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HEADS IN THE FOCUS FIELD

CHRISTOPHER J. PINON

In this ,mEﬁww. I describe and contrast two types of approaches to the syntax of focus in
Hungarian.™ The first is what I call the adjunction theory of focus, best represented by
mgﬁzr.ﬁommvw Farkas (1986), and E. Kiss (1987), in which the focussed constituent is
~oow.8m In a syntactically adjoined position immediately left of the verb. The second
mﬁwn.omow, :E.doﬁ_ the projection theory of focus, advances the idea that focus occupies the
mvoﬁ.:mwn voﬂmon of another projection and that the verb moves to the head of this
projection from the VP to produce the adjacency effect. Versions of this approach are
advocated in Brody (1990) and Maricz (1990). ,

I defend a.:m Piojection Theory in this paper, proposing that an ’extended vno.;.oomouv
called Em Y(igma) P(hrase) plays a crucial role in Hungarian. P is not Brody’s (1990)
F(ocus) P(hrase), though; it is rather much more akin to TP, and yet it can be extended to
woooE.Soam»@ the negative marker and the emphatic particle is ’also’ as well. The FP
analysis, which postulates a non-extended projection with a single head ﬁommmor cannot
mﬂ.uooomm?cv\ account for the patterning of these elements. Finally, the FP mﬁ?.mmor has
difficulties in accounting for verb movement effects when no overt focus is present. I argue
that these difficulties are circumvented in the more generalized IP approach. S

Contrary to Brody’s (1990) usage, I employ the term ’focus field’ in a more restricted
mgmo..>m is well documented in the literature on Hungarian (cf. E. Kiss Gomq.vv the basic
order in the preverbal field is "topic < quantifier < focus < verb’. Brody Gwmo 95-96)
takes Eo. “focus field” to designate everything right of the topic to the verb. In mm doin,
he effectively assimilates the syntax of quantifier phrases to that of focus. I, however _Som,
the ’focus field’ distinct from the "quantifier field’.! In this paper, .E% oo.nnmnb mm

essentially the focus field in this narrower sense ill i i i i
sen and I will investigate it
within the P approach. , , gefe it baste stmucture

. ,N.r_m .iozn was mcmu.onna bya Uo._.oE% U.E.mc:r Compton dissertation fellowship. Thanks to Tibor Laczké

or checking my Hungarian examples. I received Kenesei (1992) after a draft of this paper was already writte:

sol _émm ::mcncnw.s_w not able to incorporate a comparison of his approach to focus with the one ma<8w~on ro_“.
I follow E. Kiss (1987, 1990, this volume) in keeping the two apart, and I believe that there is good ..onmo.w

to do so.- Although this issue is partly raised i iti
e gl e 1s partly raised in §2.2.2., it is beyond the scope of the present paper to discuss it

tr_h Kenesei & .mm\ Pléh (eds.), Approaches to Hungarian, Vol. 4: The Structure of Hungarian
P - JATE, Szeged, 1992. ’



CHRISTOPHER J. PINON

1. Locating focus

One influential approach to the syntax of focus in Hungarian is what I will call the
adjunction theory (AT) of focus. It is what brings Horvath (1986) and E. Kiss (1987)
together, their many points of divergence notwithstanding. In this version of the AT, the
focussed constituent occupies the position linearly left-adjacent to the preverb-less verb. For
example, Horvath (p. 73) posits the basic (configurational) clause structure in (1a) and E.
Kiss (p. 44), the (non-configurational) one in (1b). In (1) and elsewhere I use the J.Duv
node to designate the focussed constituent. .

O)

a. Horvath’s structure

Comp S

2

b. E. Kiss’s structure

In the AT, the XP position maintains a dual function. The one is to serve as the
location of focus; the other is to serve as the preverb (PV) position. For Horvath, the PV
is base-generated in this position, and ’'FOCUS-movement’ of a constituent into XP' causes
the PV to be right-adjoined to V’. m Kiss, in contrast, base-generates the PV as a
complement under S, freely moving it into XP' if the latter remains empty. While XPf is
linearly adjacent to V° in both analyses, Horvath and E. Kiss differ as to where XPf is
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located structurally: in (1a) it is sister to V°, but in (1b) it is hierarchically superior to V°,
c-commanding the S projection. v

By attributing a dual function to XPf, the AT elegantly explains the well-known
paradigm illustrated in (2). Indeed, the dual function hypothesis for XPf makes the
fundamental prediction that focus and the PV will be in complementary distribution.

€))

.a.. Mari elj6tt  tegnap.
Mary PV-came yesterday
’Mary came yesterday.’

b. MARI jott el tegnap.
Mary  came PV  yesterday
"It is Mary who came yesterday.’

c. *Mari  jott el tegnap.
Mary came PV  yesterday
(Bad on neutral reading)

d. *MARI eljott  tegnap.
Mary  PV-came yesterday

The ungrammaticality of (2d) follows from the claim that a single position is available for
either focus or the PV. Thus, one of these can occupy it, but not both. Ruling out (2c) is
a bit trickier: for Horvath, given that there is no *FOCUS-movement’ in this case, nothing
ever ’pushes’ the PV out of XP', while for E. Kiss some mechanism is needed to ensure
that the PV will move into XP" in a focus-less sentence.?

The idea that XP is a dual position, while intuitive in terms of explaining (2), is also
a bit perplexing. As (2a) shows, the PV need not be focussed in this position, though in
other examples it certainly can be. (3a) exhibits the emphatic use of the PV, and (3b), the
contrastive use. .. .

©)]
a. Mari EL-j6tt tegnap.
Mary PV-came yesterday
"Yesterday, Mary did (indeed) come.’ :
b. Mari FEL-ment. a  Iépcsén, és mem LE.
Mary up-went the  stairs and NEG down
"Mary went UP the stairs (and not DOWN).’

“She effects this by requiring each operator to c-command and precede its scope (p. 55) and by endowing the

PV with an operator function (pp. 66-67).
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What is perplexing is that only the PV is privileged in this way (now focussed, now not);
other XPs in this position (e.g., Mari in (2b, c)) do not countenance this duality in
interpretation: they must receive a focus reading. So, the XP' position has a dual role, but
only for the PV. Deriving this asymmetry in the AT is not a straightforward matter, for it
is not explained why both focus and the PV should share the same canonical position.
Farkas (1986) is the clearest exposition of how one can profitably integrate Horvath’s
approach with E. Kiss’s. She convincingly criticizes Horvath’s *lowering’ account of focus,
arguing that XP' must be hierarchically superior to the VP or S. In this, she effectively
agrees with E. Kiss (cf. (1b)). On the other hand, she differs from E. Kiss by retaining
Horvath’s V” structure (cf. (1a)), but-—unlike Horvath--reserves the position sister to V° for
the PV. In this version of the AT, focus is located to immediate left of V’. The basic

structure she posits (p. 85) is shown in (4).3

(4)  Farkas’s structure

S
>
NP VP
T T
xpf . VP
\_/
. v NP -
>
PV v°

Farkas’s analysis has the virtue that it no longer faces the puzzle posed by Horvath’s
and E. Kiss’s accounts with respect to the dual nature of XP'. Here, XP' is no longer a dual
position, hence the PV is focussed iff it appears in XP'; otherwise, it is unfocussed,
remaining in V’. Thus, the PV behaves like all other XPs in the focus position, and the
asymmetry mentioned above disappears.

. Nevertheless, something gets lost in Farkas’s account. Whereas both Horvath and E.
Kiss have little problem in accounting for the facts in (2b, d), Farkas needs a special
mechanism to handle this contrast. In particular, she stipulates that the V° must linearly

*An unfortunate artifact of Farkas’s theoretical (GPSG) analysis together with her assumption of
configurationality is that she needs two XP positions, the one Chomsky-adjoined to VP (as shown), ihe other
Chomsky-adjoined to S. While her analysis precludes both positions from being filled ai once, she offers no
independent support of this claim that there really are TWO such focus positions.
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precede the PV iff XPf is filled; otherwise, the PV precedes the V°. The complementary
distribution noted in (2) is thus stipulated. .

But this connection between focus and the linear order of the PV remains obscure and
arbitrary; in this view, it would be more natural if Hungarian grammar lacked this
stipulation. Nothing would prevent the facts from being reversed.

I now turn to a futher criticism of the AT. It is not sufficient to locate focus in an
adjoined position, for the theory must locate two other common elements as well. The first
is the (predicate) negative marker nem; the second, the particle is ’also’. Consider in this
light the following examples: : v

&)

a. Holnap . nem utazom el.
tomorrow  NEG depart-1SG PV
. "Tomorrow I’m not leaving’

b.. Holnap EL nem utazom.
tomorrow PV~ NEG depart-1SG
*Tomorrow T won’t leave’

¢. *Holnap nem el-utazom."
tomorrow - NEG PV-depart-1SG

d. *Holnap el - mem utazom.
tomorrow PV NEG depart-1SG
(Bad on neutral reading)

[Predicate negation]

e. Mari el is jott..
Mary PV also came
’And Mary did come’

f.. *Mari jott = el is.
Mary came PV . also
"It is Mary who also came’,
’And it is Mary ‘who did come’

g *Mari eljott  is.

Mary  PV-came ‘also

h: *Mariel is  jott.

Mary PV also came

[The particle is ’also’]

Of the data in (5) we might ask two simple questions: Where is nem? Where is is?
Although the negative marker nem is not treated explicitly in any of the aforementioned
works, the AT suggests two possibilities as to its location. As (5a, ¢) show, nem behaves
like a focussed constituent in that it triggers the postverbal order of the PV. Nonetheless,
as (5b, d) show, the PV can appear before nem, but only on the emphatic focus reading.
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How should such facts be derived? If nem occupies XP, then it mm. not clear how we
account for (5b), where the PV is presumably in that position as well. Thus, the negative
marker cannot also be in XP'.# Suppose, then, that nem is left-adjoined to V°. This latter
analysis is in fact suggested by the following examples from E. Kiss’s book (1987, 91):

©)
a. [ Jdnos [¢ [ nem ijed meg]]}
John NEG frighten PV
’John doesn’t get frightened’
b. [s- Jdnos [ meg [ nem ijed]]]
John PV NEG frighten
’John doesn’t get frightened’

_ Given her structure in (1b), it is clear that nem is located within S in (6), and not in XP'.
Even if we assume the appropriate adjunction analysis of nem to V°, it is still puzzling
why sentences like (5b, 6b) prohibit a neutral reading. (or alternatively, why (5d) is bad)
under E. Kiss’s version of the AT, in which XP' has a dual function. Nothing rules out the
neutral reading when the sentence is positive (cf. (2a)), so why should XP no longer have
this dual role under negation?

Farkas’s analysis may fare a bit better in this respect, although she also does not mbm._zua
negation. One solution would be to left-adjoin nem to V’ (cf. (3)). This is not sufficient,
however, for the correct linear precedence between V° and PV'in V’ must w_mo be ensured,
the required order being V° < PV. Yet given such a rule, Farkas avoids E. Kiss’s duality
problem, for the PV can appear to the left of nem only when it occupies XP, the focus
position. .

It is evident that the AT thrives on adjunction possibilities. Generalizing over both E.
Kiss’s and Farkas’s versions of the AT, the central thesis about nem is given as follows:

(7)  The (predicate) negative marker nem is left-adjoined to the verb.

As mentioned, E. Kiss has the difficulty that XP' loses its dual function for the PV under
negation. Farkas, on the other hand, must add a linear precedence rule sensitive to the
presence .or absence of the negative marker.

Turning now to the particle is, as exemplified in (Se-h), the same issue of S&@.nw to
locate it again arises. And here again, while no version of the AT analyzes is explicitly,

~

E. Kiss offers a suggestive structure (p. 66), as seen in (8).

“In Hungarian, the negative marker always immediately precedes what it negates (Racz (1971)).
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® [+ Janos[¢ be is[; -ment az mmwoﬁBH&:
John PV also went the university-onto
’John also went to the university’

This structure suggests that both is and the PV are located in XPf; presumably this is
possible if they form a constituent. Exactly how this constituent would be created is
unclear. Either [PV is] is basically a PV, hence base-generated in postverbal position under
S, or the PV adjoins to is in XP', thereby forming a branching constituent of whatever
category is projects. AT .

Whichever solution E. Kiss might opt for, the bad examples in (5f-h) would have to be
avoided. The ill-formedness of (Sh) would follow because the two constituents Mari and
el is occupy XP' and yet this is a single position, permitting only a single focussed -

* constituent. (5f), contrastingly, suggests that is would be an inherently focussed item, akin
. in this regard to Wh-words, so it would not be able to remain in postverbal position. .

Finally, I am not sure how (5g) is to be ruled out in her approach; muych depends on
whether verbs themselves can appear in XP". .

Similar remarks can be made about Farkas’s AT approach. For (5e, 8), she would
presumably locate both is and the PV in XP', as an adjunction structure (cf. (3)). The only
other solution would be to place is in or adjoined to V’. T suspect that the former option

-would be preferable, if only because it would state quite directly that is is a focus particle.
"The latter option of adjoining is to V> would obscure this claim.

To summarize, we can infer the following fundamental thesis wvoﬁ the ﬁwﬂmo_.m is in the
AT: ,.,

'(9) Inthe AT, [PV is] forms some kind of constituent in XF.

O?an,ovwﬁvowao::rm:rono m.mm:wm%EBQvagmmnEmmwugom:m,Swnn%ﬁow
is. I state this asymmetry as in (10): ki

(10) The negative marker nem is not located in moocw. hence it does not form a constituent
with a focussed constituent. The emphatic particle is,’ contrastingly, is located in focus,
hence it does form a constituent with the focussed constituent.

Adopting the AT nearly forces the conclusion in (10) as a consequence. But we might ask
whether (10) embodies the generalization we wish to capture. I will argue that it does not.

More generally, though, it is evident that the AT does not very naturally accommodate
the elements nem and is. Both are claimed to be adverbial in nature, and they survive by
adjunction to the appropriate item in some fashion. Although there are details to be spelled
out, I have little doubt that the AT can be made to work. But as I am not in the business
of fixing up the AT, I leave my critique as it stands and now turn to a ?:&BQ_S:.%
different way of treating these elements.
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2. Surviving in ZP

2.1. EPas TP .

In what follows, I will adopt what I call the projection theory (PT) of focus. In this

approach, the focus position is identified with the specifier of an independent syntactic

projection and is therefore not merely an adjoined position. More specifically, I name this

projection the E(igma)P(hrase)’, and the general structure I posit for Hungarian is given -
in (11). A salient difference between the AT and the PT is that only the latter, in virtue of -
its added projection, introduces a new head position into the structure.

(11)  The ZP version of the PT

xpf i ><m
g \/un; |
= ><..

I follow both Horvath and Farkas (among others) in analyzing the PV +V° sequence as
a constituent in the VP, although I differ from them in that I consider the PV to be a
base-adjoined XP to V°, with the resulting constituent also a V.°.° Focus is located in XP",
i.e, [Spec, LP], hierarchically superior to.the VP, following E. Kiss, Farkas, and others.
I also assume, taking E. Kiss’s (1987, 1990, this volume) lead, thdt the subject is not
distinguished configurationally from other arguments in the VP, i.e., Hungarian is
non-configurational. )

The idea of IP in name is not new with me. Laka (1990) introduces it in her analysis of Basque, claiming
that it is an abstract projection which has both Neg(ative)P and Aff(irmation)P as instantiations.. I do not follow
Laka in the details; for me the crucial idea is that IP is a functional projection whose head may contain (at least)
tense and negation and whose specifier is an A’-position. This will contrast with Brody’s (1990) F(ocus)P, which
I believe is simply too narrow a' construct.

The base-adjunction analysis is intended to capture the intuition that the PV+V® sequence is both a
syntactically analyzable word and yet WoE,wB_Q not a fully compositional unit semantically. See Pifién (1992) for
more on this matter.
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Although I am not the first to propose the PT for Hungarian, both Brody’s (1990) and
Maricz’s (1990) PT analyses differ considerably. in the details from mine. Brody, for
example, locates focus in the specifier position of a special F(ocus) P(hrase), while Mardcz
maintains that focus occupies [Spec, CP]. In this paper, I will restrict myself to drawing
several critical comparisons with Brody’s analysis, referring the reader to E. Kiss (1990)
for a good critique of Mar4cz’s approach.

As seen in (11), the focus position is by no means located to the immediate Ieft of the

.base-generated verb: -both £° and the PV intervene. What, then, is the nature of £°? The

first hypothesis that I make about IP is that it is fundamentally a projection for tense. More
concretely, the following is claimed to hold:

12) g

[+ tense]

9<.m= .va. MH.V is equivalent to TP. Suppose, though, that unlike TP, IP is an optional
projection. This has the consequence that the feature [+ tense] must be generable in .

another head position as well. I i.:_. take this position to be V°. To summarize:

(13) IfX°, then E° . wo_,mo Ve

[+ tense] . [+ tense]

(13) is consistent with Chomsky’s (1991) view that a verb-is inserted fully Fm@onm.& and
therefore needs ‘only to have its inflectional features ’checked’ in the appropriate position.
What (13).in effect states is that the *checking’ of [+ tense] occurs in I°, if it is projected,
and otherwise in V°. . : : :

Finally, insofar as the specifier *closes off its projection, if the specifier vOmE.ou is
filled, then its head must be filled as well (Speas (1990)). In the case of IP, this means that

“if XP' is projected, then I° is also projected.

. Ho see how Emm analysis gets off the ground, recall the paradigm of complementary
distribution noted in (2). There it is shown that a focussed constituent induces postverbal
order of the PV. Consider the essential postulated structure for (2b), given in (14).
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(14)  Structure of (2b)

ZP

Paniing”

de, T
_.w_na <\%ﬁu
um.\/< ﬁ_m sm_u%
) L

To ensure that this is the derived structure and to prevent the ungrammatical (2d), the
verb must raise to L°. (If it did not, (2d) would result.) But if I° is projected, then by
(13) the feature [+ tense] is generated in it, and the verb must move to L° to have its tense
feature *checked’ in that position. In (2d), the verb does not raise to L°, hence it violates

(13) and is bad. In (2a), where there is no focussed constituent, nothing requires LP to be

- projected, hence the feature [+ tense] is generated in V° and the verb does not raise.

An apparent problem with the IP approach is that the sentence in (2¢) is predicted to
be good, and yet it is ungrammatical on the neutral (focus-less, perfective) reading. Here,
IP is projected, XP' remains unfilled, and the verb has moved to L° to have its tense
feature >checked’. In the present approach, however, nothing forces [Spec, LP] to be filled,
for the verb raises to L° in order for its tense feature to be checked and not in order to
assign a ’focus feature’ to the specifier position.” The difficulty with (2c) is not that it is
syntactically ill-formed, but rather that it cannot be interpreted in the perfective aspect. As
E. Kiss (1987, §2.3.4.) points out, imperfective aspect in Hungarian is expressed by V-PV
structures without overt focus. This structural correlate of imperfective aspect works best
if the PV retains its concrete directional sense. This is illustrated in the following example:

(15)  Mari (épp) [~ jott] bet; a szobdba, ‘amikor  Jdnos fel-hivta.
Mary just = -came PV/in the room-into ~ when John PV-called-DEF.DO
"Mary was just coming into the room when John called her.’

"Brody (1990, 101): *At S-structure and LF the Spec of an FP must containa +f-phrase.” For Brody, if the
verb raises, then [Spec, FP] must be filled, for the verb raises in order to assign its *focus feature’ to the focussed
constituent. The derivation of (15), then, is problematic for Brody, for it is not evident that such structures
contain a-focussed item in XP
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Sentences like (2c), then, are unacceptable for reasons of interpretation, but not because
of their syntax. Indeed, the present account requires them to be syntactically well-formed,
for IP is freely projectable even if [Spec, LP] should remain unfilled.

The PV may also be focussed. It will then appear in XP, having moved from its

base-generated position. The partial structure for (3a) is shown in (16). Here, the sentence
expresses an emphatic proposition. .

(16)  Structure of (3a)

P
>
xpf by
\\/
Mr.. v_u VP
>
_.osﬂ\ﬁ/ XP
XP ve .Smrw
| | |
nn. ﬂ»

This mnmqmmm.mm also proposed for (3b), where the focussing of the PV is contrastive. The
exact semantic effect of placing the PV in XP' (whether one of contrast or empbhasis)
deperrds on whether or not there is a contrast set available for the PV. . ..

2.2. The extended structure of P

In section 1., I criticized the AT for not being able to straightforwardly accommodate
the negative marker nem and the emphatic particle is. In order to meet my own criticism,
I must now show how the SP analysis more successfully accounts for the behavior of these
elements. o - , : . ; . .

I hypothesize that ZP can take the form of an ’extended projection’, i.e., it may have
the more articulated structure shown in (17). The intuition behind the idea of an extended
projection is that a number of functional heads may contribute to the articulation of a single
projection with a unique specifier position.?

“The two lower ZPs lack specifier positions. Since they are oonﬁasnim of a head, they must be maximal
for X’-theory, and yet neither one is the highest IP in the projection sequence. If we accept Speas’ (1990, 44)
definition (X = X™* iff "G which dominate X, G X?), then clearly only the highest TP counts as maximal.
mo€o<n._. this formal issue is to be resolved, the desired result should be that the specifier cannot interrupt a
sequence of heads in an extended projection. This would follow if only the highest projection is considered to
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(17) ZP as an extended projection

z° ZP
([is]) z° EP
([+ negl) 'm° VP
- L ; <..\/ﬁ;
VQ\/B

In positing a structure like (17), I seek an analogue to the analysis M,mr mﬁmm:mmw .Mwnd
. i i i in Farkas & Sadock (1989). The simple idea,
constructions in Hungarian, as proposed n - ; "

i i i lex auxiliary verb constructions may
kn elsewhere in the literature, is that comp ol
8%.“83:8& as a multiply embedded VP. Analogously, I propose that two nn more L°s
reflect a multiply embedded ZP.

.2.1. Negation . : o . |
’ N‘E._m m%don:w in (17) incorporates the following conjecture about the negative marker

in Hungarian: :

(18) The (predicate) negative marker nem is of category L°.

“To give a concrete illustration, consider the example in (19) and its corresponding

structure. Recall that if IP is projected, then GK (13) ° must oom:mm.c the mme_Mo [+ MMEMW
In addition, if nem is to be inserted, then an extended projection must be used, g
otherwise there would be no head mo&no: for it.

be maximal.
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(19) MARI  nem jott- el tegnap.
Mary NEG came PV  yesterday
"It is Mary who didn’t come yesterday.’

=P )
ZFE.. M,,.\/Mv
L
H.L; <\%§
e R

el ty

In (19), XPF is occupied by the focussed NP, the higher I° is filled by nem, and the verb
has raised out of the VP into the lower L°.9

The counterpart of emphatic affirmation (cf. (3a, 16)) is emphatic negation (cf. (5b)).
Here, too, there is an embedded TP containing the tensed verb, the PV appearing in [Spec,
LP]. This contrasts with ordinary negation, where the PV remains in its base position and
[Spec, LP] is empty (cf. (5a)). I exemplify this in (20). : :

If (20) is correct, then a striking difference between Brody’s FP and my P approach
comes to the fore. For Brody, the relevant projection is the FP, i.e., a projection which is
inherently specified for focus. TP, on the other hand, is not inherently a focus projection,
L.e., it is a composite functional projection whose specifier is an A’-position. Given the
A’-nature of the specifier, P can indeed act as a focus projection, as was seen in (15, 16),
but it need not, as shown in (20). In (20), there is no focussed constituent in XP* and (5a)

would count on all standard analyses as a neutral sentence. (5a) exhibits flat prosody’ (cf.

Kdlman et al. (1989)); in this respect it differs radically from the “eradicating prosody’
characteristic of non-neutral sentences. In this way, LP is also a projection for negation,
and Brody’s FP is too narrow a construct. .

*Why can the verb not occupy the higher £°
ensures that the verb will not be able to move p
the lowest Z° will be available as a landing site

and nem, the lower one? Relativized Minimality Rizzi (1990))
ast an intervening head governor, in this case nem. Hence only
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(20)  Structure for (52)

zP
y > |
>
b -
o e
annanw - &c
& v
ol_ . ﬁlw

A piece of evidence against analyzing nem as Fm?m&ow.._wm to n.wo <Mn¢_ Aomm.,ﬁww.‘ as a
version of the AT would have it, is that no problem arises in deleting the low -

i Péter nem.
21) Mari el-utazott tegnap, de
@b Mary PV-departed yesterday but Peter NEG
*Mary left yesterday, but Peter didn’t.

ited in ( i the idea
While the very natural ellipsis exhibited in (21) may have some moooc.nn EHEMH»VWW M h o
that nem is adjoined to the verb precludes a straightforward explanation. In : e PT,
other hand, the possibility of ellipsis after nem requires no further comment.

.2.2. The story of is o .
’ N.W:o wwovmad\ w:.mmwmmm of the emphatic particle is necessitates a clear recognition of (at

Jeast) two types of is in Hungarian. The one is what I call ﬁcmummommﬁo.wﬁ M..%w ﬂwwoﬁwhm
ic i i he fact.that both. quantificationa
is ’ hatic is’. Confusion can result p.n_,oB t] ;
Mﬂ@MMMo is can be translated as ’also, too’. Needless to say, even more confusion results
the two are not properly distinguished. . . . . .
éwmcvomwn out that Brody (1990, §3.5.) treats only quantificational wh. SEMM wuoﬁ typically
modifies NPs. Consider the following examples, similar to Brody’s (33- . ):
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a. Mari is = be-ment a szobdba.
Mary also  PV-went the room
’Mary also went into the room.”

b. *Mari s ment be a szobdba, 1°
Mary also went PV - the room
‘(Bad on neutral reading.) .

.c. -Mari is be-ment a szobdba is.
Mary also PV-went the room also
"Mary also went into the room as well.’

d. *Mari is a szobdba is  be-ment.
Mary also the room also PV-went

As (22a, b) show, quantificational is does not and indeed may not trigger postverbal order
of the PV. Moreover, only ong is-phrase may appear before the verb in the sentence; if two
are present, then the second must be placed after the verb.

Brody’s analysis, elegant at first glance, accounts for these facts by hypothesizing that
is occupies the head of FP, i.e., F°, and that the modified NP appears in [Spec, FP]. If
correct, then. the impossibility of verb raising follows, as demonstrated in (22b).
Furthermore, if it is stated that only a single FP is allowed, then (22d) is also predicted to
be bad, for two is-phrases would necessitate two is-headed FPs. Curiously, Brody is not
explicit about how he derives (22c). )

If quantificational is were really the head of FP, then two simple predictions would be
made. The first is that an is-phrase should not co-occur with another focussed constituent
in the preverbal field because there is a simgle specifier of FP. The second is that the.
is-phrase should always occur preverbally, for no FP (a functional projection) can appear
within the VP. ;

Neither of these two predictions is borne out, however. It is possible for an is-phrase
to co-occur with a focussed constituent, as Brody himself recognizes:

23) _
a. Mari is © A  SZOBABA ment be.
Mary also the room went PV
It is into the room that [Mary also] went.’

b. *A  SZOBABA Mari is  be-ment.
the room Mary also PV-went

"This sentence has a good reading in the imperfective aspect (cf. (15)). In this case, the verb raises to T°

4 and
[Spec,LP] remains empty.
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In order to derive (23a), two FPs have to be countenanced, and yet (23b) shows that only
one order is possible: the is-phrase must precede the other focussed constituent. Brody (p.
116) ensures this by stipulating that *is can take as its complement an ordinary FP but not
vice versa.” Nor, for that matter, can is take as its complement an FP headed by is, for
otherwise (22d) could be derived. ’ ) :

The other problem is with (22c). If FP is a functional projection dominating the VP, as
Brody takes it to be, then it is not at all evident how an is-phrase is to be generated in the
VP. Brody, unfortunately, does not resolve this issue.

I believe that Brody is wrong to claim that quantificational is is the head of FP.
Similarly, I do not claim that it can be head of ZP. The is represented in (17) is in fact the
emphatic particle is. )

Although I do not intend to pursue a treatment of quantificational is in this paper, much
is simplified if we follow E. Kiss (1987) in separating the quantifier field’ from the *focus
field’. Quantificational is creates a quantifier phrase out of an NP; as such, the resulting
constituent shares its syntax with other quantifier phrases, strictly preceding XP* when
‘appearing preverbally. Since quantifier phrases may also occur postverbally, no problem -
arises in accounting for examples like (22c). . )

Since IP as presented in (17) is not the landing site for quantifier phrases, any such
consfituent must either precede it (in the *quantifier field”) or follow the verb-(in the VP).
(23b), then, can never be derived, for. XP appears right of the quantifier phrases.

(22b) is ruled out because quantificational is does mot occur in P, hence no LP is
projected and no verb raising takes place. (22d), on the other hand, remains puzzling,
especially given that there is independently no prohibition against quantifier phrase stacking
in Hungarian:

24)

a. Mari is  mindenkit mindenhova el-vitt.
Mary also everyone-ACC everywhere PV-took
"Mary also took everyone everywhere.’- .

b. *Mindenkit mindenhova Mari is el-vitt.

everyone-ACC everywhere Mary also PV-took

Recall that Brody accounts for (22d) and (24) by stipulating that an is-headed FP is not
an ‘appropriate complement of a zero-headed FP. This option is unavailable in the present
account, where quantificational is does not appear in LP. Of course, the correct order in
the quantifier field can always be stipulated, the analogue of Brody’s solution. Although I
can offer no fully satisfactory answer to this problem here, it seems that a more interesting
account of this ordering phenomenon might attribute to the quantificational is-phrase the
property that it must have wide scope when occurring in the quantifier field. Since we
know that linear order in the quantifier field reflects scopal order, it is plausible that the
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is-phrase must (for some reason) have the widest scope s.\rmn in this field. If so, then the

prohibition against two is-phrases in the quantifier fi f i
ey o B ope ! q ifier field would follow, since only one of

In what follows, I am concerned with emphatic i. . .
: 1 -emphatic is. As was seen already in (17 i
that it has the following property, in this respect akin to nem (cf. (18)). yim A, Lelaim

(25) Emphatic.is is of omﬁ@moQ Ee.

If (25) is correct, then the facts in (5e-h) can be accéunted for E:uanBm.mom:w. The

structure for the classic instance of me 1 )
¢ gszakitott szorend (° 2 5
as exemplified in (5e), is given in (26). e\ eokeabones s of Wmom Gwﬁ.vv,

(26)  Structure for (5e)

ZP
>
XP z'
EL; ﬂ 2P
. Me\/axHv
Jott Ve . ' XPp
i [
t; tk

In (26), the PV has moved to XP' and th o, ¥ i

e hete s ie B el and the verb, to L°. LP must be projected because
. .me ::m_,.mBEmmom:Q of (5h) follows because there is onl

this is aoo:v.hom by the PV. If emphatic is is a £°

and so '(5f) is .E_on_ out. (Sg) is trickier to preve;

than the verb in EP. In (17), for example, we m

only a single focus position and
element, then it cannot appear in the VP,
nt, for it depends an is appearing higher
ust guarantee that the order of is and the

that quantificational is does not head a functi
to appear in the VP, which is correct; whereas Brody predicts this

11 . .
H . . . . ’ )
realize that this statement remains highly tentative. Nonetheless, where I crucially differ from wno.% is

onal projection. Thus, I predict that such an is-phrase should be able
possibility to be out, which is incorrect.

115



CHRISTOPHER J. PINON

verb is not reversed, for otherwise (5g) would result. Since emphatic is must always
immediately follow an XP, it is reasonable to suppose that is must always stand in a
Spec/head relation to [Spec, LP]. I propose that this is ensured by the following property
of emphatic is:

(27) Emphatic is assigns a focus feature [+1] leftwards to its specifier.

If this is correct, then emphatic is must appear in the highest ¥°, for otherwise it would
lack a specifier to its immediate left, contradicting (27).

Note that it is crucial in my P approach that emphatic is not form a constituent with
its specifier. This contrasts decisively with the inferred conclusion about is in the AT, as
stated in (9). Recall that this conclusion reached on the basis of (8) was that is forms a
constituent with thé focussed item in XP'. Indeed, given the lack of an extra head position
in the AT, this was the most reasonable conclusion about the location of is. I believe that
the AT is wrong here, however. Three considerations argue in favor of my PT analysis.

(28)
a. Emphatic is never appears inside the VP (cf. (52))-
b. Emphatic is cannot be repeated in affirmative answers to yes/no questions.
c. Emphatic is can appear only with lowest Wh-phrase in multiple Wh-fronting.

Whereas (28a) is immediately accounted for in the present approach (cf. (13)), emphatic
is is stipulated to be an inherent focus (XP") particle in the AT, over and above its syntactic

category specification. No such stipulation is nmecessary in the PT. Emphatic is thus

crucially contrasts with quantificational is, which can appear in the VP.(cf. 22¢)).

It is well-known that the PV can be repeated as an affirmative answer to a yes/no
question in Hungarian. Note, however, that emphatic is cannot be repeated in such an
answer, thereby indicating that it does not form a constituent with the PV to its left.
Quantificational is, in contrast, can and- indeed must be repeated in such answers,
motivating its constituency with the preceding PV. o

(29) QUESTION ANSWERS |
a. Est Mar elott? Igen. *Yes.’
and Mary PV-came El ’Yes.’

’And Mary came?’

[Emphatic is]

b. Es- Mari el is  jott? Igen. *Yes.’
and Mary PV  also . came El ’Yes.’
’And Mary did (indeed) come?’ *El is.

[Quantificational is] -

Igen, el. *Yes.”
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¢. Tudom,  hogy  Jdnos ki-vitte a
msoi-HmQ COMP John PV/out-took the
I know that John took out the trash.’

mNm.BQQ.
trash-ACC

S be is vitte?
and PV/in also took-DEF.DO I i < Y
; . : 3 o 1 i

And he took it in as well?’ : ,MMM : oo is: [gen, be s / *Be.

.Wmo mewv shows, Em. PV can ,c.a repeated in an affirmative answer to a yes/no question. In
(29b), we see that if emphatic is intrudes between the PV and verb, then it owubon.v
.8@88& in 9.@ answer. On the other hand, in (29¢), where n:mnamom.mo:m_ is i o
Just the opposite is true: it must be repeated along with the PV, _
Oﬁ.rﬁ, .oxmBEw.m in which the PV is not in focus lead to the same result:
quantificational is is repeated in such answers. (30) exemplifies an NP before is .

S present,

only

(30) [Emphatic is]

a. Mari mondta, hogy 0 jon el.
Mary said COMP she comes PV
"Mary said that she would come.’

Es O is jott  -el?
and she also came PV
’And she also came?’

Igen. / O. / Igen, O. / *0 is.

Hoﬁ\ﬁnmommonm_ is]

b. Epp ldttam -~ Marit!
just  saw-1SG Mary
'Tve just seen Mary!

(6] is el-jott?

she also PV-came

’She also came?’

Igen. / O is. / Igen, O is. / *O.

nocmwzw there are no doubt many imaginable ways of accounting for (29, 30), the one I
Wunm. %m.ﬁ Mo “M M,mnw m_Bv._nw. Emphatic is, a £° element, does not form a constituent with the
» hence 1t can not be repeated with its speci iti
I 1ce it : pecifier as a positive answer to yes/
MMMMH%E.H O&M:Momvmﬁu:m_ is, not of category E°, is different in that it does mw_.BnM
ituent with the XP it modifies, hence it is re
tent . 1 peatable. In the AT, however, whe
oEch_% is forms a constituent with the focussed element, it is puzzling why mﬁ is nMM\
Mnm .. . .. ?
EﬁMMvm e E@@Om:_ﬁw answers. This fact remains unexplained in the AT. This divergence
vior between emphatic is and quantificational is also lends further support to my
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claim that Brody is wrong in supposing that the latter rmm.nm SQE.U projection, for if he
were correct, then it too would not form a constituent ,Saw its mﬁ@o_mm_..d @ m, Howin
Finally, with respect to multiple Wh-fronting as stated in (28c), consider the fo ng

paradigm:

(€3]

a. Ki hova ment el?
who where went PV
."Who went where?’

b. Ki  hova is ment el?
who where also went PV
*Where -now did who go?’

c. ¥Ki is hova is ment el?
who also where also went PV

d. *Ki s hova ment el?’
who -also where went PV

* [particle now]

The ungrammaticality of (31c, d) would be quite mysterious mﬁm mﬂ.ﬁ&%ﬂ%ﬂ MMM”@MU rw
i i i it does in the AT. In the latte: ,

constituent with the Wh-focussed constituent, as 1 : colqurlei-we
i i i bining with more-than one phrase. ‘

there is nothing to prevent is from com wit ) sewa g

iti i ion i this possibility out. In the PT,. contrasting Y,

additional stipulation is needed to E_w. e ot
igm i ltiply adjoined Wh-phrases do not create n

B ehe of (3 i i Since there is no L° between the two
ider the structure of (31b), as given in GN.V.. Since no I the

@N”“Emawm it follows that there is also no possibility for emphatic is in that position.

. i juncti b i 3 sis-is taken from E. Kiss
] analyze multiple Wh-movement as multiple adjunction to LP. This type of analysisis taken .,o.E

(1987). ,
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(32) Structure for (31b)
P

M_“ ZP
s, <¢\/Nw
> _
T [
el t;

Why are (31c, d) not good with quantificational is? While (31c) may be ruled out by
the constraint against two is-phrases in the quantificational field (cf. 22d), this constraint
would not apply to (31d). If quantificational is attaches to XP to derive a quantifier phrase,
then it is not immediately clear what would rule out (31d), where is is attached only to the
first Wh-phrase. But there is really no problem here, for I do not locate quantificational is
in the focus field, hence if some-item must appear there, then quantificational is should be
incompatible with it. This is precisely the case with Wh-phrases, for if we make the basic
assumption that they must move to XP', then the prediction is that quantificational is should

not be able to combine with them. This prediction is borne out, as shown in the following
simpler example:

(33) Ki is ment el Magyarorszdgra?
who also went PV Hungary-to
MEANS: "Who now went to Hungary?’ . [particle now]

CANNOT MEAN: *'Who also went to Hungary?’

In (33), only the emphatic reading of is is possible. Thus, in both (32) and (33) only
emphatic is can be at stake. .

I note that Brody’s account leads us to expect that quantificational is should be perfectly
good in examples like (33), which is incorrect. This is because he takes quantificational is
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to be of category F°, and nothing then prevents a Wh-phrase from Boi:m.ao Hﬂmvoo, FP].
But this is exactly the analysis of quantificational is that I have wamaoﬂu mmw_nm ; ot of
i i T provides a more explanatory a :

In conclusion, my LP approach in the P : « .
em MwMo is than the AT does. Note that crucial to the PT is the extra head wo.m:_on ér_n_&
is _Moﬁnm in the AT. This, in turn, follows from the claim that the focus field is not merely.
an adjoined position but rather an wza@vmummnn Eomwo.:o.:.

losing note, a final contrast between emphatic is an ! ,
E:MM% Mw@:wamom [emphatic is + nem] cannot be contracted to yield ,Wm.ss.% MMNS»MHM
i 1 L i i be. We see this in , W
uantificational is + nem] obligatorily n:.pmﬂ ] : .
M@-MWMMMM NHM immediately precedes nem. In fact, substituting se(m) for [is + nem] in (34)

. . 13
results in essential ungrammaticality.

d quantificational is is that the

(34) - Mit is nem csindlt  meg?
what also NEG did-3SG PV .
*What now didn’t she do?’ [particle now]
MW
xpf b4
MIT e TP
Hm Mﬂ Mw
nn_B >
z° VP
nmmb&nm }
>o 1
meg t;

'(34) also exhibits the full articulation of IP, as presented in (17).

i i i is, i i table as an
The question MIT se csindlt meg?, the parallel structure with quantificational is, is only interpre

p . s Ny idn’t do’.
echo-question in response to a statement like 4 leckét se csindlia meg (lit.) *The lesson also she didn
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3. Conclusion

Many issues in Hungarian syntax remain unaddressed in this paper, due to lack of space.
Some of these concern further extensions of the TP approach, such as to imperative
structures and ’exclusive adverbs’, both of which induce postverbal order of the PV. For
example, it is plausible to.analyze the imperative morpheme as a L° element, thereby
causing the verb to raise to I°, resulting in inversion. The ’exclusive adverbs’ may well
occupy [Spec, LP], which is an A’-position in any case. If so, then' ZP would be projected
and verb raising would follow. In neither of these cases do we have to say that the verb
raises in order to assign a focus feature to the specifier position, an important difference
between my perspective and Brody’s. Indeed, a central thesis of this study has been that
LP cannot be identified with his FP, the latter being too narrow a construct.

The essence of the present paper has been to argue, on the basis of the negative marker
nem and the emphatic particle is, that the PT approach to the syntax of focus in Hungarian
is more explanatory than the AT approach. More specifically, I maintain that the extra head
positions provided by the extended TP _um&@nmon are necessary for an adequate treatment
of nem and is. The AT, in contrast, lacks such positions, and therefore fails to accom-
modate these items insightfully, for they survive only as head elements in head positions.
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- SUBORDINATION:
ARTICLES AND COMPLEMENTIZERS

ANNA SZABOLCSI

1. F?cm:&o:

H”_ a series mm papers I have argued that Hungarian noun Eﬂﬁam have ‘a clause-like
M ructure. 2_95 the mEBasﬁ_.W of Chomsky (1986), it can be represented as (1a)
ompare (1b), the structure attributed to English clauses. DP is parallel to CP, and A.Z +Umﬂ

Hw. minor ﬁonnﬁ OW ﬁm@c—mgo H m S| 8—”& noun " (0)
'Y ,
to >m a n a as F—Eum QNH nwﬁ Ehm 3 ) Z. Hu A.- TIms

)

N

SPEC D’ SPEC c

DP vv./ NP I
DetP Nd H\/é
- : [+poss] tense’
_ © [AGR)] o mmwoxvuu *
@  én minden titk-om that - i :
= B e TS that I . will gn
‘my every secret’ .

L. Kenesei & Cs. Pléh (eds.), Approaches to Hungarian, Vol. 4: The MESE.E of Hungarian
JATE, Szeged, 1992. ‘ : '
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