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ABSTRACT. Themainconcerrof thepaperis to addressomeproblemsthatarisewhendefining
the conceptof contrast andto clarify the relationbetweencontrastand otherconceptf infor-
mationstructure.As to the definition of the notionof contrastwe needto separatehe semantic
andpragmaticaspect®f contrastrenessaswell asidentify differenttypeswithin thesetwo main
catgories. Thereis alundantcross-linguisticevidencefor the hypothesighat certaintypesof
contrasimotivatea morefine-grainedanalysisof topicality andfocusing.It will beargued,how-
ever, that contrastienessnot only is a relevant featurefor the parametrizatiorof topicality and
focusing,but thatcontrasindeedrepresentanautonomougoncepbf informationstructuring.

Intr oduction

The main concernof the paperis to clarify the relationbetweencontrast andthe
two mainconceptof informationstructuretopic andfocus This requiresa defini-
tion of contrastandthe specificatiorof thecompatibilityof differentcontrastypes
with focusingandtopicality.

| will aguefor thefollowing assumptions:

(i) thenotionof contrasts alinguistically relevant phenomenonanddoesnot

(ii)

(i)

only arise“from particularinferenceswhich we drav on the basisof given

corversationaktontexts” (Lambrechtl994:290): thefeaturecontrastreness
hassyntacticandphonol@ical consequencesgr therealizationof topic and

focus;

thedistinction of differ ent typesof contrastis necessarin orderto explain
its impacton linguistic forms,andabore all the separatiorof the pragmatic
level of contrastienessrom the semanti¢ quantificationallybased)evel is
required,;

thelinguistic statusof contrast mustbedifferentiated:.contrasis notsimply
afeatureof topicality andfocusing,but it seemglausibleto regardcontrast
—in certainlanguagesndin certainconstructions-asa furtherautonomous
“packaging phenomenon”’Onthebasisof cross-linguistievidencecontrast
mustbeincludedinto theinventoryof pragmaticcateyories.
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| would like to startmy discussiorwith someintroductoryremarkson the basic
notionsof contrasttopic andfocusandtherelationsbetweerthem.

Accordingto atheoryneutraldefinition(cf. Bumanri990:419),thenotionof
contrast hastwo maindimensionsfirstly, it is usedasasynorym for “opposition”
— eitheron the paradigmaticor syntagmatidevel — andsecondlyit alsoincludes
alsoanotheraspectnamelyhighlightingby accent.

The notion of focusis relatedto highlightingin somesensetoo. The view
thatfocusis the “information centreof the sentence’and containsthe new, non-
presupposegart of the utterances widely acceptedn the literature. It is fore-
groundedmostoften by stresswhile therestof the utteranceaemainsin the back-
ground. Besidesthis syntagmatiqhorizontal)type of highlighting, it is claimed
that highlighting in the paradigmatiqvertical) dimensionmay also be involved.
The basicideais thata setof alternatvesexistsfor the focusedconstituentwhich
standsn oppositionto all of them. Obviously, thetwo mainpropertiesof contrast
- oppositionin two directionsand highlighting - are alsotypical of the notion of
focus.Contrast andfocusarethusoftenregardedasvery closelyrelatedconcepts
in linguisticresearch.

Accordingto anextremeview, focusingis alwayscontrastie - andasall utter
ancesontainafocus,all utterancesnustnecessarilype contrastie - or asDretsle
(1952) putsit, “all contingentstatementgontrast] ... ] onestateof affairs with
another”. While Bolinger (1961: 87) defendsthe view that“in a broadsensesv-
ery semanticpeakis contrastie”, Dretsle (1972: 412) arguesthat “contrastve
statementsimustberegardedasa specialclass becausé¢hey “embodyadominant
contrast,a contraste focus, a featuredexclusionof certainpossibilities”. In ex-
amples(1) and(2) from Dretsle, differentcontrastsare featured:in (1) the verb
sold but in (2) the nominalphrasemytypenriter standsout asthefocal pointand
embodieghe dominantcontrast:

(1) I soldmy typewriter to Clyde.
(2) | soldmytypewriter to Clyde.

The decisisonasto whetheror not focusingis inherentlycontrastie dependson
howv importantwe judge dominantcontrastto be. If not only highlighting, but
further conditionssuchas “a featuredexclusion of certainpossibilities” needto
be met for contrast,thencontrastcanonly be an optionaland not an obligatory
propertyof focusing.

As to topic, threedefinitionsdominatethe linguistic landscape Firstly those
which definetopic asthe notion of aboutnesgReinhart1982)or asan “address
pointer”, alsocalled“link” by Vallduvi (1992). Accordingto anotherinfluential
view, the topic shouldbe regardedasthe notion of frame “the topic setsa spa-
tial, temporal,or individual framevork within which the main predicationholds”
(Chafe1976:51). A third definitionof topicis givenwith recourseo old informa-
tion: thetopic is eitheridentifiedasgiveninformationor in wealer versions,the
“givennesgondition” is animportantpartof topicality.
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In noneof thesethreedefinitionsdo the propertiesof topicality have a direct
relationto the notion of contrast. The separatiorof thetopic from therestof the
sentenceanbe madein an explicit, emphasizedvay, but this is not necessarily
so. In the analysisof the relation of contrast to topic, their compatibility is a
controversialissue especiallyin theorieswhereemphasionly canbe assignedo
focus.

2 The definition of the notion contrast

The mostimportantcriteriathatare discussedn theliteraturein connectionwith
thedefinitionof contrastarelistedbelav with regardto their hierarchy(in orderof
importance):

¢ highlighting

e dominantcontrast

e membershipn aset

e limited setof candidates

e explicit mentioningof alternatves

Therelevanceof thecriteriais judgedin differentways- leadingto differenttypes
of distinctionsbetweerthe contrastre andnon-contrastie, regularfoci. It is im-
portantto note that the judgementsare partly dependenbn the theoreticalap-
proach,partly on the type or numberof languagedaken into consideratiorand
the presencef obligatoryformal markingof thedistinctionin theselanguages.

Thebasicrequirementor contrastrenesss the existenceof highlighting. Not
only Bolinger links every semanticpeakto contrastreness,but also Lambrecht
(1994)regardshighlighting asa sufficient conditionof contrast.Accordingto the
overwhelmingmajority of linguists,though the existenceof a“dominantcontrast”
dividing the utteranceinto two parts- backgroundalso called“presupposition”)
andfocus- is a necessaryequiremenbf contrast. Rochemon{1986: 52) distin-
guishescontrastie focusfrom presentationaiocuson the basisof this criterion.

A further condition of contrastis membershipn a set, namelythat we can
generatea setof alternatvesfor the focusedconstituent or asJaclendof (1972:
243) putsit “a coherentclassof possiblecontrastswith the focus! This condi-
tion is regardedas a suficient prerequisiteof contrastalso by linguists working
in the frameavork of “Alternative semantics”(e.g. Rooth 1985). In mary ap-
proacheshowever, “membershipin a set” is narraved down to the requirement
of aclosedset. Thedecisve criterionfor contrastvenesss thus,accordingo Hal-
liday (1967),Chafe(1976)andRooth(1992),the availability of alimited number
of candidatesHalliday (1967:206)defines'contrastive” “as contraryto somepre-
dictedor statedalternatve” andChafe(1976: 34) alsofavourstheview — opposed
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to Bolinger's suggestion- that “contrastve sentencesre qualitatively different
from thosewhich simply supply new informationfrom an unlimited setof possi-
bilities”. Whenthesetof possibilitiess unlimited,thesentencsuppliesonly “new
information” andfails to be contrastie.

While Chaferegards“the limited numberof candidates’asthe essentiallis-
tinction betweencontrastie and non-contrastie readings,Jacobs(1988: 113)
claimsthat the candidatesxcludedmustbe explicitly mentionedin the context.
Accordingto Jacobsthefocusof negationis thusinherentlycontraste (3), while
thecontrastvenessf foci of theillocutionaryoperatorss context-dependentonly
presenin caseof explicit mentioningof alternatves(4):

(3) DiesesBuchhatmir nicht, KlausempfohlensondernGérda.
F2

(4) A: Ichfirchte,daBwiederdie Schwedengevonnenhaben.

B: KeineAngst! Diesmalhabenwir gewonnen.
F1

(5) WieRtdu,wergenvonnenhat?Wir (habengevonnen)!
F1

Therearefurther controversialquestionsn connectiorwith the definition of con-
trast, namelywhetherit shouldbe regardedas a gradientor distinct notion and
whetheror not contrasts anindependenphenomenoif informationstructure.

If oneshareBolinger'sandLambrechts opinion,accordingo whichfocusing
is alwayscontrastie, thenutteranceganonly be usedcontrastrely andit is only
possibleto speakof “clear or lessclearinstance®f contrastteness” Evenfor this
gradientapproactthe “clearestinstancesf contrastteness’arethose"in which
a focusdesignatunexplicitly contradictsa statedor predictedalternatve” (Lam-
brecht1994:290). Most approacheamue, hovever, for the non-gradientharac-
ter of contrastvenessandfor adistinctionbetweercontrastve andnon-contrastie
caseon the basisof oneof the abore-mentionedtriteria. A relevanttaskfor lin-
guistictheoryis to take a standin this controsersy by expandingthe datato alarge
numberof languagesothatcross-linguisticallyalid agumentscanbe made.

The secondmportanttheoreticalquestionis the linguistic statusof contrast
basedon the impactof contraston linguistic realization. The standardview rep-
resentedy linguistsworking within differenttheoreticalframeworks (seeabove
Dretsle, Bolinger, Halliday, RochemontRooth,Jacobsetc)is thatcontrastcannot
be regardedasan independenphenomenormf informationstructure but only as
a featureof focusingandtopicality, which senesto further parametrizeéheseno-
tions. Analysingcontrastasa “packagingphenomenonivas,however, suggested
by Chafein 1976andalsoby recentlinguistic analyse®of Finnishdata.
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3 Thelinguistic relevanceof contrast - within focusingand
topicality

In oppositionto the view accordingto which contrastre casescannotclearly be
separatedrom non-contrastie onesthereis alundantevidence(i) thatcontrasin
mary languageganbe optionally marked or even mustbe marked by grammat-
ical meansand (ii) that certainformal phenomendgsyntactic,morphologicaland
phonological)canonly be explainedwith recourseo the notion of contrast.Con-
sequentlycontrastshouldbe a linguistically relevantphenomenorandnot only a
cognitvely motivatedcateyory.

3.1 Contrast vs. Focus

Contrast-or the presencef certainkinds of contrastveness- motivatestheinter
nal differentiationof focusing. It is plausibleto assumehatthe notion of contrast
appliesonly to thosefoci which operateon predictedor statedalternatvesanddo
not simply expressnew information. A further differentiationof contrastve foci
seemgo be motivatedby the statusof alternatves: explicitly mentionedalterna-
tivestriggerothersyntacticpatternghansimply predictedalternatves.

A distinctionbetweentwo maintypesof focusingis suggestean the basisof
empiricaldatafrom Hungariarby E. Kiss (1998). Thedichotomy “identificational
focus”vs. “informationfocus” is basedn differencesothin syntacticrealization
andsemanticallyrelevant content. The mostimportantsyntacticdifferenceis that
theinformationfocusremaingn situ (6) while theoperator(“identificational”) type
mustbe movedto a specialoperatomposition,in Hungariane.g. into the preverbal
position(7) (cf. E. Kiss 1998:249):

(6) Mari ki nézettmaganakEGY KALAPOT.
‘Mary pickedfor herselfA HAT.

(7) Mari egykalapot nézettki macganak.
Marya hat. ACC pickedoutherself.DAT

‘It wasa hat thatMary pickedfor herself.

Thesemantidifferencecanbespecifiedasfollows: while thefocusoperator‘rep-
resentsa subsebf thesetof contectually or situationallygivenelementgor which
the predicatgphrasecanpotentiallyhold” (E. Kiss 1998: 245), theinformationfo-
cusonly corveys new, nonpresupposeitiformation. The sentencg7) containing
a focus operatorexpresseghat it wasonly a hat and nothing else Mary picked
outfor herself,whereadhe informationfocusin (6) merelypresentsa hat asnew
information, without suggestinghatthe hatwasthe only one of a setof relevant
thingsfor Mary.

From a cross-linguistigperspectie, the differenttypesof contrastvenessde-
mand, however, a further division of the focusfield - not only a dichotomy but
even a trichotomy seemsplausible. This is the resultof a necessarylistinction
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of two typesof contrastie foci, alsorepresentedyntactically: The focus oper
ator operatingeither on a contextually openor closedsetrequiresmovementto
a verb-relatedrocus-position.Movementinto the verb-adjacenFocusposition-
which accordingo proposalsnadewithin generatre framewvorksis locatedin the
left peripheryof the sentencei.e. in the Focusprojectionof the CP-domain(see
below 5.2.) - is overtin so-calledFocuslanguagege.g. Hungarian Basque) but
canalsobe covert anddelayeduntil LF (asin English). On the other hand,for
thefocustype by which alternatves are excludedfrom a closedset,movementis
notnecessarilywerb-relatedbut in this casetheleft-peripherabositionis decisve.
Contrastve foci aremovedin syntaxinto a projectionappearingentence-initially
in surfacestructurein a greatnumberof languagegltalian, SpanishCatalan Ru-
manian Arabic, Greek,RussianFinnishetc).

Thedifferencebetweerthetwo typesof Focusmaovementcanbeillustratedby
comparingFinnishandHungariardata:in Finnishtheleftmostpositionof thesen-
tences responsibldor theexpressiorof contrasttenes¢8-B) andcanbeoccupied
only whenthefocusedconstituentefersto alternatvesin acontextually limited set
wherethealternatvesareknown to the participantof thediscourseThis explains
why (9-A) is notanappropriateanswelto agenerainformative question(9-F1) or
to aconstituenguestion(9-F2)if thealternatvesarenotexplicitly mentionecbr at
leastpresenin the mindsof thediscourseparticipantgcf. Jarventausta& Molnar,
2001):

(8) A: PekkalensiTukholmaan.
‘Pekkaflew to Stockholm.

B: [KONTRAST Reykjavikiin ] Pekkalensi.
‘To Reykjavik, Pekkaflew.
(9) F1: Whatdid Pekkado?
F2: Wheredid Pekkafly?

A:. * [KONTRAST Reykjavikiin ] Pekkalensi.
Reykjavik-to Pekkaflew

In Hungarianthe oppositeis true: the focus operatormustbe adjacentto the fi-
nite verbin surfacestructure(10-B1),but is not necessarilyelatedto contextually
specifiedalternatves:

(10) A: Hova reqlilt Péeter?
Whereflew Peter

‘Wheredid Peterfly?’

B1l. Pter [Focus Reykjavikba] repilt.
Peter to Reykjavik flew

‘Peterflew to Reykjavik.’
B2: * [Focus Reykjavikba] Péterrepilt.
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Basqueyieldsalsostrongevidencefor theassumptiomf two contrast-relatetbcus
positions.In Basquebpothtypesof contrast-relatetbcusingarepossible:Etxepare
(1997)distinguishebetweerfemphaticfocus” (11-a),theverb-relatedocus(here
incidentallyin sentence-initigposition,but as(11-b)shows its verb-adjacenposi-
tion is essentiafor grammaticality),and“contrastve focus” on the left periphery
of thesentencé12-b)excludinga contectually explicit alternative (12-a)- however
withouttherestrictionon verb-adjacenc

(11) a. PATATAK maite ditu Jonek.
potatoes love AUX Jon

‘It is potatoeghatJonloves.
b. * PATATAK Jonekmaite ditu.

(12) a. MIKELI, ardoaekarri diote.
for-Mikel wine bring AUX

‘It is for Mikel thatthey broughtwine!

b. JONEK,ardoaekarri du.
Jon wine bring AUX

‘It is Jonthatbroughtthewine!

3.2 Contrast vs. Topic

Contrastvenesss not only marked in thefield of focusing,but alsoin combina-
tion with topicality, in the latter caseoften by the useof specialsyntactic patterns
suchastopicalizationandleft-dislocation.Left-dislocatiomandtopicalizationseem
highly restrictedin discourseithey sene to changethe currenttopic of conversa-
tion, andcontrastrenessn somesensds importantfor the adequateiseof these
markedconstructionsTherelevanceof contrasttenessn thecaseof topicalization
in Englishis illustratedby Prince(1984:218) by the differencein appropriateness
of examples(13) and(14):

(13) A: Youseeevery Woody Allen movie assoonasit comesout.
B: No - AnnieHall | sav (only) yesterday

(14) A: Why areyoulaughing?
B: # AnnieHall | sav yesterdayl wasjustthinking aboutit.

The properuseof left-dislocationin (15) is alsomotivatedby thefactthattheleft-
dislocatedconstituengallstoness contrastedvith nervousbreakdown(cf. Prince
1984:221):

(15) “Everybodyhastheir little bundle believe me. I'll betshehada nervous
breakdown That's not a goodthing. Gallstonesyou have themout and
they’re out. But a nervousbreakdownit’'sverybad... ”
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Contrastrenessin combinationwith topicality is not only expressedy marked
syntacticconstructionsbut also by intonational patterns. Here the “I-contour”
(fall-rise accent)in Germanor the “B-accent”in Englisharethe mostthoroughly
investigatedphenomenaBiiring (1997: 69) claimsthatrecoursdo alternatvesis
typicalnotonly for focusingbut alsofor topicsrealizedby thefall-rise,in thelatter
casegiving riseto the “residualtopic”:

(16) Q:Whatdid thepopstarswear?
A: The[FEMALE]t popstarswore[CAFTANS]k.

ResidualTopic. Whatdid the malepopstarswear?

On the basisof the datapresentedve can concludethat the notion of contrast
mustbe regardedas a linguistically relevant phenomenonbecausecontrastis a
necessargonditionfor the useof certainsyntacticandphonologicaimeans both
in the field of focusingandtopicality The datafrom differentlanguageshaw,
however, thatthis notionis importantto a differentdegree- dependingon which
languageand which specific structureis considered. In thoselanguagesvhere
formal marking of contrastis only optionaland not unambiguougasin English
or German),the strict distinction of the contrastve and non-contrastie casess
empirically not so well-founded- supportingthe gradientview of contrast.From
a cross-linguisticperspectie it seemswell-motivated,though,to assumehatthe
notion of contrasthasa crucial impacton linguistic forms, in mary languages
demandinganobligatoryformal realization.

4 Contrast types

The datagive empirical evidencealsofor the hypothesighat thereis a needfor
differentiatingthe notion of contrast,becausdanguagesequire a division be-
tweencontrastandnon-contraswith recoursdo different criteriapresentedbore.
Firstly, the distinctionbetweencontrastingwithin a closed limited seton the one
hand,andrecourseo alternatveswithin anopenset,ontheother seemsnotivated:
in the former case contrastrenesshasa pragmatic characterandthe realization
of contrasis relevant,whereasn thelattercasecontrasis semanticallyanchored
andoperationon quantificationadomainsseemsmportant. Secondlywe needto
distinguishdifferentsemanticoperationson quantificationadomainsandassume
differenttypesof exclusion.

4.1 Contrast: pragmatic vs. semanticlevel

Thedistinctionbetweerthe pragmaticandsemantidevel of contrastingn thecase
of focusingis motivatedby the syntacticdifferencein their realization. In both
caseghefocustypeinvolved is “narron focus”, leaving onepart of the sentence
backgrounded.
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Movementof a narraw focusinto theleft sentence-peripherpbsitionis possi-
blein mary languagegin Finnish,Spanish]talian, RumanianRussian)ut only
whenthe relevant setis limited. This type of contrastl will call CONTRAST -
usinga specialnotationwith capitalletters.Thedifferencebetweerthe grammati-
cality of theltalian exampleg(17) and(18) (cf. Zubizzareta1998:20) canonly be
explainedby the factthatthe explicit mentioningof the relevant alternatve(s) (or
atleasttheir saliencan the speakr’s andhearers minds)is anecessargondition
for movementinto theleft periphery:

(17) Whoateanapple?

*Gianni hamangiatounamela.
‘Gianni haseatenanappl€.

(18) GIANNI hamangiatounamela(nonPiero).
‘Gianni haseatemanapple(not Piero).

For the semanticallyanchored'narrow focusing”, whererecourseto a closedset
is not absolutelynecessarythe tamget position of the focus movementis obliga-
torily verb-related without the restrictionon the location on the left-periphery
In Hungarianthe preverbal position (Spec-F-position)s involved (19) and Focus
movementtakesplacein surfacestructure:

(19) A:Ki evettalmat tegnap?
whoate apple-Accyesterday
‘Who ateappleyesterday?’

B1l: Tegnap [FocusJanog evettalmat.
yesterday John ate apple

B2: * [Focus Janog tegnapevett almat.
B3: * Tegnapevettalmat[Focus Janog.

A contetually anchoredcontrastis even possiblewithout the semanticallybased
exclusion. This is typical for contrasttenessn thefield of topicality - expressed
by meanf topicalizationandby usingdifferenttypesof left dislocatedstructures
whichareemplged“to markashiftin attentionfrom oneto anotherof two or more

alreadyactivetopicreferents’and“often have a‘contrastve’ function” (Lambrecht
1994:183). For thistype of contextually anchoredctontrast would like to suggest
thelabelLD-CONTRAST .

4.2 Semanticdistinctions

In thelinguisticliteraturetwo typesof “exclusion” of alternatvesaredistinguished.
Most attentionhasbeenpaid to the type of exclusiontypical of the Hungarian
FocusOperator specifiedas“exhaustve identification“(E. Kiss 1998).
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Theidentificationof onemembeiof a setperformedby anoperatorfocusin the
Hungariansentencg20-B) entailsthatall othermemberof the setareexcluded:

(20) A:Ki jar Lundbanegyetemre?
whois goingLund-in university-to
‘Who is studyingin Lund?’

B: [PETER]F jar Lundbanegyetemre.
Peter is goingLund-in university-to
‘It is PETERwhois studyingin Lund.

A further type of exclusionis the operationtype which is performedwhen ele-
mentsarerealizedwith the fall-rise accent.Even by highlighting with the prenu-
clearrising accentof an*“l-contour”, a setof alternatvesis inducedandexcluded.
Neverthelesswith therising accenthe exclusionis “weakened”. This accentype
signalsthusnottheexclusionof all othermemberof theset(21), but thatthereis
at leastonemembeifor which the predication(or a partof it) doesnot hold:

(21) [ PETER]cT [ LUNDBAN jaregyetemrd.
‘As for PETER,heis studyingin LUND.’

Also Jacobg1997)(commentingon Biring’'s 1997 proposallemphasizethat the
first highlighting of “I-T opikalisierung”containsrecourseo alternatves, but this
hasnot the samestatusasthe oneconnectedvith focusing.The crucial difference
betweenthemis that only after utteranceswith “I-Topics” can questionsbe left
open;thisis not possiblewith utteranceshatonly containfocus.

To expresshesimilarity betweerthe operatoffocusandthe contrasiexpressed
by thefall-rise, it wassuggestedh Molnar (1998)thatbothnotionsareassociated
with the feature[+ exclusive]. This featureappearsthough,in the two casesn
combinationwith differentvaluesof anotheffeature[+/- exhaustve]: Forthefocus
operatorthefeatureq+ exclusive] and[+ exhaustve] arecharacteristiexpressing
thatall alternatves areexcluded,whereaghe contrastye topic containsthe com-
bination[+ exclusve] and[- exhaustve] , indicatingthe exclusionof only oneor
someof therelevantalternatves. The differencebetweenhe two exclusiontypes
canthusbe describedby the oppositionof “strong exclusiori’ (“all-exclusion”)
and“weak exclusiori (*someexclusion”).

Theinformationstructuralvalueof the weakexclusionis differentlyjudgedin
literature:it is subsumeeitheronly underfocus,called“Contrafocus’by Kenesei
(1989), or only undertopic - called “S-Topic” by Buring (1997), “I-Topik™ by
Jacobg1997).1 wouldliketo suggesthelabel“I-CONTRAST ” for thisexclusion
type,emphasizingy this term not only the importanceof intonationfor this type
of contrastput alsothatit cannotberestrictedsimply to topicality or focusing.
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(22) CONTRAST TYPES:

focus? topic?
closedset CONTRAST LD-CONTRAST
openset | FOCUSOPERATOR | |-CONTRAST

5 Thelinguistic statusof contrast

In the lastpartof the paperl would like to amguethatthe linguistic statusof con-
trastmustbe differentiated.contrastienesds not only a featureof topicality and
focusing,butit seemgplausibleto regardcontrast in certainlanguagesandcertain
constructions asanautonomoughenomenoiof informationstructure.

This proposals, however, notuncontroversial. Lambrecht(1994:290) claims
that“contrastivenessunlike focus,is not a cateyory of grammarbut the resultof
thegenerakognitive processeseferredto as‘conversationalmplicatures™. Quite
differentis Chafes approachaccordingto whom “the statusfocusof contrastis
different from the statusnen” (1976: 38). Chafe separateshe notion of con-
trastvenessfrom the notion of focus, on the one hand, claiming that the latter
participatesonly in the given-nev distinction. On the otherhand, he aguesfor
the distinction between‘real topics” of the topic-prominentianguagesand con-
trastvenessn theso-called‘doublefoci of contrast”. Thelatteris foundin theleft
dislocation(23) andtopicalizationstructuresf English(24), containing“possible
pairingsof theatricaleventswith certaintimes”:

(23) Asfor theplay, Johnsaw it yésterday
(24) YeésterdayJohnsaw theplay.

Chafeemphasizethatcontrasttenessn bothcases in “single focusof contrast”
aswell asin “doublefocusof contrast™ shouldberegardedasafurther“packaging
phenomenonbesidegopic andfocus. Datafrom severallanguageslemonstrate,
however, that contrastcanoverlapwith topicality andfocusingin differentways.
Accordingto the main hypothesisof this paper from a cross-linguisticperspec-
tive, the notion of contrastcannotbe reducedo a featureservingto differentiate
topicality andfocusing,nor canit be regardedasa notion standingbesidegopic
andfocusin informationstructure. As contrast- in certainlanguagesin certain
structures- canbe superimpose@dn and combinedwith the notionsof topic and
focus,the notion of contrastshouldbe addedo theinventoryof relevantinforma-
tion structuralcateyories. Thetwo maininstance®f contrastattestecempirically
which supportthis claimwill bediscussedelow.

5.1 [-CONTRAST

As to the phonologicallyrealizedtype of contrastrenessthe“I-CONTRAST 7, it
is easyto prove thatthis contrasttype doesmore than simply identify topicality:
the analysisof the constituentarryingthe (fall-)rise acceniin (25) astopic seems
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plausible,whereashe contrastmarked by the fall-rise in (26) cannotbe related
to topicality. In thesecaseone could only claim a secondaryfocusing, without
topicality, though:

(25) [Auf der/NEUNundfinfzigsterStrae} habeich [die SCHUHE\ | gekauft.
“On fifty NINTH Streetl boughtthe SHOES: (Buring 1997)

(26) Man\/MUSSdasBuch \NICHT mogen(, abermanKANN).
one must the book-Accnot like but one can
(Jacobsl997)

In Englishtheassignmenof thefall-riseaccents notrestrictedo intonationstruc-
turescontainingtwo pitch accentsput is possiblewith a singlepitch accent.Het-

land (2001)claimsthatin thesecaseq27) the constituentwvith the fall-rise accent
mustberegardedasthe nuclearfocusof thesentence:

(27) Q:Did youfeedtheanimals?
A: | fedthe “cat.
[Inf.Focusfall-rise]

Thefunction of “I-Contrast” seemsdenticalin all analyzedcases independently
of its cooccurenceavith topic or focus:it evokesalternatvesandis connectedvith
openquestionsmotivatingtheanalysighatl-Contrasts asuperimposedotionon
bothtopicality andfocusing.

5.2 KONTRAST

The secondtype of contrastwhich can be claimedto be an autonomoushotion
of informationstructureis KONTRAST in Finnish. In Finnish,the typeof pitch
accent(i.e. the fall-rise contour)is, however, not an obligatory decisve means
for expressingcontrastreness.Here, it is primarily the syntacticpositionthatis
involved in the formal realizationof contrastieness. The Finnish datademon-
strateclearlythat“the semantidunctionof contrasimay cut acrossandsupersede
the functionsof topic andfocus” (E. Kiss 1995: 6). The KONTRAST-Position
canapparentlyhostnot only a contrastve focus, but alsoa contrastre topic and
appearsn two differentsentenc@atternscalledby Vilkuna (1995:249)“T OP pat-
tern”and“FOCTOPpattern”.Whereasn theso-calledFOCTOP-sentencg29-b),
the KONTRAST-positionis occupiedby the nuclearfocusof the sentencein the
TOP-sentencef30-b), the highlightedconstituentn the KONTRAST-positionis
topic, followed by afurther highlightedconstituentnamelythe nuclearfocus. Cf.
Jarventausta& Molnar (2001):

FOCTOP-sentencé8-b):

(28) A: PekkalensiTukholmaan.
Pekkaflew to Stockholm

‘Pekkaflew to STOCKHOLM.’
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B: [KONTRAST Reykjavikiin ] Pekkalensi.
‘Pekkaflew to REYKJAVIK.”

TOP-sentence:

(29) a. [KONTRAST Tukholmaan] Pekkalensi[ Focus Finnairilla ],
‘To STOCKHOM, Pekkaflew by FINNAIR,’

b. [KONTRAST Reykjavikiin ] (Pekkalensi)[Focus Icelandairilla].
‘To REYKJAVIK, Pekkaflew by ICELANDAIR.”

As to the semanticoperationsperformedby KONTRAST in the caseof a con-
trastive topic anda contrastie focus, E. Kiss (1998: 270) notesthatthey arediffer-
entin thetwo caseswhile “the contrastie focusexhaustvely identifiesthe subset
for which the predicateholds”, “the identification performedby the contraste
topicis nonexhaustve! TheFinnishcontrasis, thus,asopposedo theHungarian
focusoperatorsemanticallyfairly underspecifie@vallduv & Vilkuna1998:83).

Thesyntacticanalysisof KONTRASTIn Finnishrequireghatseveralsyntactic
andpragmaticfeaturesbe consideredThe positionis left peripheal andcanonly
hostaconstituentf it refersto explicitly mentioned or atleastcontextually salient
- alternatveswithin a closedset The KONTRAST-positionis somevhatdifferent
from the sentence-periphdr@ ONTRASFpositionof otherlanguageglik e Italian
or Russian)jn thatit cannotonly be occupiedby the contrastie focus, but even
by a contrastie topic. The KONTRAST-positionin Finnish— asopposedo the
Focus-positionn Hungarian-is notverb-related whichis alsotypical of the Topic
positionin Hungarian: the differenceis, though, that the Topic position can be
iterated whereaskK ONTRASTs unique

The listed featuresrequirethe modificationof the structuralrepresentatioof
clausegproposedy Rizzi (1997)within thegeneratie frameavork. Rizzi dissolhes
theleft-peripheracomplementizelayer- thecateyory of CP- into anumberof dif-
ferentfunctionalprojections hostingbesidesa free functionalmorphemevarious
operatoilike elementsuchastopics,focalizedelementsinterrogatve andrelative
pronouns Below the highestfunctionalphrase~orcePwhich providesinformation
aboutthe clausaltype (or the "specificationof Force”), he assumes topic-focus
field, which in Italian involves a FocP surroundedy recursive TopPs. In Rizzis
SPLIT-CP-model1997),however, only the TOPIC-andFOCUS-projection$iost
constituentswvith specificdiscoursenterpretationsandits expansionthusseems
necessanpy introducinga KONTRAST-P in the left peripheryof the sentence
(30):

(30) ForcePKontrP TopP*FocPTopP*FinP

The KONTRAST-projectionin the articulatedCP-domainis not verb-relatedand
cannotbe licensedby the sametype of “Affective OperatorCriterion” (cf. Rizzi
1991)astheFocus.Accordingto my proposalaK-featureshouldbemaderespon-

siblefor thelicensingof theconstituentn the Specifierpositionof theKONTRAST-
projection.ThisK-featuremustguarante¢heso-called'discourseconnection’(cf.
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Haggeman& Guéeron1999:536)andrequires(i) theabsolutelyleftmostposition,
(i) the explicit mentioningof relevant excludedalternatves within a closedset,
(iii) - or alternatvely, in caseof Contraste topic, thatthediscourseconnectiorbe
warrantedoy the givennes®r high degreeof “identifiability” of this constituent.

6 Conclusion

The datasurneyed in this paperhave senedto shav that the notion of contrast
is a linguistically relevant phenomenorand cannotmerely be regardedas “con-

versationalimplicature” arising from focusingin certaincorversationalcontexts

(Lambrechtl994:291). Eventhoughin certainlanguage$ormal markingof con-

trastis optional— thusnotallowing a clearcut distinctionbetweercontrastre and

non-contrastie cases- empiricaldatafrom a greatnumberof languageshav that
contrasthasa crucial impacton linguistic forms, requiringthe obligatory use of

certainphonologicalndsyntacticmeans.

It wasalsoarguedthatfurther distinctionswithin the notion of contrastitself
seemmecessaryn orderto make explicit theimpactof contrastrenessnlinguistic
forms: above all the separatiorof the pragmaticlevel from the semantic- quan-
tificationally based- level is motivatedby linguistic data. The differenttypesof
contrast- realizedin certainpositionsandwith specificaccenttypes— are, how-
ever, not directly boundto certaindiscoursepragmaticinterpretations.Contrast
is thus compatibleboth with focusingandtopicality, with the restrictionthat the
preferredrelationsaredependenon the type of contrast.The possibilitiesandre-
strictionsof the co-ocurrenceof the differentcontrasttypeswith topic andfocus
arepartly dueto universal,andpartly to languagespecificregularities.

The mostimportantclaim of the work presenteds that the linguistic status
of contrastmustbe analyzedn a moredifferentiatedway thanhasbeenthe case
hithertoin linguistic researchfrom a cross-linguistigperspectie, contrastreness
is not simply a featureof focusingandtopicality Contrastmustbe established
on the basisof evidencefrom certainlanguagesndin certainconstructions asa
furthercateyory of informationstructure superimposedntopicandfocus.
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