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ABSTRACT. Themainconcernof thepaperis to addresssomeproblemsthatarisewhendefining
theconceptof contrast andto clarify the relationbetweencontrastandotherconceptsof infor-
mationstructure.As to thedefinitionof thenotionof contrast,we needto separatethesemantic
andpragmaticaspectsof contrastivenessaswell asidentify differenttypeswithin thesetwo main
categories. Thereis abundantcross-linguisticevidencefor the hypothesisthat certaintypesof
contrastmotivatea morefine-grainedanalysisof topicality andfocusing.It will beargued,how-
ever, that contrastivenessnot only is a relevant featurefor the parametrizationof topicality and
focusing,but thatcontrastindeedrepresentsanautonomousconceptof informationstructuring.

1 Intr oduction

Themain concernof thepaperis to clarify the relationbetweencontrast andthe
two mainconceptsof informationstructuretopic andfocus. This requiresadefini-
tion of contrastandthespecificationof thecompatibilityof differentcontrasttypes
with focusingandtopicality.

I will arguefor thefollowing assumptions:

(i) thenotionof contrastis a linguistically relevant phenomenonanddoesnot
only arise“from particularinferenceswhich we draw on thebasisof given
conversationalcontexts” (Lambrecht1994:290): thefeaturecontrastiveness
hassyntacticandphonological consequencesfor therealizationof topic and
focus;

(ii) thedistinction of different typesof contrast is necessaryin orderto explain
its impacton linguistic forms,andabove all theseparationof thepragmatic
level of contrastivenessfrom thesemantic, quantificationallybased,level is
required;

(iii) thelinguistic statusof contrast mustbedifferentiated:contrastis notsimply
a featureof topicality andfocusing,but it seemsplausibleto regardcontrast
–in certainlanguagesandin certainconstructions–asa furtherautonomous
“packagingphenomenon”. Onthebasisof cross-linguisticevidencecontrast
mustbeincludedinto theinventoryof pragmaticcategories.
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I would like to startmy discussionwith someintroductoryremarkson the basic
notionsof contrast,topic andfocusandtherelationsbetweenthem.

Accordingtoatheoryneutraldefinition(cf. Bußmann1990:419),thenotionof
contrast hastwo maindimensions:firstly, it is usedasasynonym for “opposition”
– eitheron the paradigmaticor syntagmaticlevel – andsecondlyit alsoincludes
alsoanotheraspect,namelyhighlightingby accent.

The notion of focus is relatedto highlighting in somesense,too. The view
that focusis the “information centreof the sentence”andcontainsthe new, non-
presupposedpart of the utteranceis widely acceptedin the literature. It is fore-
groundedmostoftenby stresswhile therestof theutteranceremainsin theback-
ground. Besidesthis syntagmatic(horizontal)type of highlighting, it is claimed
that highlighting in the paradigmatic(vertical) dimensionmay alsobe involved.
Thebasicideais thata setof alternativesexists for thefocusedconstituentwhich
standsin oppositionto all of them.Obviously, thetwo mainpropertiesof contrast
- oppositionin two directionsandhighlighting - arealsotypical of the notion of
focus.Contrast andfocusarethusoftenregardedasvery closelyrelatedconcepts
in linguistic research.

Accordingto anextremeview, focusingis alwayscontrastive - andasall utter-
ancescontainafocus,all utterancesmustnecessarilybecontrastive - or asDretske
(1952)putsit, “all contingentstatementscontrast[ ����� ] onestateof affairs with
another”. While Bolinger (1961: 87) defendstheview that “in a broadsenseev-
ery semanticpeakis contrastive”, Dretske (1972: 412) arguesthat “contrastive
statements”mustberegardedasaspecialclass,becausethey “embodyadominant
contrast,a contrastive focus,a featuredexclusionof certainpossibilities”. In ex-
amples(1) and(2) from Dretske, differentcontrastsarefeatured:in (1) the verb
sold, but in (2) thenominalphrasemytypewriter standsout asthefocal point and
embodiesthedominantcontrast:

(1) I soldmy typewriter to Clyde.

(2) I soldmytypewriter to Clyde.

The decisisonasto whetheror not focusingis inherentlycontrastive dependson
how importantwe judge dominantcontrastto be. If not only highlighting, but
further conditionssuchas “a featuredexclusionof certainpossibilities”needto
be met for contrast,thencontrastcanonly be an optionalandnot an obligatory
propertyof focusing.

As to topic, threedefinitionsdominatethe linguistic landscape.Firstly those
which definetopic asthe notion of aboutness(Reinhart1982)or asan “address
pointer”, alsocalled“link” by Vallduv́ı (1992). Accordingto anotherinfluential
view, the topic shouldbe regardedasthe notion of frame: “the topic setsa spa-
tial, temporal,or individual framework within which themainpredicationholds”
(Chafe1976:51). A third definitionof topic is givenwith recourseto old informa-
tion: the topic is eitheridentifiedasgiven informationor in weaker versions,the
“givennesscondition” is animportantpartof topicality.
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In noneof thesethreedefinitionsdo thepropertiesof topicality have a direct
relationto thenotionof contrast.Theseparationof the topic from therestof the
sentencecanbe madein an explicit, emphasizedway, but this is not necessarily
so. In the analysisof the relation of contrast to topic, their compatibility is a
controversialissue,especiallyin theorieswhereemphasisonly canbeassignedto
focus.

2 The definition of the notion contrast

Themostimportantcriteria thatarediscussedin the literaturein connectionwith
thedefinitionof contrastarelistedbelow with regardto theirhierarchy(in orderof
importance):

� highlighting

� dominantcontrast

� membershipin aset

� limited setof candidates

� explicit mentioningof alternatives

Therelevanceof thecriteriais judgedin differentways- leadingto differenttypes
of distinctionsbetweenthecontrastive andnon-contrastive, regular foci. It is im-
portant to note that the judgementsare partly dependenton the theoreticalap-
proach,partly on the type or numberof languagestaken into considerationand
thepresenceof obligatoryformalmarkingof thedistinctionin theselanguages.

Thebasicrequirementfor contrastivenessis theexistenceof highlighting.Not
only Bolinger links every semanticpeakto contrastiveness,but also Lambrecht
(1994)regardshighlightingasa sufficient conditionof contrast.Accordingto the
overwhelmingmajorityof linguists,though,theexistenceof a“dominantcontrast”
dividing the utteranceinto two parts- background(alsocalled“presupposition”)
andfocus- is a necessaryrequirementof contrast.Rochemont(1986: 52) distin-
guishescontrastive focusfrom presentationalfocuson thebasisof this criterion.

A further condition of contrastis membershipin a set, namelythat we can
generatea setof alternativesfor thefocusedconstituent- or asJackendoff (1972:
243) puts it “a coherentclassof possiblecontrastswith the focus.” This condi-
tion is regardedasa sufficient prerequisiteof contrastalsoby linguistsworking
in the framework of “Alternative semantics”(e.g. Rooth 1985). In many ap-
proaches,however, “membershipin a set” is narrowed down to the requirement
of aclosedset.Thedecisive criterionfor contrastivenessis thus,accordingto Hal-
liday (1967),Chafe(1976)andRooth(1992),theavailability of a limited number
of candidates.Halliday(1967:206)defines“contrastive” “ascontraryto somepre-
dictedor statedalternative” andChafe(1976:34)alsofavourstheview – opposed
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to Bolinger’s suggestion– that “contrastive sentencesare qualitatively different
from thosewhich simply supplynew informationfrom anunlimitedsetof possi-
bilities”. Whenthesetof possibilitiesis unlimited,thesentencesuppliesonly “new
information”andfails to becontrastive.

While Chaferegards“the limited numberof candidates”asthe essentialdis-
tinction betweencontrastive and non-contrastive readings,Jacobs(1988: 113)
claimsthat the candidatesexcludedmustbe explicitly mentionedin the context.
Accordingto Jacobs,thefocusof negationis thusinherentlycontrastive (3), while
thecontrastivenessof foci of theillocutionaryoperatorsis context-dependent, only
presentin caseof explicit mentioningof alternatives(4):

(3) DiesesBuchhatmir nicht2 Kl áusempfohlen,sondernGérda.
F2

(4) A: Ich fürchte,daßwiederdie Schẃedengewonnenhaben.

B: KeineAngst! Diesmalhabenwı́r
F1

gewonnen.

(5) Wießtdu,wergewonnenhat?Wı́r
F1

(habengewonnen)!

Therearefurthercontroversialquestionsin connectionwith thedefinitionof con-
trast, namelywhetherit shouldbe regardedas a gradientor distinct notion and
whetheror not contrastis anindependentphenomenonof informationstructure.

If onesharesBolinger’sandLambrecht’sopinion,accordingto whichfocusing
is alwayscontrastive, thenutterancescanonly beusedcontrastively andit is only
possibleto speakof “clearor lessclearinstancesof contrastiveness”.Evenfor this
gradientapproachthe “clearestinstancesof contrastiveness”arethose“in which
a focusdesignatumexplicitly contradictsa statedor predictedalternative” (Lam-
brecht1994:290). Most approachesargue,however, for thenon-gradientcharac-
terof contrastivenessandfor adistinctionbetweencontrastive andnon-contrastive
caseson thebasisof oneof theabove-mentionedcriteria. A relevant taskfor lin-
guistictheoryis to takeastandin thiscontroversy, by expandingthedatato a large
numberof languagessothatcross-linguisticallyvalid argumentscanbemade.

Thesecondimportanttheoreticalquestionis the linguistic statusof contrast-
basedon the impactof contraston linguistic realization. The standardview rep-
resentedby linguistsworking within different theoreticalframeworks (seeabove
Dretske,Bolinger, Halliday, Rochemont,Rooth,Jacobsetc)is thatcontrastcannot
be regardedasan independentphenomenonof informationstructure,but only as
a featureof focusingandtopicality, which servesto furtherparametrizetheseno-
tions. Analysingcontrastasa “packagingphenomenon”was,however, suggested
by Chafein 1976andalsoby recentlinguisticanalysesof Finnishdata.
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3 The linguistic relevanceof contrast - within focusingand
topicality

In oppositionto the view accordingto which contrastive casescannotclearly be
separatedfrom non-contrastive ones,thereis abundantevidence(i) thatcontrastin
many languagescanbe optionally marked or even mustbe marked by grammat-
ical means,and(ii) that certainformal phenomena(syntactic,morphologicaland
phonological)canonly beexplainedwith recourseto thenotionof contrast.Con-
sequently, contrastshouldbea linguistically relevantphenomenon,andnot only a
cognitively motivatedcategory.

3.1 Contrast vs. Focus

Contrast– or thepresenceof certainkindsof contrastiveness– motivatestheinter-
nal differentiationof focusing.It is plausibleto assumethatthenotionof contrast
appliesonly to thosefoci which operateon predictedor statedalternativesanddo
not simply expressnew information. A further differentiationof contrastive foci
seemsto be motivatedby thestatusof alternatives: explicitly mentionedalterna-
tivestriggerothersyntacticpatternsthansimplypredictedalternatives.

A distinctionbetweentwo maintypesof focusingis suggestedon thebasisof
empiricaldatafrom Hungarianby É.Kiss(1998).Thedichotomy “identificational
focus”vs. “information focus” is basedondifferencesbothin syntacticrealization
andsemanticallyrelevantcontent.Themostimportantsyntacticdifferenceis that
theinformationfocusremainsin situ(6) while theoperator(“identificational”)type
mustbemovedto a specialoperatorposition,in Hungariane.g. into thepreverbal
position(7) (cf. É. Kiss 1998:249):

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

(7) Mari
Mary

egy
a

kalapot
hat.ACC

nézett
picked

ki
out

maǵanak.
herself.DAT

‘It wasa hat thatMary pickedfor herself.’

Thesemanticdifferencecanbespecifiedasfollows: while thefocusoperator“rep-
resentsasubsetof thesetof contextually or situationallygivenelementsfor which
thepredicatephrasecanpotentiallyhold” (É. Kiss1998:245),theinformationfo-
cusonly conveys new, nonpresupposedinformation. Thesentence(7) containing
a focus operatorexpressesthat it was only a hat and nothing elseMary picked
out for herself,whereastheinformationfocusin (6) merelypresentsa hat asnew
information,without suggestingthat thehatwastheonly oneof a setof relevant
thingsfor Mary.

From a cross-linguisticperspective, the different typesof contrastivenessde-
mand,however, a further division of the focusfield - not only a dichotomy, but
even a trichotomy seemsplausible. This is the resultof a necessarydistinction
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of two typesof contrastive foci, also representedsyntactically: The focusoper-
ator operatingeitheron a contextually openor closedset requiresmovementto
a verb-relatedFocus-position.Movementinto the verb-adjacentFocusposition-
whichaccordingto proposalsmadewithin generative frameworksis locatedin the
left peripheryof thesentence,i.e. in theFocusprojectionof theCP-domain(see
below 5.2.) - is overt in so-calledFocuslanguages(e.g. Hungarian,Basque),but
canalsobe covert anddelayeduntil LF (as in English). On the otherhand,for
the focustypeby which alternativesareexcludedfrom a closedset,movementis
notnecessarilyverb-related,but in thiscasetheleft-peripheralpositionis decisive.
Contrastive foci aremovedin syntaxinto a projectionappearingsentence-initially
in surfacestructurein a greatnumberof languages(Italian,Spanish,Catalan,Ru-
manian,Arabic,Greek,Russian,Finnishetc).

Thedifferencebetweenthetwo typesof Focusmovementcanbeillustratedby
comparingFinnishandHungariandata:in Finnishtheleftmostpositionof thesen-
tenceis responsiblefor theexpressionof contrastiveness(8-B) andcanbeoccupied
only whenthefocusedconstituentrefersto alternativesin acontextually limited set
wherethealternativesareknown to theparticipantsof thediscourse.Thisexplains
why (9-A) is notanappropriateanswerto ageneralinformative question(9-F1)or
to aconstituentquestion(9-F2)if thealternativesarenotexplicitly mentionedor at
leastpresentin themindsof thediscourseparticipants(cf. Järventausta& Molnár,
2001):

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

B: [KONTRAST Reykjavikiin ] Pekkalensi.
‘To Reykjavik, Pekkaflew.’

(9) F1: Whatdid Pekkado?

F2: Wheredid Pekkafly?

A: * [KONTRAST Reykjavikiin ]
Reykjavik-to

Pekka
Pekka

lensi.
flew

In Hungarianthe oppositeis true: the focusoperatormustbe adjacentto the fi-
niteverbin surfacestructure(10-B1),but is notnecessarilyrelatedto contextually
specifiedalternatives:

(10) A: Hova
Where

rep̈ult
flew

Péter?
Peter

‘Wheredid Peterfly?’

B1: Pter
Peter

[FOCUS Reykjavikba]
to Reykjavik

rep̈ult.
flew

‘Peterflew to Reykjavik.’

B2: * [FOCUS Reykjavikba] Péterreplt.
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Basqueyieldsalsostrongevidencefor theassumptionof two contrast-relatedfocus
positions.In Basque,bothtypesof contrast-relatedfocusingarepossible:Etxepare
(1997)distinguishesbetween“emphaticfocus”(11-a),theverb-relatedfocus(here
incidentallyin sentence-initialposition,but as(11-b)shows its verb-adjacentposi-
tion is essentialfor grammaticality),and“contrastive focus” on the left periphery
of thesentence(12-b)excludingacontextually explicit alternative (12-a)- however
without therestrictiononverb-adjacency:

(11) a. PATATAK
potatoes

maite
love

ditu
AUX

Jonek.
Jon

‘It is potatoesthatJonloves.’

b. * PATATAK Jonekmaite ditu .

(12) a. MIKELI,
for-Mikel

ardoa
wine

ekarri
bring

diote.
AUX

‘It is for Mikel thatthey broughtwine.’

b. JONEK,
Jon

ardoa
wine

ekarri
bring

du.
AUX

‘It is Jonthatbroughtthewine.’

3.2 Contrast vs. Topic

Contrastivenessis not only marked in the field of focusing,but alsoin combina-
tion with topicality, in thelattercaseoftenby theuseof specialsyntactic patterns
suchastopicalizationandleft-dislocation.Left-dislocationandtopicalizationseem
highly restrictedin discourse:they serve to changethecurrenttopic of conversa-
tion, andcontrastivenessin somesenseis importantfor theadequateuseof these
markedconstructions.Therelevanceof contrastivenessin thecaseof topicalization
in Englishis illustratedby Prince(1984:218)by thedifferencein appropriateness
of examples(13)and(14):

(13) A: You seeevery WoodyAllen movie assoonasit comesout.
B: No - AnnieHall I saw (only) yesterday.

(14) A: Why areyou laughing?
B: # AnnieHall I saw yesterday. I wasjust thinking aboutit.

Theproperuseof left-dislocationin (15) is alsomotivatedby thefactthattheleft-
dislocatedconstituentgallstonesis contrastedwith nervousbreakdown(cf. Prince
1984:221):

(15) “Everybodyhastheir little bundle, believe me. I’ ll bet shehada nervous
breakdown. That’s not a goodthing. Gallstones, you have themout and
they’re out. But a nervousbreakdown, it’s very bad ����� ”
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Contrastivenessin combinationwith topicality is not only expressedby marked
syntacticconstructionsbut also by intonational patterns. Here the “I-contour”
(fall-riseaccent)in Germanor the “B-accent” in Englisharethemostthoroughly
investigatedphenomena.Büring (1997: 69) claimsthat recourseto alternativesis
typicalnotonly for focusingbut alsofor topicsrealizedby thefall-rise,in thelatter
casegiving riseto the“residualtopic”:

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

ResidualTopic: Whatdid themalepopstarswear?

On the basisof the datapresentedwe can concludethat the notion of contrast
mustbe regardedasa linguistically relevant phenomenon,becausecontrastis a
necessaryconditionfor theuseof certainsyntacticandphonologicalmeans- both
in the field of focusingand topicality. The datafrom different languagesshow,
however, that this notion is importantto a differentdegree- dependingon which
languageand which specificstructureis considered. In thoselanguageswhere
formal markingof contrastis only optionalandnot unambiguous(as in English
or German),the strict distinctionof the contrastive andnon-contrastive casesis
empiricallynot sowell-founded- supportingthegradientview of contrast.From
a cross-linguisticperspective it seemswell-motivated,though,to assumethat the
notion of contrasthasa crucial impact on linguistic forms, in many languages
demandinganobligatoryformal realization.

4 Contrast types

The datagive empiricalevidencealso for the hypothesisthat thereis a needfor
differentiatingthe notion of contrast,becauselanguagesrequirea division be-
tweencontrastandnon-contrastwith recourseto differentcriteriapresentedabove.
Firstly, thedistinctionbetweencontrastingwithin a closed,limited seton theone
hand,andrecoursetoalternativeswithin anopenset,ontheother, seemsmotivated:
in the formercase,contrastivenesshasa pragmatic characterandthe realization
of contrastis relevant,whereasin thelattercasecontrastis semanticallyanchored
andoperationon quantificationaldomainsseemsimportant.Secondly, we needto
distinguishdifferentsemanticoperationson quantificationaldomainsandassume
differenttypesof exclusion.

4.1 Contrast: pragmatic vs. semanticlevel

Thedistinctionbetweenthepragmaticandsemanticlevel of contrastingin thecase
of focusing is motivatedby the syntacticdifferencein their realization. In both
casesthe focustype involved is “narrow focus”, leaving onepart of thesentence
backgrounded.
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Movementof anarrow focusinto theleft sentence-peripheralpositionis possi-
ble in many languages(in Finnish,Spanish,Italian,Rumanian,Russian),but only
whenthe relevant set is limited. This type of contrastI will call CONTRAST -
usingaspecialnotationwith capitalletters.Thedifferencebetweenthegrammati-
cality of theItalianexamples(17)and(18) (cf. Zubizzareta,1998:20)canonly be
explainedby thefact that theexplicit mentioningof therelevantalternative(s)(or
at leasttheir saliencein thespeaker’s andhearer’s minds)is a necessarycondition
for movementinto theleft periphery:

(17) Whoateanapple?

*Gianni hamangiatounamela.
‘Gianni haseatenanapple.’

(18) GIANNI hamangiatounamela(nonPiero).
‘Gianni haseatenanapple(notPiero).’

For thesemanticallyanchored“narrow focusing”,whererecourseto a closedset
is not absolutelynecessary, the target positionof the focusmovementis obliga-
torily verb-related- without the restrictionon the locationon the left-periphery.
In Hungarianthepreverbalposition(Spec-F-position)is involved (19) andFocus
movementtakesplacein surfacestructure:

(19) A: Ki
who

evett
ate

almát
apple-Acc

tegnap?
yesterday

‘Who ateappleyesterday?’

B1: Tegnap
yesterday

[FOCUS János]
John

evett
ate

almát.
apple

B2: * [FOCUS János] tegnapevett almát.

B3: * Tegnapevett almát [FOCUS János].

A contextually anchoredcontrastis evenpossiblewithout thesemanticallybased
exclusion. This is typical for contrastivenessin thefield of topicality - expressed
by meansof topicalizationandby usingdifferenttypesof left dislocatedstructures
whichareemployed“to markashift in attentionfrom onetoanotherof twoor more
alreadyactivetopicreferents”and“oftenhavea‘contrastive‘ function” (Lambrecht
1994:183).For this typeof contextually anchoredcontrastI would like to suggest
thelabelLD-CONTRAST .

4.2 Semanticdistinctions

In thelinguisticliteraturetwo typesof “exclusion”of alternativesaredistinguished.
Most attentionhasbeenpaid to the type of exclusion typical of the Hungarian
FocusOperator specifiedas“exhaustive identification“(É. Kiss 1998).
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Theidentificationof onememberof asetperformedby anoperatorfocusin the
Hungariansentence(20-B)entailsthatall othermembersof thesetareexcluded:

(20) A: Ki
who

jár
is going

Lundban
Lund-in

egyetemre?
university-to

‘Who is studyingin Lund?’

B: [PÉTER]F

Peter
jár
is going

Lundban
Lund-in

egyetemre.
university-to

‘It is PETERwho is studyingin Lund.’

A further type of exclusion is the operationtype which is performedwhen ele-
mentsarerealizedwith the fall-riseaccent.Evenby highlightingwith theprenu-
clearrising accentof an“I-contour”, a setof alternativesis inducedandexcluded.
Nevertheless,with therisingaccenttheexclusionis “weakened”.Thisaccenttype
signalsthusnot theexclusionof all othermembersof theset(21),but thatthereis
at leastonememberfor which thepredication(or apartof it) doesnothold:

(21) [ PÉTER]CT [ LUNDBAN jár egyetemre]F.
‘As for PETER,heis studyingin LUND.’

Also Jacobs(1997)(commentingon Büring’s 1997proposal)emphasizesthat the
first highlighting of “I-Topikalisierung”containsrecourseto alternatives,but this
hasnot thesamestatusastheoneconnectedwith focusing.Thecrucialdifference
betweenthem is that only after utteranceswith “I-Topics” canquestionsbe left
open;this is notpossiblewith utterancesthatonly containfocus.

To expressthesimilarity betweentheoperatorfocusandthecontrastexpressed
by thefall-rise,it wassuggestedin Molnár (1998)thatbothnotionsareassociated
with the feature[+ exclusive]. This featureappears,though,in the two casesin
combinationwith differentvaluesof anotherfeature[+/- exhaustive]: For thefocus
operatorthefeatures[+ exclusive] and[+ exhaustive] arecharacteristicexpressing
thatall alternativesareexcluded,whereasthecontrastive topic containsthecom-
bination[+ exclusive] and[- exhaustive] , indicatingtheexclusionof only oneor
someof therelevantalternatives. Thedifferencebetweenthetwo exclusiontypes
can thusbe describedby the oppositionof “strong exclusion” (“all-exclusion”)
and“weak exclusion” (“some-exclusion”).

Theinformationstructuralvalueof theweakexclusionis differently judgedin
literature:it is subsumedeitheronly underfocus,called“Contrafocus”by Kenesei
(1989), or only under topic - called “S-Topic” by Büring (1997), “I-Topik” by
Jacobs(1997).I wouldliketo suggestthelabel“ I-CONTRAST ” for thisexclusion
type,emphasizingby this termnot only theimportanceof intonationfor this type
of contrast,but alsothatit cannotberestrictedsimply to topicalityor focusing.
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(22) CONTRAST TYPES:

focus? topic?
closedset CONTRAST LD-CONTRAST
openset FOCUS OPERATOR I-CONTRAST

5 The linguistic statusof contrast

In the lastpartof thepaperI would like to arguethat the linguistic statusof con-
trastmustbedifferentiated:contrastivenessis not only a featureof topicality and
focusing,but it seemsplausibleto regardcontrast- in certainlanguagesandcertain
constructions- asanautonomousphenomenonof informationstructure.

This proposalis, however, not uncontroversial.Lambrecht(1994:290)claims
that “contrastiveness,unlike focus,is not a category of grammarbut the resultof
thegeneralcognitiveprocessesreferredto as‘conversationalimplicatures”’.Quite
different is Chafe’s approach,accordingto whom “the statusfocusof contrastis
different from the statusnew” (1976: 38). Chafeseparatesthe notion of con-
trastivenessfrom the notion of focus, on the one hand,claiming that the latter
participatesonly in the given-new distinction. On the otherhand,he arguesfor
the distinctionbetween“real topics” of the topic-prominentlanguagesandcon-
trastivenessin theso-called“doublefoci of contrast”.Thelatteris foundin theleft
dislocation(23) andtopicalizationstructuresof English(24),containing“possible
pairingsof theatricaleventswith certaintimes”:

(23) As for thepláy, Johnsaw it yésterday.

(24) Yésterday, Johnsaw thepláy.

Chafeemphasizesthatcontrastivenessin bothcases- in “single focusof contrast”
aswell asin “doublefocusof contrast”- shouldberegardedasafurther“packaging
phenomenon”besidestopic andfocus. Datafrom several languagesdemonstrate,
however, thatcontrastcanoverlapwith topicality andfocusingin differentways.
According to the main hypothesisof this paper, from a cross-linguisticperspec-
tive, thenotionof contrastcannotbe reducedto a featureservingto differentiate
topicality andfocusing,nor canit be regardedasa notion standingbesidestopic
andfocusin informationstructure.As contrast– in certainlanguages,in certain
structures– canbesuperimposedon andcombinedwith thenotionsof topic and
focus,thenotionof contrastshouldbeaddedto theinventoryof relevant informa-
tion structuralcategories.Thetwo main instancesof contrastattestedempirically
whichsupportthis claim will bediscussedbelow.

5.1 I-CONTRAST

As to thephonologicallyrealizedtypeof contrastiveness,the“ I-CONTRAST ”, it
is easyto prove that this contrasttype doesmorethansimply identify topicality:
theanalysisof theconstituentcarryingthe(fall-)riseaccentin (25) astopic seems
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plausible,whereasthe contrastmarked by the fall-rise in (26) cannotbe related
to topicality. In thesecaseonecould only claim a secondaryfocusing,without
topicality, though:

(25) [Auf der/NEUNundf̈unfzigstenStraße]T habeich [dieSCHUHE
�
]F gekauft.

“On fifty NINTH StreetI boughttheSHOES.” (Büring 1997)

(26) Man
one

�
/MUSS

must
das
the

Buch
book-Acc

�
NICHT

not
mögen
like

(, aber
but

man
one

KANN).
can

(Jacobs1997)

In Englishtheassignmentof thefall-riseaccentis notrestrictedto intonationstruc-
turescontainingtwo pitch accents,but is possiblewith a singlepitch accent.Het-
land(2001)claimsthat in thesecases(27) theconstituentwith thefall-riseaccent
mustberegardedasthenuclearfocusof thesentence:

(27) Q: Did you feedtheanimals?
A: I fed the ˇcat.

[Inf.Focus,fall-rise]

Thefunctionof “I-Contrast” seemsidenticalin all analyzedcases- independently
of its cooccurencewith topicor focus:it evokesalternativesandis connectedwith
openquestions,motivatingtheanalysisthatI-Contrastis asuperimposednotionon
bothtopicalityandfocusing.

5.2 KONTRAST

The secondtype of contrastwhich can be claimedto be an autonomousnotion
of informationstructureis KONTRAST in Finnish. In Finnish,the typeof pitch
accent(i.e. the fall-rise contour)is, however, not an obligatory, decisive means
for expressingcontrastiveness.Here, it is primarily the syntacticpositionthat is
involved in the formal realizationof contrastiveness. The Finnish datademon-
strateclearlythat“the semanticfunctionof contrastmaycutacross,andsupersede
the functionsof topic and focus” (É. Kiss 1995: 6). The KONTRAST-Position
canapparentlyhostnot only a contrastive focus,but alsoa contrastive topic and
appearsin two differentsentencepatternscalledby Vilkuna(1995:249)“TOPpat-
tern”and“FOCTOPpattern”.Whereasin theso-calledFOCTOP-sentences(29-b),
theKONTRAST-positionis occupiedby thenuclearfocusof thesentence,in the
TOP-sentences(30-b), thehighlightedconstituentin theKONTRAST-positionis
topic, followedby a furtherhighlightedconstituent,namelythenuclearfocus.Cf.
Järventausta& Molnár (2001):

FOCTOP-sentence(28-b):

(28) A: Pekka
Pekka

lensi
flew

Tukholmaan.
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 topicandacontrastive focus,É.Kiss(1998:270)notesthatthey arediffer-
entin thetwo cases:while “the contrastive focusexhaustively identifiesthesubset
for which the predicateholds”, “the identificationperformedby the contrastive
topic is nonexhaustive.” TheFinnishcontrastis, thus,asopposedto theHungarian
focusoperator, semanticallyfairly underspecified(Vallduv́ı & Vilkuna1998:83).

Thesyntacticanalysisof KONTRASTin Finnishrequiresthatseveralsyntactic
andpragmaticfeaturesbeconsidered.Thepositionis left peripheral andcanonly
hostaconstituentif it refersto explicitly mentioned- or at leastcontextually salient
- alternativeswithin a closedset. TheKONTRAST-positionis somewhatdifferent
from thesentence-peripheral CONTRAST-positionof otherlanguages(like Italian
or Russian),in that it cannotonly be occupiedby the contrastive focus,but even
by a contrastive topic. The KONTRAST-positionin Finnish– asopposedto the
Focus-positionin Hungarian– is notverb-related, whichis alsotypicalof theTopic
position in Hungarian: the differenceis, though,that the Topic position can be
iterated,whereasKONTRASTis unique.

The listed featuresrequirethemodificationof thestructuralrepresentationof
clausesproposedby Rizzi (1997)within thegenerative framework. Rizzi dissolves
theleft-peripheralcomplementizerlayer- thecategoryof CP- intoanumberof dif-
ferentfunctionalprojections,hostingbesidesa free functionalmorphemevarious
operator-like elementssuchastopics,focalizedelements,interrogativeandrelative
pronouns.Below thehighestfunctionalphraseForcePwhichprovidesinformation
abouttheclausaltype (or the ”specificationof Force”), heassumesa topic-focus
field, which in Italian involvesa FocPsurroundedby recursive TopPs. In Rizzis
SPLIT-CP-model(1997),however, only theTOPIC-andFOCUS-projectionshost
constituentswith specificdiscourseinterpretations,andits expansionthusseems
necessaryby introducinga KONTRAST-P in the left peripheryof the sentence
(30):

(30) ForcePKontrP TopP*FocPTopP*FinP

TheKONTRAST-projectionin thearticulatedCP-domainis not verb-relatedand
cannotbe licensedby the sametype of “Affective OperatorCriterion” (cf. Rizzi
1991)astheFocus.Accordingto my proposal,aK-featureshouldbemaderespon-
siblefor thelicensingof theconstituentin theSpecifier-positionof theKONTRAST-
projection.ThisK-featuremustguaranteetheso-called“discourseconnection”(cf.
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Haegeman& Guéron1999:536)andrequires(i) theabsolutelyleftmostposition,
(ii) the explicit mentioningof relevant excludedalternatives within a closedset,
(iii) - or alternatively, in caseof Contrastive topic, thatthediscourseconnectionbe
warrantedby thegivennessor highdegreeof “identifiability” of this constituent.

6 Conclusion

The datasurveyed in this paperhave served to show that the notion of contrast
is a linguistically relevant phenomenonandcannotmerelybe regardedas “con-
versationalimplicature” arising from focusingin certainconversationalcontexts
(Lambrecht1994:291).Eventhoughin certainlanguagesformalmarkingof con-
trastis optional– thusnotallowing a clear-cut distinctionbetweencontrastive and
non-contrastive cases– empiricaldatafrom agreatnumberof languagesshow that
contrasthasa crucial impacton linguistic forms, requiringthe obligatoryuseof
certainphonologicalandsyntacticmeans.

It wasalsoarguedthat further distinctionswithin thenotionof contrastitself
seemnecessary, in orderto makeexplicit theimpactof contrastivenessonlinguistic
forms: above all the separationof the pragmaticlevel from the semantic- quan-
tificationally based- level is motivatedby linguistic data. The different typesof
contrast– realizedin certainpositionsandwith specificaccenttypes– are,how-
ever, not directly boundto certaindiscoursepragmaticinterpretations.Contrast
is thuscompatibleboth with focusingandtopicality, with the restrictionthat the
preferredrelationsaredependenton thetypeof contrast.Thepossibilitiesandre-
strictionsof theco-ocurrenceof the differentcontrasttypeswith topic andfocus
arepartlydueto universal,andpartly to languagespecificregularities.

The most importantclaim of the work presentedis that the linguistic status
of contrastmustbe analyzedin a moredifferentiatedway thanhasbeenthecase
hithertoin linguistic research:from a cross-linguisticperspective, contrastiveness
is not simply a featureof focusingandtopicality. Contrastmustbe established-
on thebasisof evidencefrom certainlanguagesandin certainconstructions- asa
furthercategory of informationstructure,superimposedontopicandfocus.
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Kiss, K. (ed.) Discourse Configurational Languages.3-27. New York
andOxford: OxfordUniversityPress.
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