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The book under review appears in the European University Studies series published by 

Peter Lang, and it includes a “List of figures”, five chapters, “Conclusion”, the “References”, and 

an “Appendix”. 

Chapter 1, “General introduction” (pp. 1-22), consists of three main sections. The first 

section (pp. 1-2) provides some data on the geography and population of Nigeria. The second 

section (pp. 2-5) outlines the language situation in Nigeria, with a focus on the status of the 

indigenous languages, of Nigerian Pidgin English, as well as of other languages, such as French 

and Arabic. The next section is an overview of the emergence, the status, and the varieties of 

Nigerian English
1
. In terms of the so-called “Dynamic Model”

2
 Nigerian English is said to be in its 

third phase, i.e. of “nativization”, exhibiting in addition some features typical of the next stage, 

known as “endonormative stabilization”. The chapter ends with a presentation of the methodology 

and of the empirical data analyzed. The latter are taken from a variety of corpora, and consist of  

samples from a total of 405 speakers (273 male and 132 female subjects), amounting to some 35 

hours of recorded material. The files, saved in WAV format, have all been analyzed with the 

software Praat. 

In chapter 2, “Framework and research review” (pp. 23-58), the author first situates 

Nigerian English on a so-called “cline of bilingualism”, which ranges from the basilectal variety, 

through mesolectal varieties, to the acrolectal variety spoken by a minority. Next comes a review 

of previous research (pp. 33-45) on the segmental
3
 and suprasegmental phonology

4
 of Nigerian 

English. The chapter ends with the presentation of the theoretical framework adopted. The author 

proposes a “guiding taxonomy” (p. 46) for distinguishing the basilectal, mesolectal and the 

acrolectal varieties of Nigerian English, as well as his own version of Optimality Theory (p. 48). 

Chapter 3, “Analysis of sounds segments” (pp. 59-88), deals with the vowels 

(monophthongs and diphthongs) and consonants of Nigerian English. The analysis is based on a 

large number of examples, illustrative of the distribution patterns in the basilectal, mesolectal and 

acrolectal varieties respectively. 

Chapter 4, “Prosodic patterning” (pp. 89-162), covers three topics: syllable structure, 

prosody, and what the author calls “generalised typological tendencies” manifested in specific 

features of Nigerian English phonology. Syllable structure (pp. 89-99) illustrates, in order, the 

two- and three-consonant word-initial clusters, two-, three- and four-consonant word-medial 

clusters, and two- and three-consonant word-final clusters. Lexical and phrasal prominence 
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patterns are discussed with reference to the basilectal, mesolectal and acrolectal varieties of 

Nigerian English (pp. 100-156). The following lexical stress patterns are analyzed:  di- and 

polysyllabic words, both simple and complex (i.e. compounds); phrases, in which the edges are in 

focal position and thus illustrate the associated falling or rising tones. The chapter ends with a 

discussion of global features (pp. 157-162), such as j-dropping, postvocalic /r/, the opposition 

vowel quality – vowel quantity, and of local ones (see, in particular, the summary set out in the 

table on p. 162), again with reference to the lectal continuum.  

In chapter 5, “The phonological inventory: an evaluation” (pp. 163-178), the author 

proceeds to a discussion of several controversial characteristics of the phonetics and phonology of 

Nigerian English, with respect to the inventory of vowels and consonants (pp. 171-172), spelling 

pronunciations (pp. 173-174), and lexical and phrasal prominence patterns (pp. 174-177). 

“Conclusion” (pp. 179-185) is a summary of the main findings and discusses some of their 

implications for the much debated issue of the international intelligibility of Nigerian English and 

for the teaching of English in Nigeria. 

The “Appendix” (p. 197) provides information on the metadata: randomly selected 

Nigerian video films, discussions recorded between 2002 and 2007. The metadata (name/title, 

duration, number and gender of the speakers, mode) are summarized in a table. 

In sum, the book makes a strong and convincing case for the recognition of Nigerian 

English as a distinct variety of English, in accordance with similar claims put forth in the 

literature
5
. The analyses are based on an impressive number of examples and are illustrated with 

spectograms. The data are summarized in tables, in a reader-friendly manner. 

The following comments are concerned with particular points, where I take issue with the 

author. In the present reviewer’s opinion, the most debatable – to say the least – is the author’s 

framework, i.e. what he calls “the Preference Operation Grammar”. This is claimed (p. 54) to be a 

metaphorical adaptation of Optimality Theory, but this admittedly sui generis approach looks 

more like an abuse of the original model. The parameters proposed, “international acceptance”, 

“contrastiveness”, “frequency”, “disambiguity”, “phonetic simplicity”, and “pedagogic convenience” 

(see p. 48), are incorporated into “an elegant mechanism borrowed from Optimality Theory”, and 

“are thus ranked but not inviolable, borrowing the Optimality [sic] notion”. In other words, these 

parameters are treated as constraints, but this cannot be conceptually reconciled with any of the 

current versions of Optimality Theory. In chapter 3, the term “sound segment” is used 

pleonastically, given that segment is a synonym of sound. Finally, another controversial issue is 

the author’s rather surprising decision to treat palatalized consonants, in e.g. pew, dew, cue, and 

labialized consonants, in e.g. quick, quench, acquire, as complex ones (pp. 83-84). As is well 

known, such consonants are generally analyzed as involving a secondary articulation, as opposed 

to complex consonants proper, which have two places of articulation (e.g. labio-velar stops, e.g. 

/kp/ or /gb/). Note also the faulty transcription (pp. 83-84) of these allegedly complex consonants 

as /Cj/ and respectively /Cw/, as if they were consonant clusters, instead of [C
j
] and [C

w
], given 

that they are phonetic realizations.  

Also, there are many editorial shortcomings. Consider first language-related problems: 

errors in subject-predicate agreement, e.g. “the population […] average about a million” (p. 3); 

inconsistency in the use of anaphorical pronouns, i.e. either it or she, when reference is made to 

Nigeria; faulty co-ordinations, e.g. “rooted and blossoming” (p. 1). Other editorial shortcomings 

include: section 1.2.4.3 is followed by section 1.2; some subsections (pp. 143-153) are not 

numbered; the subsections’ titles sometimes use capitals (in chapter 3), but some other times 

capitalize the first word only (chapter 4); the examples are either in italics or in regular font, 
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occasionally on one and the same page (e.g. pp. 59-87). Finally, the “References” abound in 

inconsistencies, e.g. in the use of first names or initials, in the abbreviations, etc.  

To conclude, though somewhat marred by shortcomings, Nigerian English Phonology: A 

Preference Grammar is certainly an important contribution to the study of New Englishes.  
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Giuliano Bocci’s A Cartographic Perspective with Evidence from Italian is an interesting 

endeavour focusing on the relation between prosody, word order and information structure. In 

accordance to Chomsky (1995), it is assumed that certain discourse related properties are inserted 
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in the initial numeration as formal features driving syntactic derivation. The syntactic 

representation in which the discourse related properties are marked is then handed to the syntax-

prosody interface. Feature-sensitive, syntax-prosody mapping rules read the discourse related 

features directly off the syntactic representation putting forth a prosodic representation.  

The book consists of “Acknowledgments” (p. ix), an “Introduction”, six chapters, 

“References” (pp. 193-207), and an  “Index” (pp. 209-213).  

The “Introduction” (pp. 1-4) provides the reader with a brief discussion concerning the 

relation between word order alternations and prosodic patterns as well as with the basic tenets of 

the theoretical framework adopted. Thus, embracing the cartographic approach (Cinque 1993, 

Rizzi 2004b, Belletti 2004b a.o.) and building on Rizzi (2004b, 2006) and Aboh (2007), Bocci 

starts from the assumption that certain discourse related properties (topic, focus) are part of the 

initial numeration and that they drive syntactic computation: displacement prompted by discourse 

related properties is thus perceived as taking place in the syntax. The syntactic representation, 

wherein the discourse-related properties are marked in an explicit way, is then handed to the 

syntax-prosody interface at the end of the syntactic computation. Rules for syntax-prosody 

mapping apply to the syntactic representation outputting the prosodic representation. Discourse 

related properties are directly read off the syntactic representation so that there is no need for a 

direct link between the semantic and prosodic components: the derivation proceeds directly from 

syntax to prosody in line with the T-model of grammar. The discourse-related properties encoded 

in the initial numeration trigger the syntactic derivation and the make-up of the  prosodic 

representation, a fact which accounts for the connection bewteen word order and prosodic 

properties.  

 Chapter 1, “The cartographic approach and the left periphery of the clause in Italian” (pp. 

5-26), acquaints the reader with the general framework adopted and extends upon the cartographic 

approach to syntactic structure in line with Cinque (1993, 2002), Rizzi (1997, 2004a), Belletti 

(2004b) a.o. The properties of the left periphery of the clause in Italian also constitute an important 

point of discussion. Thus, within the cartographic approach discourse related properties drive the 

syntactic computation in view of the fact that they are encoded as features. Since discourse related 

properties are transparently marked on the syntactic representation, the syntactic output can 

proceed from syntax to phonology in a straightforward way. A second point of interest is the 

discussion revolving around the properties of the left periphery. A number of arguments are 

provided in support of the split-CP hypothesis put forth in Rizzi (1997), with a focus on those 

properties (morphosyntactic and related to information structure) which distinguish between 

fronted Contrastive Focus and Clitic Left Dislocated topics. The last part of the chapter introduces 

the Criterial model (1997, 2006) which Bocci adopts as technical machinery. According to the 

Criterial model, the discourse related features get associated to dedicated functional projections, 

being regulated by criteria (see Brody 1990, Haegeman and Zanuttini 1991). Elements bearing 

discourse related features enter a relation of Agree with the functional heads bearing the same 

features in view of satisfying the pertinent criterion. In line with the Criterial Freezing principle 

put forth in Rizzi (2006),  Rizzi and Shlonsky (2007) a phrase gets “frozen” in the position in 

which it satisfies the Criterion, being thus prevented from complying to other criteria. Following 

Aboh (2007), Bocci assumes that the features of topic and focus have equivalent formal features. 

In chapter 2, “The right periphery of the clause” (pp. 27-51), Bocci shows that in Italian 

word order alternations related to discourse related properties also characterize the right edge of 

the clause is (besides the left periphery). In this respect Italian seems to differentiate itself from 

other languages through its peculiar properties. Following Belletti (1999, 2001, 2004a), Bocci 

proposes that there exists a system of discourse related projections within the low area of the IP. 

Unlike the left periphery, this area contains a focus projection where information focus gets 

expressed (IFoc): constituents bearing information focus and the corresponding discourse related 
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feature move to this criteria projection. The focus projection is surrounded by topic positions to 

which right dislocated topics move. 

 

TopP … IFocP … TopP … P 

 

The second part of this chapter is devoted to the analysis of Right Dislocation (RD). The 

discourse-related characteristics of RD-ed topics are introduced and their role with respect to focus 

is discussed. Thus, as opposed to Clitic Left Dislocation (CLD) which it resembles, RD is 

characterized by different discourse related properties: only CLD-ed topics but not RD-ed topics 

may receive the “List Interpretation” (Benincà and Poletto 2004); RD-ed topics may not be used as 

aboutness topics or as contrastive or implicational topics whereas CLD-ed topics may. RD-ed 

topics may only function as familiar topics (Frascarelli and Hinterhölzl 2007) or as tails (Vallduví 

1992). In view of these properties, Bocci maintains that RD only covers a subset of the discourse 

related functions covered by CLD. Further arguments are brought against the analysis of RD as a 

means to assign focus. According to Vallduví (1992), RD functions as a syntactic tool meant to 

prevent non-focal information from acquiring a focus interpretation by allowing it to receive a 

non-focal interpretation as a consequence of the evacuating the core clause and escaping the main 

prominence. A consequence would be that, material preceding RD-ed topic becomes focused. 

Bocci supplies a wide range of examples showing that RD is not restricted to contexts in which 

material preceding RD-ed topics is focused. He argues that RD is independent of focus and that it 

adds an autonomous pragmatic specification. In the last part of the chapter and following 

Cecchetto (2000) and Belletti (2004a) a.o.,  Bocci assigns right-dislocated topics to a low position 

in the structure arguing that they do not derive through the left periphery (via CLD plus an 

additional remnant movement). 

Chapter 3, “Crosslinguistic variation: Uniqueness versus multiplicity of focus” (pp. 53-74), 

is concerned with a comparison between the properties of focus in Romance languages (Italian in 

the first place) with the properties of focus in Germanic languages as put forth in Krifka (1991, 

1993), Rooth (1985) a.o. The main point of difference in this respect revolves around the notion of 

uniqueness requirement which Romance focus seems to comply with and which seems 

incompatible to the analyses of Germanic focus. Bocci claims that for Italian the uniqueness 

requirement must be complied with. The first section of this chapter acquaints the reader with the 

alternative semantics of focus (Rooth 1985) developed for Germanic languages. It is then shown 

that models based on alternative semantics may not directly account for the focus properties in 

Italian: uniqueness of focus holds for Italian.  

Chapter 4, “Focus on subjects in preverbal positions” (pp. 75-90), provides empirical 

evidence in support of the view that Contrastive Focus (CFoc) prosody and interpretation may not 

be separated from the appropriate syntactic configuration. Thus, prosody and syntax are not 

perceived as alternative tools by means of which one marks focus (Zubizarreta 1998, Face and 

D’Imperio 2005). In the model proposed by Bocci focus is uniquely triggered by a syntactically 

encoded focus feature. In view of this fact Chapter 4 explores the case of preverbal subjects 

showing that they may not be contrastively focused in situ but that they have to move into the 

focus projection in the LP. This is in line with the approach according to which CFoc prosody is 

the result of a syntactically encoded feature. The prediction which comes as a consequence in this 

case is that CFoc-ed preverbal subjects have different properties from their non-focused 

counterparts: thus, if CFoc is always triggered by a syntactically focused feature, the CFoc subject 

should be hosted by a projection which bears CFoc. This position may only be the FocP in the left 

periphery. The   CFoc-ed subject may not stay in SubjP because the feature-checking process with 

Foc in the left periphery is not allowed in this position. The arguments put forth in support of this 

hypothesis come from the realm of verbal agreement in Rural Florentine, ne-cliticization, and 
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binding effects (Principles B and C). The data show that CFoc is not independent of its syntactic 

representation and of the role of the FocP. Consequently, CFoc-ed preverbal subjects are analysed 

as moving directly to FocP in the left periphery without passing through  SubjP.  

Chapter 5, “The strange case of Contrastively Focused Left Dislocated Topics”                

(pp. 91-109), is devoted to the analysis of a peculiar construction attested in Italian and referred to 

as Contrastively Focused Left Dislocation (CFLD). CFLD seems to couple the syntactic properties 

of CLLD-ed topics with the prosodic and discourse related properties specific to CFoc: the CFLD-

ed direct object DP is interpreted and prosodically marked as CFoc but resumed by clitic just like 

CLD-ed topics. CFLD has been traditionally analysed as a special case of CLD-ed topic in which 

focus is assigned in situ by means of a semantic-phonological strategy in which syntax plays no 

part (Benincà (1988: 137-138, Benincà and Poletto 2004)). The syntactic Foc head has no 

importance in this respect. By contrast and on the basis of evidence coming from reduced 

peripheries, Bocci argues that the syntactic focus projection in the left periphery is needed so as to 

assign the interpretation and the prosody of focus. One line of evidence supporting this view has to 

do with the fact that CFLD has the same distribution as CFoc (as opposed to CLD): its distribution 

is indicative of the fact that CFLD is correlated with the local availability of a FocP. Thus, CFLD-

ed elements are argued to occupy the specifier of a complex head formed through movement and 

to bear the features [+Topic], [+CFocus]. If CFLD is dependent on FocP, then it is not a mere case 

of prosodic focalization. On Bocci’s analysis, a purely prosodic mechanism of focalization does 

not exist. 

Chapter 6, “From syntax to prosody” (pp. 111-191), proposes a model of the syntax-

prosody interface within the cartographic framework: thus discourse related features are part of the 

initial numeration driving the computation from syntax to phonology. At the interface between 

syntax and prosody, prosody reads the relevant information directly off the syntactic 

representation. Prosodic interpretation comes as a result of the interaction between default and 

marked syntax-prosody mapping rules. Marked syntax-prosody mapping rules are sensitive to 

syntactically encoded discourse related features. The existence of such rules is accounted for by 

the intonational differences holding between contrastive focus and information focus (which give 

rise to different PAs): thus, Contrastive Focus  is associated with a rising pitch accent (L+H*) 

while information focus on the other hand is associated to a falling accent (H+L*). These data 

come as the result of two production tests on Siena Italian. Post focal material in Italian is also 

intonationally specified, being associated with a L* PA: The experimental findings concerning 

Tuscan Italian in Section 5 of chapter 6 show that postfocal material is not visible to the prosodic 

component being apparently deaccented. This is accounted for in terms of a low pitch accent L* 

which postfocal material seem to bear. L* does not correlate to  any discourse property, instead it 

functions as a marker for the right side of focus marking  postfocal material as non-focus.  

The analysis proposed in Bocci’s book has the merit of convincingly accounting for various 

reordering phenomena such as Right Dislocation, Clitic Left Dislocation, Focus Fronting and 

Contrastively Focused Left Dislocation by taking into account their morphosyntactic and prosodic 

properties and by integrating these phenomena into a coherent model. The experiments presented 

further stregthen the basic tenets of the proposed approach: discourse related properties are 

inserted in the initial numeration driving syntactic derivation. They are then read off the syntactic 

representation by mapping rules outputting the prosodic representation. A further interesting result  

comes from the investigation of the Tuscan variety of Italian: it is shown that the prosodic 

properties of contrastive focus in the ‘low’ and the fronted positions associate with the same pitch 

accent (L+H*), differing in this respect from the pitch accents which associate with new 

information focus (H+L* and marginally H*). Such evidence supports the distinction between new 

information focus and contrastive focus and adds to a number of studies which have identified 

different intonational patterns in contrastive focus and information focus in a variety of languages 
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(Zubizarreta 1998 for Spanish and other Romance languages, Frota 2000 for European Portuguese, 

Selkirk 2002 for English, Nespor and Guasti 2002, Donati and Nespor 2003, Avesani and Vayra 

2004, Bocci and Avesani 2006, 2008, Bocci 2007, 2008, for Italian). 
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