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1. Introduction

A focused constituent in Italian occupies naturally a low position:

(1) Gianni ha vinto [la medaglia]F.

      Gianni has won the medal

     ‘Gianni won the medal’

However, it can also move and fill a left-peripheral position:

(2) [La medaglia]F ha vinto, Gianni.

      the medal has won Gianni

     ‘It is the medal that Gianni won’

A low focus can either carry new information or be used in contrast/correction contexts:

(3) New information:

     A: Che cosa ha vinto Gianni?

           ‘What did Gianni win?’

     B: Gianni ha vinto [la medaglia]F.

          Gianni has won the medal

         ‘Gianni won the medal’

(4) Contrast:

     A: Gianni ha vinto la coppa.

           ‘Gianni won the cup’

     B: No, Gianni ha vinto [la medaglia]F.

          no Gianni has won the medal

         ‘No, Gianni won the medal’

A high focus can only occur in contrast/correction contexts:

(5) New information:

      A: Che cosa ha vinto Gianni?

           ‘What did Gianni win?’

      B: ??[La medaglia]F ha vinto, Gianni.

                the medal has won Gianni

               ‘It is the medal that Gianni won’

(6) Contrast:

     A: La coppa, l’ha vinta Gianni.

         ‘As for the cup, Gianni won it’

     B: No, [la medaglia]F ha vinto Gianni.

          no the medal has won Gianni

         ‘No, it is the medal that Gianni won’


2. É. Kiss 1998

É. Kiss 1998 proposes that there are two types of focus: ‘identificational’ focus and ‘information’ focus (cf. 7). 

Her data are taken from Hungarian and English. In Hungarian, the identificational focus moves to the left periphery, in English it is performed by a cleft. She suggests that Italian ‘contrastive’ focus corresponds to the identificational focus. 

(7) a. The identificational focus expresses exhaustive identification; the information focus merely conveys non presupposed information.

       b. Universal quantifiers, also-phrases, even-phrases, some-phrases cannot function as identificational focus; the type of constituents that can function as information focus is not restricted.


       c. The identificational focus does, the information focus does not, take scope.

       d. The identificational focus involves movement, information focus does not.

        e. An identificational focus must be an XP available for movement, an information focus can be either smaller or larger.

       f . An identificational focus can be iterated; an information focus can project.



2.1. Semantic properties 

· É. Kiss 1998:

(8) x.  A: Mari ki nézett magának egy kalapot    

               ‘Mary picked herself a hat’
           B: # Nem, egy kabátot is ki nézett

                # ‘No, she picked a coat, too’                                                            

      y.  A: Mari EGY KALAPOT nézett ki magának

               ‘It was A HAT that Mary picked for herself’

           B: Nem, egy kabátot is ki nézett

              ‘No, she picked a coat, too’ 

· Italian:

(9) A: La sciarpa rossa, l’ha comprata Maria.

           the scarf red itCL-has bought Maria

           ‘As for the red scarf, Maria bought it’

      B: IL cappello ha comprato Maria.

           the hat has bought Maria

           ‘It is the hat that Maria bought’

      C: # No, ha comprato anche il cappotto.

             ‘No, she bought the coat too’

Clefts:

(10) A: E’ il cappello che si e’ comprata Maria!

             is the hat that herselfCLdat isaux bought Maria

            ‘It is the hat that Maria bought for herself’

        B: # No, si e’ comprata anche il cappotto.

               no, (she) herselfCLdat isaux bought also the coat 

                      ‘No, she bought the coat too’

Non…che  ‘not…but’ sentences:

(11) A: Maria non si e’ comprata che un cappello.

            Maria not herselfCLdat isaux bought but a hat

            ‘Maria didn’t buy anything but a hat for herself’

        B: No, si e’ comprata anche un cappotto.

             no herselfCLdat is bought also a coat

            ‘No, she bought a coat too’          

· É. Kiss 1998:

(12) A: Hol jártál a nyáron?

            ‘Where did you go in the summer?’

        B1: Jártam Olaszországban.

               went-I Italy-to

               ‘I went to Italy [among other places]’.

        B2: OLASZORSZÁGBAN jártam.

              ‘It was ITALY where I went’                                                               

· Italian:

(13) A: Dove sei andata quest’estate?


            ‘Where did you go last summer?’

        B1: Quest’estate sono andata in Francia.

               this summer (I) amaux gone in France

               ‘Last summer I went to France’

        B2: ?? In Francia sono andata quest’estate.

                   no, in France (I) amaux gone this summer

                  ‘No, it is to France where I went last summer’

Non…che ‘not…but’ sentences:

(14) A: Dove sei andata quest’estate?

            ‘Where did you go last summer?’

        B: Non sono andata che in Francia.

              not (I) am gone but in France

              ‘I didn’t go to any other place but France’


· É. Kiss 1998:

 (15) Universal quantifiers:

        * Mari MINDEN KALAPOT nézett ki magának.

           Mary every hatacc picked out herselfdat
        * ‘It was every hat that Mary picked for herself’

(16) Also-phrases:

      * Mari EGY KALAPOT IS nézett ki magának.

         Mary a hatacc also picked out herselfdat
      ? ‘It was also a hat that Mary picked for herself’

(17) Even-phrases:

       * Mari MÉG EGY KALAPOT IS nézett ki magának.

          Mary EVEN a hatacc also picked out herselfdat
       * ‘It was even a hat that Mary picked for herself’

· Italian:

(18) Universal quantifiers:

        A: Qualche proposta è stata già presa in considerazione.

            ‘Some proposal has already been taken into account’

        B: Ogni proposta è stata già presa in considerazione.

             every proposal has been already taken into account

            ‘Every proposal has already been taken into account’

(19) Also-phrases:

        A: La sciarpa, l’ha comprata Maria.

            ‘As for the scarf, it is Maria who bought it’

        B: Anche IL cappello ha comprato Maria.

             also the hat has bought Maria

            ‘It is also the hat that Maria bought’

(20)  Even-phrases:

       A: La sciarpa e i guanti glieli ha comprati la nonna.

            ‘As for the scarf and the gloves, his grandmother bought them to him’

        B: Persino il cappello gli ha comprato.

             even the hat (she) to-himCL has bought

            ‘It was even the hat that she bought to him’

Non…che ‘not…but’ sentences:

(21) Universal quantifiers:

        *Maria non ha preso in considerazione che ogni proposta.

          Maria not has taken into account but every proposal 

          ‘Maria didn’t take into account anything but every proposal’

(22) Also-phrases:

       * Maria non si e’ comprata che anche un cappello.

           Maria not herselfcl-dat is bought but also a hat 

         ‘Maria didn’t buy anything but also a hat’

(23) Even-phrases:

       * Maria non si e’ comprata che persino un cappello.

          Maria not herselfcl-dat is bought but even a hat 

         ‘Maria didn’t buy anything but even a hat’

Existential quantifiers: 

· É. Kiss 1998 

      An existential quantifier cannot function as information focus either.

(24) *Mari VALAMIT nézett ki magának.

          Mary somethingacc picked out herselfdat
   *‘It was something that Mary picked for herself’                              

· Italian

       The poor informative content of an existential quantifier like qualcuno ‘someone’, qualcosa ‘something’ doesn’t make it a good candidate to represent the informative part of the sentence. Therefore, an existential quantifier is incompatible with focus in general.

(25) New information:

       A: Chi stai aspettando?

             ‘Who are you waiting for?’

        B1: #? Sto aspettando qualcuno.

                  ‘I am waiting for someone’

        B2: #? Qualcuno sto aspettando.

                   ‘It is someone that I am waiting for’

(26) Contrast:

        A: Stai aspettando Pietro?

        ‘Are you waiting for Peter?’

         B1: #? No, sto aspettando qualcuno.

                    ‘No, I am waiting for someone’

         B2: #? No, qualcuno sto aspettando. 

                    ‘No, it is someone that I am waiting for’

An existential quantifier is accepted as focus either in a context where it can be informative enough (see (27)), or when it is included in a wider focus (see (28)).

(27) A: Stai aspettando l’autobus?

            ‘Are you waiting for the bus?’

        B1: No, sto aspettando qualcuno.

              ‘No, I am waiting for someone’

        B2: No, qualcuno sto aspettando.

              ‘No, it is someone that I am waiting for’

(28) A: Che cosa stai facendo?

            ‘What are you doing?’

       B: Sto aspettando qualcuno.

            ‘I am waiting for someone’

Non…che ‘not…but’sentences
(29) *Non sto aspettando che qualcuno.

         not (I) am waiting but someone

        ‘I am not waiting for anybody but someone’

· An existential quantifier is not incompatible with the meaning of a particular kind of focus but with focus tout court. Therefore, it doesn’t bring any evidence to the idea that two different foci exist.


· É. Kiss 1998:

(30) Identificational focus:

        a. Minden fiú MARIVAL akart táncolni.                                                        ( > Ex. id.

           every boy Mary-with wanted to dance

          ‘For every boy, it was Mary [of the relevant persons] that he wanted to dance with’

        b. MARIVAL akart táncolni minden fiú.                                                        Ex. id. > (
          ‘It was Mary [of the relevant persons] that every boy wanted to dance with’

(31) Information focus:

       A: Kikkel akartak táncolni a fiúk?

            ‘Who did the boys want to-dance with?’

        B: Minden fiú táncolni akart a szépségkirálynővel.

             every boy to-dance wanted the beauty queen-with

            ‘Every boy wanted to dance with they beauty queen’                          

In 30a every boy wanted to dance with one of all the girls present in the ballroom, and did not want to dance with anybody else (universal quantification takes scope over exhaustive identification). 

In 30b Maria is the only girl in the ballroom that was asked to dance by all the boys; the other girls may have been asked to dance by smaller subsets of boys (exhaustive identification takes scope over universal quantification).

Sentence 31B may be true in any situation in which some or all the boys wanted to dance with more than one person.

· Italian:

(32) a. Ogni ragazzo con Maria voleva ballare.

            every boy with Maria wanted to dance

            ‘For every boy it was Maria that he wanted to dance with’

        b. Con Maria voleva ballare ogni ragazzo.

             with Maria wanted to dance every boy

            ‘It was with Maria that every boy wanted to dance with’

Neither sentence in 32 excludes that some boy wanted to dance also with other girls apart from Maria.

Non…che ‘not…but’ sentences:

(33) a. Ogni ragazzo non voleva ballare che con Maria.                                        (  > Ex. id.
            every boy not wanted to-dance but with Maria

            ‘Every boy didn’t want to dance with anybody else but Maria’

        b. Non poteva essere che Maria quella con cui voleva ballare ogni ragazzo.  Ex id. >(
            not could be but Maria the-one with whom wanted to-dance every boy

           ‘It couldn’t be anybody else but Maria the one every boy wanted to dance with’

The interpretation of sentences 33a and 33b is the same as that of Hungarian sentences 30a and 30b respectively.


Rooth 1992:
(34) Focus semantic value of a, [a]f : the set of propositions obtainable from the ordinary semantic value by making a substitution in the position corresponding to the focused phrase.

(35) 1. Focus interpretation at the level of a introduces a free variable γ, restricted by the formula γ ε [a]f.

         2. The semantic value of any phrase b is a discourse object, available as an antecedent for free variables.

         3. Therefore, if [b]° ε [a]f, the semantic value of a phrase b can serve as the antecedent for the variable introduced by focus interpretation at the level of the phrase a.

In all cases of focus analysed by Rooth 1992 (focusing adverbs, contrasting phrases, scales, question-answer pairs), “a constraint requires that some semantic object is either a subset or an element of a focus semantic value. In fact, the difference between the different constraints lies just in the description of this semantic object. This suggests that the characterization of a contrasting object (e.g. as the semantic value of a question, or the underlying set of a scale) is not really part of the theory of focus” (Rooth 1992:86; italics are mine).

2.2. Syntactic properties 


See § 3 below.


· É. Kiss 1998:

É. Kiss refuses the idea that there might be pied-piping of non-focused material in order to allow movement. Her belief comes from the example in (36): 

(36) A: [A János autója] volt a leggyorsabb ?

              the John’s car  was the fastest

              ‘Was it John’s car that was the fastest?’

        B:  Nem, a Porche.

             ‘No, it was the Porche’            

Aniko Csirmaz (p.c.):           

(37) A: [A János autója] volt a leggyorsabb ?

              the John’s car  was the fastest

              ‘Was it John’s car that was the fastest?’

         B1: #  Nem, a Porche.

                ‘No, it was the Porche’            

         B2: Nem, a motorja.            

                no the motor-his        

                ‘No, it was his motor’     

Szendröi 2001:

(38)  János [FP a cikkeket olvasta] és nem a könyveket.

                  John       the articles  read   and not the books

                  ‘John read the articles, and not the books’

(39) [FP a tegnapi cikkeket [F olvasta] [VP János]], …

                    the yesterday’s articles read          John

                      ‘It was yesterday’s articles that John read,…’

                  a. … nem a maiakat.

                     ‘…not today’s ones.’

                   b. …nem a könyveket.

                     ‘…not the books.’
(40)  Péter [FP egy használt autot [F vett]], …

                  Peter         a    used     car     bought

                  ‘Peter bought a used car, …’

                  a. … nem egy ujat.

                    ‘…not a new one.’

                  b. …nem egy sorsjegyet.

                    ‘…not a lottery ticket.’
(41) Péter [FP egy használt autót [F vett]], …

                  Peter          a used car bought

                 ‘Peter bought a used car, …’

               a. …nem egy (használt) tévét.

                   ‘…not a (used) telly.’

               b. #…nem egy sorsjegyet.

                   ‘…not a lottery ticket.’                                

· Italian:

(42) A: [L’auto [di Gianni]] era la più veloce?

               the car of Gianni was the more fast

              ‘Was it Gianni’s car that was the fastest?’

        B: No, la Porche.

              no the Porche

             ‘No, it was the Porche’

(43) A: [L’auto [di Gianni]] era la più veloce?

              the car of Gianni was the more fast

             ‘Was it Gianni’s car that was the fastest?’

        B1: # No, la Porche.

                  no the Porche

                 ‘No, it was the Porche’

        B2: No, la moto (di Gianni). 

               no the motor of Gianni

              ‘No, it was (Gianni’s) motor’

Italian data are parallel to Szendröi’s data about Hungarian, but in Italian the accent falls on the rightmost edge of the focus phrase.

Further evidence for pied-piping with focus movement:

Ortiz de Urbina 1999:317  (Basque)

Larger DP :

(44) [Jonen lagunek] idatzi zuten eskutitza

          Jon’s friends write   aux     letter

         ‘Jon’s friends wrote the letter’

(45) [Jonen etxe-ko teilatuak] izan ditu itoginak

         Jon’s house-of roof         have aux  leaks

         ‘The roof of Jon’s house (has) leaks’

Declarative clause:

(46) [Jonek idatzi du-ela liburua] esan du Peiok

          Jon      write aux-that book   say aux Peio

         ‘Peio said that Jon wrote the book’

Cf. Wh-phrases:

(47) [Nork idatzi du-ela liburua] esan du Peiok?

         who    write aux-that book   say aux  Peio

         ‘Who wrote the book has Peio said?’ 

Relative clause:

(48) [[Jonek idatzi du-en] liburuak] izan ditu salmenta onak

           Jon write aux-comp book      have   aux sale good

          ‘The book that Jon has written sold well’

Cf. Wh-phrases:

(49) [[Nork idatzi du-en] liburuak] izan ditu salmenta onak ?

          who write aux-comp book have aux sale good

          ‘The book that who wrote had good sales?’

Adjunct:

(50) [Mintegia egin ondoren] joan ziren afaltze-ra

         workshop do  after           go aux dinner-to

        ‘They went for dinner after having the workshop’


Focus iteration

· É. Kiss 1998:

(51) Only-phrases: 
         a. * Két filmet  meg néztek csak hárman

              two film PERF saw only three

b. Csak hárman néztek meg két filmet.

      only three saw PERF two film

              ‘Only three persons saw two films’

Only-phrases must move to the spec of F(ocus)P to check their inherent identificational focus feature:

(52) [FP Csak hárman] [F néztek meg [VP [V tv [DP két filmet]]]].
(53) Multiple only-phrases:

       Csak két filmet láttak csak hárman

        only two film saw only three

        ‘It was only two films that only three persons saw’

The lower only-phrase in 53 moves to a lower FP:

(54) [FP Csak két filmetj [F láttak [FP csak hármani [F’ tv [VP [V tv  ti tj]
· Italian:

(55) Solo due persone hanno visto solo un film.

        only two persons have seen only one movie
(56) * Chi ha visto cosa?

           ‘Who saw what?’

(57) A: Tommaso ha visto un documentario.

             ‘Tommaso saw a documentary’

        B: * No, Gianni ha visto un film .

                 no Gianni has seen a movie

Focus iteration in Italian is possible only when the focus is associated with only.

Focus projection

· É. Kiss 1998:

Focus projection is ‘the optional extension of the domain of focus interpretation to the projection(s) dominating a constituent bearing a pitch accent’ (É. Kiss 1998:264).

(58) [[Jelcin] nyerte meg az orosz választásokat]

          Yeltsin won PERF the Russian elections

          ‘It is Yeltsin who has won the Russian elections’ 

(59) a. Who has won the Russian elections?

        b. What’s new?

In 58, Jelcin is the identificational focus. É. Kiss assumes that information focus is present in any clause; in 58, it can either coincide with identificational focus or project to the whole sentence.

Kriszta Szendröi, Aniko Csirmaz (pp.cc.): 

58 is not a natural answer to 59b; the particle meg should precede the verb (cf. 60). (Particle post-posing indicates the presence of a moved focused constituent to the left; see Brody 1990, among others).

(60) Jelcin megnyert az orosz választásokat. 
        Jelcin PERF won the Russian elections 

Therefore, in 58 the only focus of the sentence is the moved focus Jelcin. 

· Italian:

(61) A: Che cosa è successo oggi?

             ‘What happened today?’

        B1: [IP Ho incontrato [DP tuo fratello]]F.

               (I) have met your brother

               ‘I met your brother’

        B2: # [IP [DPTuo fratello] ho incontrato]F.

                    your brother (I) have met

In 61B2 focus cannot extend to the whole sentence, in 61B1 it can. However, this fact doesn’t bring any evidence that there are two different foci. 

The accent on the right edge of a constituent indicates that the constituent is focused (cf. 42, 43). Therefore, 61B2 could have broad focus only if the accent fell on the verb.

Donati and Nespor (to appear)
Donati and Nespor (to appear) claim that contrastive focus can be any part of a phrase, even a part of a word, but cannot be larger than a word (it cannot be a complex XP). Information focus cannot be smaller than a word, but can be as large as any constituent of the clause.

(62) Contrast:

        a. I always thought John was [anti]F-communist.

        b. I always thought John was [Welsh]F.

        c. *I always thought John was [a young journalist]F.     

(63) New information:

        a. [John [just bought [a blackbird]F]F]F.

        b. *John just bought a black[bird]F. 

However, consider Italian data in 68c and 69B below:

(64) Contrast:

       a. Ho sempre pensato che Gianni fosse [anti]F-comunista.

            ‘I always thought Gianni was ANTI-communist’

        b. Ho sempre pensato che Gianni fosse [fiorentino]F.

            ‘I always thought Gianni was from Florence’

        c. Ho sempre pensato che Gianni fosse [un giovane giornalista]F, non un vecchio scrittore.

 ‘I always thought Gianni was a young journalist, not an old writer’                         

(65) New information:

       A: Che tipo di clitico è questo?

            ‘What kind of clitic is this?’

        B: Questo è un pro-clitico.

              this is a pro-clitic


3. In formation focus movement and elliptic effects

(66) A: Che cosa ha vinto Gianni?


             ‘What did Gianni win?’

         B1: Gianni ha vinto [la medaglia]F.

               Gianni has won the medal

                ‘Gianni won the medal’

         B2: ??[La medaglia]F ha vinto Gianni.

                     the medal has won Gianni

                    ‘It is the medal that Gianni won’

         B3: [La medaglia]F.

                   ‘The medal’

Proposal :


(67)      [DP La medaglia] [IP ha [VP vinto [Gianni] tDP ]]]         La medaglia  ‘The medal’



NPIs (cf. Belletti 2001:10):

(68) A: Che cosa scriverà Maria?

           ‘What will Maria write?’

      B1: Non scriverà alcunche’.

              not will-write anything

      B2: * Alcunche’ (non) scriverà.

               anything (she) not will-write     

      B3: *Alcunche’.

               anything

A similar analysis is given by Alonso-Ovalle and Guerzoni (2002) in their account for n-words in Italian (and Spanish). 

Italian n-words display a twofold behavior: in postverbal position they behave like NPIs, preverbally they behave like real negative words:

(69)  Non ho visto nessuno

         (I) not have seen nobody

        ‘I didn’t see anybody’

(70) a. Nessuno ho visto.

   nobody (I) have seen

   ‘I saw nobody’

        b. * Nessuno non ho visto.

       nobody (I) not have seen

Alonso-Ovalle and Guerzoni propose that n-words are NPIs. Because of its negative morphology, an n-word carries a negative feature that must be checked. Feature checking takes place via movement to a Focus position (FP) on the left, where the NPI is licensed by an abstract negation. The possibility to check a negative feature in an FP is plausible, since negation and focalisation have many properties in common.

In 71b below, the same movement operation takes place, and then bare argument ellipsis applies (cf. 72).

(71) a.  Chi hai visto?

    ‘Who did Mary see?’

        b.  [Nessuno]F.

      nobody

(72) [FocP Nessunoj [Foc ( +neg  [IP ho visto tj ]]


Question-answer pairs:

If the wh-phrase of a question corresponds to the focus of its answer (cf. Rizzi 1997: the Wh-phrase moves to spec, FocP), also the non-focused part of a Wh-question corresponds to the non-focused part of its answer. I claim that its repetition gives rise to a redundancy effect. Therefore, a short answer to a wh-question (see 66B3) is always preferable. 

When focus is postverbal (cf. 66B1) it is deeply embedded within the phrase that should be elided, so ellipsis is not allowed in that case. Ellipsis can only occur after movement of the focused constituent to the left.

(73) A: Che cosa ha vinto Gianni?


             ‘What did Gianni win?’

        B1: Gianni ha vinto [la medaglia]F.

               Gianni has won the medal

               ‘Gianni won the medal’

        B2: ??[La medaglia]F ha vinto Gianni.

                    the medal has won Gianni

                   ‘It is the medal that Gianni won’

        B3: [La medaglia]F.

                ‘The medal’

Contrastive contexts:

The informational structures of two contrasting sentences are not related each other. They can be either the same or different. 

When the non-focused part of the first sentence is different from that of the second one, no redundancy effect arises, and the second sentence is pronounced without ellipsis. 

(74) x.  A: Chi ha vinto la coppa?

                 ‘Who won the cup?’

             B: La coppa, l’ha vinta Gianni.

                 ‘As for the cup, Gianni won it’

             C: No, [la medaglia]F ha vinto Gianni.

                 ‘No, it is the medal that Gianni won’

        y.  A: Chi ha vinto la coppa?

                  ‘Who won the cup?’

              B: La coppa, l’ha vinta Gianni.

                  ‘As for the cup, Gianni won it’

              C: #? No, [la medaglia]F.

                              ‘No, the medal’

However, when the non-focused part of the first sentence is the same as that of the second sentence, the situation is similar to that seen in question-answer pairs: a redundancy effect arises; therefore, the second sentence is preferably pronounced with ellipsis (see 75).

(75) x.  A: Che cosa ha vinto Gianni?

                  ‘What did Gianni win?’

             B: Gianni ha vinto la coppa.

                  ‘Gianni won the cup’

             C: ?? No, [la medaglia]F ha vinto Gianni.

                      no the medal has won Gianni

                     ‘No, it is the medal that Gianni won’

         y.  A: Che cosa ha vinto Gianni?

                  ‘What did Gianni win?’

              B: Gianni ha vinto la coppa.

                   ‘Gianni won the cup’

              C: No, [la medaglia]F.

                  ‘No, the medal’

Focused subjects:

(76) x.   A: Che cosa ha vinto Paolo?

                  ‘What did Paolo win?’

              B: Paolo ha vinto la coppa.

                  ‘Paolo won the cup’

              C: No, [Gianni]F ha vinto la coppa.

                   no Gianni has won the cup

                  ‘No, it was Gianni who won the cup’

       y.    A: Che cosa ha vinto Paolo?

                  ‘What did Paolo win?’

              B: Paolo ha vinto la coppa.

                   ‘Paolo won the cup’

              C: #? No, [Gianni]F.

                       no Gianni

(77) x.  A: Chi ha vinto la coppa?

                  ‘Who won the cup?’

             B: La coppa, l’ha vinta Paolo.

                  ‘As for the cup, Paolo won it’

             C: ?? No, [Gianni]F ha vinto la coppa.

                       no Gianni has won the cup

                      ‘No, it is Gianni who won it’

      y.    A: Chi ha vinto la coppa?

                  ‘Who won the cup?’

             B: La coppa, l’ha vinta Paolo.

                  ‘As for the cup, Paolo won it’

             C: No, [Gianni]F.

                 no Gianni


3.1. Information focus movement without ellipsis

(78) Non focused material in a sentence is subject to ellipsis (to avoid a redundancy effect) if the same lexical material, with the same pragmatic status (= non-focused), is also present in an immediately preceding sentence in the discourse.

Cf. Strawson 1964, Grimshaw and Samek-Lodovici 1998: 

A preverbal subject – whose properties are those of a topic, in the sense that it represents ‘what the sentence is about’ – can be omitted, in null subject languages, whenever the subject has a topic as antecedent in the discourse.

Sentences in 79 and 80 show movement of a focused constituent carrying new information without ellipsis of the non focused part:

(79) Sai, l'ho scoperto: [uno studente]F aveva rubato quel libro.

       (you) know it-(I)-have found out a student had stolen that book

       ‘You know, I found it out: it was a student who stole that book’ 

(80) Ora ricordo: [tuo padre]F ho visto sabato scorso.

        now (I) remember your father (I) have seen Saturday last

       ‘Now I remember: it is your father that I saw last Saturday’

Consider 79. The sentence is pronounced ‘out of the blue’ (Sai…‘you know…’). However, the speaker has in mind a previous conversation where the fact that a book was stolen was salient (non-focused). Since there’s no discourse context at the moment of the utterance that can make it clear, no redundancy effect can arise if that part of the clause is pronounced. In fact, it was not pronounced in an immediately preceding sentence, as there isn’t any immediately preceding sentence at all. Therefore, given 78, ellipsis does not occur.

Focus movement:

The focused constituent is the argument of a null operator on the left periphery, and moves to the left to associate with that operator, in the same way as it associates with the operator ‘only’:

(81) Op [DP Un film]F [IP ho [VP visto tDP ]]



Cf. Horvath 2000.

N.B.: movement disambiguates the informational structure of the sentence. 

We have seen in §2.2. that when focus is low, the extension of its domain is ambiguous, it can be any constituent embedding the one that contains the accent, up to the whole clause. Focus movement allows to state unambiguously what is the focus of the sentence. 
Appendix

Prosodic evidence of a unique kind of focus in Italian: Frascarelli 2000

Frascarelli 2000 says that Italian has a ‘Focus Restructuring’ rule that incorporates the Phonological Phrase containing the focused constituent into the left-adjacent Phonological Phrase.

Evidence comes from ‘Raddoppiamento Sintattico’ and ‘Rhythm Rule’, word-juncture rules that apply within the Φ-domain. 

Both in (III) (contrastive focus) and (IV) (narrow new-information focus) the rules apply to the focused word and the word preceding it (indicated in italics), showing that there are no Φ boundaries between them.

(I) [Luigi]Φ [tornerà] Φ [sabato sera] Φ
      ‘Luigi will come back on Saturday evening’

(II) [Carlo] Φ [mangerà] Φ [pasta] Φ [con gli amici] Φ
      ‘Carlo will eat pasta with his friends’

(III) Contrastive focus:

    A: Luigi tornerà domenica sera?

         ‘Will Luigi come back on Sunday evening?’

     B: No, Luigi tornerà SABATO sera.

         ‘No, Luigi will come back on Saturday evening’

(IV) Narrow, non-contrastive focus:

      A: Cosa mangerà Carlo con i suoi amici?

           ‘What will Carlo eat with his friends?’

      B: Carlo mangerà pasta,, con gli amici

          ‘With his friends, Carlo will eat pasta’
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Main goal: 


Demonstrate that there aren’t two different foci in Italian, neither from a semantic nor from a syntactic point of view.








Goal:


Show that É. Kiss’s arguments do not hold for Italian focus.








(a) Exhaustive identification: The identificational focus expresses exhaustive identification; the information focus merely conveys non-presupposed information.











(b) Lexical restrictions: Universal quantifiers, also-phrases, even-phrases, some-phrases cannot function as identificational focus; the type of constituents that can function as information focus is not restricted.	











(c) Scope: The identificational focus does, the information focus does not, take scope.








Contrastive focus doesn’t express exhaustive identification. 


      Does ‘contrast’ itself represent a semantic property of focus?








(d) Movement: The identificational focus involves movement, the information focus does not.








(e) Focus extension: An identificational focus must be an XP available for movement, an information focus can be either smaller or larger.








(f) Focus iteration and focus projection: An identificational focus can be iterated; an information focus can project.








What remains to be explained is the marginality of sentences with preverbal focus as answers to Wh-questions, namely the apparent unacceptability of information focus movement.








The answer in 66B3 derives from 66B2. The focused constituent moves to the left and than deletion of the non-focused part of the sentence applies (a case of bare argument ellipsis, see 67). 








The marginality of 68B2 is due to lack of ellipsis.








Conclusion:


The belief that only a contrastive focus can move to the left derives from the data above. 


In a contrastive context it can be the case that a fully pronounced sentence with preverbal focus is preferable than the corresponding elided sentence (see 74 and 76). 


In question-answer pairs, the option with ellipsis is always the preferred one (see 66). Since information focus is usually exemplified by the answer to a wh-question, it is never visible in a high position. 








20

