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Abstract

This paper looks at the cartographic approach to word ogedgrictions

relating to focus and topic. The observed word order pattara more
flexible than is expected under the assumption of a totatlei@d hier-

archy of functional projections, suggesting that this d&ad assump-
tion of the cartographic approach results in an all-tooeRrstean bed
for syntactic typology. The observed patterns are as eggdaatder a
compositional view that tries to derive the observed woditopatterns
from the semantics of the focus operators involved. Theandd sug-
gests that a cartography of natural languages has to takagaobunt a
broader range of syntactic configurations. A closer loockatdtompo-
sitional meaning of sentences can help understand existingtraints
on word order variation.
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1 Constituent Order and Cartography

Rizzi (1997) explores the syntax of interrogative and retapronouns, top-
ics, and focused constituents. Three of the many incisigeations of this
agenda-setting paper can be summarized as follows:

Q) a. Interrogative and relative pronouns, topics, and$ed constituents
all occur in the left periphery of clauses.
b. Their order relative to each other is fixed.
c. They differ with respect to iterability: There can be owlge
focus or relative pronoun, but there can be multiple topics.

To appear in: Jeroen van Cranenbroeck (Ed.): Alternative€artography.
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The proposed solution, henceforth calledd¢betographic approachinvolves
breaking up the earlier functional ‘CP’ projection into ajsence of func-
tional projections:

(2) ForceP
/\
/\

Force TopP

N
Fin° IP

This hierarchy plays a role in accounting for the three olmemns listed
above in the following way:

3) a. Certain constituents occur in the left periphery bieedghey move
to the specifier of the relevant functional projection. Teemve-
ments are induced hyriteria: wh-criterion, focus-criterion, topic-
criterion, ...

b. Their relative order is fixed because the functional segads
ordered into a universal hierarchy.

c. Due to their interpretative properties topics but not fan be
nested recursively.

The core assumption of the cartographic perspective asittimed in Rizzi
(1997) and Cinque (1999) is that the universal functiongusece is a totally
ordered sequence of functional heads. What's universakis hierarchical
order, but not every sentence may have every head in itsimattspine
in every language. Rizzi (1997) hypothesizes for exampdé thcus and
topic projections in the left periphery are activated onllyen needed, and
whenever they are both present their relative order is fixed.

The cartographic approach to constituent ordering can bgasied with
what | want to call thecompositional approachwhich holds that the rela-
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tive order of constituents follows from their semantics #melcompositional
interaction of the pieces involved in building up senten@amng.

Up to a point, the two approaches are compatible. Once thaingaf
the pieces has been identified, considerations of compnoality can provide
substantive reasons farhythe observed hierarchy is what it is. An example
of such a rationalization of an observed generalizatioedbas interpretative
properties is exemplified by Rizzi (1997)’'s account of whyeatsence can
have more than one topic but not more than one focus (3c).

We may, however, find ordering patterns that are incompatibth the
assumption of a universally fixed total ordering. An examplieordering
patterns that are paradoxical from the point of view of agadphy but can
be rationalized on semantic terms are those of certain bg\ierNorwegian
and other languages discussed in Nilsen (2002), who prepmgmlarity-
based account as an alternative to a fixed hierachy. Similah Craenen-
broeck (2006) observes transitivity failures in the omdgrof complementiz-
ers, wh-phrases, and topics in Venetian Italian which azerirpatible with
standard assumptions about what are possible triggersdoement in the
cartographic approach.

This paper explores the grammar of overt and covert focus@wid op-
erators. As already observed in Cinque (1999), the syuotddtribution of
overt focus particles such asly andevenposes a problem for a cartographic
analysis. | will first discuss the issues that arise with é¢hegert focus opera-
tors, and then argue that similar issues arise with unproeexlifocus opera-
tors such as focus and topic. If the analogy is correct, thesks against the
view of postulating a fixed hierarchy of focus and topic petigns in the left
periphery as it was proposed in Rizzi (1997).

The more general point that can be made based on the datssBscis
that some word order patterns found across languages nmigfit mto the
rigid theory of a universally fixed total ordering. Furthemre, a better un-
derstanding of the interpretative properties of the opesdtvolved and how
they compose can provide the restrictive forces that caimsgyntactic pat-
terns without having to stipulate their hierarchical ord&hnis is not incom-
patible with the essence of the cartographic project, wiido investigate
cross-linguistic similarities in word-order patternsdamhich has proven a
very insightful project; but it may require changing somehef assumptions
about what kinds of generalizations we should be looking for
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2 Focusand Givenness
2.1 Overt Focus Operators

The focus operatoonly takes two arguments, a focus constituent (marked
by underlining, and a proposition in which focused constituents are ogla
with variables, sometimes called theesuppositional skeletqimarked in (4)

by "hooks"):

4) "Maria read only Moby Dick.

We can giveonly the following semantic entry (Wagner 2006a, adapting the
analysis in Horn 1969; Fintel 1999, i.a.):

(5) Meaning ofonly
[only] =Ap.et=-Af.VaeC:p(a) — ("p(f) =" p(a))
Presuppositionp(f) Prejacent

The compositional view sets out to explain the syntactitriligtion of only
by virtue of its semantic ‘needs.’ In particulamly as defined in (5) needs
two arguments, and must be in the following configuration rideo to be
interpreted:

(6) onlyat LF

Focus Constituent

only TAX.p(x)™"

In other wordspnly takes the open property as its complement, and its focus
must move to its specifier. While the compositional approacbld hold that

the syntactic configuration is a result of the semantic dsiwst of only, a
cartographic approach could postulate a functional headrfty somewhere
along the functional spine, with a specifier (XP) and comgen{YP), with
similar consequences for the configuration at LF:

OnlyP

(7) XP
onmP
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This is actuallynotthe analysis proposed fonly in cartographic work. E.g.,
Cinque (1999) notes that the syntax of focus particles feriht and more
complicated than such an analysis would predict.

As we will see, the reason for this is that focus operatorsioicca second
syntactic configuration in which they attach to the focusstituwent (which
could be of various kinds and sizes) and then take a propoaltargument as
their secondargument—a configuration for which the cartographic apgmoa
does not provide any template. Focus operators dikly and evenappear
to able to occur irboth configurations, suggesting a rather flexible syntactic
patterning.

Even if (overtly pronounced) focus adverbs were excludethfa carto-
graphic treatment by Cinque (1999) already, it is still viaarhile exploring
them further in order to find owhythey are not amenable to a cartographic
treatment. These insights can then be used to evaluate evhibthapproach
to unpronounced focus and topic operators that Rizzi (1p&af)oses avoids
these problems.

A first prediction of the compositional approachaoly in (5) is thatonly
should attach to predicates, which could be sentence-sizé¢ide case in
which an argument of a sentence is focused and abstracted kovether
words, it should be able to occur in the left periphery. Thisriedeed some
evidence that in English, VBnly can attach to a sentence-sized node, and
that even though, in the surface word-order, &y followsthe subject and
precedes the VP, the subject actually starts out below,tasdiiface position
is just a surface quirk of syntax. There is a generalizatiboué the asso-
ciate ofonly in English which is that it must be c-commanded by only. But
the subject of a sentence including VRl can be contained in the focus of
only, as was observed in McCawley (1970, 296). An illustratiamf\Wagner
(20064a):

(8) They promised to stage Macbeth in its entirety. But thBlacbeth
only gave his soliloquy. So the witches didn't give their dialog.

The position ofonly in the cartographic approach would not be predicted
from its content but established empirically.

A prediction of both approaches is that, in cases where thecisge of
only is smaller than the entire sentence, this focus constitsieotild move
to a position above the attachment siteoafy, in order to derive the correct
configuration for interpretingnly. Evidence for association by movement in
English is discussed in Wagner (2006a). In languages sudnmgarian, this
movement can happen overtly.
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It seems, however, that there is variation as to which ofwleesrguments
an operator takes first. This would not pose a problem to thepositional
approach, but would be a conundrum for the fixed hierarchycgmt. The
syntax of VPenly seems compatible with a theory that posits a functional
only projection as proposed above. The argument that semadynealsists
of an open property is the complement of the functional haad,the focus
constituent moves to its specifier. However, not every sest@wvolvingonly
fits this pattern, and there seems to be another construahfpm English:

(9) a. "John only played baseball
b. "John played only baseball

As discussed in Cinque (1999, 31), one obvious differenaegbts DRanly
apart from sentential adverbs suchddtenis that it can directly follow the
verb:

(10) *He forgot often his name.

This can be taken as evidence thaty forms a constituent with the DP that
follows it.! In fact, there is evidence thfinly + focus constituentfan move
as a constituent, deriving the following configuration:

(11) [ Only baseball px. john playedx. ] ]

T

AX.p(X)

only Focus Constituent

Evidence for this kind of movement comes from the followinghkéguity,
observed by Taglicht (1984, 150):

(12) They were advised to learn only Spanish
a. They were advised not to learn any other language than Span
ish.
b. They were not advised to learn any other language than-Span
ish.

One interpretation is thainly Spanistundergoes covert movement. An alter-
native is that the surface structure actually is suchaht Spanishattaches
high and takes scope overtly, as in a rightward movemenysisalor in a
Kaynian analysis involving movement to the left and subseguemnant
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movement (Kayne 1998). There is also an analysis using amhoumx con-
stituent structure, where as long as linear order is obdeéhgesyntactic parse
can be re-bracketed on the surface, as in the categorialnggam@nalysis in
Blaszczak and Gartner (2005). Both overt and covert mowneiggproaches
correctly capture that the ambiguity disappears with VB:on

(13) They were advised to onlyfearn Spanish

a. They were advised not to learn any other language than Span
ish.

b. *They were not advised to learn any other language than-Spa
ish.

So there are two ways to construct the same meaning wsilyg It is not
clear how an analysis that treaisly as a functional head can account for
this flexibility. The syntactic pattern observed for DRIy is the reason that
Cinque (1999) exempts focus-sensitive adverbs from thiggesns imposed
by the functional hierarchy and proposes that they are Hheaking their
modifees as complements’ (p. 31).

This account remains moot, however, with respect to anyctiral re-
strictions on the occurrence of focus adverbs of this typghich there are
quite a number. Ibnly can freely attach to its focus, then why is it that it
is subject to more general restrictions on movement? Cen#ig following
example:

(14) She claimed that only her dad knows.

a. ‘She claimed that her dad and no one else knows.’
b. *The only claim she made is that her dad knows, but she did n
claim that anyone else knows.’

Also, at least for the case of English, this account is ndieggufficient, since
it leaves open the question of why there is also the podsilmfi VP-only,
which shows the kind of distributional pattern that the fimal sequence
doestry to account for. Furthermore, from the semantic pointiefw it is
unclear which of the two arguments to call the ‘modifee’ ie first place,
so the characterization of the distribution of these advérbves much to be
desired. Ultimately, it seems a fundamental shortcomintpeftreatment in
Cinque (1999) to invoke different kinds of explanationsftmus adverbs and
other kinds of adverbs.

One difference between focus adverbs and other senteneebadsuch as
oftenis that the former but not the latter takeo arguments rather than one,
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and this difference might account for the difference in agtit construals.

It seems thabnly can be pronounced attaching to either its first or second
argument. The compositional approach might offer a saiuiim explaining

the distribution of the two types of construals of focus atigesuch asnly,
since both configurations are compatible with the semarmtgs of the op-
erator. We could either stipulate an inherent ambiguithalexical entry of
only with respect to which argument it has to combine first, or ¢ryelduce
one occurrence ajnly to the other by invoking syntactic movement.

Maybe even VRanly is in fact interpreted in the configuration in (11).
Suppose association withnly involves movement to the complement posi-
tion of only, an idea discussed in Lee (2005) based on evidence from iKorea
and Wagner (2006a) for English. This movement analysis afigassocia-
tion can be made compatible with the apparent island-itsétys of focus
association (Anderson 1972) by the claim that a constitaentainingthe
focus can serve as the syntactic focus constituent (Druifig;1Krifka 1996;
Wagner 2006a):

(15) | don’t know anyone who grows bananas,
"l only know a guy whasmokeshem™

T

A/\
only aguy whasmokegshem "% I/\
/\
know X

Rather than invoking movement to complement position ongdcalso pos-
tulate two different entries fawnly, differing in the order in which they com-
bine with the two arguments. For more discussion of syrtaestrictions on
the distribution ofonly see also Jacobs (1983), Bayer (1996) and Jaeger and
Wagner (2003).

One conclusion that we can draw based on the observed dtstnbof
only is that it does not lend itself easily to a cartographic asialinvolving
a fixed hierarchy. The compositional view, on the other hardyides a
rationalization of the distributiof.

It is important to note that even in the compositional apphothe par-
ticular syntactic configuration does not follow from tbreerall meaning, but
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rather it follows from assumptions about how that meaningaived up into
pieces and the order in which the pieces take their argum&tdagural lan-
guage often picks out one out of many conceivable ways ofyitigvup com-
plex meaning, and in the case afly any approach might have to stipulate
the order in which the two arguments are taken. If all langsagse the same
decomposition, then we should indeed expect to be able td arguages
into some sort of universal template. However, languagehtnsimply differ

in how they carve up complex meanings, in which case we mighfind a
consistent syntactic pattern across languages.

2.2 Covert Focus Operators

Covert focus operators negotiate the encoding of focus asmahigess in En-
glish and other languages. Rizzi (1997) postulates funatibocus and Topic
projections with a concrete semantic import in ways thatanithe config-
uration observed in the case aly in (6). The Focus Projection marks its
specifier XP as the focus and its complement YP as the presitigpo

(16) Focus Projection
FocP

XP o~
Foc YP

We can mimic the cartographic postulation of a functionalufo projection
by postulating the following unpronounced focus operatoanalogy toonly.
Note that the antecedent for focus marking does not to besgphaposition
and be part of the context 8t In fact, it is neither sufficient nor necessary
for the antecedent to be true. Rather, it must be salientdardibcourse. |
assume that there is a getvhich contains all constituents and entities salient
in the discourse, anddcusintroduces a presupposition about there being
an antecedent iA (for more discussion Wagner 2009).

a7y Vo
[Focug] =Ap.gis. AXs. Ja€ ALT (X) NA " p(x) A" p(a)).p(x)

The LF-configuration for the interpretation of sentencesliving an unpro-
nounced focus operator would then appear as follows:
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(18) Focusat LF

Focus Constituent
Focus Ax.p(X)

This two-place operator has the result that focus is inéegr in a config-
urational way, such that the second argument of the opermstibre focus
constituent and the first argument is the domain of the focosunlike the
predictions of the functional projection in (16).

It might be impossible to test whether this operator hasdihmesflexibility,
attaching to either the first or the second argument leanegnmeaning of
the result constant, as we observed doty. Since the meaning would be
identical, there is no way to tell unless we identify somergiiogical reflex
of the focus operator on the constituent it attaches to.

However, the operator as formulated here may be too réggrictanother
way. As we will see, this operator can applied very flexiblye \%an even
swap which of two sisters plays the role of first or second et of the
operator. This is also possible witimly, but in a much more restricted way
sinceonly operates on propositions. Still, one can attacly to the subject or
the VP, leading to different truth conditionBill only plays baseballvs. Bill
plays only baseballThe Focusoperator can apply to any node, taking either
sister as its focused or given argument. This flexibility \dobe entirely
unexpected if it was a associated with a functional head ixealfinierarchy.

An indication of the flexibility of this operator can be obged by look-
ing at focus effectsvithin a DP (cf. Rooth 1996), suggesting that maybe
need not always take a proposition-sized argument. | witickéorth mark
accented words in small-caps, and prosodically subomihataterial with
underlining.

it

(29) A CANADIAN farmermet an AMERICAN farmeron theSTREET.

This utterance could have wide focus or focusstreet and yet embedded
within the DP there is an additional focus marking. So focumrkimg is
even possible between sister constituents within DPs, thr r@spect to any
other type of constituent. Moreover, one can swap whatsrgand what's
focused, so at any given node either sister could be markgitves relative
to the other. This reveals a flexibility that is unexpectefbdus resides in a
particular functional projection.
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The additional flexibility of the focus operator can be captuby the
following semantic entry for a covert focus-sensitive @per, which operates
on constituents of any tyge:

(20) Vo,Vo:
[Focus = Axg.Ays.3[ay] € (ANALT ([xy])) : [ay] # [xy].[xy]

This is a 2-place operator, and it introduces a presuppasttiat requires
there to be a salient antecedent of a certain shape, jushikimcus operator
introduced in Rooth (1992). The only difference is that iis ttase it takes
two arguments. Whenever this operator is used it takes tginagnts, one
constituent that is marked as given (which one could calllihekground’ in
Rizzi’'s terminology), and one constituent that evokesralfttves, which we
could call the ‘focus.’

The Focus operator has an effect on prosody: if the given constituent
follows the focus, it is prosodically subordinated, whishat least reflected
by a pitch-range reduction and can result in complete dedioce(\Wagner
2005). I will not discuss why &cushas this effect.

This operator predicts that it is not enough for a constittiemave been
used before in order for it to be marked as given ks In addition,
there must be an alternative to the first argument, the faud) that there
is an antecedent involving that alternative. Converselis not enough for
a constituent to be focused; it must be focused relative toeloing else
(although that something else can sometimes be elided)infingon behind
this can be brought out easily in the following type of exa@ context in
which the predicateonvertibleis given, and yet deaccenting it is dispreferred
(Wagner 2006b):

(22) A: Mary’s uncle, who produces high-end convertiblesgoming to
her wedding. | wonder what he brought as a present.

a. B: He brought agHEAP convertiblg.
b. #B: He brought [&ED convertible]
c. B:Hebrought [a red ONVERTIBLE ]

Convertibleis destressed, but the stress that fallsemhis ‘loaded,’ in that it
invokes alternativesRed however, is not an alternative theap as can be
illustrated by other instances wheaes invokes alternatives:

(22)  high-endis not an alternative tmed:
Mary only likesrRED convertibles
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Deaccentingconvertibleis only possible if there is a salient alternativé
to the sister of convertible such thgfconvertiblé is given in the context.
Constituents are marked as given relative to another ¢oesti its sister.

This analysis is similar to the one proposed in Williams (2)9@ that it
holds that every instance of deaccentuation involves mgrki constituent
anaphoric and another constituent dis-anaphoric. WiBigh®97, 599) con-
cludes: “The lesson is that it is impossible to destress b twithout
stressing another, and the stress that falls on the othemadedl, not empty.” It
differs, however, from Williams’s proposal in requiringatithe correspond-
ing constituent in the antecedent must be a true alternative

Sometimes, however, there does not seem to be any sistet, effel a
constituent can be marked as given without a sense thanatiwss for the
sister constituent are evoked:

(23) A: Smith walked into a store. What happened next?

a. #B: A detective arrestedv®TH.
b. B: A detectiveARRESTED Smith

Here it seems that the presupposition afdusis too strong, since no alter-
native toarrestedis necessarily invoked. That direct objects can be marked as
giveneven with sentence-wide focus was already observed inddgl([1967)
and Ladd (1980).

Some earlier accounts have interpreted these observammeyvidence
that apart from focus effects, there is a second and sepatnateomenon of
anaphoric destressing (Neeleman and Reinhart 1998; Rez0@6), which
applies only to certain types of arguments, such as DPs.I&@ImiSelkirk
(1995) proposed a focus projection mechanism that prowlféstent condi-
tions on givenness and focus. But not all given DPs can dgthalmarked
as given that freely. Consider the following observation:

(24) A: Smith was suspected to have been involved in the ayrgiDo
you know what happened in the end?

a. B:I'mnot sure. The thing i heard is they were going to drres
JONESOr SMITH.

b. ??B: ..to arrest JoneR Smith

c. #B....to arrestdNESor Smith

Marking Smithas given in a coordinate structure introduces a presupposit
stronger than just that there is an antecedenSfaithin the context, in fact,
it introduces precisely the presupposition af¢us. Consider a case where
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it can destress:

(25) A; Did they arrest only Smith?
B: No, they arrested JonesnD Smith (given constituent:only
Smith

Or consider the following example. Sentence (26) requiresrdrasting in-
dividual for John such that the entire constituenbr Smithis given:

(26) A: They want to arrest Lee or Smith?
B: No, they want to arrestaNES or Smith (Constituent given in
context:Lee or Smith

Why is it that in these cases a DP cannot be destressed justiby of re-
ferring to a discourse-given entity when they occur in a dowate structure?
The solution proposed byWagner (2005) is tBatithis not actually the sis-
ter of the predicate. The structure based on which givenisesgluated is
rather the following:

(27) [ Focudq] A x.[The police arrested x. ] ]) Smith ]

This movement changes the sister relations and consegueatlkens the
presupposition introduced byd€us. Marking Smithas given relative to the
lambda-abstracted proposition invokes the presuppaoditiat there is an al-
ternative open property that applies to Smith that is sali€his is precisely
the weak presupposition that destressing a direct objaatively encodes.
Movement in the present example facilitates givenness imgrlgivenness
marking in situ would not have been possible, since the prassition intro-
duced would have been too strong. And this movement is inilplessut of
the coordinate structure in (24) due to the coordinate &traconstraint.

The important lesson is that the presupposition introdwbepends on
where the operator attaches. It may be possible to postuultiery of focus
positions at various points within DPs and CPs and accoutihéfacts, but |
think such an approach would miss the intrinsically relzimature of focus
and givenness marking that the data suggests. Moving aitmmgtchanges
the sister relations, and as a consequence it changes thepaosition intro-
duced by marking a constituent as given or focused.

This relational approach makes interesting predictionfoitus- and given-
ness movement that differ from the ones expected in a capbgr approach.
Movement changes the syntactic configuration, and thusgasawhat can
be marked as given relative to which other constituent. Wenked that the
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moved constituent can be marked as given relative to theaetnand the
focus presupposition can thus be weakened.

(28) Focuq[ A x. [ The policeARRESTEDX. ] ]) Smith

Suppose that the moved constituent can either be the firstond argument

of Focus in other words, that the moved constituent can either betiee
that is marked as given or the one that its sister is marked/as telative to,

as proposed in Wagner (2005). Consider for the example wbalddappen

if we attached the Bcusoperator to the moved constituent rather than the
remnant:

(29) [A x. [ The police arrested x. ] ] BCugSMITH).

The predicted presupposition of (29) is: There is an altermgy to Smith
such thatThe police arrested is given in the context. A context in which
this presupposition is fulfilled is the following:

(30) A: Who did the police arrest?
B: The police arrestedM8TH.

In other words, we can use the same givenness operator rareses of
givenness marking and cases of ‘narrow focus.” There mapive ®vidence
that such restructuring and focus marking is indeed passioén in surface
structure. Rooth (2005, cf.) notes the following contrast:

(31) a. A:What did Mary eat? B: | think Mary ateghe APPLE.
b. A:What did Mary do? #? B: | think Mary atehe APPLE.

According to Rooth (2005), it is possible to separate theaiobject from the
verb by a break, arguably a reflex of overt restructuring @lbe lines of (29),
but only if the strong presupposition encoded by markingethi&e remnant
constituent as given, as in (b). It is not sufficient tN&ry constitutes given
information, as in (a).

The same pattern holds for overt focus movement to the lgBérman,
providing more evidence that focus/givenness movementisdd restricted
in the way that would be expected based on the presuppostioaded by
Focus®

(32) a. A:Whatdid Mary eat?

B: Ich glaubedenAPFEL hat Maria gegessen
| think the apple has Maria eaten
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| think Mary ate the apple.
b. A:Whatdid Mary do?
?# B: IchglaubedenAPFEL hat Maria gegessen
I think the apple has Maria eaten

Moving the constituenthe appleand subsequently marking the sister con-
stituent as given results in the presupposition that theemialternative x to
Apfelsuch that Maria has eaten x. Alternatives of this sort arecnaaédilable
by the question in (32a) but not by the one in (32b), which dussnclude
the predicateat

Of course, in German, just as in English, it is also possiblenbve the
constituentthe appleand to mark it as given relative to the remnant. This
is a case of givenness-related scrambling, which is in fagg @ommon in
Germarf

(33) A: What about the apple?

B: Ich glaubedenAPFEL hat Maria GEGESSEN
| think the apple hasMariaeaten

The compositional theory can thus rationalize givenneskfaous move-

ment: it adjusts the presuppositions encoded by marking constituent

given relative to its sister. This view of the interaction mbvement and

focus marking is intrinsically flexible: it is sister consgnts that are marked
as given relative to each other, and movement adjusts thactimrelations

of constituents.

The cartographic view, on the other hand, fixes the syntaotifiguration
of focus marking by stipulating several focus projectiamthie spine of func-
tional projections. This approach does not do justice tadhegional nature
of information structuring observed in the data discussa&e.h

3 Recursive Nesting of Focus Operators

A sentence can include more than one focus operator. In $wehisns, the
two operators can take either scope with respect to each dthis presents
a problem for the view that certain focus operators occupyedfposition
in a hierarchy. Again, first | will first illustrate the pointithi overt focus
operators, and then extend the discussion to unpronourpezdtors.
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3.1 Nesting of Overt Operators

Two overt focus operators can occur in the same sentencik@Kirb92). |
will use the focus operatavenin addition toonly to illustrate the point:

(34) Even John read Moby Dick.

a. Asserted: John read Moby Dick.

b. Conventional Implicature adven(Karttunen and Peters 1979,
25/26): There are other x under consideration besides datm s
that x read Moby Dick and for all x under consideration beside
John, the likelihood of x reading Moby Dick is greater than or
equal to the likelihood of John reading Moby Dick.

Here’s an example from (Wagner in press) with both focus atpes in one
sentence (I'm using underlining here to mark the focus ojerators):

(35) even > only: Except for Bill, the kids in this summer camp have
no respect for animals and the potential dangers, which sidem
take too many risks, including with poisonous snakes.

a. Even the most poisonous snake only frightens Bill.
b. Even the most poisonous snake frightens only Bill.

In this examplegvenoutscope®nly. The alternative propositions computed
for evenmust includeonly, since otherwise the probabilities would not line
up in the right wayOnly Bill must be part of every alternative considered. It
is clearlymorelikely that a more poisonous snake frightens Bill, but ileiss
likely that it would frightenonly Bill:

(36) a. least likely: The most poisonous snake frighteng Biil.
b. more likely: Average poisonous snakes frighten only.Bill
c. even more likely: Mildly poisonous snakes frighten oniil.B

The representation of the sentence at LF looks as follows:

(37)  APy. even ([the most poisonous snake]XHAx.( only (Bill) (Ay. x
frightens y)]).

In (35), word order matches the scope. The word order, haywesa also be
reversed:

(38) even > only: Except for Bill, the kids in this summer camp have
no respect for animals and the potential dangers, which sidem
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take too many risks, including with poisonous snakes.

a. Only Bill is afraid of even the most poisonous snhake.
b. #Only Bill is even afraid of the most poisonous snake.

When the focus operator attaches to the focus constituee, seope is pos-
sible. The analysis involves moving the focus operatorttogyewith the DP,
i.e.,even the most poisonous snalketake the right scope. The fact that (38b)
is bad constitutes evidence that movement is indeed inslol¢és impossible
to moveevenin (38b) such that it can outscopaly.

What's puzzling about these data is that there is compedlindence that
there is an NPI version afvenwith a reversed presupposition requiring low-
est probability (Rullmann 1997). So why is movement neagshare? |
think the reason may be that the NPI-versioreeénis not licensed bynly,
similar to other strong NPIs such asweeksor the punctual reading atil
(Zwarts 1998; Gajewski 2005). Compare the following exawpith (38b):

(39) No one is even afraid of the most poisonous snake.

Negation happily licenses the NPI-versionevenand the sentence becomes
acceptable. Note that if this was in fact the standard versfeven move-
ment would be necessary here to yield the right truth camaitbut that
should be ruled out for the same reasons as in (38b).

While the examples so far require tlatenoutscopeonly, which in car-
tographic terms could be achieved by positingeaanprojection oustcoping
anonly projection, the inverse scope is also possible. Considefallowing
context:

(40)  Context II: only > even: The kids in the summer camp are afraid
of snakes to some degree, but it depends on how dangerouarthey
Everyone is afraid of rattlesnakes, since they're realigg@uous, but
almost everyone is ok with some less poisonous shake.

a. Only Bill is afraid of even the least poisonous snake.
b. Only Bill is even afraid of the least poisonous snake.

In this context,only must outscopevenfor the probabilities to come out
right. Once again, the reverse linear order is also possiblieast for some
of my informants:

(41) Context I1: only > even
?  Even the least poisonous snake would frighten only Bill.
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# Even the least poisonous snake would only frighten Bill.

The reason these data raise a problem if one were to analpzmaitographic
terms is the following: suppose that there wagaenand aronly projection,
then one should be higher in the hierarchy than the other.fadtehat two
different scopes are possible would have to be resolved stjading multi-
ple only andevenprojections, analogous to the multiple projections foic¢op
and focus in (2) based on the observation that they can héfesedit hier-
archical arrangements. This is a possible but not very mfsigmove, and
again does not do justice to the compositional and relatinature of the
facts.

The compositional view on the other hand can account for #dia ty
virtue of the fact that adding one operator leads to an egmeshat is com-
patible with adding the other, and it is simply the syntastiope that the two
operators take with respect to each other that will decidiemiltimate truth
conditions. This is not unlike the explanation in Rizzi (Z9%or the iterabil-
ity of topics, but in fact it does away with the need to podtula place for
eitherevenor onlyin the functional hierarchy.

Once again, we saw evidence that the syntax of overt focustmpe such
asonly andevencannot be accounted for by the functional sequence—nbut
that does not come as a surprise. As discussed before, ilnwadyaacknowl-
edged in Cinque (1999) that focus operators are differeme. cbmpositional
view might provide a better grip on the word order patternseoted for this
class of adverb. It turns out, however, that an analogoud &frargument
can be made for nested covert focus operators, in partiéoiahe kind of
topic-focus constructions that Rizzi (1997) discusses.

3.2 Nested Covert Focus Operators

The notion of topic discussed in Rizzi (1997) and referreith the functional
hierarchy in (2) seems to be that of what is usually calledat@stive topic.’
This becomes evident in the examples used as an illustrafitopics, (e.g.,
Rizzi 1997, 285):

(42) Your book, you should give t to Paul (not to Bill).

The contrastive topicyour book invokes alternatives, and constituents that
generally do not allow for the invocation of alternativee prohibited:

(43) 7?*It, you should give t to Paul.
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Biring (1997, 2003) observes that both the contrastivect@PT) and the
focus (FOC) of the sentence invoke alternatives. An examifecontrastive
topic is the following®

(44) A: What did you buy on 59th street?
B: On /AFTYNINTH Streev, | bought thesHOES, .

The answer in this dialog addresses the question undersdiscy and the
constituentshoesconstitutes the focus. In addition to answering the questio
under discussion, this utterance also invokes a set ofhalige questions
about what the addressee bought at other locations. Inyakset of a alter-
native questions is a typical use of contrastive topicerbstingly, in English
the contrastive topic can al$ollow the focus:

(45) A: What did you buy on 59th street?
B: I bought the SHOES on /FiftyNINTH Street

The analysis in Bring (1997, 2003) consists of marking coestituent as a
contrastive topic using the diacriti€T and the other as a focus usif@C. A
non-compositional two-step process then creates a tepastic value for
the expression. The prediction is that there should be nerimgl restrictions
between contrastive topic and focus.

Wagner (in press), however, argues that there is a simmlarpasitional
way of accounting for contrastive topics, which does novive positing two
different features CT and FOC. The idea is that contrastipecs simply in-
volve a recursive nesting of two focus operators, similatht® nesting of
overt focus operators discussed in the previous section.cdhstituent that
associates with the focus operator taking wider scope i¢ whaall a con-
trastive topic. Compositional views of contrastive togagilar in spirit were
discussed in Williams (1997); Van Hoof (2003); Sauerlam@D&). | will not
discuss the various parallels and differences betweemtilgses here.

The basic idea put forward in Wagner (in press) is that a seateawolv-
ing a contrastive topic involves the same syntactic condijom as the one
involved in a sentence containing bathly andeven two focus operators
each takes a focus constituent as its complement that tkes txope rel-
ative to the other. If this parallel is correct, then ratheaurt deriving the
syntactic distribution of topic and focus based on the fiometl sequence, we
can simply derive it from the compositional structure. A s@ic analysis
of contrastive topic in those compositional terms is presgbin Wagner (in
press).
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Suppose that contrastive topics are really just the agesctd focus op-
erators taking wide scope over another focus operator. Weeexpect them
to have an identical syntactic distribution to parallelesagvith overt focus
operators. We already saw that inverse scope between fpeuators in En-
glish is possible, so it is no surprise that contrastivedepid focus can occur
in either word order. But | would now like to turn to Italianhere we will
see that (i) scope between focus particles is fixed at sudaoeture, and
(ii) contrastive topics must precede foci. This is exacyeapected if covert
focus particles are syntactically construed just like bf@rus particles.

Rizzi (1997, 289/290) observes that contrastive topidedifom foci in
various ways. They are left-dislocated, and precede fogeimeral. Another
difference, already noted in in Cinque (1990, 14, 56ff)hit icontrastive top-
ics can and sometimes must involve resumptive clitics wieifiiedislocated
foci cannot. A clitic is obligatory in the case of direct otfie

(46) a. |l tuo libro, loho comprato.
theyour book,it have.lbought
“Your book, | bought.
b. *Il tuo libro, ho comprato.
theyour book, have.lbought

Using a resumptive clitic in the case of foci, however, isorgd to be im-
possible:

47 a. *lL TuoLiBROIloho  comprato(nonil suo).
the your bookit have.lbought (not thehis)

b. ILTuOLIBROhO comprato(nonis suo).

the your bookhave.lbought (not the his)

‘I bought your book, not his.’

This observation was used as evidence that contrastivestapd foci are sub-
stantively different. Within the cartographic approacheanvolves move-
ment to a topic projection and one involves movement to asqoojection,
two different and hierarchically ordered projections ia finctional spine.
Under the compositional view, however, contrastive tofiwslve focus
operators that simply outscope a lower focus operator. \Wedrexpect then
that the clitic data reported here would generalize to exesnwith overt
focus operators. This is indeed correct. If the direct abgssociates with
a focus operator that outscopes a focus operator assaciatih a higher
argument, e.g., the subject, then clitic-left-dislocatis obligatory®
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(48) There is a petting zoo, and for some reason they put soieernmus
shakes in there, but people didn't really want to pet themfaa,
most of of the snakes were not petted at all, except for oreletst
poisonous snake. And even that got petted by only one vistor
a. *Soltantounodei visitatori(lo) ha toccato anchell meno

only  oneof.thevisitors (it) hastouchedeven theleast

velenoso dei  serpenti.

poisonousof.thesnakes

‘Only one of the visitors touched even the least poisonoakes’
b. Anchell menovelenoso dei serpenti*(lo) ha toccato

even theleast poisonouf.thesnakes it  hastouched

soltantounodei  visitatori.

only  oneof.thevisitors

‘Only one of the visitors touched even the least poisonoakes’

The reason for the linear order of constituents lies in theltive semantic
scope, rather than in an inherently specified position in edfikierarchy.
In Italian, but not in English, the relative order betweearthis fixed, and
inverse scope is not possible.

Arguments other than direct objects show similar restietiwith respect
to linear order, but behave differently with respect toicdit The surface
word order must reflect the scope of the focus operators. Xampgles cor-
responding to the English ones discussed above in the ¢ahtxmotivates
the reading in whiclonly outscopegvenare as follows:

(49) only > even
a. SoloPaoloha pauraanchedei serpentimenovelenosi.
only Paolohasfear even of.thesnakes least poisonous
b. *Ancheil serpentenenovelenoso fa  paurasoloa Paolo.
even thesnakes least poisonousnakefear onlyto Paolo

If the intended meaning witbnly outscopingevenis to be expressed using
the predicatdfa paura‘make fear’ in (49b), the only way is to use a left-
dislocated construction:

(50) only > even

Soloa Paoloancheil serpentamenovelenoso (gl) fa paura.
only to Paoloeven thesnakes least poisonousnakefear
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If we switch to the context that motivates the reading in Wigegenoutscopes
only, the judgments go exactly the other way, and only the seatenahich
is the basic word order reflects the scope is grammatical:

(51) even> only

a. *SoloPaoloha pauraanchedei serpentipiu’ velenosi.
only Paolohasfear even of.thesnakes mostpoisonous

b. Ancheil serpentgiu’ velenoso fa  paurasoloa Paolo.
even thesnakes mostpoisonousnakefear onlyto Paolo

If the verbha paura‘has fear’ is to be used, again the only way is to get the
right scope is by left dislocation:

(52) even> only

Anchedei serpentipiu’ velenosi, solo Paoloha paura.
even of.thesnakes mostpoisonouspnly Paolohasfear

The interesting difference between Italian and Englishas bvert focus op-
erator take surface scope in Italian but not in English. \&e ahw that con-
trastive topics in English can either precede or follow ieuk of a sentence.
If overt and covert focus operators behave alike, we woudth thxpect that
the order between topics and foci is also fixed in Italian.sTikiindeed cor-
rect:

(53) A: Cosahai compratosulla cinquantanovesimstrada?
what have.2ncought on-the59th street?
‘What did you buy on 59th street?’
B: Sulla cinquantanovesimsatradaho compratole scarpe.
on-the59th streethave.lsbought theshoes.
E sulla cinquantaduesimsatradaho compratola giacca.
And on-the52th streethave.lsbought thejacket.

‘On 59th street, | bought the shoes. And on 52nd street | bioihgh
new jacket.’

Inverting the two focus constituents is dispreferred is tontext:

(54) A:Cosahai compratosulla cinquantanovesimstrada?
whathave.2ndoought on-the59th street?

‘What did you buy on 59th street?’
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B: ?? LescarpeJo ho compratosulla

theshoes themhave.lsbought on-the
cinquantanovesimstrada.E la giaccalaho comprato
59th street. And thejacket it have.lsbought
sulla cinquantaduesimstrada.
on-the52th street

‘I bought the shoes on 59th street. And | bought the new jacket
52nd Street.

This is converging evidence that overt and covert focus aipes behave
alike, and since the former are not amenable to a cartograptalysis, the
same reasoning applies to covert ones.

3.3 WhyisthereaCliticin Topicalization but not in Focus?

Focus Operators in Italian take overt scope. In order to fmtues operator to
take scope over a preceding argument, left-dislocatioeégssary to change
the word order. In the case of direct objects, the left-disled constituent
must be resumed by a clitic. But why would it be that cliticusption is
necessary?

The reason might be related to a restriction noted in Cadab(@984),
and discussed, more recently, in Stoyanova (2008). Raimih-questions
are not grammatical in Italian. Pair-list-questions cdogdanalyzed as ques-
tions involving two nested focus operators, each assagiatith a wh-word.
Perhaps in Italian, there is a general constraint againvéadpanore than one
focus operator within a clausal domain:

(55) Focus constraint on Italian:
Each clause can contain only one focus operator.

If this is correct, and if contrastive topics involve negtifocus operators,
then contrastive topics as we know them from English shouatdadly be

impossible in Italian. However, we might be able to add a $#mpic to a
clause that already contains one if we addutside of that clauseTake an

analogous construction in English:

(56) a. As for John, Mary really likes him.
b. *As for John, Mary really likes.

as forintroduces a topic, but it's clearly not part of the main gauitself, but
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seems to attach higher, perhaps taking a speech act asutearg Simi-
lar to CLLD in Italian, we have to resume the direct objecthnat pronoun.
The reason the pronoun is obligatory is because it's an afioiig argument.
Consider:

(57) As for Monday, we'll go shopping (then).

If a left-dislocated constituent in Italian is indeed conet with anas for
like construction, this can explain various of the pecybiaperties of CLLD.
First of all, we expect obligatory clitics for all obligatoarguments (except
the subject, since Italian is a pro-drop language).

But other peculiarities can be explained as well. Rizzi {,.9290-291)
and Cinque (1990, 57-60) observe, for example, that cectaistituents that
Rizzi (1997) calls ‘bare quantificational elements likessundno one’ and
tutto ‘tutto’ cannot function as contrastive topics but can fumtias foci. But
more generally, these elements cannot be pronominalized:

(58) a. A:Yousaw noone?
*B:Si, loho visto.
Yes,it have.lseen.
b. A:You did everything?

?? B:Si, loho fatto.
yes,it have.ldone

The example in (58b) can only be used when ‘lo’ refers to aireeset of
actions that are salient in the context. This is the sameittondhat allows
for topicalization ofeverything(Cinque 1990).

Negative quantifiers are also unacceptablasnfor clauses, which also
require a referential expression in order be able to linkouhé main clause:

(59) *Asfor no one, | don't like him.

Finally, the presented analysis can account for the diffean weak cross-
over between focus movement and CLLD (Rizzi 1997).

(60) a. Gianni sua madre loj ha sempreapprezzato.
Gianni, his motherhim hasalways appreciated

b. ??Giannisua madre ha sempreapprezzato.

Gianni his motherhasalways appreciated

The difference is simply thabianni andsua madreare within the same do-
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main in (b) but not in (a). Compare parallel cases in English:

(61) a. As for Jimy his mother always appreciated him
b. *It's Jim; that his mother always appreciated.

The compositional analysis also sheds light on the questionit appears as
if there can be more than one topic but only one focus. It'spsimbecause
there is only one focus operator in a clause, and that's whatal the focus.
All higher ones must resort to a strategy that adds themdwrutsi the main
clause, but that can be done iteratively stacking more than o

4 Another Alternative: The Templatic Approach

Neeleman and van de Koot (2007) discuss the relative ordereke focus
and topic, and, similar argument in this paper, they presgittence that
word order is more flexible than expected under the cartdigagccount of
Rizzi (1997). The alternative explanation for the obserflexibility and also
several restrictions proposed in Neeleman and van de KO&7{2nvolves
the postulation of so-called ‘discourse templates’ that ased to evaluate
the well-formedness of certain syntactic configurationswill henceforth
call this the ‘templatic approach.” The main differencenfr¢the functional
hierarchy proposed in Rizzi (1997)—also a kind of discouesaplate—is
that focus and topic can occur in multiple configurations] anly certain
ones are ruled out. It can thus be characterized as a veffdtom cartographic
approach with a more flexible hierarchy compared to thetstital ordering
underlying the proposal in Rizzi (1997).

In the following | will look at the particular discourse temafes proposed
in Neeleman and van de Koot (2007) and argue that they arel loas@cor-
rect assumptions about the actual distribution of topic facds. A caveat
should be made. The discussion here will only address aspébteeleman
and van de Koot (2007) concerning the relative order of teyid focus; it
does not address the substantial part of the paper on trer lomder of dis-
course given constituents. It will hence not do justice ® filll range of
arguments put forward for the templatic approach in thiskwor

Discourse templates have the effect that certain partedthtactic struc-
ture are mapped to either background or comment:

(62) Discourse Templates
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The treatment of focus is similar to Rizzi (1997)’s propabelt the comple-
ment of focus projections is part of the background of arraitee; it shares
with the compositional approach in Wagner (2005) in thas generally the
sister of the constituent that evokes alternatives thatkiert to be part of the
background, i.e., part of an antecedent in the discourséle\ivitthe templatic
and cartographic approach this is a stipulated for the tetepr functional
sequence respectively, in the compositional approachighasresult of the
semantic denotation of the 2-place focus operator.

The templatic approach is also similar to the compositi@apgroach in
Wagner (2005) in that the size of the background can be adjdkxibly by
moving the alternatives-invoking constituent more or leigh in the phrase
marker, which is not the case in the cartographic approablerevthat posi-
tion is fixed by the functional sequence.

Once again, it is important to point out that, similar to tteetographic
approach based on the functional sequence, the templagtroagh is noin
principle incompatible with a compositional semantic analysis. Hmvehe
actual proposal in Neeleman and van de Koot (2007) does pwider such
a compositional theory, and in fact crucially assumes agwmnpositional
treatment of contrastive topics since focus and topic camdsin very differ-
ent syntactic relations with no interpretive effect. Onampaediction of the
templatic approach is summarized in Neeleman and van de (RO0T7) as
follows:

(63) Predictions of the Templatic Approach
“The full range of predictions, then, is as follows. As lorgvee are
dealing with in-situ topics and foci, their relative orderfiee. How-
ever, things are different when movement comes into playiléAh
topic can move across a focused constituent (whether irositot),
a focused constituent cannot move across a topic (whettsétuir
not).”

The starting point for this characterization of focus/todistribution is the
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observation by Jackendoff (1972, 261) that contrastivecsopan either pre-
cede or follow a focus in English, as discussed above:

(64) a. Contrastive Topi& Focus:
A: Well, what about Fred, what did he eat?
B: /FREDVate theBEANS.
b. Focus< Topic:
A: What about the beans? Who ate them?
B: FRED ate the BEANSV.

In the discourse-templatic approach, the contrastivectopn be analyzed
here as being generated in situ, so this is just as expecmaewdr, we saw
above that languages that do not allow focus operators titakrse scope
cannot actually have contrastive topics following a focus.fact, Dutch,
the language Neeleman and van de Koot (2007) mostly focupatterns
with Italian in this regard: in contrast to English, in Dutithis impossible
for contrastive topics to be ‘base-generated’ below fodi pronounced after
them.

As before, the context that we can use to control what's tipectand
what's the focus is the one that Biring (1997) calls comirasaboutness-
topics. These are utterances that answer the question disgassion but in
addition evoke a set of alternative questions. It turns bat in this kind of
context, it is impossible in Dutch to let an accented counetit that evokes
the alternatives for the topic stetllow the focus of the question:

(65) A: Wat hebje gekochtop de Nieuwstraat?
whathaveyou boughton the Niewstraat?
a. B:Opde NIEUWSTRAAT heb ik SCHOENENgekocht.
on theNieuwstraat havel shoes bought.
b. #B: lkheb scshape schoen@pde NIEUWSTRAAT gekocht.
i haveshoes ontheNieuwstraat  bought

The only way to pronounce (65b) such that it is felicitousdsdeaccent
Nieuwstraat in which case it is marked as given and is no longer acting as a
contrastive topic.

The templatic approach thus fails to explain why topics npustede foci
in Dutch but not in Englisi?

The compositional approach explains the observed rastristraightfor-
wardly: contrastive topics are constituents that asseei@th a focus operator
that takes wide scope over another focus operator. Dutcmgelto the class
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of languages in which LF-movement of a focus operator pki$otus con-
stituent is impossible, hence the word order restrictiote Teason why a
focus cannot move across a contrastive topic on the conmpusitview is
simply that this would lead to the wrong interpretation csifit would mean
that the ‘focus’ takes wide scope and ends up being the cliviegopic.

There are a number of restrictions that Neeleman and van de(R807)
attribute to templatic restrictions that might receive aenimsightful expla-
nation in the compositional approach. For example, it seerbe impossible
to move a constituerfonly x] across another focus:

(66) A: Wie lezen er heden ten dage eigenlijk nog dichters?

a. B: Pietleest veel dichters,maarik geloof dat FRED alleen
Pietreadsmanypoets, but | believethatFred only
Bloemleest.
Bloemreads
‘Piet reads many poets, but | believe that Fred reads onlgiBlo
b. *B: Piet leest veel dichters,maarik geloofdat
Pietreadsmanypoets but I believethat only
alleen BloemFRED leest.
BloemFred reads

Under the compositional view, the focus operator attachinalleen Bloem
would take scope over the one attacheéred, which would result in a read-
ing in whichalleen Bloemas a whole is a contrastive topic. However, as ob-
served by Rizzi (1997), contrastive topics do not like to foen-referential,’
and elements such as negative quantifiers are ruled out assibre topics.
Clear topic contexts also reject constituents suclrdg x including con-
structions that do not involve any movement at all:

(67) *As for only Bloem, Fred reads him.

Thus the compositional view also provides an explanationtis kind of
restriction on word order, and in fact one that is linked tependently mo-
tivated restrictions on contrastive topics.

5 Conclusion

This paper looked at the cartographic approach to word aedtrictions re-
lating to focus and topic, and compared it with an altermati@mpositional
approach that tries to derive certain word order restmctifsom the way the
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individual pieces are assembled to derive complex meaniing observed
word order patterns were argued to be incompatible with titoeg assump-
tion of a totally ordered universal functional spine, butavas expected under
the compositional view.

What can we learn from the case of focus particles about tthlegraphic
project? One important point that was also raised in thegimifil discus-
sion after Peter Svenonius’s talk at the cartography centsr in Brussels
is that it is not possible to derive word order from thxerall meaningof
a sentence, since the tools of semantics offer all sorts g§ wadecompose
complex meaning into separate pieces. So even if we embracesacompo-
sitional approach, we have to first find out in what particuwlay languages
break down complex meaning. The construction of expressigit identical
truth conditions might be fundamentally different acramsguages, depend-
ing on their particular decomposition of meaning into pgecdhis means
that the very rigid expectation of an universal templateafblanguages such
as the functional sequence may form an all-too-Procrudbeanfor syntac-
tic structure. Ultimately, however, this insight shouldchpiy lead to a more
refined and semantically more informed set of questions emetpwith the
ones already under investigation in the cartographic amtroThe project of
mapping out the composition of sentence structure acrogsiéges remains
essential.
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Notes
1 Biring and Hartmann (2001) argue that at least in Germaarant DP-

onlyin fact attaches to C. This analysis has not, however, betmesd
to English, and | think there is reason to be skeptical alsdhe case of
German.

2 A puzzle for the compositional view should be noted, howeVae syn-
tactic distribution ofonly and evendiffers in subtle ways, and it is not
clear whether these differences can be reduced to theirngimsmaJack-
endoff (1972, 251) observes thatenbut notonly can associate with the
subject across an intervening auxiliary (example adapted)

@i a. Johnwill even "have given his daughter a new
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bycicle’.
b. *Johnwill only "have given his daughter a new
bycicle.

3 Note that the notion of alternative set ALT still needs todeéined. See
Wagner (2005) for discussion and Wagner (2009) for a forreihdion.

4 Cf. the ‘relative givenness’ operator in (Wagner 2006l miake it more
parallel to the entry of other focus operators suclomly, the operator
here takes the alternative-evoking argument first.

5 The example here contrasts with the case of a matrix cladsse fronting
the direct object to the first position and deaccenting tseiseperfectly
acceptable (Fanselow and Lenertova 2006, and referemessin):

(i)  A:What did Maria do?

B: DEN APFEL hat Maria gegessen
the apple has Maria eaten

‘She ate the apple’

I think the movement here adds a speech-act oriented exitlenmeaning
to this sentence. Alternatively, one can also insert anetixpl here and deac-
cent the entire sentence, again with an exclamative impémjt a slightly
different one:

(i) A:What did Maria do?

B: MANN hat die einen Apfel gegessen
man has she an apple eaten

‘Boy, what an apple she ate.

Adding such an exclamative force and hence triggering tloigement seems
possible only in matrix clauses, however. For example,ragthe expletive
to the first position is out of the question in an embeddedsdainless it's a
quote—which would be odd under a propositional attitudé Ve believe

(iii.)* Peter glaubt MANN hat die einen Apfel gegessen.
Peterbelievesman has she an apple eaten

6 Scrambled given constituents can but need not be deadcdntdact
they're often not deaccented when placed in first positibis. dnly when
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the constituent marked as given occurs torigét of its sister (or some
other constituent that it can become prosodically dependenthat it
must be deaccented (Wagner 2005).

7 This also raises many questions, as a reviewer pointsf@@24d) and (33)
are really flip sides of the same type of givenness markirgn thhy do
the two movements appear to differ in in their syntactic prtips? This
would require a discussion that goes beyond the scope gbaipier.

8 Notation: Accented elements are in capitals, some dierifall: \ ; rise:
[; fall-rise: v.

9 A reviewer suggested that Spanish shows the same pattdrif,dmne of
the two focus operators is not overt, the facts are different

(i.)  There is a girl that only John visited. After discusgiavho that
girl is and going back and forth about it possibly being Mdhg
speaker, a bit impatiently, says:

A MARIA ha visitadoso6lo JUAN.
to Maria hasvisited only Juan

'Only Juan visited MARY’, or 'It is M ARY that only Juan visited.'

A difference between overt and covert focus particles wangddinexpected
here. Since | didn’t test the nested focus data in Spaniskkrna little about
the parallels and differences between Italian and Sparli$éfib@’ m not sure
how to address this issue.

10 At least in base-generated order. See Wagner (in prassdfite discus-
sion of cases where in German in non-base generated ordirsvbad
orders are possible, although the order is fixed in the basergted order.
The reason might be that the derived word order allows faymstruction.
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