufie FOC Kobiri marry-COMPL-CD
Kobiri married [Dufie];.

The fact that only [+human] DPs require the presence of the resumptive pronoun can be
observed in the grammaticality of (24b), which contrasts with (23b)-(23¢):"!

(24)

a.

Asante hu-ne abonygye. [Esahie]
Asante kill-COMPL goat

Asante killed a goat.

Aboygye yéyé Asante hu-ne-o.

goat FOC Asante kill-COMPL-CD

Asante killed [a goat].

°The clause-final -5 is a clausal determiner that appears in focused constructions and “is used to “express
event deixis” and its presence is assumed to indicate old or known information” (Broohm, 2014, 52).

"Tn other languages only certain elements show focus markers. This is the case of Tadaksahak, where only
subject foci (formed either with lexical subjects or with pronouns) are accompanied by focus marker 7o-. This
marker is proclitic to the postfocal verb and substitutes the regular subject clitic. Focus on objects or other
elements is not accompanied by #o- (Christiansen-Bolli, 2010).
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Other languages show yet other types of behaviors with respect to the distribution of
focus markers. In Dagbani for instance (an SVO language), foci can either remain i situ
with no apparent marking (25), or move to the left periphery, in which case they have to be
accompanied by focus marker ki (Issah and Smith, 2020):"2

(25)  Abuda bua maa. [Dagbani]
Abu buy.PERF goat DEF
Abu bought [the goat];.
(26)  Bua maaka Abuda.
goat DEF FOC Abu buy.PERF
Abu bought [the goat];.

Tiv is somewhat similar in that it displays both 7 situ and ex situ strategies (Taiwo P. and
Angitso, 2016): focus can be expressed in the unmarked SVO word order i situ by applying
just a tone expansion operation (27a), or alternatively, it can be expressed by movement of
the focus phrase to the left periphery, where it surfaces right-adjacent to the clause-initial
focus particle k4. This is complemented by a clause-final emphasis particle yé in non-elliptical
constructions (27b):

(27) a. Sésughbé¢ makéranta. [Tiv]
Sésugh finish school

Sésugh has graduated [from school ;.
b. Ké méakérantd Myém 4 2yl
FOC school  Myém AGR.PRN.PST go.PST EMP

Myém went [to school],..

The mirror image pattern of focus marking can also be observed in languages such as
Tseltal (Shklovsky, 2012; Polian, 2013). In Tseltal -a VOS/VSO language- a focus phrase can
either be left in situ (282), or fronted to a position preceding the verb (292). In the in situ
construction, the presence of clause-initial focus marker ja’ is mandatory (compare (282) and
(28b)). However, in the movement construction the focus is just optionally preceded by the
focus marker, as shown by the grammaticality of both (29a) and (29b):

(28) a. ja’ lah slo’ alaxax. [ Tseltal ]
FOC PFV ERG3-eat orange
She ate [an orange],.
b. *lah slo’ alaxax.
PFV ERG3-eat orange
She ate [an orange],.
(29) a. ja' alaxax lah slo’.
FOC orange PFV ERG3-eat
She ate [an orange].
b.  alaxax lah slo’.
orange PFV ERG3-eat
She ate [an orange];.

2By contrast, in other languages like Ma’di, the particle indicating that the sentence has a focal phrase is
sentence-final (Blackings and Fabb, 2003).
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Other manifestations of focus involve the use of alternative verbal patterns, depending on
the properties of the focal phrase. In Sinhala, for example (an SOV language), a focal suffix -e
is attached to the verb in order to mark that there is a focal element in some constituent or
other of the clause (Chandralal, 2010). Thus, informationally neutral constructions take no

special verb ending (30a), while focused constructions take verb ending -e, as shown in (30b)
and (30c):> 1

(30) a.  Ranjit wiiduruo binda. [Sinhala]

ranjit glass break.PAST
Ranjit broke the glass.

b.  [Ranjit]; wiiduruo bind-e.
ranjit  glass break.PAST-FOC
[Ranjit] broke the glass.

c.  Ranjit [wiiduruo], bind-e.
ranjit glass break.PAST-FOC
Ranjit broke [the glass].

Similarly, Rendille (SOV) has two focus markers (Oomen, 1978): term focus marker -¢ is
enclitic to the focal element itself and it is employed when the focus is a participant of the
eventuality, like the subject in (31)."” Focus marker 4-, on the other hand, surfaces procliti-
cised to the predicate in predicate focus constructions (32), but also in informationally neutral
sentences (33):

(31) A. Who came?
B. inam-¢ yimi [Rendille]
boy-FOC came
[The boy]; came.

(32) A. What did the boy do?
B.  inam a-yimi
boy FOC-came
The boy [came];.

(33) A. What happened?
B.  inam a-yimi
boy FOC-came
The boy came.

Likewise, a focusing strategy employed in Tuwuli (SVO) is the insertion of a verbal prefix

1V, whose vowel will surface differently according to the regressive ATR and labial harmony
active in the language (Harley, 2009). This verbal prefix is only employed when the subject
is part of the focus phrase, either alone as in (34B), as a subject-verb split focus (35B)", or as
part of a larger phrase such as the whole clause (36B):

(34) A.  Who ate the rice?

1

3. is the past tense focus ending; with the present tense, verb ending -nne is employed (Chandralal, 2010).
“See Cain and Gair (2000) for related evidence in Dhivehi.

15See also Jendraschek (2012) for Iatmul evidence.

16See Trurtzun (2005, 2007) for an analysis of split focus constructions.
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B. a  Kofile-nya fifea. [Tuwuli]
Kofi FOC-eat rice ID
[Kofi], ate the rice.
b. *Kofi nya ffe a.
Kofi eat rice ID
[Kofi] ate the rice.
(35) A.  What happened to the rice?
B. a. Kofile-nya foe.
Kofi FOC-eat it
[Kofi], [ate]y it.
b. *Kofi nya foe.
Kofi eat it
[Kofi], [ate] it.
(36) A.  What happened?
B. a. Kofile-nya fifea.
Kofi FOC-eat rice ID
[Kofi ate the rice];.
b. *Kofi nya fofe a.
Kofi eat rice ID
Kof ate the rice.

However, when the subject is outside the focus phrase, insertion of the focus prefix results
in ungrammaticality, as shown in (37) for object focus and (38) for VP focus:

(37) A.  What did Kofi eat?

a. *Kofile-nyd fifea. [Tuwuli]
Kofi FOC-eat rice ID
Kof ate [the rice];.
b.  Kofi nya fife a.
Kofi eat rice ID
Kof ate [the rice],.

(38) A. What did Kofi do?

a. *Kofile-nya fife a.
Kofi FOC-eat rice ID
Kofi [ate the rice];.
b.  Kofi nya fife a.
Kofi eat rice ID
Kofi [ate the rice],.

Then, there is ample cross-linguistic evidence that focus markers can also interact with
agreement. For instance, Lavukaleve (SOV) has a rich set of focus marking devices and it
employs different focus marking particles which agree with the focal element, or an element
within it (Terrill, 2003). Example (39B) illustrates a VP focus construction, (40B) an object
focus construction, and (41B) a subject focus construction:
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(39) A. What did the woman do? [Lavukaleve]

B. Aira la fo’sal na o-u-m fin.
woman(F) SGF.ART fish(M) SGM.ART 3SGS-EAT-SGM 3SGM.FOC
The woman [ate the fish];.

(40) A.  What did the woman eat?

B. Aira la fo’sal fin o-u-m hin.
woman(F) SGF.ART fish(M) 3SGM.FOC 3SGS-EAT-SGM 3SGM.EFOC
The woman ate [a fish];.

(41) A. Who ate the fish?

B. Aira la feo fo’sal na a-u-a heo.
woman(F) SGF.ART 3$G.F.FOC fish(M) SGM.ART 3SGM.O-EAT-SG.F 3SG.F.EFOC
[The woman ], ate a fish.

The focus marker of (39B) is sentence-final, and it agrees in masculine with the direct
object within the focal VP. (40B) and (41B) display two focus markers each, one right-adjacent
to the focal element itself and the other one at the sentence-final position (glossed as EFOC,
for ‘echo focus particle’). Both agree with the focal phrase in person, gender and number."”

Finally, going back to Chamorro, beyond the patterns of complementizer agreement that
we saw in (13) and (14), this language also displays special forms of verbal agreement with
the interrogative/focal phrases (Chung, 1998, 2010, 2020)."® This special form of agreement
(known in the literature under the name of ‘wh-agreement’) registers the grammatical relation
of the focus with the predicate associated with it. When the focal element is the subject (and
the verb is in the realis mood) it takes the infix form -um-, here glossed as WH[SUJ] (42a)
following the tradition in Chung (1998, 2010, 2020). When it is the object that is focal, the
agreement marker is infix -in-, here glossed as WH[ OBJ] (42b):

(42) a. I kusturera lumdksi i chinind-hu. [Chamorro]
the seamstress WH[SU]J ].sew the shirt-AGR
[ The seamstress] sewed my shirt.
b.  Tres klisin floris chuchurika ha’  tiningo™-hu.
three sort.L flower periwinkle EMPH WH[ OB]].know-AGR
I know [three kinds of periwinkle flowers];.

Focus movement can also take place in long-distance. In these constructions the special
agreement can also be observed in the higher predicate, which does not agree with the focal
element itself, but with the embedded clause from which the focal element was extracted.
This 1s illustrated in (43), where the highest verb ‘expect’ takes the object agreement marker:

(43) Si  Jose ha’ inikspektak-ku paraun chiniku. [Chamorro]
UNM Jose EMP WH|[ OBJ ].expect-AGR FUT AGR PASS.kiss.
I expected [Jose] to kiss you.

"However, in some constructions agreement in person is not necessary (Terrill, 2003).
81t also shows up relative clauses.
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4.2.3 ‘Antifocus’ markers

The discussion so far has involved examples of exponents of ‘focalness’ being recruited to ex-
press that the sentence involves a focal phrase. But the contrary is also attested. In Kirundi
(SVO), for instance, ‘antifocus’ particle -7a- is employed to mark on the verb that the sentence
is informationally neutral (44a) (Ndayiragije, 1999). Such a particle renders ungrammatical-
ity when combined with focus on e.g. the direct object (44b). However, a verbal form can

perfectly be combined with a focal phrase, provided it does not bear the antifocus particle
(44¢):

(44) a. Abana ba-a-ra-nyoye amata. [Kirundi]

children 3P-PST-AFOC-drink:PERF milk
Children drank milk.

b. *Abana ba-a-ra-nyoye amata.
children 3P-PST-AFOC-drink:PERF milk
Children drank [milk];.

c. Abiana ba-a-nyoye amata.
children 3P-PST-drink:PERF milk
Children drank [milk],.

4.2.4 Interactions

All in all, the grammatical means of expressing focus (or the focal nature of a sentence) with
dedicated markers are well attested across languages of different types and families. How-
ever, focus is not expressed morpho-syntactically only via dedicated focus markers. There
is ample cross-linguistic evidence that focus also interacts with the choice of conjugational
systems, morpho-syntactic TAM markers, the determiner system, case-marking, agreement
operations, and even class and gender marking on nominals.

For instance, in languages displaying conjoint vs. disjoint conjugation systems such as
Makhuwa, whereas the disjoint form is employed in neutral contexts (45a), the conjoint form
is associated to object focus (45b), while both have the SVO word order (van der Wal, 2009,
2011):

(45) a. nthiyanad o-hoo-ca nrama. [Makhuwa]
1.woman 1SM-PERF.D]J-eat 3.rice
The woman ate rice.
b.  nthiyana o-c-aalé nrama.
1.woman 1SM-PERF.CJ-eat 3.rice
The woman ate [rice]p.

A similar pattern can be observed in Daai Chin (SOV) regarding verb stem choice (So-
Hartmann, 2009). In this language, around 20 % of the verbs have two different stems (called
‘Stem A’ and ‘Stem B’ by So-Hartmann (2009)) which show morphological alternations that
are not linked to a unique parameter such as tense or transitivity. In informationally neutral

contexts Stem A is employed (46), but in constructions containing focus (as the subject in
(47)), Stem B is used:
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(46)  Lingjah Thang=noh sha:-kki ah-nih kaah. [Daai Chin]|
Ling and Thang=ERG deer =~ S.AGR:DU/PL shoot.A
Ling and Thang shot a deer.
(47)  Lingjah Thang=noh sha:-kki kaa:p=kti=xo0i.
Ling and Thang=ERG deer ~ shoot.B-NON.FUT=DU
[Ling and Thang], shot a deer.

Turning into TAM, in Hausa for instance, temporal adverbs such as jiya appear prever-
bally either with or without focus. But if they are focused, the focal nature of the sentence is
expressed by the choice of preterite over completive (Newman, 2000; Frajzyngier, 2004):"

(48) a. jiya sun sana-t da mu [Hausa]
yesterday 3PL.COMPL know-CAUS ASCC 1PL
Yesterday they informed us.
b. jiya suka sana-t da  mu
yesterday 3PL.PRET know-CAUS ASCC 1PL
[ Yesterday ], they informed us.

Different indirect indicators of focus are employed in other languages. In Mawng, for
instance, nominals can surface both with a prenominal article or in bare form quite freely.
However, focus interacts with the determiner system and when an object is focus fronted
it cannot bear any article (Singer, 2006a,b, 2016). This can be seen in the contrast between
neutral (49a), where the postverbal nonfocused object bears the Land gender article ta, and
(49b), where the preverbal focal object cannot bear it:*°

49) a. La k-angalae ta wupaj. [Mawng]
and PR-3GEN/3LL-drink-NP LL freshwater
And she drinks freshwater.
b.  kurrula k-angala-g.
saltwater PR-3GEN/3LL-drink-NP
She drinks [saltwater] .

Focus also interacts with case-marking. In Tshangla (SOV), subject case markers are op-
tional in informationally neutral sentences (Andvik, 2010). Thus, a question such as (50A)
can either be answered with an agentive case-marked subject as in (50B-a), which gets a sort of
topical interpretation, or as in the more neutral (50B-b), with no case marking on the subject.
However, when in focus as an answer to a question like (51A), only the case-marked sentence

is grammatical (see (51B-a)-(51B-b)):*’
(50) A. What did you do yesterday?
B. a. Jigt  otha shing cat-pe. [ Tshangla]
1S-AGT DEM tree cut-INF
I cut that tree.

YSee also Schuh (1998) for similar evidence in Miya.

2See also the data on Isu below. On the contrary, in Sesotho the opposite is observed: “noun-class prefixes
that begin with a coronal consonant can be realized as null when they occur in the c-domain relationship with
agreement in a given, nonfocused, noncontrastive discourse context.” (Demuth et al., 2009).

ZSee also Li (2015) for similar observations on Guiqidéng, Walters (2016) on Dazaga, or Schultze-Berndt
(2017) on Jaminjung among others. In turn, Lamjung Yolmo has a focus marking suffix that appears sandwiched
between the nominal and the case marker, and it can even substitute the latter (Gawne, 2016).
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b.  Jang otha shing cat-pe.
1S DEM tree cut-INF
I cut that tree.

(51) A. Who will cut this tree?
B. a.  Jigi  cat-pe.
1S-AGT cut-INF
[I]; will cut.
b. *Jang cat-pe.
1S cut-INF
[1]p will cut (it).

In other languages, as already advanced, focus interacts with agreement operations and
inflectional exponence. In Sanzhi Dargwa (SOV), for instance, agreement markers can appear
attached to the focal element in what Forker (2016) calls ‘floating agreement’ patterns. In
the informationally neutral statement in (52a), the 1st person singular enclitic marker =da
is attached to the clause-final verb. However, (52b) shows that focus on the direct object is
expressed by attaching the agreement marker to it. And (532) and (53b) illustrate the same
pattern for object and subject focus:

(52) a. dul hana tala*h-ne ic-an=da. [Sanzhi Dargwa]
1SG-ERG now dishes-PL wash.IPFV-PTCP=1
Now I will wash the dishes.

b. dul hana tala*h-ne=da ic-an.
1SG-ERG now dishes-PL=1 wash.IPFV-PTCP
Now I will wash [the dishes];.

(53) a. dam it  dars=da qum.ert-an
1SG.DAT DEM lesson=1 forget.IPFV.NEG-PTCP
I will not forget [this lesson];.

b. dam=da it dars qum.ert-an
1SG.DAT=1 DEM lesson forget.IPFV.NEG-PTCP
[I]; will not forget this lesson.

A similar phenomenon can be observed in Lak (SOV). Person agreement markers are
attached to the verb in informationally neutral contexts (54a), but they surface as enclitics

to the focus in clauses with focus (54b), but here the verb takes participial form (Kazenin,
2002):2

(54) a.  ulrlul qatri d-u-r-ni. [Lak]
boy-ERG house.NOM 4CL-build.PAST-4CL-3SG
The boy has built the house.
b.  ulr-lul-li qatri d-u-r-sa.
boy-ERG-3SG house.NOM 4CL-build.PAST-4CL-PART
[The boy ] has built the house.

227 similar pattern is also observed in Godoberi (Testelec, 1998a), Archi, Chamalal (Testelec, 1998b), Icari
Dargwa (Sumbatova and Mutalov, 2003), Hinuq (Forker, 2013) or Nasa Yuwe where both ‘floating agreement’
and displacement operations can be combined (see Rojas Curieux, 1998).
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Somali (SOV), like Persian or Yoruba, is a language where focus markers are employed
adjacent to the focus phrase. However, in Somali this construction is accompanied by an
anti-agreement pattern, where instead of regular verbal agreement, agreement with the fo-
cused element is supplied with a ‘restricted paradigm’ (Frascarelli and Puglielli, 2007). Thus,
afocused subject cannot bear regular nominative case, and the verb cannot show regular agree-
ment with it either (55b)-(55¢). Instead, the subject takes absolutive marking and the verb sur-
faces in the special restricted paradigm (glossed as ‘RED’) and with a stress of its own (while
in the regular extensive paradigm it bears no stress) (55a):*

(55) a. Hilib [nimankdas  ayaa], cunaya. [Somali]

meat men-those.ABS FOC  eat.PRES.PROG.RED
[Those men]; are eating meat.

b. *Hilib [nimankaasu  ayaa]; cunaya.
meat men-those.NOM FOC  eat.PRES.PROG.RED
[ Those men]; are eating meat.

c. *Hilib [nimankaas  ayaa], cunayaan.
meat men-those.ABS FOC eat.PRES.PROG.3PL
[Those men]; are eating meat.

Alternatively, if the focus is moved long-distance, the anti-agreement pattern disappears
and regular case and agreement patterns arise:

(56)  [Nimankaasu baan], sheegay inay hilib cunayaan.
men-those. NOM FOC.SCL1SG say.PST that.SCL.3PL meat eat.PRES.PROG.3PL
I said that [those men], are eating meat.

(57)  *[Nimankaas baan], sheegay in  hilib cunaya.
men-those.ABS FOC.SCL1SG say.PST that meat eat.PRES.PROG.RED
I said that [those men], are eating meat.

Then, Chalcatongo Mixtec displays even stronger antiagreement patterns (Macaulay, 1996).
In this VSO language, nominal subjects can also be placed in the preverbal position when they
are topics or foci. Nonetheless, preverbal subjects are not ambiguous between a topic and a
focus reading, as they show different agreement patterns in each case: topics are accompanied
by agreement doublings enclitic to the verb (58a) whereas foci (as well as postverbal subjects)
display no agreement whatsoever (58b):

(58) a. AA?d  whd xind=f4. [ Chalcatongo Mixtec]
woman the run
[The woman]; is running.
b. Ai?A  whixind.
woman the run
[The woman |, is running.

Konjo shows a similar pattern (Friberg, 1996). In this VSO language, the verb agrees both
with subjects (proclitic markers) and objects (enclitic markers). Both types of participants
can be focus-fronted, but in such constructions their corresponding agreement morphology

B A similar phenomenon can be observed in Berber (Ouhalla, 1993).
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disappears (compare the neutral (59a) with the subject-focus construction (59b) and object-
focus construction (59¢)):**

(59) a.  Nakanrei Amir lokaku. [Konjo]

3ERG.eat.3ABS Amir banana.1POSS
Amir ate my banana.

b.  Amirangkanrei  lokaku
Amir VRd.eat.3ABS banana.1POSS
[Amir], ate my banana.

c.  Lokaku nakanre Amir.
banana.1POSS 3ERG.eat Amir
Amir ate [my banana].

In turn, Kobiana has a particular paradigm of agreement markers for expressing focus on
the subject (Baier, 2019b). Thus, in informationally neutral contexts enclitic a- is employed for
2nd person singular agreement (60a), but in constructions with subject focus, ée- is employed
(60b), alongside the focus marker -on-:

(60) a.  a-ndekk-i. [Kobiana]
25G.walk-PFV
You walked.
b.  ayi ée-ndekk-on-i.
2SG 28G.FOC.walk-FOC-PFV
[You], walked.

Other languages exploit nominal class or gender to express focus. In Isu, as is common in
Bantu, nominals are grammatically divided according to class distinctions, and class marking
is exploited in focalizations (KieSSling, 2010). In (61a) focal object to-bvd ‘dogs’ surfaces with
its class 13 prefix to-, but when it appears out of focus, as in (61b), it does not. Likewise,
focal f# ‘rat’ retains its class 7 prefix prefix ko- in (61b), but it does not in (612). As subjects
in out-of-focus position, however, besides dropping their class prefixes they surface with an

enclitic determinier which consists of a stem 7y preceded by a concord prefix (k-7y in (61a); t-7y
in (61b)):*

61) a. {4 kiy kd”t5-bvd. [Isu]
rat 7-OF see 13-dogs
The rat saw [(the) dogs].
b.  bvs iy  kd? ko-fu.
dogs 13-OF see 7-rat.
The dogs saw [a/the rat];.

Turning into gender, Hamar nominals are gender-fluid in that they can be used in the
uninflected form (which is non-specific for gender), or take either masculine of feminine for

#See also Nikolaeva (1999) for evidence on Ostyak where objects can optionally trigger agreement, but when
focal, they cannot. Similarly, Finer (1997) and Baier (2019a) report evidence from Selayarese where focus on the
absolutive generates anti-agreement patterns, but focus on the ergative does not.

ZThe realization that nominals have under focus is known as the ‘A-form’ and the realization out of focus
as the ‘B-form’. See also Hyman (2010) for comparison on Aghem.
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different reasons (e.g. 100 ‘leg’ can either take masculine gender marker ¢4, or feminine -»).
One of these is focalization, which recruits masculine marking as illustrated in (622) for roo
“foot, leg’ and likewise in (62b) for dngasi ‘bee’ (Petrollino, 2016):%

(62) a. walésa  roo-ta ai-idi-ne. [Hamar]
Walé-GEN leg-M be.broken-PF-COP
Wale’s [leg] 1s broken.
b.  anqast i=sa karc’an  a?-idi-ne.
bee:M 1SG=GEN cheek-F.OBL bite-PF-COP
[The bee], bit me on my cheek.

So far we only saw ‘canonical’ structures for term focus, but a variety of languages also
resort to special operations for marking specific types of foci. For example, verum focus in
English is expressed via do-insertion:

(63) Ido love you.

In turn, other languages such as Shupamem have directly different sets of [+focus] tenses
for these (and other) uses (Nchare, 2012).”” For instance, the past perfective tense markers of
Shupamem are presented in Table 1:

[-Focus] [+Focus]

Immediate Past %) pa
Recent pé pa
Intermediate Past pi pu
Remote Past kapi kapu

Table 1: Past Perfective tense markers in Shupamem, adapted from Nchare (2012, 344).

Then, employment of any of the [+FOCUS] tenses instead of the neutral [-FOCUS] ones
highlights that the eventuality described the the verb did happen.

A do-support-like strategy is employed in Southern Basque not for verum focus but for
verb-focus. As we saw, in this language term foci occupy the immediately preverbal position
(see (10)). Such a configuration cannot however be obtained for verb focalization, and verb-
focus is expressed with do-insertion (Rebuschi, 1983; Haddican, 2007):

(64) A.  Azkenean zer egin duzu liburuarekin? [Basque]
end.in  what.ABSdo AUX.2SGE3SGA book.with
In the end, what did you do with the book?
B.  Erosiegin dut.
buy do AUX.1SGE3SGA
I [bought]; it.

2These focalizations may be accompanied by a mirative value; as Petrollino (2016, 163) puts it, these examples
“were uttered by speakers who believed that the interlocutor had no knowledge of the information provided (i.e.
that the leg of Walé was broken, and that the bee had bit the speaker). Focused constituents marked by masculine
gender can be prosodically louder than the rest of the sentence.”

"This and even more intricated systems are amply attested across languages of different families within Niger-
Congo (e.g. Efik, Aghem, or ChiBemba (Bantu), Wolof (Senegambian) or Kakabe (Mande), see Hyman and
Watters (1984); Robert (2010), and Vydrina (2020) for discussion).
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In Kana, by contrast, a serial verb construction is employed for verb-focus (Ikoro, 1996).
Compare the neutral (65a) with verb-focus (65b):

(65) a. Barile entd 1 kpa. [Kana]
Barile PFV.PRES-bring:INS SPEC:SG book
Barile has brought the book.
b.  Barile e-st- 1 kpa n.
Barile PFV.PRES-take-PFV SPEC:SG book bring:INS
Barile has [brought]; the book.

Last, when talking about the grammar of focus in a language very often we center on
the canonical or most widely used constructions for term foci, but when analyzing the ar-
chitecture of language as a whole it is important to bear in mind that many languages have
additional focus constructions implying different semantic nuances. A very common type of
focus construction is that of clefts and pseudo-clefts. This is, famously, the case of English
(Akmajian, 1970):

(66) It was Agnew who Nixon chose. (with focus on Agnew)

(67) The one Nixon chose was Agnew. (with focus on Agnew)

Also, English displays focus-fronting operations such as (68) (Ward, 1988; Casielles, 1998),
and a reduplicative focus operation with the first duplicate bearing nuclear stress and a proto-
typical reading (69) and (70) (Ghomeshi et al., 2004; Bazalguette, 2015):

(68) Six dollars it costs. (focus on six dollars).
(69) 1l make the tuna salad, and you make the salad-salad. (focus on salad).
(70) Ididnt buy a Chihuahua, I bought a dog-dog. (focus on dog).

Such ‘alternative’ strategies have also to be taken into account when analyzing the place
of focus within the architecture of grammar, given that the architecture of grammar cannot
vary depending on the structure at hand.

4.3 Interim conclusion

The picture that emerges from this (far from exhaustive) overview of focus patterns is that of
a wide richness in the grammatical effects of focus expression in all modules, domains, and
derivational stages.

The discussion was centered only on phonological and morpho-syntactic evidence, but
it should be obvious that focus, but by its very nature, generates a series of nontrivial se-
mantic effects. Cross-linguistically it associates with focus-sensitive operators such as English
too or even (Rooth, 1985; Herburger, 2000), and it can interact with a range of elements and
constructions such as quantifiers, adverbs, and counterfactual conditionals, altering the truth-
conditions of sentences (Jackendoff, 1972; Dretske, 1972; Partee, 1991; Herburger, 1993, 2000;
Biiring, 1996, 1997; Geurts and van der Sandt, 2004). So, I take it that focus definitely has to
be present in the semantic component.

Then, focus also has to be present in the input to phonology if the focal phrase is to be
subject to operations such as nuclear stress assignment, postfocal pitch compression and fo-
cal prosodic phrasing. In a nutshell, lacking a representation for focus in the syntax would
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amount to its invisibility in the PF component. As a consequence, there should be no manifes-
tation of focus if it is not represented as such during the derivation. Thus, I take it that it also
has to be present in the syntactic component, if it is going to play any role in the numeration
(e.g. for the selection of focus particles or specific verbal forms), case and agreement phenom-
ena, and displacements, at least if we assume some version of the Y-model of the architecture
of grammar.”®

However, as I advanced in Section 3, part of the recent literature is skeptical, and proposes
alternative conceptions of focalization whereby focus is not really part of the grammar, but
a matter of discourse and/or its effects derive from the interaction of interface components
with syntax. In the next section I critically review these alternative proposals, arguing for the
syntactic nature of focus.

5 Focus on syntax

There are three main conceivable ways to model focus in the architecture of grammar:

1. A syntactocentric conception of focus like in the cartographic approach. Focus is rep-
resented from the outset in the syntactic component, thus it can affect selection (of
focus particles, verb affixes, gender markers, etc.), be subject to displacements to the
left periphery like any other displacement, and furthermore, such a representation can
be read at the interface components and have whichever effect it has in interpretation:
it can be assigned nuclear stress, or aligned with prosodic phrases, etc; and it can also be
semantically interpreted as focus. This conception could be represented as in Figure 8:

Focus syntax (selection, displacements, etc.)

Spell Out
Focus morpho-phonology Focus semantics
A-P Systems C-I Systems

Figure 8: A syntactocentric conception of focus.

2. A second option would be to have no focus representation in the syntax, and conceive
of it as a mere discursive notion which is then imposed on derivations, as in Struckmeier
(2017).

28 As a matter of fact, the cross-linguistic evidence just reviewed shows how focus plays a significant role not
only on the CP-layer, but in the three main domains of syntax: the vP (the selectional/thematic domain, the
‘©-Domain’ in Grohmann’s (2003) terms), the TP (the inflectional /agreement domain, the ‘®-Domain’) and the
CP (the discursive/illocution domain, the ‘Q-Domain’). See Platzack (2000) and Grohmann (2003) for essential
analyses of the different syntactic domains.
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Such a vision is, however, in violation of the ‘inclussiveness condition’, as formulated
in Chomsky (1995):

Any structure formed by the computation (in particular, 7= and A) is consti-
tuted of elements already present in the lexical items selected for N; no new
objects are added in the course of computation apart than rearrangements of
lexical properties. .. (Chomsky, 1995, 228)

Adding a semantic feature at the end of a derivation (in, say, directly to 1) clearly clashes
with this condition (this is also the case of the feature [+contrast] in Titov (2020)). But
furthermore, all the morpho-syntactic and phonological effects would still remain un-
explained. If there is no element marked as focus in the grammatical component, then
it should not be treated as focal, and it should not be subject to targeted movements, it
should not be associated to any particular particle, nor should it affect case and agree-
ment operations differently from nonfocused elements (since it is just one of them).
Likewise, in PF it should not be read as focus nor treated in specific ways (that is, all
languages should be like Yucatec Mayan or Ambonese Malay in this respect). In a nut-
shell, if there is no focus in the grammar, there should be no grammatical effects of focus
(not even semantic ones, but maybe just pragmatic ones), which is contradicted by the
evidence we just reviewed in Section 4. This conception is represented in Figure 9:

No focus syntax (no selection, no movement, etc.)

Spell Out
No focus morpho-phonology No focus semantics
----- Focus pragmatics
A-P Systems C-I Systems

Figure 9: A non-grammatical conception of focus.

A rather non-explanatory position.

. A third option would be to have focus represented in a syntax with free merge and no
specific focus position. In contrast to the previous one, this vision has the virtue of al-
lowing focus effects at the interfaces, since the focus representation could be taken as the
input/structural description of the operations that take place there. Notwithstanding,
such a viewpoint is also problematic for a number of reasons. Two main conceptions
can be held regarding free merge: the first one is that merge is completely free (i.e., it
is not ‘trigered’), but it is operationally constrained, in the sense that movement takes
place only if it will have an effect later on in semantic interpretation. It is, in essence,
a conditional free merge. This requires a sort of ‘global derivational rule’ like the ones
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proposed in the Generative Semantics literature (e.g. Lakoft, 1970, 1971), involving a
teleological look ahead. Let me make this explicit:

(@) Derivational time Dt,: By external merge the syntac- 7P
tic component generates a phrase structure such as "\
ZP, containing XP,. 7 YP
N
S Y
AN
Y xp,
(b) Derivational time Dt,: At this step, there is a co- 7P
nundrum: since under this hypothesis movement is S
free, XP, could in principle remerge with the whole ~ XP, Z
structure, but in order to do that, it has to evaluate K T
hether the displacement will make a difference at a \ 2 P
whether the disp \ Py
later derivational point (LF), given that by assump- s Y
tion the movement only takes place provided that it PN
will have a semantic effect. So the derivation has to Y XP,
evaluate the logical form not only of the structure oot

generated up to this point, but of the entire deriva-
tion to come, in order to check whether at a much
later derivational stage the movement will have some
effect in the semantic representation (i.e. whether, for
instance, it will not be overridden by movement of,

say, S, or YP).

This is represented in Fig. 10:
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Dr,
I
Dt, .
| RS
./
Dt RN
. "
Spell Out | %
2

A-P Systems C-I Systems

Figure 10: Look ahead of conditional free merge approaches.

These look ahead operations are reminiscent of those brought about by prosody-based
theories of focalization (see z.4. Irurtzun (2006, 2009) for a critical assesment of them).

The second possible conception of free merge is that the movement itself (the internal
merge operation) is unconstrained, but then illicit representations are filtered out, as
in Titov (2020). But this is paradoxical since rather than being economical, it implies
a substantive overdoing in the syntactic component, which has to generate an infinite
set of different derivations for each numeration. A set of movement and movementless
derivations will be produced from a single input which will later on be evaluated in
terms of their optimality vis @ vis output filters. This is represented in Fig. 11:
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i Spell Out

Figure 11: An overgenerating+filtering conception.

It further requires that a wide range of representational filter mechanisms should be pos-
tulated, in order to filter out ungrammatical representations (because, e.g. they do not
gain any semantic effect in comparison to a simpler (movementless) alternative represen-
tation). This is actually what the optimality theoretic literature of the nineties and early
aughts proposed: a free structure building operation (the function GEN) that generates
literally an infinite set of candidate forms given an input; and then another function
(EVAL) which will choose the most harmonic candidate, as the one that best satisfies the
highest ranked constraint deciding between two candidates from a set of ranked FAITH-
FULNESS and MARKEDNESS constraints (z.4. Prince and Smolensky, 1993; Legendre
et al., 2001; Costa, 2004). I do not believe that such a system provides an explanatory
model here; as the technical literature on the formal properties of optimality theory
stresses, that is “a theory of constraint interaction, not of representations” (Moreton,
2004, 142) and the very nature of the input and the representational constraints them-
selves is dubious (Heck et al., 2002; Newmeyer, 2002). The proposals of Struckmeier
(2017) and Titov (2020) provide no formalization of the ‘candidate’ generation and eval-
uation, nor of the representational constraints that are required. These are just stated as
information structure ‘templates’ or predefined ‘prosodic contours’. Instead of seeking
to explain/derive the patterns, they are taken as some sort of ‘constructions’. Finally,
another major puzzle of such approaches is that free merge should bring with it free-
dom of movement, and hence it predicts the availability of an infinite array of patterns
which are not attested cross-linguistically. In short, free scrambling across languages
and across structures should be the norm, contrary to fact. Unfortunately, contrary to
what was done in the OT literature with the study of factorial typology, no analysis of
this issue is offered in the most recent interactive literature. Cross-linguistic differences
should derive from differences in the filters, but this clashes with the assumption that
the architecture of grammar is universal.
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In sum, the first conception seems to me to be the most adequate one in descriptive and
explanatory power. It is the most parsimonius one with respect to the rest of the general
assumptions on how I-languages work, and it is also the only one that allows focus to have
effects in all sub-modules of grammar, and all domains of the syntactic component: for in-
stance, focus can be an optional feature assigned to some item(s) in a numeration, with its
corresponding implications with respect to the rest of the items (merger, for instance, with a
focus particle in languages allowing/requiring so)”’. Then, since it is syntactically marked as
focal, it can be subject to targeted movement operations to the left periphery, like the ones
proposed in the rich cartographic literature. Last, after spell out it can also be subject to the
focus-sensitive PF and LF processes (see Figure 8). The second and third conceptions both
start out from the goal to avoid syntactification of some movement operations, and militate
against optionality of features, but it would seem to me that this is unavoidable. Actually, if
there is one point where no analysis can escape optionality it seems to be the Numeration and
its corresponding choice and assignment of features. There is, as far as I know, no theory of
lexical selection for a numeration that will deterministically decide whether a derivation starts
with a [+plural] nominal that will become the direct object or not; likewise for [+strong]
pronouns (which, incidentally, are typically employed in focus environements), or any other
feature selected for the Numeration. Furthermore, within this syntactocentric conception,
cross-linguistic differences in focus are to be framed like any other cross-linguistic variation:
availability /activity /strength (or lack thereof) of specific heads/projections in different lan-
guages (like, e.g. determiners, complementizers, evidential markers, etc.). It is generally ac-
cepted that languages choose different syntactic primitives from a universal set; focus markers,
displacement-triggers etc. would be just an instance of this. The second and third conceptions,
on the other hand have to resort to a range of exceptional claims for variation in the domain of
focalization by resorting to parameterized semantics and different architectures of grammar
for different languages and constructions (¢f. English iz situ focus vs. English focus fronting
or (pseudo-)clefting). As I pointed out above, their respective architectures of grammar seem
either powerless to drive the focus-related operations or either they vastly overgenerate, while
they cannot capture the syntactic, morphological, phonological and semantic effects of focus
attested cross-linguistically.

6 Conclusions

As I said in the introduction, focus has always been an extremely difficult and elusive aspect
of natural languages. But at the same time it seems to be intimately intricated in it as it is
pervasive; all languages have grammatical means of expressing it and very often it is expressed
by various means at the same time. Given its multi-dimensional nature, the discussion on
where to model it is, of course, nothing new and it has alwasy be on the center on discussions
on the architecture of grammar (see, e.g. Chomsky (1971)). I am convinced that the inverted-
Y architecture of grammar and a syntactocentric conception of focus such as the cartographic
one is the only coherent way of framing it. Any other interface-based approach seems to me
plainly unable to derive its effects, and/or devoid of predictive power.

#See Irurtzun (2006, 2008) for such a proposal.

33



Acknowledgements

My greatest thanks to the editors for their invitation and to an anonymous reviewer for their
interesting remarks. Many thanks also to Maia Duguine, Arthur Holmer and Alexandra Vy-
drina. This work has received financial support from the CNRS through the MITT interdis-
ciplinary programs 80| PRIME - 2021 PALEOSIGNES and from the ANR ANR-21-CE27-
0005, ANR-17-CE27-0011; ANR-18-FRAL-0006 UV2 (ANR-DFG).

References

Aboh, Enoch Oladé. 2004. The Morphosyntax of Complement-Head Sequences: Clause Structure
and Word Order Patterns in Kwa. Oxford & New York: Oxford University Press.

Aboh, Enoch Oladé. 2007. Leftward focus versus rightward focus: the Kwa-Bantu conspiracy.
SOAS Working Papers in Linguistics 15:81-104.

Aissen, Judith. 1987. Tzotzil Clause Structure. Dordrecht: Reidel.

Akmajian, Adrian. 1970. Aspects of the Grammar of Focus in English. Doctoral Dissertation,
MIT, Cambridge.

Andvik, Erik E. 2010. A Grammar of Tshangla. Leiden & Boston: Brill.

Arnhold, Anja. 2014. Prosodic structure and focus realization in West Greenlandic. In
Prosodic Typology II. The Phonology of Intonation and Phrasing, ed. Sun-Ah Jun, 216-251.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Awobuluyi, Oladele. 1992. Issues in the syntax of Standard Yoruba focus constructions. Jour-
nal of West African Languages XXI1:69-88.

Baier, Nico. 2019a. Anti-agreement in Selayarese. Talk delivered at the LSA Annual Meeting,
New York. i

Baier, Nico. 2019b. The locus of variation in A-sensitive agreement. Talk delivered at the
Parameters Workshop for Lisa Travis, Montreal: McGill University.

Bailyn, John. 2002. Inversion, dislocation and optionality in Russian. In Current Issues in
Formal Slavic Linguistics (FDSL 3), ed. Gerhild Zybatow, Uwe Junghanns, Grit Mehlhorn,
and Luka Szucsich, 280-293. Frankfurt: Peter Lang.

Barie, Amanda Elizabeth. 2009. Exploring Cleft Sentences and Other Aspects of Shughni
Syntax. Master’s thesis, University of Kentucky, Lexington.

Bassong, Paul Roger. 2014. Information Structure and the Basa’a Left Peripheral Syntax.
Doctoral Dissertation, University of Yaounde I, Yaounde.

Bazalguette, Timothy Owen. 2015. Algorithmic Acquisition of Focus Parameters. Doctoral
Dissertation, University of Cambridge, Cambridge.

Beckman, Mary E., and Janet B. Pierrehumbert. 1986. Intonational structure in Japanese and
English. Phonology Yearbook 3:255-309.

Belletti, Adriana. 2004. Aspects of the low IP area. In The Structure of CP and IP: The Cartog-
raphy of Syntactic Structures, Volume 2, ed. Luigi Rizzi, 16-51. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Besnier, Niko. 2000. Tuvaluan: A Polynesian Language of the Central Pacific. London & New
York: Routledge.

Blackings, Mairi, and Nigel Fabb. 2003. A Grammar of Ma’di. Berlin & New York: Mouton
de Gruyter.

Bodomo, Adams B. 2000. Dagddre. Miinchen: Lincom Europa.

34



Borsley, Robert D., Maggie Tallerman, and David Willis, ed. 2007. The Syntax of Welsh. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Botinis, Antonis, Marios Fourakis, and Barbara Gawronska. 1999. Focus identification in
English, Greek and Swedish. In Proceedings of the XIVith International Congress of Phonetic
Sciences, volume 2, 1557-1560. San Francisco.

Breen, Mara, Evelina Fedorenko, Michael Wagner, and Edward Gibson. 2010. Acoustic cor-
relates of information structure. Language and Cognitive Processes 25:1044-1098.

Brody, Michael. 1990. Some remarks on the focus field in Hungarian. UCL Working Papers
in Linguistics 2:201-226.

Broohm, Obed Nii. 2014. Information Structure in Esahie. Master’s thesis, University of
Ghana, Legon.

Bruce, Gosta. 1977. Swedish Word Accent in Sentence Perspective. Lund: CWK Geerup.

Biiring, Daniel. 1996. A weak theory of strong readings. In Proceedings of Semantics and
Linguistic Theory (SALT) 6, ed. Teresa Galloway and Justin Spence, 17-34. Ithaca: CLC
Publications.

Biiring, Daniel. 1997. The Meaning of Topic and Focus: the 59th Street Bridge Accent. London
New York: Routledge.

Cain, Bruce D., and James W. Gair. 2000. Dhivehi (Maldivan). Miinchen: Lincom Europa.

Campbell, Nick, and Mary Beckman. 1997. Stress, prominence and spectral tilt. In Intonation:
Theory, Models and Applications (Proceedings of an ESCA Workshop, September 18-20, 1997,
Athens, Greece), ed. Antonis Botinis, Georgios Kouroupetroglou, and George Carayiannis,
67-70. Athens: ESCA and University of Athens Department of Informatics.

Casielles, Eugenia. 1998. FOCUS PREPOSING (it is called). In Proceedings of the Workshop
on Focus [UMOP 21], ed. Elena Benedicto, Maribel Romero, and Satoshi Tomioka, 51-64.
Ambherst: GLSA.

Chandralal, Dileep. 2010. Sinhala. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Chomsky, Noam. 1971. Deep structure, surface structure and semantic interpretation. In Se-
mantics: An Interdisciplinary Reader in Philosophy, Linguistics and Psychology, ed. Danny D.
Steinberg and Leon A. Jakobovits, 183-216. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist Program. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Christiansen-Bolli, Regula. 2010. A Grammar of Tadakshak: A Northern Songhay Language of
Mali. Koln: Ridiger Koppe Verlag.

Chung, Sandra. 1998. The Design of Agreement: Evidence from Chamorro. Chicago and Lon-
don: The University of Chicago Press.

Chung, Sandra. 2010. Six arguments for Wh-Movement in Chamorro. In Hypothesis A /Hy-
pothesis B: Linguistic Explorations in Honor of David M. Perlmutter, ed. Donna B. Gerdsts,
John C. Moore, and Maria Polinsky, 91-110. Cambridge & London: MIT Press.

Chung, Sandra. 2020. Chamorro Grammar. eScholarship.

Condoravdi, Cleo. 1990. Sandhi rules of Greek and prosodic theory. In The Phonology-Syntax
Connection, 63-85. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Costa, Jodo. 2004. Word Order Variation: a Constraint-based Approach. Doctoral Disserta-
tion, Leiden University, Leiden.

Crasborn, Onno, and Els van der Kooij. 2013. The phonology of focus in Sign Language of
the Netherlands. Journal of Linguistics 49:515-565.

Demuth, Katherine, ‘Malillo Machobane, and Francina Moloi. 2009. Learning how to license
null noun-class prefixes in Sesotho. Language 85:864-883.

35



Derbyshire, Desmond C. 1985. Hixkaryana and Linguistic Typology. Arlington: SIL & Uni-
versity of Texas at Arlington.

Downing, Laura J. 2012. On the (non-)congruence of focus and prominence in Tumbuka. In
Selected Proceedings of the 42nd Annual Conference on African Linguistics, ed. Michael R.
Marlo, Nikki B. Adams, Christopher Green, Michelle Morrison, and Tristan Michael
Purvis, 122-133. Sommerville: Cascadilla Proceedings Project.

Dretske, Fred. 1972. Contrastive statements. The Philosophical Review 81:411-437.

Elordieta, Gorka. 1997. Accent, tone and intonation in Lekeitio Basque. In Issues in the
Phonology and Morphology of the Major Iberian Languages, ed. Martinez-Gil Fernando and
Morales-Front Alfonso, 4-78. Georgetown University Press, Washington, D.C.

Elordieta, Gorka. 2007. Constraints on intonational prominence of focalized constituents.
In Topic and Focus: Cross-Linguistic Perspectives on Meaning and Intonation, ed. Chungmin
Lee, Matthew Gordon, and Daniel Biiring, 1-22. Dordrecht: Springer.

Etxepare, Ricardo. 2021. Focus and word order across Spanish varieties. In A Guide to Spanish
Dialects, ed. Angel J. Gallego and Cristina Sanchez, to appear. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Etxepare, Ricardo, and Myriam Uribe-Etxebarria. 2005. In-situ wh-phrases in Spanish: Lo-
cality and quantification. Recherches Linguistiques de Vincennes 33:9-34.

Etxepare, Ricardo, and Myriam Uribe-Etxebarria. 2012. Las preguntas de qu-in situ en es-
paiiol: un analisis derivacional. In El movimiento de constituyentes, ed. José Maria Brucart
and Angel J. Gallego, 251-271. Madrid: Visor Libros.

Feist, Timothy. 2010. A Grammar of Skolt Saami. Doctoral Dissertation, University of
Manchester, Manchester.

Féry, Caroline. 2013. Focus as prosodic alignment. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory
31:683-734.

Finer, Daniel L. 1997. Contrasting A’-dependencies in Selayarese. Natural Language and
Linguistic Theory 15:677-728.

Forker, Diana. 2013. A Grammar of Hinug. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

Forker, Diana. 2016. Floating agreement and information structure: The case of Sanzhi
Dargwa. Studies in Language 40:1-25.

Frajzyngier, Zygmunt. 2004. Tense and aspect as coding means for information structure: A
potential areal feature. Journal of West African Langunages XXX:53-67.

Frascarelli, Mara, and Annarita Puglielli. 2007. Focus markers and Universal Grammar.
In Cushitic and Omotic Languages: Proceedings of the Fourth International Conference on
Cushitic and Omotic Languages (Leiden, 10-12 April 2003), ed. Azeb Amha, Maarten Mous,
and Graziano Sava, 119-134. Cologne: Riidiger Koppe Verlag.

Friberg, Barbara. 1996. Konjo’s peripatetic person markers. In Papers in Austronesian Linguis-
tics No.3,, ed. Hein Steinhauer, 137-171. Canberra: Australian National University.

Gawne, Lauren. 2016. A Sketch Grammar of Lamjung Yolmo. Camberra: Asia-Pacific Lin-
guistics.

Geurts, Bart, and Rob van der Sandt. 2004. Interpreting Focus. Theoretical Linguistics 30:1-44.

Ghini, Mirco. 1993. ®-formation in Italian: a new proposal. Toronto Working Papers in
Linguistics 12:41-78.

Ghomeshi, Jila, Ray Jackendoff, Nicole Rosen, and Kevin Russell. 2004. Contrastive fo-
cus reduplication in English (the salad-salad paper). Natural Language & Linguistic Theory
22:307-357.

36



Grohmann, Kleanthes K. 2003. Prolific Domains: On the Anti-locality of Movement Dependen-
cies. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Gussenhoven, Carlos. 2004. The Phonology of Tone and Intonation. Cambridge & New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Gussenhoven, Carlos, and Renske Teeuw. 2008. A moraic and a syllabic H-tone in Yucatec
Maya. In Fonologia instrumental: Patrones fonicos y variacion, ed. Pedro Martin Butraguefio
and Esther Herrera Z., 49-71. Mexico: El Colegio de México.

Haddican, Bill. 2007. On egin: do-support and VP focus in Central and Western Basque.
Natural Langnage & Linguistic Theory 25:735-764.

Hale, Mark, and Charles Reiss. 2008. The Phonological Enterprise. Oxford: Oxford University
Press.

Hamlaoui, Fatima. 2009. Le focus a linterface de la syntaxe et de la phonologie: le cas du
francais dans une perspective typologique. Doctoral Dissertation, Université Paris III,
Paris.

Harley, Matthew W. 2009. Focus constructions in Tuwuli. Journal of West African Languages
36:75-90.

Hartmann, Katharina, and Malte Zimmermann. 2007. In place - out of place? Focus in
Hausa. In On Information Structure, Meaning and Form, ed. Kerstin Schwabe and Susanne
Winkler, 365-406. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Hayes, Bruce, and Aditi Lahiri. 1991. Bengali intonational phonology. Natural Language and
Linguistic Theory 9:47-96.

Heath, Jeffrey. 1978. Ngandi Grammar, Texts, and Dictionary. Canberra: Australian Institute
of Aboriginal Studies.

Heck, Fabian, Gereon Miiller, Ralf Vogel, Silke Fischer, Sten Vikner, and Tanja Schmid. 2002.
On the nature of the input in optimality theory. The Linguistic Review 19:345-376.

Herburger, Elena. 1993. Focus and the LF of NP quantification. In Proceedings of Semantics
and Linguistic Theory (SALT), 3, ed. Utpal Lahiri and Adam Wyner, 77-96. Ithaca: Cornell
University.

Herburger, Elena. 2000. What Counts: Focus and Quantification. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Hollenbach, Barbara E. 1992. A syntactic sketch of Copala Trique. In Studies in the Syntax of
Mixtecan Languages 4, ed. C. Henry Bradley and Barbara E. Hollenbach, 173-431. Dallas:
SIL & University of Texas at Arlington.

Holmer, Arthur J. 1996. A Parametric Grammar of Seediq. Lund: Lund University Press.

Horvath, Julia. 1981. Aspects of Hungarian Syntax and the Theory of Grammar. Doctoral
Dissertation, UCLA, Los Angeles.

Horvath, Julia. 1986. FOCUS in the Theory of Grammar and the Syntax of Hungarian. Dor-
drecht: Foris.

Hyman, Larry, and John R. Watters. 1984. Auxiliary focus. Studies in African Linguistics
15:233-273.

Hyman, Larry M. 2010. Focus marking in Aghem: Syntax or semantics? In The Expression of
Information Structure: A Documentation of its Diversity across Africa, ed. Ines Fiedler and
Anne Schwarz, 95-116. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

TIkoro, Suanu. 1996. The Kana Language. Leiden: CNWS.

Irurtzun, Aritz. 2005. Structure and derivation of split focalization. In Proceedings of the
ESSLLI Workshop on Discourse Domains and Information Structure, ed. Carla Umbach and
Klaus von Heusinger, 21-33. Edinburgh: Heriot Watt University.

37



Irurtzun, Aritz. 2006. Focus and clause structuration in the minimalist program. In Mini-
malist Essays, ed. Cedric Boeckx, 68-96. Amsterdam & Philadephia: John Benjamins.

Irurtzun, Aritz. 2007. The structure of pair-list answers. ASJU: International Journal of Basque
Linguistics and Philology XLI1:163-177.

Irurtzun, Aritz. 2008. A derivational approach to the focus structure. Canadian Journal of
Linguistics - Revue Canadienne de Linguistigue 53:355-386.

Irurtzun, Aritz. 2009. Why Y: On the centrality of syntax in the architecture of grammar.
Catalan Journal of Linguistics 8:141-160.

Irurtzun, Aritz. 2013. Focal NSR and stress placement in Basque phrases and N+N com-
pounds. Linguistic Analysis 38:207-242.

Irurtzun, Aritz. 2016. Strategies for argument and adjunct focalization in Basque. In Mi-
croparameters in the Grammar of Basque, ed. Beatriz Fernandez and Jon Ortiz de Urbina,
243-263. Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Irurtzun, Aritz, and Nerea Madariaga. 2010. A minimalist approach to DP-internal scram-
bling in Russian. In Current Issues in Formal Slavic Linguistics, ed. Gerhild Zybatow, Philip
Dudchuk, Serge Minor, and Ekaterina Pshehotskaya, 285-300. Frankfurt am Main: Peter
Lang.

Issah, Samual A., and Peter W. Smith. 2020. Subject and non-subject ex-situ focus in Dagbani.
Glossa 5:1-36.

Jackendoff, Ray. 1972. Semantic Interpretation in Generative Grammar. Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Jackendoff, Ray. 1997. The Architecture of the Language Faculty. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Jendraschek, Gerd. 2012. A Grammar of Iatmul. Habilitationsschrift, Universitdt Regens-
burg, Regensburg.

Jones, Susie. 2006. Focus in Yoruba: a semantic/pragmatic account. ZAS Papers in Linguistics
46:143-160.

Jun, Sun-Ah. 1993. The Phonetics and Phonology of Korean Prosody. Doctoral Dissertation,
The Ohio State University, Columbus.

Kannerva, Jonni M. 1990. Focusing on phonological phrases in Chichewa. In The Phonology-
Syntax Connection, ed. Sharon Inkelas and Draga Zec, 145-162. University of Chicago
Press.

Kazenin, Konstantin I. 2002. Focus in Daghestanian and word order typology. Linguistic
Typology 6:289-316.

KieSSling, Roland. 2010. Focalisation and defocalisation in Isu. In The Expression of Infor-
mation Structure: A Documentation of its Diversity across Africa, ed. Ines Fiedler and Anne
Schwarz, 145-164. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Kimmelman, Vadim, and Roland Pfau. 2016. Information structure in sign languages. In
The Oxford Handbook of Information Structure, ed. Caroline Féry and Shinichiro Ishihara,
814-834. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Koch, Karsten A. 2008. Intonation and focus in Nie?kepmxcin (Thompson River Salish).
Doctoral Dissertation, University of British Columbia, Vancouver.

Koch, Karsten A. 2011. A phonetic study of intonation and focus in Nte?kepmxcin (Thomp-
son River Salish). In Prosodic Categories: Production, Perception and Comprehension, ed.
Sonia Frota, Gorka Elordieta, and Pilar Prieto, 111-143. Dordrecht: Springer.

38



van der Kooij, Els, Onno Crasborn, and Wim Emmerik. 2006. Explaining prosodic body
leans in Sign Language of the Netherlands: Pragmatics required. Journal of Pragmatics
38:1598-1614.

Krifka, Manfred. 2001. For a structured meaning account of questions and answers. In Au-
diatur Vox Sapientice. A Festschrift for Arnim von Stechow, ed. Caroline Féry and Wolfgang
Sternefeld, 287-319. Berlin: Akademie Verlag.

Kiigler, Frank, and Susanne Genzel. 2012. On the prosodic expression of pragmatic promi-
nence: The case of pitch register lowering in Akan. Language and Speech 55:331-359.

Kiigler, Frank, and Stavros Skopeteas. 2007. On the universality of prosodic reflexes of con-
trast: the case of Yucatec Maya. In Proceedings of the XVIth International Congress of Pho-
netic Sciences, ed. Jirgen Trouvain and William J. Barry, 1025-1028. Saarbriicken: Saarland
University.

Lakoff, George. 1970. Global rules. Language 46:627-639.

Lakoff, George. 1971. On generative semantics. In Semantics: An Interdisciplinary Reader
in Philosophy, Linguistics and Psychology, ed. Danny D. Steinberg and Leon A. Jakobovits,
232-296. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lee, Yong-Cheol, Ting Wang, and Mark Liberman. 2016. Production and perception of Tone
3 focus in Mandarin Chinese. Frontiers in Psychology 7.

Legendre, Géraldine, Jane Grimshaw, and Sten Vikner, ed. 2001. Optimality-Theoretic Syntax.
Cambridge: MIT Press.

Li, Jiang. 2015. A grammar of Guiqiong: A Language of Sichuan. Leiden & Boston: Brill.

Liu, Fang, and Yi Xu. 2005. Parallel encoding of focus and interrogative meaning in Mandarin
Intonation. Phonetica 62:70-87.

Lépez, Luis. 2009. A Derivational Syntax for Information Structure. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Macaulay, Monica. 1996. A Grammar of Chalcatongo Mixtec. Berkeley, Los Angeles & Lon-
don: University of California Press.

Maskikit-Essed, Raechel, and Carlos Gussenhoven. 2016. No stress, no pitch accent, no
prosodic focus: the case of Ambonese Malay. Phonology 33:353-389.

McCloskey, James. 2001. The morphosyntax of WH-extraction in Irish. Journal of Linguistics
37:67-100.

Moreton, Elliot. 2004. Non-computable functions in optimality theory. In Optimality The-
ory in Phonology: A Reader, ed. John J. McCarthy, 141-164. Malden, Oxford & Victoria:
Blackwell.

Nchare, Abdoulaye Laziz. 2012. The Grammar of Shupamem. Doctoral Dissertation, New
York University, New York.

Ndayiragije, Juvénal. 1999. Checking economy. Linguistic Inquiry 30:399-444.

Nettle, Daniel. 1998. The Fyem Language of Northern Nigeria. Miinchen: Lincom Europa.

Newman, Paul. 2000. The Hausa Language: An Encyclopedic Reference Grammar. New Haven
& London: Yale University Press.

Newmeyer, Frederick J. 2002. Optimality and functionality: A critique of functionally-based
optimality-theoretic syntax. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 20:43-80.

Nguyen, Tuong Hung. 2004. The Structure of the Vietnamese Noun Phrase. Doctoral Dis-
sertation, Boston University, Boston.

Nikolaeva, Irina. 1999. Ostyak. Miinchen: Lincom Europa.

39



Noonan, Maire B. 1997. Functional architecture and wh-movement: Irish as a case in point.
Canadian Journal of Linguistics/Revue canadienne de linguistigue 42:111-139.

Oomen, Antoinette. 1978. Focus in the Rendille clause. Studies in Afroasiatic Linguistics
9:35-65.

Oroji, Mohammad Reza, and Amir Rezaei. 2013. Exploring ‘ke’ as a focus particle in Persian
from both form and function points of view. Australian Journal of Linguistics 33:76-84.
Ortega Santos, Ivan. 2016. Focus-related Operations at the Right Edge in Spanish: Subjects and

Ellipsis. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

Ortiz de Urbina, Jon. 1989. Some Parameters in the Grammar of Basque. Dordrecht: Foris
Publications.

Oubhalla, Jamal. 1993. Subject-extraction, negation and the anti-agreement effect. Natural
Langunage and Linguistic Theory 11:477-518.

Pan, Ho-Hsien. 2007. Focus and Taiwanese unchecked tones. In Topic and Focus: Cross-
Linguistic Perspectives on Meaning and Intonation, ed. Chungmin Lee, Matthew Gordon,
and Daniel Biiring, 195-213. Dordrecht: Springer.

Partee, Barbara. 1991. Topic, focus and quantification. In Proceedings of Semantics and Lin-
guistic Theory (SALT), 1, ed. Steven K. Moore and Adam Zachary Wyner, 159-188. Ithaca:
Cornell University.

Petrollino, Sara. 2016. A grammar of Hamar: a South Omotic language of Ethiopia. Doctoral
Dissertation, Universiteit Leiden, Leiden.

Pierrehumbert, Janet B., and Mary Beckman. 1988. Japanese Tone Structure. Cambridge: MIT
Press.

Platzack, Christer. 2000. Multiple interfaces. In Cognitive Interfaces: Constraints on Linking
Cognitive Information, ed. Emile van der Zee and Urpo Nikanne, 21-53. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Polian, Gilles. 2013. Gramatica del tseltal de Oxchuc. México: Publicaciones de la Casa Chata.

Prince, Alan, and Paul Smolensky. 1993. Optimality Theory: Constraint Interaction in Gen-
erative Grammar. Technical Report no. RuCCS-TR-2, Rutgers University Center for Cog-
nitive Science, New Brunswick. i

Puskas, Genoveva. 2000. Word Order in Hungarian: the Syntax of A-positions. Amsterdam &
Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Rebuschi, Georges. 1983. A note on focalization in Basque. ASJU: International Journal of
Basque Linguistics and Philology 4:29-42. [Reprinted in Rebuschi (1997), Essais de linguis-
tique basque, 31-41. Donostia: UPV/EHU and Gipuzkoako Foru Aldundia].

Reinhart, Tanya. 2006. Interface Strategies: Optimal and Costly Computations. Cambridge:
MIT Press.

Reintges, Chris H. 2007. Coptic relative tenses: The profile of a morpho-syntactic flagging
device. In Focus Strategies in African Languages: The Interaction of Focus and Grammar in
Niger-Congo and Afro-Asiatic, ed. Enoch Oladé Aboh, Katharina Hartmann, and Malte
Zimmermann, 185-222. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Reintges, Chris H., Philip LeSourd, and Sandra Chung. 2006. Movement, wh-agreement, and
apparent wh-in-situ. In Wh-Movement: Moving On, ed. Lisa Lai-Shen Cheng and Norbert
Corver, 165-194. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Reiss, Charles. 2018. Substance free phonology. In The Routledge Handbook of Phonological
Theory, ed. Stephen ]. Hannahs and Anna R. K. Bosch, 425-452. Oxon and New York:
Routledge.

40



Rialland, Annie, and Stéphane Robert. 2001. The intonational system of Wolof. Linguistics
39:893-939.

Rizzi, Luigi. 1997. The Fine Structure of the Left Periphery. In Elements of Grammar, ed.
Liliane Haegeman, 281-337. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Rizzi, Luigi. 2001. On the position “int(errogative)” in the left periphery of the clause. In
Current Studies in Italian Syntax: Essays Offered to Lorenzo Renzi, ed. Guglielmo Cinque
and Giampaolo Salvi, 267-296. Amsterdam: Elsevier BV.

Rizzi, Luigi. 2013. The functional structure of the sentence, and cartography. In The Cam-
bridge Handbook of Generative Syntax, ed. Marcel den Dikken, Cambridge Handbooks in
Language and Linguistics, 425-457. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rizzi, Luigi, and Giuliano Bocci. 2017. Left periphery of the clause: Primarily illustrated for
Italian. In The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Syntax, Second Edition, ed. Martin Everaert
and Henk C. van Riemsdijk, 1-30. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

Robert, Stéphane. 2010. Clause chaining and conjugations in Wolof: A typology of parataxis
and its semantics. In Clause Linking and Clause Hievarchy: Syntax and Pragmatics, ed. Is-
abelle Bril, 469-498. Amsterdam & Philadelphia.

Rojas Curieux, Tulio Enrique. 1998. La lengua pdez. Bogota: Ministerio de Cultura.

Romero-Figueroa, Andrés. 1997. A Reference Grammar of Warao. Miinchen: Lincom Europa.

Rooth, Mats. 1985. Association with Focus. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Mas-
sachusetts, Amherst.

Rump, H. H., and René Collier. 1996. Focus conditions and the prominence of pitch-accented
syllables. Language and Speech 39:1-17.

Samek-Lodovoci, Vieri. 2005. Prosody-syntax interaction in the expression of focus. Natural
Language & Linguistic Theory 23:687-755.

Sandalo, Filomena, and Hubert Truckenbrodt. 2002. Some notes on phonological phrasing
in Brazilian Portuguese. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 42:285-310.

Schuh, Russell G. 1998. A Grammar of Miya. Berkeley, Los Angeles & London: University
of California Press.

Schultze-Berndt, Eva. 2017. Interaction of ergativity and information structure in Jaminjung
(Australia). In The Oxford Handbook of Ergativity, ed. Jessica Coon, Diane Massam, and
Lisa Demena Travis, 1089-1113. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schwarzschild, Roger. 1999. GIVENness, AvoidF and other Constraints on the Placement of
Focus. Natural Language Semantics 7:141-177.

Selkirk, Elisabeth O. 2000. The interaction of constraints in prosodic phrasing. In Prosody:
Theory and Experiment. Studies presented to Gésta Bruce, ed. Merle Horne, 231-261. Dor-
drecht: Kluwer.

Selkirk, Elisabeth O. 2007. Bengali intonation revisited: An optimality theoretic analysis
in which FOCUS stress prominence drives FOCUS phrasing. In Topic and Focus: Cross-
Linguistic Perspectives on Meaning and Intonation, ed. Chungmin Lee, Matthew Gordon,
and Daniel Biiring, 215-244. Dordrecht: Springer.

Shklovsky, Kirill. 2012. Tseltal Clause Structure. Doctoral Dissertation, MIT, Cambridge.

Singer, Ruth. 2006a. Agreement in Mawng: Productive and Lexicalised Uses of Agreement
in an Australian Language. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Melbourne, Melbourne.

Singer, Ruth. 2006b. Expression of information structure in Mawng: Intonation and focus. In
Selected Papers from the 2005 Conference of the Australian Linguistic Society, ed. Keith Allan.
Australian Linguistic Society.

41



Singer, Ruth. 2016. The Dynamics of Nominal Classification: Productive and Lexicalised Uses
of Gender Agreement in Mawng. Boston & Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Skopeteas, Stavros, and Caroline Féry. 2010. Effect of narrow focus on tonal realization in
Georgian. Proceedings of Speech Prosody 2010 237.

Skopeteas, Stavros, Caroline Féry, and Rusudan Asatiani. 2009. Word order and intonation
in Georglan. Lingua 119:102-127.

So-Hartmann, Helga. 2009. A Descriptive Grammar of Daai Chin. Berkeley: University of
California.

Struckmeier, Volker. 2017. Against information structure heads: A relational analysis of
German scrambling. Glossa 2:1-29.

Sumbatova, Nina R., and Rasul O. Mutalov. 2003. Icar: Dargwa. Miinchen: Lincom Europa.

Taiwo P., Oye, and Michael Terhemen Angitso. 2016. In-situ and ex-situ focusing in Tiv.
Journal of West African Languages 43:93-116.

Tallerman, Maggie. 1996. Fronting constructions in Welsh. In The Syntax of the Celtic Lan-
guages: A Comparative Perspective, ed. Robert D. Borsley and Ian G. Roberts, 97-124. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Terrill, Angela. 2003. A Grammar of Lavukaleve. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Testelec, Jakov G. 1998a. Word order variation in some SOV languages of Europe. In Con-
stituent Order in the Languages of Europe, ed. Anna Siewierska, 649-680. Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter.

Testelec, Jakov G. 1998b. Word order variation in some SOV languages of Europe. In Con-
stituent Order in the Languages of Europe, ed. Anna Siewierska, 257-280. Berlin: Mouton
de Gruyter.

Titov, Elena. 2020. Optionality of movement. Syntax 23:347-374.

Truckenbrodt, Hubert. 1995. Phonological Phrases: Their Relation to Syntax, Focus, and
Prominence. Doctoral Dissertation, MIT.

Truckenbrodt, Hubert. 1999. On the relation between syntactic phrases and phonological
phrases. Linguistic Inquiry 30:219-255.

Tuller, Laurice. 1992. The syntax of postverbal focus constructions in Chadic. Natural Lan-
guage and Linguistic Theory 10:303-334.

Ortiz de Urbina, Jon. 2002. Focus of correction and remnant movement in Basque. In “Er-
ramu Boneta”: Festschrift for Rudolf P. G. de Rijk, ed. Xabier Artiagoitia, Patxi Goenaga, and
Joseba Andoni Lakarra, 511-524. Bilbao: University of the Basque Country UPV/EHU.

Vydrina, Alexandra. 2020. Operator focus in discourse and grammar: The two perfectives in
Kakabe. Journal of African Langnages and Linguistics 41:99-145.

van der Wal, Jenneke. 2009. Word Order and Information Structure in Makhuwwa-Enahara.
Utrecht: LOT.

van der Wal, Jenneke. 2011. Focus excluding alternatives: Conjoint/disjoint marking in
Makhuwa. Lingua 121:1734-1750.

Walters, Josiah K. 2016. A Grammar of Dazaga. Leiden: Brill.

Wang, Bei, Ling Wang, and Tursun Qadir. 2011. Prosodic realization of focus in six lan-
guages/dialects in China. In Proceedings of the ICPhS XVII 2011, 144-147. Hong Kong:
International Phonetic Association.

Ward, Gregory L. 1988. The Semantics and Pragmatics of Preposing. New York: Garland.

Watters, John R. 1979. Focus in Aghem. In Aghem Grammatical Structure, ed. Larry M.
Hyman, 157-189. Los Angeles: University of California Department of Linguistics.

42



Weir, Evelyn Mary Helen. 1984. A negacio e outros topicos da gramatica nadéb. Master’s
thesis, Universidade Estadual de Campinas, Campinas.

Wilbur, Ronnie B. 1994. Foregrounding structures in American Sign Language. Journal of
Pragmatics 22:647-672.

Wilbur, Ronnie B. 1999. Stress in ASL: Empirical evidence and linguistic issues. Language
and Speech 42:229-250.

Xu, Yi, Szu-Wei Chen, and Bei Wang. 2012. Prosodic focus with and without post-focus
compression: A typological divide within the same language family? The Linguistic Review
29:131-147.

Xu, Yi, Ching X. Xu, and Xuejing Sun. 2004. On the temporal domain of focus. In Proceedings
of Speech Prosody 2004, 81-84. Nara.

Zerbian, Sabine. 2006. Expression of Information Structure in the Bantu Language Northern
Sotho. Doctoral Dissertation, Humboldt-Universitit, Berlin. Published as ZAS Papers in
Linguistics Nr. 45.

Zerbian, Sabine, Susanne Genzel, and Frank Kiigler. 2010.  Experimental work on
prosodically-marked information structure in selected African languages (Afroasiatic and
Niger-Congo). Proceedings of Speech Prosody 2010 976.

Zubizarreta, Maria Luisa. 1998. Prosody, Focus and Word Order. Cambridge: MIT Press.

43



	Introduction
	The cartographic approach and the architecture of grammar
	Alternative conceptions: interaction between syntax and the interface components
	The many faces of focus
	Phonological effects of focus
	Effects of accentuation
	Effects of phonological phrasing

	Morpho-syntactic effects of focus
	Displacements
	Focus markers
	`Antifocus' markers
	Interactions

	Interim conclusion

	Focus on syntax
	Conclusions

