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Introduction
Dina El Zarka & Steffen Heidinger
Karl-Franzens-Universität Graz
Much linguistic data can be better understood once we take into account the information
structural properties of linguistic expressions. It is therefore not surprising that
information structure has received considerable attention in recent linguistic research (cf.
overviews in Breul & Göbbel 2010; Zimmermann & Féry 2010; Krifka & Musan 2012;
amongst others). An important advance in the study of information structure lies in the
refinement of the descriptive inventory; thus, different levels of information structural
partitions have been distinguished: topic vs. comment, focus vs. background, given vs.
new (cf. Krifka 2007 for a recent survey). It has been shown that these partitions tend to
be relevant for different types of linguistic phenomena. For example, one domain where
information status, i.e., the distinction between given and new information, has proven
particularly useful is the domain of nominal constituents (pronouns, definite NPs,
indefinite NPs, etc.). It has been shown that information status is a good predictor for the
occurrence of the various formal types of noun phrases (cf. Prince 1981; Gundel et al.
1993; Ariel 2001, Ariel 2014; Roberts 2003).1
The study of information structure, like every other linguistic domain, involves the
identification of form-function correlations, such as (movement to the) preverbal position
and focus, or left dislocation and topic (cf. Skopeteas 2012). In order to find a suitable
method to investigate the relation between forms and functions, we have to consider at
least the following three variables:
• the IS-notions that are involved (e.g., focus, topic, givenness),
• the forms that are involved (e.g., dislocation, clefting, prosodic prominence),
• the type of hypothesis that we want to verify in our research.
The challenge is to identify and apply research methods that are suitable with
respect to these three components. In the past decades, a great number of methods and
tests have been devised to investigate information structure. Skopeteas (2012) provides a
comprehensive overview of empirical research of information structure to date. Our brief
outline of different methods is structured according to the type of data used (following
Skopeteas 2012), focusing on their merits and problems.
The investigation of naturalistic data (mainly corpus data) usually starts from a
linguistic form and interprets potential information structural functions that correlate
with these forms. Given that determining and annotating information status is,
comparatively, easier than identifying pragmatic relations such as topic and focus, it
comes as no surprise that corpus studies have most frequently been used for the
investigation of the information status of referents. Theoretical accounts of how the
status of discourse referents is expressed in a language are mostly based on empirical
1

Other domains where information status is relevant are the linear ordering (cf. Arnold et al. 2000)
and the prosodic realization of constituents (cf. Baumann 2006).
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studies of naturalistic data (Chafe 1976, 1994; Prince 1981; Gundel et al. 1993; Ariel
2001, 2014).
However, corpus data have also been used for the investigation of linguistic forms
related to topic or focus (e.g., syntactic by Herring & Paolillo 1995 for Sinhala and
Tamil; prosodic by Hedberg & Sosa 2008 for English; Frascarelli & Hinterhölzl 2007 for
German and Italian; Simard 2010 for Jaminjung; El Zarka 2013 for Egyptian Arabic),
narrow focus or contrast (Brunetti 2009), and exhaustivity (Wedgwood et al. 2006).
Other focus-related phenomena such as the behavior of focus-sensitive particles or
theticity have also been investigated in corpus data (Matić 2003). Pešková (this volume)
investigates the form of subject NPs in Porteño Spanish in relation to topic and focus.
Naturalistic data is particularly well suited for the falsification of a hypothesis (cf.
Skopeteas 2012). If a structure S can be observed to occur frequently in a context Ci with
a specific interpretation Ij, we may formulate the hypothesis that structure S is triggered
by the context Ci and is always associated with the interpretation Ij. We may even believe
that the interpretation Ij is actually the meaning Mk of a certain structure S. Naturalistic
data may provide evidence against such hypotheses if it contains instances of the
structure S in a context Ci that gives rise to an interpretation Il, i.e., crucially, it cannot be
interpreted as Ij, let alone denote a meaning Mk. In principle, a single counterexample to
the suggested property is enough to falsify a hypothesis; furthermore, natural language
corpora, especially if they are large, have the additional virtue of allowing frequency
counts that help establish statistical tendencies of form-function relations. Statistical
methods, such as multivariate and mixed-effect linear regression analyses, seem to be
particularly promising in determining the effect of certain contextual and other functional
factors on the occurrence of a specific linguistic form (cf. Owens et al. 2010).
Of course, corpus studies alone can never be sufficient to produce an exhaustive
description of information structural phenomena in a specific language. Especially in
understudied languages, i.e., in the overwhelming majority of the world’s languages,
corpora are simply not large enough to contain all types of structures relevant for the
investigation of information structure (cf. Matić, this volume). Consisting of entirely
uncontrolled data full of multiply conditioned variation, corpus data alone can also never
produce sufficiently reliable analyses that allow us to gain deeper insights into crosslinguistic and possibly universal aspects of the interaction between information structural
notions and linguistic forms. As Skopeteas (2012) observes, to prove that a certain
linguistic phenomenon is dependent on context, it is not only necessary to know in which
contexts the investigated linguistic phenomenon occurs, but also in which contexts it
does not occur.
A corpus study may be apt for establishing the context-relatedness of a linguistic
form. However, the reverse hypothesis that a certain speaker intention, i.e., a certain
context, will regularly trigger the occurrence of a specific linguistic form cannot be
proven on the basis of a corpus study (if it can be proven at all: cf. Matić, this volume, on
the fallacy of “context-to-intention assumptions” and “intention-to-grammar
assumptions”). Thus, analyses based on naturalistic data have to be backed by
experimental evidence and speaker intuitions about the grammaticality of a linguistic
expression and its appropriateness in a certain context.
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A clear advantage experimental methods have over observation in naturalistic
discourse is the possibility of controlling for different linguistic and extra-linguistic
factors. A common type of experiment in information structure research is the production
experiment, in which linguistic utterances are elicited in a given context. This can be
done either using a linguistic context such as questions eliciting an appropriate answer on
the assumption of question-answer-congruence, forced-choice experiments and sentencecompletion tasks, or, alternatively, using non-linguistic context provided by visual
stimuli (cf. van der Wal, this volume; Uth, this volume). Many experimental studies
today utilize such visual stimuli, whether pictures or films, to elicit linguistic data given
a specific context. The Questionnaire on Information Structure (QUIS) (Skopeteas et al.
2006) is a comprehensive collection of experimental tasks based on visual stimuli. It was
designed within the Collaborative Research Center (SFB 632) Information Structure and
has since then been applied for the investigation of information structure in a large
number of languages, both within and outside the project.
Within QUIS, different types of visual stimuli are used for different types of tasks,
and different tasks have different virtues and drawbacks with respect to the investigation
of information structure. For example, films and picture books can be used to elicit
longer coherent narratives that have the advantage of exhibiting somewhat more natural
speech. In fact, many corpora of spoken language in language documentation contain
this type of data, which may thus be characterized as an intermediate type between
naturalistic and experimental data (cf. Lee, this volume). Elicited narratives also share
with the former the drawback of including multiply conditioned variation. However, the
fact that the same story is usually elicited from several speakers at least provides a better
basis for detecting form-context correspondences than completely heterogeneous
spontaneous speech.
A well-known example of a video stimulus is Chafe’s pear story (Chafe 1980),
while another frequently used method to elicit narratives makes use of the picture books
of the Frog stories series (e.g., Mayer 1969). Narratives have been widely used to study
referential expressions (cf. Lee, this volume, for an overview). Map-tasks are
successfully used to elicit dialogic data, providing a rich source for the study of
givenness, focus and contrast, and especially corrections.
More effective control of different factors can be gained by a constrained
experimental design using only single pictures combined with a question or a sequence
of a small number of pictures that provide similar or almost identical data across
speakers (cf. Gabriel 2007, 2010; Uth, this volume). As in question-answer pairs, the
utterances are usually very short and are supposed to encode a specific information
structural category such as information status, contrastive topic, or contrastive focus.
They are also used to test the influence of other factors on information structure such as
animacy, semantic role, or transitivity.
Like naturalistic data, experimental production data has also been very frequently
used for the investigation of information status. Numerous linguistic and
psycholinguistic studies have investigated the effect of givenness on deaccenting (cf.
Cruttenden 2006 for a recent comparative study on deaccenting of given items in a
number of languages). Experiments by Swerts et al. (2002) and Hellmuth (2005) provide
evidence for the hypothesis that deaccentuation is especially common in West-Germanic
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languages (Ladd 1996), while in Italian (Swerts et al. 2002) and Egyptian Arabic
(Hellmuth 2005) given referents are usually accented.
There are, however, certain caveats with experimental designs. One is that you
might not always get what you are looking for. For example, it is very difficult to elicit
event-reporting (thetic) sentences using visual stimuli. There is, in fact, no guarantee that
a speaker will not treat the “new” referent as a topic and hence will not interpret the
depicted scene in the expected way (cf. Van der Wal, this volume). Similarly, Uth (this
volume) discusses whether the experimental setup used in Gabriel (2007, 2010; and also
in Heidinger 2014) elicits “pure” information focus and not epistemic-evidential
marking.
A second problem is that in an experiment, the presence of the experimenter has an
enormous influence on what is assumed to be in the common ground between speaker
and hearer. Thus, the experimenter, being a possible addressee of a participant’s
utterance, may be assumed to be aware of a newly introduced referent on a picture, and
thus the referent may be treated as given (cf. Lee, this volume).
Another issue related to experimental design is the socio-cultural appropriateness of
visual stimuli, if one and the same set is used across languages. Thus, it will often be
necessary to adapt visual stimuli to the target culture.
Furthermore, it is not easy to control for all different factors in an experiment. In
the above mentioned study, Hellmuth (2005) comes to the conclusion that speakers of
Egyptian Arabic deaccent neither given elements within a phrase nor given phrases in a
sentence. However, El Zarka (2013) shows that in Egyptian Arabic given information is
clearly downgraded (pronounced in an “attenuated manner,” Chafe 1976) or even
deaccented, if it is part of the presupposition of a sentence. She argues that the given
referents in the game used by Hellmuth (2005) are always part of the focus and are
presumably regularly accented for this reason. Thus, we are well-advised not to take the
results of a particular experiment at face value without considering the possibility that
other factors may have influenced the results of our experiment (in the present case the
[+/-focus]).
A general drawback of experiments is that the language produced in experimental
settings is mostly less “natural” than in recordings of spontaneous speech and can at best
be called semi-spontaneous. More often than not, elicited utterances are not what can be
heard in natural discourse. To test certain hypotheses, speakers have to obey certain
instructions, as e.g., “Please answer using a whole sentence,” when the most natural
reply to a question would be a one-word statement. Again, the presence of the
experimenter as well as the whole setting may influence the spontaneity of the utterances
and the naturalness of speech. This is especially problematic in the study of prosody. In
the QUIS corpus elicited for Egyptian Arabic, for example, there is an overly high
proportion of high rising contours for declarative sentences. Taken at face value without
resorting to natural discourse it might be assumed that Egyptian Arabic usually has high
rising declarative intonation as has been attested for a number of Urban Northern dialects
in the British Isles (Jarman & Cruttenden 1976; Cruttenden 1981). As it seems, this overproportionate use of this specific intonation contour, which may be interpreted as
cautious and unconfident, can be ascribed to the fact that young Egyptians were
interviewed by a white European female academic who was not only more advanced in
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age, but probably also perceived as superior in social status. Thus, it would be misguided
to conclude that new information or focus is encoded by a high rise in Egyptian Arabic.
Evidence from naturalistic discourse or production experiments has to be
complemented by another type of evidence that is not provided by inductive reasoning.
Such evidence is based on the intuition of native speakers concerning the grammaticality,
acceptability, and appropriateness of a certain linguistic structure in a given context.
Speaker intuition provides the only possibility of gaining negative evidence, which
obviously cannot be encountered in naturalistic and experimental production data
(Himmelmann 2006). Although a negative judgment about context felicity is apt for
verifying a negative hypothesis, there is again a problem involved with this method. A
speaker’s intuition is not necessarily reliable, even in grammaticality judgments, and
even more so in the case of context felicity, which is more difficult to assess. Thus, it is
also a question of how “good” the intuitions of a certain speaker are and how many
congruent judgments of different speakers we can get (cf. Adli 2004, 2011 on how to
collect reliable judgments in an experimental setting). In linguistic research, there are
basically two ways of collecting data on speaker intuitions: to work with individual
speakers or language assistants, which is common practice in fieldwork, or to collect a
large number of judgments on the researched phenomena. This can be done using
questionnaires containing the structures that have to be evaluated or by perception
experiments. Given that speaker intuitions are not necessarily reliable, fieldwork data of
understudied languages, especially with a very small number of speakers, are particularly
problematic (cf. Matić, this volume). If a large number of speakers is available in a
language community, it is possible to collect speaker judgments on a large scale in an
experimental format or with questionnaires.
The six contributions to this special issue of Grazer Linguistische Studien discuss
relevant issues, open questions, and the advantages and drawbacks of the various
methodological options in the study of information structure. The volume is the outcome
of a workshop which took place in Graz, Austria, on the 24th and 25th of May 2013.2
Choonkyu Lee’s article (“Using picture sequences to study referential
accessibility”) is concerned with the use of visual stimuli in the investigation of various
accessibility factors influencing referential choices. After reviewing some of the wellstudied factors that influence the accessibility of referents depending on the preceding
text, conceptual knowledge, or perceptual availability, the author turns to the less
extensively studied domain of situational dimensions of the discourse content (topic
time, space, and overall theme). The paper presents a review of previous studies of
content dimensions and their influence on a reader’s perception of story continuity and
referential choice. He also discusses some widely used narrative elicitation methods such
as films and picture books and comments on their virtues and drawbacks. He specifically
points out the influence of the experimental setting and the presence of an experimenter
on the naturalness of production data.

2
The workshop was organized with the support of the Vice Rectorate for Research and Junior
Researchers’ Promotion, University of Graz and was part of the Habilitationsforum Diskurse und
Episteme.
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Dejan Matić (“Textual clues for information structure categories”) discusses the
problem of identifying information structure categories in the corpora of lesser known
languages. He is predominantly concerned with two methodological choices that can be
applied in fieldwork on endangered languages, naturalistic corpus data and elicitation
with individual speakers of the language. In line with Matić & Wedgwood (2013), he
specifically argues against the assumption of universal grammatical categories of
information structure whose correlates have to be found in every language. He argues
that the two types of methods in information structure research, distributional and
contextual methods, i.e., tests and interpretation of utterances in context, are not
sufficient to establish information structure categories in any language. This general
problem is aggravated in the study of lesser known languages with a small number of
speakers. To support his argumentation, Matić discusses two case studies from his own
fieldwork.
Andrea Pešková’s article (“Information structure and the use of pronominal subjects
in Spanish”) deals with the use of overt pronominal subjects (PS) in Porteño Spanish (a
variety of Spanish spoken in the Buenos Aires area). Based on spoken language data, she
analyzes the impact that different discourse functions have on the overt realization of
pronominal subjects in this variety of Spanish. She proposes an inventory of five
different discourse functions of pronominal subjects in Porteño Spanish. In line with the
general topic of this special issue, the author puts special emphasis on the
methodological challenges in determining these discourse functions in spoken language
data. Hence, the author not only presents an analysis of pronominal subjects (in spoken
language data) in terms of discourse functions, but also depicts in detail the
methodological challenges and choices that underlie the analysis.
The starting point of Maja Stegenwallner-Schütz and Flavia Adani’s article (“How
can the study of developmental disorders inform linguistic theory about information
structure?”) is the assumption that special language impairment (SLI) and autism
spectrum disorder (ASD) manifest themselves in different linguistic components: while
SLI affects grammatical abilities, ASD affects pragmatic abilities. In the study of ISrelated phenomena, the question often arises as to whether they are grammatical or
pragmatic. According to the above assumption, the linguistic behavior of speakers with
SLI or ASD might be instructive in this respect: phenomena which cause problems for
speakers with SLI are part of grammar proper, while phenomena which cause problems
for speakers with ASD are part of pragmatics. The goal of Stegenwallner-Schütz and
Adani’s paper is to verify (based on a detailed survey of the relevant literature) how the
two disorders manifest themselves with respect to context effects on sentence
interpretation and referential choices, and to determine how instructive the two disorders
are with respect to the grammar-pragmatics divide.
Melanie Uth (“Spanish preverbal subjects in contexts of narrow information focus:
Non-contrastive focalization or epistemic-evidential marking?”) provides a detailed
examination of one specific method for the elicitation of narrow information focus used
in Gabriel (2007, 2010): a semi-spontaneous elicitation experiment in which participants
have to answer wh-questions related to a visual stimulus. The author is concerned with
the question of whether the experimental set up used by Gabriel (2007, 2010) guarantees
a setting in which information focus and not epistemic-evidential marking is elicited. The
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author first discusses those aspects of Gabriel’s original experimental design that she
assumes to be problematic with respect to the elicitation of “pure” information focus. In
a second step she presents a modified version of Gabriel’s experimental design and the
results of her own experiments in which she applied this modified design.
Jenneke van der Wal (“Tests for focus”) presents an overview of different tests that
are used to identify the focus of a sentence, its scope, and its semantic/pragmatic
interpretation. Van der Wal gives examples from a wide variety of languages for formal
strategies of focus encoding. Besides the well-known strategy of posing questions to
control for the focus in the congruent answer, the paper reviews a fair number of tests
using co-text for focus identification, mostly additions to the sentence containing the
focus that are assumed to refer back to the focus part, such as “(and) not Y,”
contradictions to an incorrect statement, or conjunctions with “and/but also....” These
strategies are well-suited to identify the scope of a contrastive focus in the sense of Dik
(1981). The paper is also concerned with quantifiers and particles, irrespective of
whether they are dedicated focus markers or only typically associated with a focus, such
as ‘only’ and ‘even’. The final section is devoted to stimuli used for the elicitation of
utterances expressing different types of focus.

References
Adli, Aria. 2004. Grammatische Variation und Sozialstruktur. Berlin: Akademie Verlag.
Adli, Aria. 2011. A heuristic mathematical approach for modeling constraint
cumulativity: Contrastive focus in Spanish and Catalan. The Linguistic Review 28(2).
111–173.
Ariel, Mira. 2001. Accessibility Theory: An Overview. In Ted Sanders, Joost
Schilperoord & Wilbert Spooren (eds.), Text Representation: Linguistic and
Psycholinguistic Aspects, 29–87. Amsterdam: Benjamins.
Ariel, Mira. 2014. Accessing Noun-Phrase Antecedents. New York: Routledge.
Arnold, Jennifer E., Thomas Wasow, Anthony Losongco & Ryan Ginstrom. 2000.
Heaviness vs. Newness: The Effects of Structural Complexity and Discourse Status
on Constituent Ordering. Language 76. 28–55.
Baumann, Stefan. 2006. The intonation of givenness: Evidence from German. Tübingen:
Niemeyer.
Breul, Carsten & Edward Göbbel. 2010. Comparative and contrastive studies of
information structure. Amsterdam: Benjamins.
Brunetti, Lisa. 2009. Discourse functions of fronted foci in Italian and Spanish. In
Andreas Dufter & Daniel Jacob (eds.), Focus and Background in Romance
Languages, 43–81. Amsterdam: Benjamins.
Chafe, Wallace L. 1976. Givenness, contrastiveness, definiteness, subjects, topics and
point of view. In Charles Li (ed.), Subject and topic, 25–56. New York: Academic
Press.
Chafe, Wallace L. (ed.). 1980. The pear stories: Cognitive, cultural, and linguistic
aspects of narrative production. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

12
El Zarka & Heidinger
____________________________________________________________________
Chafe, Wallace L. 1994. Discourse, consciousness and time: The flow and displacement
of conscious experience in speaking and writing. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.
Cruttenden, Alan. 1981. Falls and rises: meanings and universals. Journal of Linguistics
17. 77–91.
Cruttenden, Alan. 2006. The de-accenting of given information: A cognitive universal?
In Giuliano Bernini & Marcia L. Schwartz (eds.), Pragmatic organization of
discourse in the languages of Europe, 311–355. Berlin: De Gruyter.
Dik, Simon, Maria E. Hoffmann, Jan R. de Jong, Sie Ing Djiang, Harry Stroomer &
Lourens de Vries. 1981. On the Typology of Focus Phenomena. In Teun Hoekstra,
Harry van der Hulst & Michael Moortgat (eds.), Perspectives on Functional
Grammar, 41–74. Dordrecht: Foris.
El Zarka, Dina. 2013. On the interaction of information structure and prosody: the case
of Egyptian Arabic. Graz: Karl-Franzens-Universität Habilitation thesis.
Frascarelli, Mara & Roland Hinterhölzl. 2007. Types of Topics in German and Italian. In
Kerstin Schwabe & Susanne Winkler (eds.), On Information Structure, Meaning and
Form: Generalizations across Languages, 87–116. Amsterdam: Benjamins.
Gabriel, Christoph. 2007. Fokus im Spannungsfeld von Phonologie und Syntax: Eine
Studie zum Spanischen. Frankfurt am Main: Vervuert.
Gabriel, Christoph. 2010. On focus, prosody, and word order in Argentinean Spanish: A
minimalist OT account. Revista Virtual de Estudos da Linguagem. Special edition n.
4. 183–222.
Gundel, Jeanette K., Nancy Hedberg & Ron Zacharski. 1993. Cognitive status and the
form of referring expressions in discourse. Language 69(2). 274–307.
Hedberg, Nancy A. & Juan M. Sosa. 2008. The prosody of topic and focus in
spontaneous English dialogue. In Chungmin Lee, Matthew Gordon & Daniel Büring
(eds.), Topic and Focus: Cross-Linguistic Perspectives on Meaning and Intonation,
101–120. Dordrecht: Springer.
Heidinger, Steffen. 2014. El foco informativo y la posición sintáctica de los depictivos
orientados al sujeto en español. Verba: Anuario galego de filoloxia 41. 51–74.
Hellmuth, Sam. 2005. No de-accenting in (or of) phrases: evidence from Arabic for
cross-linguistic and cross-dialectal prosodic variation. In Sónia Frota, Marina Vigário
& Maria J. Freitas (eds.), Prosodies: With Special Reference to Iberian Languages,
99–121. Berlin: De Gruyter.
Herring, Susan C. & John C. Paolillo. 1995. Focus Position in SOV Languages. In
Pamela A. Downing & Michael Noonan (eds.), Word Order in Discourse, 163–198.
Amsterdam: Benjamins.
Himmelmann, Nikolaus P. 2006. Language documentation: what is it and what is it good
for? In Jost Gippert, Nikolaus P. Himmelmann & Ulrike Mosel (eds.), Essentials of
Language Documentation, 1–30. Berlin: De Gruyter.
Jarman, Eric & Alan Cruttenden. 1976. Belfast Intonation and the Myth of the Fall.
Journal of the International Phonetic Association 6(1). 4–12.
Krifka, Manfred. 2007. Basic notions of information structure. In Caroline Féry, Gisbert
Fanselow & Manfred Krifka (eds.), The notions of information structure (Working

Introduction
13
____________________________________________________________________
Papers of the SFB 632, Interdisciplinary Studies on Information Structure (ISIS) 6),
13–55. Potsdam: Universitätsverlag.
Krifka, Manfred & Renate Musan (eds.). 2012. The expression of information structure.
Berlin: De Gruyter.
Ladd, D. Robert. 1996. Intonational phonology. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.
Matić, Dejan. 2003. Topics, Presuppositions, and Theticity: An Empirical Study of VerbSubject Clauses in Albanian, Greek, and Serbo-Croat. Köln: Universität zu Köln
dissertation.
Matić, Dejan & Daniel Wedgwood. 2013. The meanings of focus: The significance of an
interpretation-based category in cross-linguistic analysis. Journal of Linguistics
49(1). 127–163.
Mayer, Mercer. 1969. Frog, where are you? New York: Dial Press.
Owens, Jonathan, William Young, Trent Rockwood, David Mehall & Robin Dodsworth.
2010. Explaining Ø and Overt Subjects in Spoken Arabic. In Jonathan Owens & Alaa
Elgibali (eds.), Information Structure in Spoken Arabic, 20–60. London: Routledge.
Prince, Ellen F. 1981. Toward a Taxonomy of Given-New Information. In Peter Cole
(ed.), Radical Pragmatics, 223–255. New York: Academic Press.
Roberts, Craige. 2003. Uniqueness in Definite Noun Phrases. Linguistics and Philosophy
26(3). 287–350.
Simard, Candide. 2010. Prosodic contours of Jaminjung, a language of Northern
Australia. Manchester: University of Manchester dissertation.
Skopeteas, Stavros. 2012. The empirical investigation of information structure. In
Manfred Krifka & Renate Musan (eds.). The expression of information structure,
217–248. Berlin: De Gruyter.
Skopeteas, Stavros, Ines Fiedler, Sam Hellmuth, Anne Schwarz, Ruben Stoel, Gisbert
Fanselow, Caroline Féry & Manfred Krifka. 2006. Questionnaire on Information
Structure (QUIS) (Working Papers of the SFB 632, Interdisciplinary Studies on
Information Structure (ISIS) 4). Potsdam: Universitätsverlag.
Swerts, Mark, Emiel Krahmer & Cinzia Avesani. 2002. Prosodic marking of information
status in Dutch and Italian: a comparative analysis. Journal of Phonetics 30(4). 629–
654.
Wedgwood, Daniel, Gergely Pethő & Ronnie Cann. 2006. Hungarian ‘focus position’
and English it-clefts: the semantic underspecification of ‘focus’ readings. Ms.
University of Edinburgh.
http://www.lel.ed.ac.uk/~dan/web_HungFP_wpc.pdf (accessed 14 December 2014)
Zimmermann, Malte & Caroline Féry (ed.). 2010. Information structure: Theoretical,
typological, and experimental perspectives. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

