Abstract 

This paper discusses the strategies that are employed to mark focus in Sɩsaalɩ, a Gur (Mabia) language spoken in the Upper West of Ghana and in some parts of Burkina Faso. The various strategies that are used to mark focus on subjects, objects, adjuncts, verbs and adjectives are discussed. It is observed that the morpho-syntax method of marking focus is the most productive way of focusing in Sɩsaalɩ. The particles nɛ and rɛ are identified as focus markers in the language. The use of either of these is greatly motivated by the phonological environment 
of the focused constituent; rɛ focus marks constituents that end in vowels while nɛ is used when the constituent ends in a consonant. It is a mandatory requirement that all focused elements are moved to the pre-sentential position (left periphery). Also, the focusing of verbs involves nominalization of the verb, moving it to the clause initial position, and introducing the focus markers. A copy of the verb is, however left at the TP of the clause. As observed for the verbs, focusing of adjectives also involves nominalizing the adjective, moving it to the sentence initial position to be focus marked and retaining a copy of the adjective at the base position. Data for this work was elicited from native speakers and analyzed descriptively with less theoretical issues. Though focus marking has been extensively discussed in other languages throughout the world, there is no known work on focus in Sɩsaalɩ. The essence of this work is to contribute to linguistic knowledge on focus marking especially with data from an under described language.
1.0 Introduction
This paper gives an account of focus marking in Sɩsaalɩ, a relatively under described language spoken in the Upper West region of Ghana and some parts of Burkina Faso. Sɩsaalɩ is a Gur (Mabia) language (Naden, 1988). Luri (2011) argues that Sɩsaali has seven major dialects: Buwaale, Pasaali, Gbienɛ, Gelbagli, Kpatolie, and Tumuluŋ in Ghana with Bosillu in Burkina Faso. Though these dialects are mutually intelligible, they differ at the phonological, morphological and phonetic levels. The data used in this work is based on the Pasaali dialect; this is the dialect the author speaks. As a native speaker, some of the sentences used are constructed by me, and other native speakers were consulted to check if they were grammatical. 

The paper is structured as follows: section 2 gives an overview of the basic grammatical features of???, section 3 explains the term focus and how languages mark focus, section 4 talks about some tests to show that the particles used are focus particles, section 5 deals with focus marking in Sɩsaalɩ and section 6 is the conclusion.
2. The Basic Grammatical Features in Sɩsaalɩ
Sɩsaalɩ is strictly an SVO language (1a). The determiner generally follows the noun head as illustrated by the grammaticality of sentences (1c) and (2b), respectively. It is also possible that other syntactic alternatives aside the SVO patterns are allowed for discourse – pragmatic reasons such as the information structural notion of focus, as will soon be demonstrated in this paper.
1a.
 Mary 

yↄbↄ 

gal 

hu
 Mary 

buy 

cloth 

DEF
 ‘Mary has bought the cloth’
1b. 
*Mary 

gal 

hu
yↄbↄ
  Mary 


cloth 

DEF
buy
1c
Bie

hu

aa

ko

Boy

DEF

PROG

come

‘The boy is coming’

1d
* Hu

bie

aa

ko

  DEF

boy

PROG

come

The sentence in (1b) is ungrammatical because the object gal ‘cloth’ comes before the verb yↄbↄ ‘buy’ while the sentence in (1d) is also not acceptable in the language because the determiner (definite article) comes before the noun bie ‘boy’ 
In terms of phonological system, it is a tone language with high and low tones. The data has no tones on them as the orthography does not recommend use of tone except when crucial to show difference in meanings in some context.  It also has vowel harmony with ATR harmony as the commonest. The language also has verb serialization.

3. Explaining the term focus and the ways languages mark focus
Focus has many different definitions from different authors. For instance, Amfo (2010:198) defines focus as “the highlighting of salient non-derivable information linked to an ongoing discourse.” 
Also, Saskia van Putten (2014:4
) defines focus as the most informative part of the sentence. Saskia van Putten (2014) further states that when people are communicating, they try to increase their common ground that is the knowledge that they share
. This suggests that focus has to do with a way of showing salient or most important aspect of what? within a particular communication.
 In this work, the discussion of focus would be within the definition of Amfo (2010) where the particles rɛ and nɛ are used in Sɩsaalɩ sentences to show that the part of the sentence they follow is given some importance in the communication. 

Focus also has different types. 
The type of focus may be about the things that are focused, when only a particular item is focused, it is referred to as constituent focus, and when an entire sentence is focused it is called sentence focus. Also, what focus does can determine its category. When it presents new information, it is known as the new information focus, and when it shows that only a particular thing is valid and true in a given discourse, it is termed contrastive focus
, Saskia van Putten (2014:7). I would propose that rέ and nέ are like the Akan na as analyzed in Boadi (1974), and Saah (1988).

Amfo (2010) also posits that focus is a universal phenomenon in languages since all languages in the world have a way or a combination of different ways that they use to show that a particular part of the sentence is in focus. Ameka (1992) contends that some languages mark focus by prosodic prominence, since they make use of stress or pitch accent, and that other languages also make use of a combination of morphological and syntactic methods that is; the use of special morphemes as focus markers and also move the elements they want to focus to some particular positions within the sentence
. Sɩsaalɩ uses the particles rέ and nέ and also moves the elements to be focused to sentence initial position; I would therefore conclude that the language uses morpho-syntactic method in marking focus. In the next section, I discuss how Sɩsaalɩ uses this method to mark focus.  The focus in Sɩsaalɩ can be marked on subjects, objects and adjuncts. It also always requires the movement of the focused constituent to the pre-sentential position, a position that is termed as left periphery. 
4. Some tests to show that nɛ and rɛ as focus particles in Sɩsaalɩ

In this section, the particles nɛ and rɛ are tested within two parameters to show that they are focus markers in Sɩsaalɩ. As evidence to support the claim that nɛ and rɛ be analyzed as focus markers in Sɩsaalɩ, two tests are employed. One of the tests is the question-answer pair test which has been adopted by many scholars to check for focus particles. For instance, Aboh (2007), 
quoted in Ameka (2010) 
argued that focused constituents are answers to content/wh-questions. Ameka (1992:5) also says that “a felicitous answer to a content question would be a focused constituent since it would provide information that would be a substitute for the interrogative word”.  The data below illustrate that the particle nɛ and rɛ are obligatory in both content questions and their answers. 
2a. Q: 

Bekiŋ 

nɛ 

Luri 

yↄbↄ?
What 

FOC 

Luri

 buy

‘What did Luri buy?’

2b. A: 

Teŋ 

nɛ 

Luri

 yↄbↄ
Book

 FOC 

Luri

 buy

‘It is a book that Luri has bought’.
2c. A:

Luri 

yↄbↄ 

teŋ
Luri 

buy

 book

‘Luri bought book’. (NOT APPRECIABLE ANSWER)

       d. 
            *Luri 

yↄbↄ 

teŋ 

nɛ
  Luri 

buy 

book 

FOC

  ‘It is a book Luri bought’
3a. Q: 

Anni

 rɛ 

yↄbↄ

 teŋ?

Who 

FOC 

buy 

book

‘Who bought a book?’
   b A: 

Luri 

rɛ

 yↄbↄ 

teŋ

Luri 

FOC 

buy 

book

‘It is Ziyad who bought a book.’

     c.

*Luri 

nɛ

yↄbↄ 

teŋ

  Luri 

FOC 

buy 

book

From the above data (2a & 2b) and (3a & 3b), there is the mandatory need for nɛ and rɛ to be introduced in order to get an appreciative sentence in the language. Boadi (1974) also says that focus constructions are answers to an interrogative word fronting constructions in a question-answer pair.
The second test used is the observation which seeks to confirm or deny that nɛ or rɛ is obligatory in sentences when one wants to either confirm or deny information. This shows that we mark contrast, 
that is for instance, we say it is NOT X, but Y or it is REALLY Z
.  Examples are demonstrated in (4). 

4a. S:
 Ida 


yↄbↄ 


teŋ 
         
Ida 


buy 


book

           ‘Ida has bought a book’.
  b. R: 
Ayi, 

Duma 

rɛ 

yↄbↄ 

teŋ
No, 

Duma 

FOC 

buy 

book

‘No, it is Duma who bought a book’.
c: 
waa, 

Duma 

rɛ 

yↄbↄ 

teŋ.
   
Yes, 

Duma  

FOC 

buy 

book

 ‘Yes, it is Duma who bought a book’.
d. 
Ayi, 

Duma 

yↄbↄ 

teŋ

No, 

Duma 

buy 

book

‘No, it is Duma who bought a book’
. (NOT APPRECIABLE ANSWER) 
5a. S: 
Mary 

yↄbↄ

foon

Mary 

buy

foon
‘Mary has bought a phone’
b. R: 
Ayi, 

pɛn

 nɛ 

u 

yↄbↄ

No

pen

FOC

3SG

buy
‘No, it is a pen that she has bought.’
c. 
Waa, 

foon 

nɛ 

u 

yↄbↄ


yes

phone

FOC

3SG

bought 


‘Yes, it is a phone that she has bought’. 

d.
Waa, 

foon 


u 

yↄbↄ


yes

phone


3SG

bought 


Yes, it is a phone that she has bought (NOT APPRECIABLE ANSWER) 

The above examples show the need to add the focus markers nɛ or rɛ to sentences to make them grammatical 
and also to either deny or confirm information in Sɩsaalɩ. This leads to the corrective interpretation (4b) and (5b) and to a confirmative use in the case of (4c) and (5c). 
It must be noted that the use of either nɛ or rɛ depends on the phonological environment of the item or constituent to be focused. Thus I hold that rέ occurs with focused elements that end in vowels while nέ occurs with focused elements that end in consonants as seen in the above examples (2a, 2b, 3a, 3b).  
5. Illustrations of the use of the particles (nɛ and rɛ) in Sɩsaalɩ focus constructions.
Having tested and established the fact that nɛ and rɛ are focus markers in Sɩsaalɩ, this section systematically describes how focus is marked on subjects and non-subjects, and adjuncts. The differences in these focus constructions would receive attention. 
5.1 Focus Marking in Subjects and Non-Subjects.
This sub section gives a description of how focus is marked on subject pronouns (6), full subject NPs (7) and objects (8). It would be clear from each of these instances that the focus markers nɛ and rɛ are mandatory though rɛ focus marks elements that end in vowels and nɛ focus marks elements that end in consonants. 
However, in all instances
, it is always required that the focused constituent is moved to the pre-sentential 
position, a position that is termed as left periphery.
6a. S: 
Ba 

aa 

kpu 

punaa 

hu.

3PL 

PROG 

kill 

animal 

DEF
            ‘They are killing the animal.’
6b. 
Baa



rɛ 
aa 

kpu 

punaa 

hu.
3PL.EmPr 

FOC 
PROG 

kill 

animal 

DEF
‘It is THEY who are killing the animal’.
6c. 
*Baa 

nɛ 
aa 

kpu 

punaa 

hu.
  They.EmPr 
FOC 
PROG 

kill 

animal 

DEF
6d.
*Ba 

nɛ 
aa 

kpu 

punaa 

hu.
  They.EmPr 
FOC 
PROG 

kill 

animal 

DEF
7a. S:
Duma 


yↄbↄ

 loori.
Duma 


buy 

car.
‘Duma has bought a car’.
7b.
Duma 

rɛ

 yↄbↄ 

loori.

Duma 

FOC 

buy

 car.

‘It is DUMA who bought a car’.
7c.
*Duma 
nɛ

 yↄbↄ 

loori.

  Duma 
FOC 

buy

 car.

7d.
Duma 

 yↄbↄ 

loori.

Duma 

buy

 car.

‘Duma bought a car’.
8a.S:
Emma 

nyↄgↄ 


daaη
Emma 


burn 


stick
‘Emma burnt stick’.
8b. 
Daaη 

nɛ 

Emma 

nyↄgↄ

Stick 

FOC 

Emma


 burnt

‘It is a Stick that Emma burnt’.
8c.
*Daaη

rɛ 

Emma 

nyↄgↄ

  Sticks 
FOC 

Emma


 burnt
8d. 
*Emma 

nyↄgↄ 


daaη

nɛ
  Emma 

burn 


sticks

FOC
From the data in (6) up to (8), we observe that constituents that end in vowels are focused marked with rɛ while those that end in consonants make use of nɛ
. These focus markers immediately follow what they focus and cannot occur somewhere else. Sentence (8d) is ill-formed because the focused element has not been moved to the pre-sentential position
. Also, sentences (6c & 8c) are not appreciated in the language 
because the wrong focus markers nɛ and rɛ have been used respectively. 
It is not only in the subject positions that weak pronouns do not occur, 
but also in object positions. This is illustrated in the data in (9). 
9a. S:
Duma 


ŋmaa


 ŋ
 
       
Duma 


beat


 me

            ‘Duma has beaten me’
9b. 
*ŋ 

rɛ/ nɛ 

Duma 

ŋmaa
        
 me

FOC 

Duma 

beat

       
‘It is I Duma beat.’
9c. 
Miyaŋ

 nɛ 

Duma 

ŋmaa.

  

      
me.EmPr
FOC 

Duma 

beat
    
‘It is me that Duma beat’
9d. 
*Miyaŋ
rɛ 

Duma 

ŋmaa

  

      
me.EmPr
FOC 

Duma 

beat
9e.
*Duma 

ŋmaa


 miyaη        nɛ
       
 Duma 


beat


 me.EmPr    FOC 

Generally, weak pronouns in Sɩsaalɩ cannot occur with focus particles as exemplified in (9b).  Also, (9d) is ill-formed because the emphatic pronoun Miyaŋ which ends in a consonant has been focus marked with rɛ (which is used to focus vowels). Sentence (9e) is also not appropriate because the focused pronoun miyaη ‘me’ has not been moved to the sentence initial position
. 
5.2. The marking of focus on adjunct 
In Sɩsaalɩ, focus can be marked on adjuncts. The focusing of adjuncts also would involve moving the adjunct to the beginning of the sentence (pre-sentential position) and introducing the focus markers nɛ or rɛ depending on the phonological environment of the constituent. This is illustrated below. 
10a.S: 
U 

kpu 

punaa

 hu

 doη
.
3SG

 kill 

animal 

DEF 

there
‘He/she killed the animal there’
10b 
Doŋ

 nɛ/* rɛ 
u 

kpu 

punaa 

hu
there 

FOC 

3SG 

kill 

animal 

DEF
‘It is THERE that he killed the animal’
10c. 
*U 
kpu 
punaa 

hu 

doη 

nɛ 

              3SG 
kill 
animal 

DEF 

here 

FOC

11a. S:
Duma 

si 
gυnnι 

wujiŋ

gyinaŋ
Duma 

FUT 
learn 

lesson

today
‘Duma will learn a lesson today’

11b. 
Gyinaŋ
 nɛ/* rɛ 
Duma 

si 
gυnnι

wujiŋ
Now 

FOC 

Duma 

FUT
 learn 

lesson

‘It is TODAY that Duma will learn a lesson’
11c.
*Duma
gυnnι 

wijuŋ 

gyinaŋ

 nɛ
  Duma 
learn 

lesson 

today 

FOC
12a. S:  Baal 
hu 
si 
hɔŋ 
daha 
             Man 
DET 
FUT 
sit 
here

             ‘The man will sit here’
12b.      Daha 
rɛ /*nɛ

baal 
hu 
si 
hɔŋ
             Here 
FOC 

man 
DET 
FUT 
sit

             ‘It is HERE that the man will sit’ 
12c.      Baal 
hu 
si 
hɔŋ 
daha 
rɛ
             Man 
DET 
FUT 
sit 
here   
FOC
             ‘The man will sit here’
All focused constituents that have not been moved to the sentence initial as illustrated in sentences
 (10c, 11c and 12c) are considered ill-formed in Sɩsaalɩ while sentences 
(10b, 11b, and 12b) are appropriate responses in the language because the right focus markers have been used and the focused constituents have also been moved to the sentence initial position. 
5.3 The marking of focus on verbs
Cross linguistically, various strategies for the marking of focus on verbs are adopted by different languages. Ameka (2010) identifies two main methods that are used in marking focus on verbs in Kwa languages; that are verb copy strategy and the nominalization of verb strategy
. He posits that the verb copy strategy usually will have a copy of the verb moved to the clause initial position and marked with a focus marker
. With the nominalization of the verb strategy, the verb is nominalized, moved to the sentence initial position and then focus marked. 
In Sɩsaalɩ, the most productive way of focusing verbs is the verb nominalization. With this method, the verbs (in Sɩsaalɩ) are nominalized, move to the pre-sentential position and then focus marked with either rɛ or nɛ. As instated earlier, the use of either of these is influenced by the phonological environment of the focused element. The marking of focus on verbs in the language is demonstrated below.
13a. S: Ba 
di 
kidiiliye 
hu 
buloŋ
 
           3PL 
eat 
food 
 
DEF 
all

           ‘They ate all the food’
 13b.    Diyi 

rɛ/*nɛ 
   ba 
 di 
kidiiliye 
hu 
buloŋ 
            Eat.Nml 
FOC 
   3PL 
 eat 
food 

DEF 
all
            ‘It is eating that they ate all the food’


13c.     *Diyi 

rɛ/* nɛ 
ba 
kidiiliye 
hu 
buloŋ 

              Eat.Nml 
FOC 

3PL 
food 

DEF 
all
14a. S: υ 
kpu 
biye 
hu
            3SG 
kill 
child 
DEF
            ‘He killed the child’
14b.     Kpuyι 

rɛ/*nɛ 

υ 
kpu 
biye 
hu
            Kill.Nml 
FOC 

3SG 
kpu 
child 
DET

           ‘It is killing that he killed the child’
14c.     *Kpuyι 
rɛ/*nɛ 
 υ 
biye 
hu
              Kill.Nml 
FOC 
 3SG 
child 
DET

              It is killing that he killed the child

15a. S: Hogih 
 nyuwa   nιι 
    hu
            Hogih 
 drink 
   water    DEF

            Hogih drunk the water

15b.     Nyuwayι 
rɛ/*nɛ 
Hogih 
    nyuwa 
nιι 
hu
            Drink.Nml 
FOC 
Hogih 
    drink 
water 
DEF

            It is drinking that Hogih drunk the water.
15c.    *Nyuwayι 
Hogih 
    nyuwa 
nιι 
hu
             Drink.Nml 
Hogih 
    drink 
water 
DEF

             It is drinking that Hogih drunk the water.

It is analyzed from the data in 
(13b, 14b and 15b) that focusing of verbs in Sɩsaalɩ involves nominalization and movement of the verb to the clause initial position and retaining a copy of the verb at the TP internal position
. When a copy of the verb is not retained at the TP position, as seen in (13c and 14c) the outcome is disallowed
. Also, if the verb is nominalized and moved to the clause initial position without a focus marker
, the resultant structure is not appreciated 
in the language as evident in (15c). It was observed that almost all (per the data) nominalized verbs end in vowels hence are focus marked with rɛ. 
5.4 The marking of focus on adjectives
Different languages adopt different methods in marking focus on adjectives
. Focusing of adjectives in Sɩsaalɩ is very similar to that of the verbs. Thus, the adjectives are nominalized, moved to the clause initial position and focus marked. A copy of the adjective just as was observed for verbs is left at the base position. Just like the verbs, when there is no copy of the adjective at the base position, the resultant structure is illicit as demonstrated in (16c and 17c).
16a. S: Ba 
diya 
weliye
            3PL 
house 
beautiful

            Their house is nice/beautiful

16b.   Weliŋ 

nɛ/*rɛ 
  ba 
diya 
weliye
          Beautiful.Nml 
FOC 
  3PL 
house 
beautiful

          It is their house that is beautiful
16c.   *Weliŋ 

  nɛ/*rɛ
ba 
diya 

            Beautiful.Nml 
  FOC 

3PL      houae
17a. S: Gal 
hu 
bιnιya
            Cloth 
DEF 
old

            The cloth is old

17b.     Bιnιι 

rɛ/*nɛ 
   gal 
    hu 
   bιnιye
            Old.Nml 
FOC 
   cloth 
    DEF    old
            It is the cloth that is old
 17c.     Bιnιι 

rɛ/*nɛ 
gal 
hu

             Old.Nml 
FOC 
cloth 
DEF 

It is observed that adjectives that end in consonants are focus marked with nɛ (16b) while those that end in vowels (17b) are focus marked with rɛ.
It is obvious from the above illustrations that the focus markers rέ and nέ are required any time there is movement of a constituent from its base position 
to the left periphery position.  I therefore see them as focus heads that are needed for a specifier-head configuration for purposes of checking the focus features of the movement constituent. 
In Minimalism, it will be suggested that the moved elements have focus features which are strong and need to be checked within the syntax to avoid a crash in the derivation.  

The focus markers are therefore obligatory for ex-situ focus marking. For similar arguments see Saah (1994) and Boadi (1974) for Akan where the particle na is compulsory in ex-situ focus marking. 
The proposal is that the use of one focus marker rather than the other is dependent on the phonological environment of the focused constituent. Thus, I hold (the view) that rέ occurs with focused elements that end in vowels while nέ occurs with focused elements that end in consonants. This explains the appropriateness or otherwise of the data above. 
The observation that Sɩsaalɩ has two focus markers is not unknown in the Gur literature since, similar analyses of the presence of two focus markers are put across for Dagbani and Gurene as found in the works of Issah (2012, 2015), Hudu (2012) and Dakubu (2003) respectively.  I
 therefore conclude that the ex-situ focusing in Sɩsaalɩ involves moving what is to be focused from its base position to the specifier position of focus phrase and then introducing the compulsory focus markers nέ and rέ depending on whether what is to be focused ends in a vowel or consonant.  The fact that these two focus markers are not freely exchanged for each other means that there is really a structural asymmetry in their selection for purposes of focus marking. 

6. Conclusions and summary of findings
This paper gives a descriptive analysis of how focus is marked on subjects, objects, adjuncts, verbs and adjectives in Sɩsaalɩ. It has been established that the most productive way of marking focus in Sɩsaalɩ is the morpho-syntatic strategy. The particles rɛ and nɛ are identified as focus markers in the language and their usage is phonologically influenced; rɛ focus marks vowels and nɛ, consonants. Also, all focused constituents are moved to the pre-sentential position. In focusing verbs and adjectives, the nominalization of the verb strategy is adopted. 
The verb or adjective is nominalized, move to the clause initial position and focus marked. A copy of the verb or adjective is retained at the TP of the clause structure and base positions respectively. In terms of scope, both rɛ and nɛ mark constituent focus as they focus on just a particular item and not the entire sentence. Finally, rɛ and nɛ as focus markers indicate that it is A but never B.  
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Saskia van Putten (2014)
�Repeated 5 times


�Since the section is about the grammatical features of the language, the author could help readers understand how tense is marked


�This does not account for sentential focus which does not really link to a discourse. Limits it to contrastive focus


�Missing reference


�The author should consult the works of Rooth 1985, 1996, Krifka 2008 or Hartmann and Zimmerman (2007, 2009) on the concept of focus.


�This does not present a clear distinction between focus and topic


�Relevance of information is not equivalent to focus but the new information or the selection of some elements from a set of alternatives (Rooth 1985)


�The work of Hartmann, K., & Zimmermann, M. (2007). Focus strategies in Chadic–the case of Tangale revisited. Studia Linguistica, 61(2), 95–129.


 Will be of immense here.


�The author could consider a through discussion on types of focus such as new information focus, contrastive focus, corrective focus, sentential focus and provide examples using reviewed literature (Krifka, M. (2008). Basic notions of information structure. Acta Linguistica Hungarica, 55(3–4), 243-276.


�Linguistic means of expressing focus is also well described by Fiedler et. al. (2010) who worked on Subject focus in West African languages. They extensively discuss prosodic, morphological and syntactic focus marking with a myriad of examples from the west African language spectrum


�Hartmann, K., & Zimmermann, M. (2007). Focus strategies in Chadic–the case of Tangale revisited. Studia Linguistica, 61(2), 95–129.


 


Hartmann, K. (2011). Focus constructions in Hausa. The Architecture of Focus, 579–607


�This should rather not be cited


�Missing reference


�Only ex-situ focus. Testing for congruence will have been efficient if it has been juxtaposed with in-situ data


�But why?


�Gloss and free translation don’t match


�This is more corrective focus not contrastive.


Ccontrastive Focus according to �ADDIN CSL_CITATION {"citationItems":[{"id":"ITEM-1","itemData":{"author":[{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Zimmermann","given":"Malte","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""}],"container-title":"Acta Linguistica Hungarica","id":"ITEM-1","issue":"3-4","issued":{"date-parts":[["2008"]]},"note":"Zimmermann, M. (1998). Contrastive Focus. 1, 1–84.","page":"347-360","title":"Contrastive focus and emphasis","type":"article-journal","volume":"55"},"locator":"354","uris":["http://www.mendeley.com/documents/?uuid=94b656c9-e594-45d3-8c80-c0d41e46ecef"]}],"mendeley":{"formattedCitation":"(Zimmermann, 2008, p. 354)","manualFormatting":"Zimmermann (2008, p. 354)","plainTextFormattedCitation":"(Zimmermann, 2008, p. 354)","previouslyFormattedCitation":"(Zimmermann, 2008, p. 354)"},"properties":{"noteIndex":0},"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"}�Zimmermann (2008, p. 354)� refer to a specific focal material that is unexpected or appears as a surprise for the hearer from the speaker’s perspective.


�We don’t get the literature that support the assumptions. For eg. What is contrastive focus?


�Same structure different translation with 4aS why?


�Statements like this fail to situate things in context because unless a sentence is meant to achieve some pragmatic functions, it should be correct


�The paragraph before the examples talks about contrast and the second paragraph after the examples talk about corrective focus. A bit confusing


�repetitive


�of subject focus(specify)


�??? Sentence initial?


�How different is this emphatic pronoun from the Sisali emphatic pronoun banɛ? Why is this one different from the 6a, what motivates the phonological change?


�Providing a context will help. For instance, these are simply statements, that are repeated. If focus is meant to achieve some semantic and pragmatic purposes, why is 7b needed? What is focused and why is in focus when it’s the same as elements in the common ground and not selective focus either?


�The focus here was on SF but the author does not discuss the examples to show the subjects that are focused and why so


�What does this mean? Sentence-initial position?


�Language


�So, what is the role of Nominative case pronouns in the language if this is true as you say it?


�But the focus marker in (9e) appears clause final


�It is better to have questions and use the answers to determine the alternatives and elements that need to be focused. Read  �ADDIN CSL_CITATION {"citationItems":[{"id":"ITEM-1","itemData":{"ISBN":"9783110199093","abstract":"The article presents a reanalysis of the Hausa particle nee/cee, which is frequently analyzed as a focus marker (Tuller 1986, Green 1997). The syntactic distribution of nee/cee is shown to be not typical of genuine focus markers: nee/cee is optional. It is not restricted to a particular position as it can occur with ex-situ and in-situ focus (with different frequencies). And, nee/cee can associate with focus at a distance. Taking up observations by Green (1997), it is shown that nee/cee is not optional from a semantic point of view, as its presence triggers an exhaustive interpretation of focus. Nee/cee is therefore analyzed as a focus-sensitive marker introducing a conventional implicature, which is responsible for the exhaustive interpretation. This reanalysis of nee/cee also accounts for its infelicity in non-exhaustive contexts.","author":[{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Hartmann","given":"Katharina","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""},{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Zimmermann","given":"Malte","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""}],"container-title":"Focus Strategies in African Languages.","editor":[{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Aboh","given":"Enoch Oladé","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""},{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Hartmann","given":"Katharina","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""},{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Zimmermann","given":"Malte","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""}],"id":"ITEM-1","issued":{"date-parts":[["2008"]]},"note":"Hartmann, K., &amp; Zimmermann, M. (2008). Exhaustivity marking in Hausa: A reanalysis of the particle nee/cee. \n  \nThe article presents a reanalysis of the Hausa particle nee/cee, which is frequently analysed as a focus marker (Tuller 1986, Green 1997). The syntactic distribution of nee/cee is shown to be not typical of genuine focus markers: nee/cee is optional. It is not restricted to a particular position as it can occur with ex-situ and in-situ focus (with different frequencies). And, nee/cee can associate with focus at a distance. Taking up observations by Green (1997), it is shown that nee/cee is not optional from a semantic point of view, as its presence triggers an exhaustive interpretation of focus. Nee/cee is therefore analyzed as a focus-sensitive marker introducing a conventional implicature, which is responsible for the exhaustive interpretation. This reanalysis of nee/cee also accounts for its infelicity in non-exhaustive con- texts. Even though Green (1997:29) argues that the Haus particles 'nee' and 'cee' are exhaustive particles, Hartmann &amp; Zimmermann (2008) note that these Hausa particles do not share the syntactic properties of typical focus markers. \n\nWhy Hartmann and Zimmermann (2008) posit that the Hausa 'nee' and 'cee' are not focus \nmarkers. \n1. Their presence in sentences are optional even in Focus, when other focus strategies are present\n2. They can associate with Focus at a distance which is not a property of focus markers which need to be close to their markers\n3. the particle nee/cee has a semantic impact in form of a conventional implicature: it causes an exhaustive interpretation of the focus. \n\nFOCUS IN HAUSA \n\nHausa according to Hartmann and Zimmermann adopts two Focus strategies, namely in situ (base generation) and ex situ (fronting). Both are syntactically marked through fronting. The fronted focus constituent can be followed by the particle nee (or its feminine form cee). \n\nIn ex-situ focus, focus is pragmatically controlled for by means of question-answer pairs. \n\n(1) Q: Mèe sukà kaamàa ?\nwhat 3PL.REL.PERF catch\n‘What did they catch?’\nA: Kiifii (nèe) sukà kaamàa.\nfish PRT 3PL.REL.PERF catch\n‘They caught FISH.’ \n\nFocus is marked prosodically in ex-situ Focus situation in Hausa and it is sometimes accompanied by a shortened form of the particle 'nee' which is realised as 'ne' in sentence final position. While ex-situ focus is restricted to maximal projections, in-situ focus is possible for any constituent (heads and maximal projections alike), except for subjects. \n\nSyntactic Properties of 'nee/cee' \n\nEx-Situ Focus \nIn Hausa literature the particle nee/cee has been described as a focus marker which only appears when a constituent is focused. The particle can also occur focus a subject, object a PP and a VP \n\n1. [NP John] lé bàn ŋì-jín \nJ. PRT want 6.egg\n'JOHN wants eggs.' \n2. [NP Kùnjì nì Mààbì] lé gà kùùr kì-sàà-k\nK. conj. M. PRT fut weed 15-farm \n'Kùnjì AND Mààbì will weed the farm'\n3. [NP Kì-dàbì-k] lé Kùnjì bì dàà (obj focus)\n15-gun PRT K. imperf buy\n'Kunji is buying A GUN'\n4. [pp Bù-sù-b tààb] lé Chéímà pùn lí-nùùl\n14-tree-14 under prt C. roast.pfv yam def\n'Cheima roasted the yam UNDER THE TREE'\n4. [vp lì-sàà-mɔn] lé Limukdaal gèè.\nprt-food-cook prt L. love \n'It is COOKING that Limukdaal loves' \n\nThe particle in not optional in all of these instances and therefore the sentence becomes ungrammatical when the particle is missing. Hausa scholars usually analyze nee/cee after ex-situ focus as an emphatic marker (Schachter 1966) or as a focus marker (cf. Tuller 1986, Green 1997, Green 2004, Newman 2000, Jaggar 2001, Green and Jaggar 2003). Given the existence of focus markers in African languages (see Bearth 1999 for an overview), this assumption is not far-fetched. Green (1997) represents the most elaborate analysis of focus in Hausa. In her account, nee/cee is the head of a focus phrase (FP) and because it has focus features, it attract the FocP to it's specifier \n[FP [NP Binta F] [F' [F cee [S tsubj takee (Example 5 in Hart&amp;Zim p.245) \n\nWhile Green (1997) analysis 'nee/cee' as the head of the Focus Phrase, Hartmann and Zimmermann (2008) argue that the Hausa particles 'nee/cee' are optional. Thus, their presence or absence is not obligatory in Focus Marking in Hausa. The particle is optional with focused subjects which appear in the same position as non-focused ones. The difference in Hausa is that the subject focus is marked on the relative \nauxiliary as in (\nTankò (nee) ya biyà hàr ?aajì-n.\nT. PRT 3SG.REL.PERF pay taxes-DEF\n‘TANKO paid the taxes.’ (245)\n\nAccording to Hartman &amp; Zimm if nee/cee was a focus marker in Hausa, one might expect it to be obligatory in all focused constructions since focus is not marked by other morpho-syntactic means.\n\nIn-situ focus \nIn-situ focus is quite frequent, it even represents the predominant focus-strategy for new- information focus (cf. Hartmann and Zimmermann 2007). They argue in-situ focus in Hausa is not marked at all. The particle nee/cee can occur in two positions in-situ and that is either It can either appear in the sentence-final position or “at the end of the core sentence but be- fore adverbial adjuncts or complements”, Use example 8 on page 246 \nTakal chuu ba lì-múà-l nì?\nTàkàl CHùù [np ì-jàn là]\nTàkàl CHùù [np ì-jàn] lé lì-múà-l nì \n\nThe particle is adjacent to the in-situ focus and when the background information in the adverbial present, it the particle precedes it but with le. \nIn the following, some further examples are presented that provide more evidence for the two particle positions with in-situ focus. In Hausa as pointed out by hart and Zimm, when the right edge of the focus extends to the right periphery of the clause, nee/cee must appear in clause-final position. The demonstrate this using instance of in-situ object focus, locative focus, predicate and sentence focus. \n\nQ. ‘What did Audu buy?’ Objec Foc\nA. Audu bought a ring.\nQ. Where did Tanko buy fish&quot;\nA. Tanko bought the fish AT THE MARKET (Locative Focus)\nQ. What did Hawwa do?\nA. Hawwa CUT THE MEAT (Predicate foc)\nQ. What is happening there? Sentence Foc\nA THE PEOPLE HAVE CAUGHT A THIEF.\n\n\n**The particle can also follow an in-situ focus in non-final position in Hausa but in Likpakpaanl the particle la cannot occur in when it is followed by a locative adverb. It is le that is used in such instances. \nQ. ‘What did the mechanic repair at the garage?’\nA. The mechanic repaired the CAR in the garage.\nFurthermore, nee/cee can associate with the focus at a distance\nQ. What did you plant on the farm?\nA. We planted MILLET on the farm\nQ. What did the thief steal from the store?\nA. The thief stole money and food from the store\n\n\nIn Hausa the focus marker does not occur immediately adjacent to the focus constituent as typical focus markers do and that is the one of the basis upon which Hart and Zimm argue against its classification as a focus marker. They propose following Green (1997) that the nee/cee is not primarily determined syntactically but instead follows from prosodic requirements where Nee/cee occurs before a prosodic phrase boundary. Nee/cee may also occur between the indirect and the direct object in double object constructions. hart and Zimm note prosodically, since there is a phrase boundary between two objects in di-transitive constructions, it is possible for the particle to occur. (Inkelas &amp; Leben 1990:19) \n\nQ. Who did John give the cattle to?\nA. John gave the cattle to his friend.\n\nA clause-final particle is incompatible with ex-situ focus. Such examples are consistently judged ungrammatical. (eg 18-19, p250)\nQ. Who came?\nA. *Audu ya zoo ne (Audu came)\nQ. What did Haruna bring from Germany?\nA. Haruna brought a RADIO from Germany\n\n\nOur language consultants unanimously agreed that (18A) and (19A) are only grammatical as yes-no questions where the final particle functions as a question tag.9 A declarative reading of these sentences is not available. At present, the source of this additional restriction is mysterious to us. The data in (18) and (19) appear to fall neatly under the syntactic account proposed by Green (1997) in (5): As nee/cee heads the FP, it must be right- adjacent to the fronted focus constituent in Spec,FP \n\n\nSummary\nHausa has a particle nee/cee which optionally appears after the focus constituent, whether in-situ or ex-situ. The properties of the parti- cle described in the present section lead us to assume that it does not be- have like a typical focus marker. Typical focus markers, as employed in many other African languages, are \n\n1. obligatory: they consistently mark the focus in a sentence. The particle nee/cee, on the other hand, is optional even if focus is not marked by any other means. \n2. it can associate with the focus at a distance. This property is typical of focus-sensitive particles but not of grammatical focus markers. We conclude that focus in Hausa does not imply the presence of nee/cee.  Nee/cee is thus, analysed as a focus sensitve particle because once it occurs it a focus constituent must occur in its specifier. \n\n*Nee/cee in non-exhaustive contexts \nIf the focus in the main clause is followed by nee/cee, extension by an also- phrase is excluded. The presence of nee/cee excludes all focus alternatives except for the focused entity itself. This suggests that nee/cee introduces a conventional implicature in the sense of Karttunen &amp; Peters (1979).\nSecond, nee/cee is illicit when the focus denotes an entity in a domain that is explicitly introduced as containing more than the focused entity. This means that If, a pluralic group is introduced, a focus with nee cannot pick a unique individual from this group. The presence of nee in this sentence indicates that the property under discussion, i.e. the selling of bananas, only holds of a unique individual. \nThird, nee/cee is also illicit in mention-some environments. The infelicity of nee/cee in mention-some contexts can be mended by means of accommodation: the property under discussion is specified in such a way that it applies to a unique individual, in congruence with the exhaustivity requirement. The implication is that in this context, where the reference is a group of students one cannot use the exhaustivity particle nee after the focused subject since this would entail that only Umaru and nobody else passed. The only way that the particle can provide an exhaustive focus interpretation is when one needs to identify an individual with a unique trait from among the group. as in (24) \n\nInferences based on (strong) exhaustivity \n\nIn certain contexts, the particle can be used to infer strong exhaustivity. Nee/cee and other exhaustivity markers. With adverbial exhaustivity markers, such as kawài ‘just, only, merely, simply’, ka?ai ‘only, alone’, or sai ‘only, just, except’, nee/cee is typically or often (Newmann 2000:190, Jaggar 2001:511) omitted. But in Likpakpaanl, the particle le is obligatory. \n\nJohn baanja le ti kan din.\nKínààyúk ŋméén lé Tàmànjà nyì \nTijikaar baanja aan ŋmaa tii unii limɔfal (KKB Mat 4:4b)\nNí aa ye bima baanja le aa ŋa bakaa. \n\nAccording to Hart/Zimm, the analysis of nee/cee as an exhaustivity marker predicts the typical omission of nee/cee with adverbial exhaustivity markers on grounds of redundancy. When present, nee/cee can serve to reinforce kawái or kadai (Jaggar 2001:511). In contrast, an analysis of nee/cee as a plain focus marker leaves the highly restricted occurrence of nee/cee with other exhaustivity markers unexplained. \nThey argue that the presence of the adverbials kawài and ka?ai introduce exhaustivity into the assertion as part of their truth conditions and that nee/cee merely serves the purpose of providing conventional implicature but does not add exhaustivity to the assertion (Because it is weaker). They note that although the presence or absence of nee/cee does not change the truth-conditions of clauses, it does the exhaustivity effect is reduced when the particle is absent. They conclude that nee/cee triggers a conventional implicature. \n  \nEvidence that supports nee/cee as an exhaustivity particle \n1. it is infelicitous or highly marked when the context suggests non-exhaustivity of the focus domain. \n2. It does not co-occur with other exhaustivity particles like only and triggers exhaustivity by means of conversational implicature \n3. nee/cee is focus-sensitive particle and can associate with focus constituents at a distance in in-situ non-adjacency focus \n  \nConclusion\n1. The optionality of the exhaustivity marker nee/cee with ex-situ foci and in wh-questions may have repercussions for the theory of focus and questions in general because the dependency of an exhaustive interpretation of ex-situ foci on the presence of nee/cee shows that exhaustivity is not structurally encoded in Hausa.   \n2. the optionality of the presence of nee/cee in wh-phrases points to the fact that wh-questions in Hausa are not exhaustive. \n  \nKey arguments \nthe Hausa particle nee/cee is not a grammatical focus marker, but a focus-sensitive \nexhaustivity marker. Thus, its presence can serve as an indirect indicator for focus because focus-sensitive elements need a focus to be licensed. \n*its presence or absence is governed solely by semantic factors while its syntactic distribution seems to depend on prosodic factors. \n*","page":"241-264","publisher":"Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter","title":"Exhaustivity marking in Hausa: A reanalysis of the particle nee/cee","type":"chapter"},"uris":["http://www.mendeley.com/documents/?uuid=52960fd3-4936-4a8a-90bf-73dac671deac"]},{"id":"ITEM-2","itemData":{"author":[{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Rooth","given":"Mats","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""}],"id":"ITEM-2","issued":{"date-parts":[["1985"]]},"note":"1.     Rooth, M. (1985). Association with Focus. PhD Dissertation: University of \nMassachusetts, Amherst. \nThe basic idea of alternative semantics (Rooth 1985) is that the general function of focus is to evoke alternatives. Each expression will now have two different semantic values: its basic semantic value and its “focus semantic value”, where the focus semantic value will consist of a set of alternatives. Thus, using the example in (15), he postulates that the focus semantic value of (15b) will be the set of propositions of the form “John introduced x to Sue”; the focus semantic value of (14d) will be the set of propositions of the form “John introduced Bill to y”. \n\nAssociation with Focus; the Problem \nThe technical term association with focus, introduced in Jackendoff (1972), refers to semantic effects of focus of this kind, an effect on truth conditions. Association with the focus can be illustrated with more straightforward sentences as well: \n(3)       a. I only introduced BILL to Sue \nb. I only introduced Bill to SUE \n Suppose ‘I’ introduced Bill and Tom to Sue and performed no other introductions. Then (3a) is false, and (3b) is true. \n\nRepresentation of Focus \nAccording to Rooth, focus is a feature marked on syntactic phrases, and that multiple phrases can be marked within one clause. Eg\n(14) a. SHE insulted HIM \nb. [[she]F insulted [him]F]  (Rooth: pg 10) \nHe points out that focus is marked in S-structure since it has correlated phonological/phonetic and semantic/pragmatic aspects; PR is where phonology happens, LF is the locus of semantic interpretation, and SS is the link between the two. The analytic problem then has two parts: \n(i)              what is the semantic or pragmatic interpretation of F (presumably at LF)? And \n(ii)            how is F phonologically and/or phonetically interpreted? \nUsing a question-and-answer pair, Rooth notes that focus divides a sentence into ‘new information’ and ‘old information’. A focused phrase conveys ‘new information’ when it provides information that is not shared by the questioner while ‘old information’ is already known and contained in the question. \n(15) a. Who did John introduce Bill to?\nb. John introduced Bill to SUE \nc. Who did John introduce to Sue?\nd. John introduced BILL to Sue (Rooth, 11) \nAccording to Rooth, the questions in () introduce alternatives into the discourse and the function of the focused answer (b) and (d) signal that such alternatives are under consideration. Thus, when the reply in (d) is provided as an answer to (a), it will be incorrect since it wrongly suggests the set alternatives. \nThe question in (a) presupposes that ‘John introduced Bill to someone’. He notes that the Presupposition a (p-set) ‘recursively generates’ sets of alternatives and provides the recursive definition of a focus-influenced component of meaning termed as the p-sets as: \n1). a is \n(a) The set of objects in the model matching a’ in type, if α bears the feature F\n(b) the unit set α’ if a is a non-focused non-complex phrase\n(c) the set of objects which can be obtained by picking one element from each of the p-sets corresponding to the component phrases of a, and applying the semantic rule for α this sequence of elements, if α is a non-focused complex phrase. (Rooth,14) \nThus, focus semantic value of (15a) will be the set of propositions of the form “John introduced x to Sue”; the focus semantic value of (15b) will be the set of propositions of the form “John introduced Bill to y”. By this definition, he argues that in (15b) [John] is a unit set that is not focused just as [introduced]’, ‘[Bill]’ and “to]’. [Sue]F belongs to the p-sets is E since she is focused and constitutes the set of individuals in the model. Sue, therefore, falls under (c) of the p-set rule (Rooth, ibd). \n\nPhonological interpretation of focus \nSelkirk (1984) makes a proposal that suggests that the phonological reflex of focus is a pitch accent. Thus, a pitch accent is the phonological interpretation of the focus feature. \n\nThe association of focus with ‘only’ and ‘even’\nHorn(1969) analysed the meaning of only into an assertion and a presupposition:\n(1)       a. Only John came John baanja le dan\n            b. assertion: no one who is not John came \n            presupposition: John came\n\nUsing the example in (11), Rooth demonstrates that the “scope” of even can consist of more than one constituent contrary to Anderson 1972.\n11) John claims that he can sell refrigerators to the Eskimos, but in fact, he couldn’t even sell WHiSKEY to the INDIANS (implying that of all selling tasks one could possibly undertake, selling whiskey to the Indians would be the easiest). (Rooth 34)\nSimilarly, only can be associated with multiple foci where both Bill and Sue receive focus as in (12) John only introduced BILL to SUE\neven can be analysed similarly:\n(2)a. even John came \nb. (from Karttunen and Peters (1979)). \nassertion: John came Hali John dan\npresupposition: (i) someone who is not John came\n(ii) For all x under consideration besides John, the likelihood of x coming is greater than or equal to the likelihood of John coming.","publisher":"PhD Dissertation: University of Massachusetts, Amherst","title":"Association with Focus","type":"thesis"},"uris":["http://www.mendeley.com/documents/?uuid=2bd590b1-5990-4492-806c-88775d33372f"]},{"id":"ITEM-3","itemData":{"ISSN":"0039-3193","author":[{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Hartmann","given":"Katharina","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""},{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Zimmermann","given":"Malte","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""}],"container-title":"Studia Linguistica","id":"ITEM-3","issue":"2","issued":{"date-parts":[["2007"]]},"note":"Hartmann, K., &amp; Zimmermann, M. (2007). Focus strategies in Chadic–the case of Tangale revisited. Studia Linguistica, 61(2), 95–129.\n\n\nFocus on a constituent a ([a]F) invokes a set A of alternatives to a, indicating that members of A are under consideration (Rooth 1985).\nDepending on the interaction of a with other alternatives, a semantic focus can receive various pragmatic readings:\nIn corrective focus, the a replaces an element A that has been intorduced into the common gorund (CG) as \na. (Peter painted his bicycle red.) No, he painted it [blue]F\nA focus is selective if a introduces an element of A into the CG and some elements of A are made explicit as in (b)\nb. (Did Peter paint his bicycle red or blue?) He painted it [blue]F.\nA focus expresses new-information if a introduces an element of A into the CG and the members of A are left implicit:\n(Which color did Peter paint his bicycle?) He painted it [blue]F (Hartmann and Zimmermann , 96).\nEven though focus is a cross linguistic phenomenon, it differs in the kind of grammatical devices that are used to mark focus in different languages.\nFocus-Feature theories\nHartmann and Zimmermann contend that there are some assumptions that that underpinn stadnard focus theories:\na. focus must be grammatically marked on or within the focus constituent. In intonation languages, the primary focus marking device is a nuclear accent, which may be accompanied by syntactic reordering\nb. the same grammatical device is used to mark focus constituents of various\ngrammatical functions or categories in a uniform manner.\nJackendoff (1972) states that: ‘‘If a phrase P is chosen as the focus of the sentence S, the highest stress in S will be on the syllable of P that is assigned highest stress by the regular stress rules.’’ (p. 237). Jackendoff point to the fact that there is a syntactic focus feature which mediates between between the size of a focus and how stress is placed on the f-constituent/element. Thus, The F-feature marks the focus of a sentence. The stress must be realized within the F-marked constituent (Jackendoff 1972:240f).\nIn Selkirk (1984, 1995) focus theory, it is argued that the assignment of focus feature is not motivated by pragmatics as posited by Jackendoff, but by phonetic conditions. Selkirk (1995:555) argues that the F-feature is received by the constituent that carries the main accent. He proposes a focus projection pointing to the fact that accented constituents which occur as complements can project to the head that selects it and if the accented constituent is a head on its own, then it projects to the head's maximal projection. Focus projection thus enables a constituent that is bigger than the accent bearing unit to be the focus of a sentence.\nSemantically, constituents which are F-marked are interpreted as new in the discourse (Selkirk 1995:556). \n2a. What did Carolin bring to the party? \ni She brought [NPsalad]F\n2b. What did Carolin do? \nii She [VP broughtF [ salad]F]F\n\nIn (2a), the accented object is F-marked. It is the focus of the sentence since it replaces the wh-word of the question. In (2b) the wh-question requires a predicate focus. Again, the accented object receives an F-feature, which projects across V to VP, thereby defining the focus of the sentence.\nUsing some further data, Büring (2006a) show that Selkirk's focus projection rules are empirically inadequate since the F element can occur in a structure where it is neither the head of the clause nor a complement to the head. Büring (2006a) argues that F-marking of XP does not require an accent on X0 or on the complement of X0. (327)\nQ: Why did Helen buy bananas? \nA: [Because JOHN bought bananas]F\nHere, the focus projects from the subject of an unergative verb 'bought' and this leads to Büring assertion that a focus must be maximally prominent and that it must be marked somewhere within the focused constituent and that this depends on the argument structure of the discourse.\nHartmann &amp; Zimmermann argue that the single grammatical factor to be considered in focus interpretation is prosodic accent in most intonation languages, entail a syntactic movement to a preverbal focus position as in Hungarian (Brody 1990), or in languages like German where they employ both focus movement and accent.\n\n\nFocus in Chadic languages\n\nA common strategy of focusing DP- or PP-terms in Chadic is to move them to a designated position.\nMovement may also be accompanied by high tone raising of the fronted constituent\n\nFocus movement can target several positions, namely the sentence-initial position, or a postverbal position, or the\nsentence-final position.\nAccording Newman (2000) focused DPs in Hausa are fronted to the sentence-initial position with an optional focus marker.\nTake example 7 and 8\n\nThe second strategy of focus movement observed in the Chadic languages is movement to a postverbal position.\nFocused constituents can also appear in sentence-final position\n\nIn-situ Focus\n\nIn some languages, focused terms remain in situ and prominence (Focus) is realised either morphologically, aspectually or by prosodic marking (Hartmann &amp; Zimmer).\nFor isntance in Mupun, the focused object DP is not displaced from its base-generated position and Focus is marked overtly by a preceeding the focused constituent (in Likpa constituent precedes the f-marker)\n(Example 10 from H&amp;Z, 100)\nThere is also Morphological focus marking as in Gùrùntùm (Hart &amp;Zim 2009).\nIn Pero, in situ focus is marked by an intonational break before the\nfocused element (cf. Frajzyngier 1989)\n\nSumming up, the Chadic languages discussed here express focus on\nDP-or PP-terms by using different grammatical strategies. Term focus is\nindicated by movement (Hausa, Hdi, Tangale, Kanakuru, Ngizim, Bade,\nBole, Pero), by morphological marking (Mupun, Lele, Guruntum), by\nchanges in the verbal aspect (Miya), or by a difference in prosodic\nphrasing (Pero).\n\nPredicate focus\nWhile some languages like Hausa mark term and predicate focus in the same way others (Mupun) use different strategies for the expression of term and predicate focus. In Hausa, focused verbs have to be nominalized before being fronted (Newman 2000). (H&amp;Z, 101).\nIn Mupun, focused terms carry a focus marker a (see (11)), whereas focused verbs reduplicate in addition (Frajzyngier 1993)\n\n\nThe special status of subjects: Cross-linguistic parallels\nThere is a disticntion between subjects and non- subjects when it comes to focus marking. It singles out focused subjects as being in special need of explicit focus marking.\n\nIn many languages, subjects are automatically\ninterpreted as topics in their canonical, e.g. preverbal position (see Givon 1976). Therefore, if a subject is to be interpreted as focus and not as topic, a de-topicalization strategy has to employed, which results in obligatory focus marking of the subject. Whether a focused subject is realized in a non-canonical position, or whether its status as non-topic is marked by other grammatical means, is subject to language-specific variation (cf. Fiedler et al. 2006).","page":"95-129","publisher":"Wiley Online Library","title":"Focus strategies in Chadic–the case of Tangale revisited","type":"article-journal","volume":"61"},"uris":["http://www.mendeley.com/documents/?uuid=8eae3894-254d-4eed-b9fe-7960f931fbdf"]}],"mendeley":{"formattedCitation":"(Hartmann & Zimmermann, 2007, 2008; Rooth, 1985)","plainTextFormattedCitation":"(Hartmann & Zimmermann, 2007, 2008; Rooth, 1985)","previouslyFormattedCitation":"(Hartmann & Zimmermann, 2007, 2008; Rooth, 1985)"},"properties":{"noteIndex":0},"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"}�(Hartmann & Zimmermann, 2007, 2008; Rooth, 1985)�. 





�What question will produce an answer like this? That will give you the clue regarding the element that is new and focused.


After that you can then look at in-situ and ex-situ focus


�What is focused in the sentences and what is the semantic interpretation for the focus?


�These are in-situ and so probably the language does not mark focus in-situ. The best way we can know this is when the author uses wh-questiona and answer pair.


What will be the response in What did the woman cook?


�What is this strategy?


�The term verb copying refers to the phenomenon in which we find two instantiations of the same verb in one sentence. It can be found when a sentence has a direct object as well as a postverbal adverbial constituent, which can range from duration/frequent


expressions to directional, locational and resultative constituents (see Li and Thompson 1981, Tai 1999, Cheng 2007),


�Ask the questions that will generate these answers


�This is an infelicitous statement even in English


�So, what is the focused constituent. A discussion is lacking


�????????


�What is the trigger for the movement? Why does the verb have to be nominalized before moved and focused? 


What about predicate focus like ‘What did they do? What will be the response? 


�Out of the blue. What is the TP and which position of the TP are you referring to?


�What if that nominalized movement is not for focus purposes? Eg is there focus marker in ‘Eating is my hobby? Or Dancing is my job?


�Unclear what the author means by appreciated here


�Citing sources to claims like this is good


�Where is the base position and what is the focus head and the specifier? It is better the author introduces these concepts properly from the introduction


�If the author wants to do a more theoretical analysis instead of the proposed descriptive work, then Rizzi (1997) will help


�A bit vague statement without any source to back the claim. What are the features and how is the checking done in the derivation in Sisali?


�Drawing of some examples from them would make a better case


�Of the choice the particles not the data.


�The paragraphs are not coherent, and ideas are not chronological (13-14)


�The role of phonology or syntax


�???


�Meaning?


�Not mentioned in the text
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