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Abstract. Prosodic tools have been treated as main elements for focus marking in
different languages. Among them, stress is assumed to have a key role in the realization of
focus. Researchers such as Selkirk (1995) assume that focus realization occurs when stress
interacts with syntactic and phonological components. However, researchers such as
Truckenbrodt (1999), Samek-Lodovici (2005; 2006), Féry (2013; 2016), Lee (2013), Yan et al.
(2022) disagree with his hypothesis as, according to them, focus is realized through
interactions between prosodic structure, syntactic structure, stress, and information
structure. According to the latter, this realization of focus can be explained through three
constraints: align XP, wrap XP, and stress-focus, which arose from Optimality Theory.
Therefore, in order to investigate the prosodic realization of focus in the Albanian language,
we will rely on these notions of limitations to see the interactions of different linguistic
domains in the realization of informative and emphatic focus through emphasis in our
corpus, which consists of: match commentary Albania vs Serbia (2014) and the broadcast
Pressing (May 30, 2022). The method used in this work is based on the analysis of the
Optimality Theory of sentence stress which integrates insights from the generative
linguistics, through which interactions between focus prominence and phrases are
highlighted. The results provide evidence that the interactions of these syntactic and
prosodic constraints influence the Albanian speaker to realize the focus in different
positions within the sentence.

Keywords: focus, stress, information structure, align-XP, stress-focus, match Albania-
Serbia (2014), broadcast “Pressing”.

SIxymi Kengpeca. Ilpocoguyana peasnizaunist poKycy B a10aHCHKii MOBI.

Anorauis. [lpocoguyni 3aco0M PO3TIAJAIOTH SIK TOJIOBHI €/IeMeHTH il TMO3HAYEHHs
¢doKycy B pi3HHMX MOBax. BBaKaloTh, 1110 HaroJjI0C Bifiirpae K/IIOYOBY POJib y peasisarii Gpokycy.
Pan mocnigaukis, cepen sikux Cenkipk (Selkirk, 1995), npumyckaiors, mo peanisarnis Gokycy
BiZIOYBa€THCsI, KOJIU HAroJIoC B3aEMOZI€ 3 CHHTAaKCUYHUMU Ta (OHOJIOTIYHUMH KOMITOHEHTaMH.
OpHax iniii gocmigavky, sk-o1: Truckenbrodt (1999), Samek-Lodovici (2005; 2006), Féry (2013,
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2016), Lee (2013), Yan i koneru (2022) He MOTOMKYIOTHCSI 3 MOTO TilTOTE3010, OCKI/IBKU, Ha IXHIO
OyMKy, OKyC peasidye B3aEMOZisi MDK HPOCOAUYHOI0 CTPYKTYPOK, CHHTAaKCHUYHOIO
CTPYKTYPOIO, HarojocoM Ta iHPOPMALiHOI CTPYKTypolo. Taky pearnizauito (OKycy MOXHa
MOSICHUTH 32 JoroMoror Tpbox yMoB: align XP, wrap XP ta Harosnocy-$okycy, siki moxoasTs i3
Teopii onTUManbHOCTI. ToMy, abM ZOCTIAUTA TPOCOAWYHY peaidaliio GpoKycy B ambaHChKiit
MOBI, aBTOPH CIIMPAIOTHCS Ha Lii TOHATTS 0OMeXeHb, 11006 MOOAYUTH B 0OPAaHOMY KOPITYCi, SIKH
Hpe/ICTaB/IeHu KoMeHTapsiMu Matdy AnGaHist -- Cepbist (2014 p.) Ta mepenayero Pressing (30
TPaBHsI 2022 P.), B3AEMOJII0 Pi3HUX JIHTBICTUYHUX JOMEHIB y peasni3auii iHGpopMaTUBHOTO Ta
eMpaTrdyHOro (OKYCy 3a JOMOMOIOI0 HArojaocy. B OCHOBi 1pOro mizXomy /I€XUTh aHami3
Harojiocy B Pe4YeHHI B KOHTEKCTI TeOopil ONTUMA/IbHOCTI, sIKa IHTerpye ifel reHepaTUBHOIL
JIIHTBICTHIKY, 3a JOMOMOTO0 SIKOI BUCBITJIEHO B3aEMOZII0 MK BHAI/IEHICTIO (POKYCy Ta CIOBO-
crioydyeHHsIMU. Pe3ynbTaTul JOCHIKEHHS CBIAYATh MPO Te, 110 B3a€EMO/IS IUX CUHTAaKCUYHUX 1
MIPOCOAMYHUX OOMEXXeHb BIUIMBAE Ha Te, sIK HOCIl a/I0aHCHKOI MOBU peasti3yloTh GOKYC y pisHUX
MO3ULIISIX Y PeYeHHi.

Knrouoei cnoea: dpokyc, Harosoc, iHpopmariiitHa cTpykTypa, align-XP, Haronoc-¢poxyc,
marty AnGanisi-CepO6ist (2014), mepezpava “Pressing’”.

Introduction

Background

In linguistic literature, prosody has been treated as an element that has a key
role in the encoding of information structure (IS) (Lambrecht, 1994; Selkirk,
1995; Samek-Lodovici, 2005; 2006; Lad, 2008; Biiring, 2010; 2016; Féry, 2010;
2013; 2016; Lee, 2013; Kiigler & Calhoun, 2020; Yan et al., 2022). The studies that
have been done on prosody as a marker of focus can be divided into two main
approaches that are related to each other in many ways: 1) The first line of
work focuses on the relationship between prosodic features and the
informational status of the constituents in the discourse (Chafe, 1976;
Lambrecht, 1994; Frascarelli & Hinterholzl, 2007). The main goal of these
works is to determine whether the informational status of a referent is related
to specific prosodic features, especially the presence or absence of stress. 2)
The second line deals with the role of sentence stress (the so-called nuclear
stress) in identifying the informative focus (Heinz & Moroni, 2018).
In both approaches to the study of prosody in relation to focus, the most
studied prosodic tool to mark focus is the presence of (nuclear) stress. As the
focus word in an utterance is assumed to be more prosodically salient
(e.g., Selkirk, 1995; Ladd; 2008; Biiring, 2010; 2016; Calhoun, 2010).
Phonologically, a word is the most salient in an utterance because its main
stressed syllable is the head of the larger prosodic phrase of which it is a part
(usually the intonational phrase, 1) (Ladd, 2008). The head of the phrase 1t
carries a nuclear stress. If a syntagm 1 is chosen as the focus of a sentence S, the
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highest stress in S will be on the syllable (or mora, as in the case of
Albanian) of the syntagm 1. This prominence-based emphasis is signaled by
phonetic and phonological cues that increase the prominence of a word
relative to others in the utterance. Phonetic cues include higher
fundamental frequency (fo), greater fo movement, lengthening, increased
intensity, and higher spectral tilt in speech. Of these, fo signs in relation to
the focus are the most studied and are important from the perceptual point
of view (Kigler & Calhoun, 2020).

Therefore, since stress is a prosodic feature that directly interacts with
focus domains, as Samek-Lodovici (2005) also proposes for each XPg,. and YP
in the focus domain of XPg,., XPr,. is prosodically more salient than YP.

To further explain how stress marks focus, Selkirk (1995) proposes a Basic
Rule of Focus that states that "a stressed word is marked with F(ocus)." Selkirk
then proposes the following three rules of "focus projection”:

1. The F-marking of the head of a phonological phrase licenses the F-marking
of the phrase.

2. F-marking an internal argument of a header licenses the F-marking of
the header.

3. The F-marking of an earlier trace left by NP- or wh-movement licenses
the F-marking of the trace.

To analyze what Selkirk (1995) said, we take an example:

Vajza bleu ushqim Foc[pér]F] [genté]F]F]FOC.
Eng. The girl bought food Foc[for]|F] [dogs]F]F]FOC.

The F-marking of the preposition pér (eng. for) licenses the F-marking of the
prepositional phrase, and so on. The F-marking of the direct object ushqimin
(eng. food) licenses the F-marking of the verb and thus of the verb phrase. This
theory of focus projection hypothesizes that the F-marking of the focus of a
sentence is licensed by a chain of F-marked constituents, at the end of which is
the word that carries the stress.

From these, we understand that if a verb or an object is stressed, then
focus projection licenses the interpretation of the entire VP as focus. According
to the Basic Rule of Focus, a stress on the verb means that the verb is marked
with an F(ocus). According to rule (a), after the verb is marked with F (ocus),
i.e., it acquires focus status, the entire VP is also licensed to enter the focus
domain. Rule (b) ensures that the F-marking of the antonym licenses the F-
marking of the verb, which, in turn, according to (a), licenses the F-marking of
the VP. The F-mark of the VP, according to Selkirk, licenses the F-mark of the
entire sentence through the licensing of various intervening heads. However, if
the subject is stressed, focus projection to other sentence elements is blocked
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because the subject is an external argument, and neither (a) nor (b) license
projection from external arguments. Rule (c) aims to explain why the
projection containing the subject is focused.

Thus, Selkirk’s (1986) theory of syntax-based focus assumes that a
maximal projection approximates a phonological phrase and a sentence
approximates an intonation phrase.

However, all the work done by Selkirk (1995) was criticized because he
always equated a syntactic constituent with a prosodic constituent and he
failed to explain how stress affects within a syntactic constituent, how focus
permeates from one syntactic constituent to another syntactic constituent, or
how focus is narrowed within a syntactic component. In other words, he did
not achieve the goal of explaining how the other fields also interact in the
prosodic realization of the focus.

Authors such as Truckenbrodt (1999), Samek-Lodovici (2005, 2006), Fery
(2013), Lee (2013), and Yan et al. (2022) hypothesize that the focus realization
process occurs due to interactions between prosodic structure, syntactic
structure, stress, and information structure. Therefore, according to them, this
realization of the focus can be explained through three constraints: Align XP,
Wrap-XP, and Stress-XP, which were born from the Theory of Optimality.

Literature Review
Alignment (Align XP)

Focus generally tends to be marked by aligning prosodically with the right or
left edge of a prosodic domain. In the alignment of a focused constituent and a
prosodic constituent, morpho-syntax is also involved, as the edges of prosodic
constituents often coincide with the edges of syntactic constituents (Fery,
2013). Alignment is defined as the correspondence between the edge of a
syntactic and/or phonological component and the focused part of the sentence.
In principle, as stated above all languages tend to align the focus to one end of
a syntagma-1. According to Fery (2013), below are the two ways, explaining how
focus is marked through alignment:

a. ALIGN-FOCUS R, 1 -PHRASE R >> ALIGN-FOCUS R, ¢ -PHRASE R
b. ALIGN-FOCUS L, 1 -PHRASE L >> ALIGN-FOCUS L, ¢ -PHRASE L

But a group of languages, such as English, Italian, but also Albanian tend to
align the focus with the right end of an -phrase. As Samek-Lodovici (2005) also
proposes that a focused component is found at the right end of an intonational
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phrase as a result of a STRESS-FOCUS constraint, since in languages that have
canonical order SVO (with final stress) the stress is assigned to the end to the
right of a 1 phrase, and the focus is aligned so that the stress falls into focus. As
in the tabel below.

Table 1
Stress Is Aligned to the Right of a I Phrase So That It Falls on the Focus

( x ) I
( x )P Context: What has Drini done?
Drini [has swum] FocP

To answer the question above “What did Drini do?” (alb. Cfaré béri Drini?), the
focus affects a single component in the answer, namely the one that
corresponds to the whole question, i.e. the complete VP of the corresponding
answer “he swam” (alb. notoi). Considering that this VP has the focu statute, it
is aligned to the far right, to match the emphasis. This is so for the reason that
he SF constraint penalizes those competitors who fail to emphasize the focus.
So, the far right focus occurs because the main stress is supposed to be pushed
further to the right by prosodic constraints and this in turn pulls the focus best
to satisfy the STRESS-FOCUS focus constraint.

But in some languages, like the Albanian language, the focus is not always
aligned to the right due to some syntactic and prosodic restrictions that can
block it. According to Samek-Lodovici (2005, p. 704) there are cases when the
focus cannot be perfectly aligned for syntactic reasons. So, focus cannot always
precede right-shifted components. We are taking an example in the Albanian
language:

//Edhe brenda ktij repi né Kosov ka [BERLLOG]FocP artistik// (broadcast Pressing,
May 30, 2022)
Eng. //Even within this rap in Kosovo there is the [RUBBISH]FocP artistic//

In this example only the NP is inserted within the focus domain, it is not
aligned all the way to the right of the edge of the syntactic constituents. This
happens because the syntactic rule in the Albanian language does not allow, in
this case an AP cannot be before an NP, as the sentence comes out as
ungrammatical. As can be seen in this case, the Align Foc, R restriction is
violated, but also another Wrap-XP restriction, which we will talk about below.
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The Constraint WRAP-XP

The Align XP constraint interacts substantially with another constraint, called
WRAP-XP (Truckenbrodt, 1999, p. 229). This restriction requires that:

Each XP is covered with a phonological phrase ().

By interacting with the alignment constraint, WRAP-XP conflicts with
some (though not all) of the constraints required by ALIGN XP, R. Below are
some of the four-syntax configurations of syntactic components it presents us
with Truckenbrodt (1999), which are derived from the ALIGN-XP alignment, R,
but which violate the WRAP-XP constraint:

Reaction of WrRap-XP to structures derived by ALIGN-XP,R

a. * (. Jp(C p b. / ( )P

[XP>  Xi]xp, [X1 XPz]xp, @
c. *( bp ( p d. / ( e ( )p

[ X1 XP>  XPslxp, [XP;  Fet XPalgew

The structures of the left syntactic components in (a, c) violate the WRAP-XP
limit. In the structure under a., the boundary placed to the right of XP2 is
favored by ALIGN-XP, R, but not by Wrap-XP, since this constraint does not
cover two syntactic constituents that have dependency ratios on two
phonological constituents (¢). While under (c) ALIGN XP, R favors the inner
boundary ¢ after the first complement. However, the syntagm resulting in two
separate ¢ syntagms conflicts with WRAP-XP, since the larger XP1 projection is
not wrapped/covered with an ¢ syntagm in this structure.

A right-symmetric structure as in (b,) does not lead to this conflict
between ALIGN-XP, R and WRAP-XP. Here a single ¢ phrase allows the head
and the following complement both XP1 and XP2 to be right linked by a ¢
phrase, while XP1 is covered in a single ¢ phrase and XP2 is covered in a single
¢ phrase.

To explain the violation of Wrap-XP limitation in the Albanian language,
we take an example:

E [preu]FocP mollén me thiké.
Eng. He [cut]FocP the apple with a knife.

This grammatical structure resembles the case given under (c), according to

which V as a main projection is not allowed to enter within the boundaries of
the same phonological phrase with its complements.
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Method

To see how the prosodic focus is realized through accent in the Albanian
language, we will also analyze the interaction of three main constraints:
Align-XP, Wrap-XP, Stress-Focus, which also explain the interaction of
different linguistic domains. We will investigate the cases where these
restrictions are violated, therefore, the examples taken mainly belong to
sentences with non-canonical order in which the words that receive the stress
are identified first. The stress in the Albanian language falls on the penultimate
mora, not on the syllable (Rugova, 2019). Then, the informative focus is
identified, which is analyzed in three syntactic positions, as well as the
emphatic focus which can be realized in different positions and components.

Consider the following example is taken from the broadcast Pressing (May
30, 2022):

S1: //[Flitet]FocP pér nxitje t urrejtjes//
Eng. S1: //There [is talk] FocP of incitement to hatred//

Table 2
Matching Stress-XP with the V (verb) of the Sentence

1. fronting focus Stress-XP, R WRAP-XP  Align-Foc, R
(x )1 v * v/
(x _ ) P

[ Vf [vp t[PP] GP]]]

As can be seen in Table 2, the WRAP-XP restriction is violated in this example,
due to the syntactic structure that Albanian has within a VP sentence, we have
two sentences PP and GP, one as a complement of V and the other (GP) as a
determinant of complement. This V [PP] GP] VP structure corresponds to the
syntactic configuration (X1, XP2, XP3) with which, according to Truckenbrodt
(1999), the Wrap-XP constraint conflicts, since the Align XP, R constraint does
not require internal prosodic boundaries of a lexical projection. A mismatch
between their domains is accounted for by allowing ALIGN-XP, R, and WRAP-
XP to jointly derive a prosodic recursive structure, phrasing it from [V [PP GP]
VP as ((V)P NP) GP). Another constraint that affects here is also Stress-XP
which forces V to separate intonationally from the complement.
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Figure 2
The Intonation of the Sentence Si, Which is Initially Raised Due to Stress XP,
Which Affects the Separation of V from VP

Fig. 2
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75

Consider the example taken from the broadcast Pressing (May 30, 2022):

S2: //Ato pamje i shohin [t rit] FocP //
Eng. S2: //Those views see [young people] FocP //

Table 3

Realization of the Focus in Its Canonical Position (in-situ)
1. focus in-situ Aling XP, R WRAP XP  Align-Foc, R
( x) I v e v
( x) P

[DP  V[wpt [GPf]

In the given example, we see the focus on the in-situ position, which is its
canonical position. When the focus is realized in its canonical position (in-situ),
all the required constraints are satisfied. The Aling-XP XP constraint requires a
syntagm ¢ such that the right edge of XP coincides with the right edge of the
syntagm ¢. Also, the Wrap-XP constraint is satisfied because each syntactic
constituent is covered by a prosodic phrase, as well as Align Foc R, which
requires the focus constituent [new] FOC to be aligned to the far right of the
sentence, where the canonical position of emphasis. This phenomenon also
fulfills what Samek-Lodovici (2005) says, according to which, since the stress is
assigned to the right edge of a sentence, the focus is aligned in such a way that
the stress falls on the focus.
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Figure 3
The Intonation of Sentence S2, Which Rises at the Very End Due to Stress-XP,
Which Affects the Focus to Be Realized in Its Canonical Position

Fig. 3
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Consider example 3 taken from the broadcast Pressing (May 30, 2022):

S3: //Rastsisht ma dérgoi videon [njé mik] FocP //
Eng. S3: //Accidentally [a friend] FocP sent me the video //

Table 4
Subject Moves from Its In-Situ Position, to Occupy the Position Within the Focus
Domain

1. right-dislocated focus Aling XP,R  WRAP XP  Align-Foc, R
( x) 1 v v v
( x) P

[Adv CL V[vp t DP] [DPf]]

In the third example, S [a friend] moves from its in-situ position to learn the
position within the focus domain, since of all the XPs there, the last DP carries
the new information. Due to the realization of this S as focus in postverbal
position, this variational VOS configuration is obtained. We have this order
only so that the constraint Align Foc, R is not violated. If we look at the
constituent structure of this sentence we can assume that the constraint Wrap-
XP is violated, since two DPs occur next to each other. But, when the
connections between the components are well analyzed, we notice that DPs
have different functions and different theta roles (0-roles). Therefore, each of
them is realized separately as a syntagm ¢.
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Figure 4
The Intonation of Sentence S3, Which Experiences a Fall and Rise Due to the
Movement of the Subject from Its Canonical Order

Fig. 4
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Results and Discussion

Special or Emphatic Focus

Special or emphatic focus rejects the canonical position of normal focus and
can appear in unpredictable positions, considering that it is idiosyncratic and
intentional, i.e., it is realized depending on the specific goals of the speaker
that may not be predictable from the context. Therefore, in the domain of
focus, any syntactic or morphological component can be realized, depending
on the situation in which the speaker finds himself. Special focus stands for
emphatic emphasis. This emphasis is characterized by raising the fundamental
tone of the vowel (Rugova 2019).

Analysis

Consider the following example taken from the commentary of the match
Albania vs Serbia (2014):

//Kjo éshté goditja// qé i jepet me parakrah dhe pér mé tepér [pérpara] FocP syve t
Atkinson//
//This is the blow delivered with the forearm and moreover [before] FocP the eyes of
Atkinson//
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Table 5
Focus Realized in Its Non-Canonical Position

1. emphatic focus Aling XP, R Align-Foc, R WRAP-XP
( X )1 v/ * v
( X )P

ProclV[vpt PP [PPf GP]]]

As the aforementioned example shows, the focus component is a preposition
(before) which is the head of the prepositional phrase. Although the
preposition together with the NP counts as a syntactic unit, the speaker
focuses only on the preposition, which in this context is not a lexical head,
therefore the Wrap-XP constraint is violated, which requires that every lexical
head be covered with an ¢ phrase. The Align-Foc R constraint is also violated,
since another Stress-XP constraint forces the focus to be realized in the non-
canonical position, that is, where the speaker places.

The following example is taken from the commentary of the match
Albania vs Serbia (2014):

//Ka goditur [jashtééé] FocP //
Eng. //(Has) Struck [outside] FocP //

Table 6
Focus Realized with the Adverb Jashté (Outside)

1. emphatic focus Aling XP, R WRAP-XP  Align-Foc, R
( x) 1 v i v
(_ x) P

Pro V[vp t [adv]

In the table above, we see that the adverb is the one that carries the emphatic
stress. So, because of this emphasis, it is not realized together with the VP in a
syntagm ¢. Although the adverb is expected to go with the VP, this is not
allowed by the Stress-XP constraint, which forcefully separates the adverb from
the VP because it will stress it. The Stress-XP constraint also violates the Wrap-
XP constraint which does not allow wrapping the adverb and the VP within a
prosodic phrase. Semantically, it can also be explained why this adverb carries
the emphatic emphasis, thus indicating that the shot was missed, so there is no
goal because the ball went out.
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Consider the example taken from the commentary of the match Albania vs
Serbia (2014):

//Kukeli e kthen [praapa] FocP tek Mavraj//
Eng. //Kukeli returns [back] FocP to Mavraj//

Table 7
The Focus Realized in Its Non-Canonical Position with the Adverb Separated
from the VP Phrase

1. emphatic focus Align XP, R Align-Foc, R WRAP-XP
( x )1 v * v
( _ x)P

S V]vpt [adv] [PP]

Similar to the last example, the adverb here is the one that carries the emphatic
emphasis. So, because of this emphasis, it is not realized together with the VP
in a syntagm ¢. The Stress-XP constraint conflicts with Wrap-XP and does not
allow inserting it into a prosodic phrase with the verb because the strength of
Stress-XP requires the adverb to carry the new information. The condition that
the focus be emphasized requires that the focused constituent and the main
accent coincide with each other, forcing one or the other to abandon their
canonical position.

Conclusion

The above analysis shows how focus domains, prosodic domains, sentence
stress and syntax interact with each other. For example, we saw that, when the
sentence order is canonical order, the focus appears in the in-situ position,
which is its canonical position. In this case, the far right focus is realized
because the main stress is assumed to be pushed further to the right by
prosodic constraints and this in turn pulls the focus best to satisfy the STRESS-
FOCUS focus constraint. Even in a variational word order configuration (VOS)
the focus is realized in its canonical position, as the subject (S) [NP/DP]
escapes from its in-situ position, to acquire the position within the focus
domain. Whereas, when the focus is not realized in its canonical position,
another constraint, Stress-XP, comes into play, which forces XP to be separated
intotonally from its complement, and thus enter only the domain of focus.
Meanwhile, when dealing with an emphatic focus, the Stress-XP
restriction often conflicts with the Wrap-XP and does not allow inserting ¢ XP
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and its complement into a syntagm, because the strength of the Stress-XP
means that only one to carry what conveys the emotion.

References

Biiring, D. (2010). Towards a typology of focus realization. In M. Zimmermann & C. Féry
(Eds.), Information structure. Theoretical, typological, and experimental perspectives.
Online Edition. (pp. 177-205). Oxford Academic. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/
9780199570959.003.0008

Biiring, D. (2016). Focus, questions and givenness. Questions in Discourse. Leiden: Brill.

Chafe, W. L. (1976), Givenness, contrastiveness, definiteness, subjects,topics and point of
view. In Ch. N. Li (Ed.), Subject and Topic. (pp. 27-55). Academic Press,

Enderby, J. L., Carroll, J. M., Tarczynski-Bowles, M. L., & Breadmore, H. L. (2021). The roles
of morphology, phonology, and prosody in reading and spelling multisyllabic
words. Applied Psycholinguistics, 42(4), 865-88s5. http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/
S0142716421000096

Erteschik-Shir, N. (2007). Information structure: The syntax-discourse interface. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Féry, C. (2010). German intonational patterns (Vol. 285). Walter de Gruyter.

Féry, C. (2013). Focus as prosodic alignment. Natural Language & Linguistic Theory, 31(3),
683-734. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-013-9195-7

Féry, C., & Ishihara, S. (Eds.). (2016). The Oxford handbook of information structure. Oxford
University Press.

Frascarelli, M., & Hinterholzl, R. (2007). Types of topics in German and Italian. In K.
Schwabe & S. Winkler (Eds.), On information structure, meaning and form (pp. 87-116).
John Benjamins. https://doi.org/10.1075/1a.100.07fra

Heinz, M. & Moroni, M. (2018). Prosody: Information Structure, Grammar, Interaction.
Linguistik Online, 88(1). https://doi.org/10. 13092/10.88.4187

Ge, H., Mulders, I., Kang, X., Chen, A., & Yip, V. (2021). Processing focus in native and non-
native speakers of English: An eye-tracking study in the visual world paradigm. Applied
Psycholinguistics, 42(4), 1057-1088. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716421000230

Kilianska-Przybylo, G. (2023). Strategies employed for information transfer and relation
building in intercultural communication-A cross-cultural study. East European Journal
of Psycholinguistics, 10(1), 81-95. https://doi.org/10.29038/eejpl.2023.10.1.kil

Kigler, F., & Calhoun, S. (2020). Prosodic encoding of information structure: A typological
perspective. In C. Gussenhhoven, & A. Chen (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Language
Prosody. Online edn. Oxford Handbooks. https://doi.org/10.1093/0xfordhb/
9780198832232.013.30

Ladd, D. R. (2008). Intonational phonology. Cambridge University Press.

Lambrecht, K. (1994). Information structure and sentence form. Topic, focus, and the
representation of mental referents in discourse. Cambridge University Press.

Lee, K. (2013). Sentence stress in information structure. £70/3f Oenoehak - Journal of Korean

Linguistics Society, 66, 3-30.
Lindfield, K. C., Wingfield, A., & Goodglass, H. (1999). The contribution of prosody to
spoken word recognition. Applied Psycholinguistics, 20(3), 395-405. https://doi.org/10.

1017/50142716499003045
93


https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/%209780199570959.003.0008
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/%209780199570959.003.0008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/%20S0142716421000096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/%20S0142716421000096
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-013-9195-7
https://doi.org/10.1075/la.100.07fra
https://doi.org/10.%2013092/lo.88.4187
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716421000230
https://doi.org/10.29038/eejpl.2023.10.1.kil
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/%209780198832232.013.30
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/%209780198832232.013.30
https://doi.org/10.%201017/S0142716499003045
https://doi.org/10.%201017/S0142716499003045

Qéndresa Jakupi

Rugova, B. (2006 dhe 2007) Gjuha e sportit. Filologji, 14/15, Universiteti i Prishtinés,
Prishting, 141-156.

Rugova B. (2009). Gjuha e gazetave. Koha. Prishtiné.

Rugova, B, Sejdiu-Rugova, L. (2015). Hyrje né gramatikén e tekstit té gjuhés shgqipe.
Trembelat. Prishtiné.

Rugova, B. (2016). Ricke rome, itagi e zakucati. Trembelat. Prishtiné.

Rugova, B. (2019). Leksikon i termave té fonetikés dhe té fonologjisé. AShAK. Prishtiné.

Samek-Lodovici, V. (2005). Prosody-syntax interaction in the expression of focus. Natural
Language and Linguistic Theory, 23, 687-755. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-004-2874-7

Samek-Lodovici, V. (2006). When right dislocation meets the left-periphery: A unified
analysis of Italian non-final focus. Lingua, 116(6), 836-873. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].
lingua.2005.04.001

Selkirk, E. (1986). On derived domains in sentence phonology. Phonology, 3, 371-405.

Selkirk, E. (1995). Sentence prosody: intonation, stress, and phrasing. In John A. Goldsmith
(ed.), The handbook of Phonological Theory. (pp. 550-569). Blackwell.

Selkirk, E. (2002). Contrastive focus vs. presentational focus: Prosodic evidence from right
node raising in English. In B. Bel & I. Marlien (Eds.), Speech Prosody 2002: Proceedings
of the 1st international conference on speech prosody. Aix-en-Provence, France. (643-
646).

Truckenbrodt, H. (1995). Phonological phrases--their relation to syntax, focus, and
prominance. Unpublished PhD dissertation. Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Truckenbrodt, H. (1999). On the relation between syntactic phrases and phonological
phrases. Linguistic Inquiry, 30(2), 219-255.

Tsoukala, A., Vogelzang, M., & Tsimpli, I. M. (2024). Individual differences in L1 and
L2 anaphora resolution: effects of implicit prosodic cues and working memory. Applied
Psycholinguistics, 45(5), 834-872. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716424000316

Vallduvi, E.. & Maria V. (1998). On rheme and kontrast. In P. Culicover & L. McNally (Eds.),
The Limits of Syntax. Syntax and Semantics 29, (pp. 161-184). Academic Press.
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004373167_005

Yan, M., Warren, P., & Calhoun, S. (2022). Focus interpretation in L1 and L2: The role of
prosodic prominence and clefting. Applied Psycholinguistics, 43(6), 1275-1303.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716422000376

94


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11049-004-2874-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.%20lingua.2005.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.%20lingua.2005.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716424000316
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004373167_005
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716422000376

