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Chapter 1

Introduction: Preparing the ground

The present study is concerned with multiple operator constructions in Hungarian
from a minimalist perspective. This language has been recognised as one where
operators, understood here as A-bar elements creating quantificational
dependencies, raise in overt syntax—a generalization that has been reached on the
basis of examining individual operator movements. Multiple operator constructions
exhibit a different, more complex pattern. This study investigates the interaction of
movements of operators, both of the same and of different classes, as well as various
correspondences between movement patterns and interpretational options.

It will be argued that functional heads play a much more limited role in the
syntax of operator movements in Hungarian than currently assumed, and that the
descriptive burden is carried instead by the interaction of independent principles
governing structure building and movement with head movement and lexical
properties of operators, resulting in both empirically more accurate and
theoretically superior analyses of multiple operator constructions.

1 Minimalism

The Minimalist Program, initiated by Chomsky (1993, 1995), abstracting away here
from the occasionally opaque phraseology, pursues the well-established
methodological motive of Ockham’s razor in generative syntactic theory: at the
centre of its research agenda is an optimally elegant theory of human syntactic
competence. In this sense, it should be viewed as the direct continuation of work
conducted in the framework of the Principles and Parameters approach,' the origins

! The approach is also called the Government and Binding framework, after Chomsky’s (1981)
seminal monograph. See Chomsky and Lasnik (1993) for a discussion of terminology. For a time,
government appeared to become a unifying notion of the framework, playing a fundamental role in
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of which date back at least to the late seventies. The principal innovation of that
approach was the radical departure from construction- and language-specific rules
and the mechanism of direct generation in favour of the modular interaction of
general principles and the mechanism of filtering. The success of the approach
depended on the narrow research space defined by the tension resulting from the
opposing requirements of descriptive and explanatory adequacy. Although,
retrospectively, this theoretical development was a shift in an extremely fruitful
direction, the move was only partial. Probably the most severe inadequacy of the
approach resulted in its demise: the lack of a theory of (i.e. well-founded restrictions
on) what can be principles, as well as what can be parameters.

Minimalism represents a reaction to these inadequacies inasmuch as it
programmatically resolves these issues in an explicit way; however, at the same time
it has a much broader scope. This is because it not only provides a—rudimentary—
theory of principles as well as parameters, in fact it attempts to restrict syntactic
primitives in general. It seeks to reduce syntactic objects (e.g. representational
levels, symbols in P-markers) and relations to the bare minimum through a strategy
of postulating only such primitives that are motivated by some cognitive system
externally interfacing with syntax, and through deriving the putative effects of the
rest of the former primitives by relying only on those. Also, principles are limited to
requirements that are motivated at some interface, i.e. all purely syntax-internal
principles are ideally to be dispensed with. As for parameters, they have no special
status in minimalism. Given that principles are interface principles, and since the
cognitive subsystems interfacing with syntax are commonly assumed not to be
subject to variation, there can be no parameters built into principles. The only locus
of wvariation is lexical arbitrariness; of special relevance are language-specific
properties of functional morphemes of the lexicon, in particular, as far as word order
variation is concerned, the so-called weak/strong property. One crucial principle
relating the lexicon and syntax is the Inclusiveness Condition, which demands that
syntactic computations should be driven solely by lexical properties of participating
items, and no syntactic objects be introduced in the course of derivations.

In short, minimalism seeks to reduce universal aspects of syntax to what is
independently necessary due to the hypothesis that syntax is embedded in a system
of cognitive modules. The central, independently necessary condition on the output
of syntactic derivations is legibility, namely that interface instructions be fully
legible to the connecting external systems (Full Interpretation). Chomsky (2000,
2001) sharpens and strengthens this research agenda by moving towards what
ultimately could result in the unification of syntactic competence theory and theories
of language use (e.g. performance, i.e. theory of how syntactic representations are
computed). Of clear relevance to this issue is operative complexity (e.g. minimal
look-ahead comparison), which should matter if derivations are in fact also quasi
performance objects, that is, if syntax is also optimal with respect to systems of use.
Economy of structure or structure building—a reflection of minimizing operative
complexity—has been a notion of considerable interest and use in a great number of

several modules. However, this notion ultimately failed to be unified itself, and also it was too
complex and arbitrary to be a proper primitive—hence its disposal in minimalism.
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analyses, but it falls in place only if the competence system is geared towards
satisfying the needs of performance systems as well. There is more than one way in
which a system like human language can be optimal, or elegant: it remains a general
objective of the minimalist approach to discover the actual ways in which human
language in fact is.

2 Background

2.1 The syntax of operators in Hungarian

A few notes are in order here on basic word order generalisations in Hungarian,” as
well as how they are captured in current analyses. Hungarian is a language with ex-
situ focus, with the contrastively (i.e. exclusively, cf. Kenesei 1986, Szabolcsi
1994%) focussed constituent moved overtly to the left and followed immediately by
the verb, cf. (1). In clauses without focus or negation, the verb is typically
immediately preceded either by a prefixal particle, or by some incorporated
complement (commonly termed Verbal Modifier, VM; cf. e.g. Ackerman 1984,
E Kiss and Kiefer 1994), cf. the neutral sentences in (2). We will refer to the shift in
the position of the verb from the right to the left of the VM element as verb-
inversion. Negation also triggers verb-inversion, cf. (3).

1 a JANOS jott el a buliba
J.-nom came along the party-to
‘It’s John who came along to the party’
b. A BULIBA jott el Janos
the party-to came along J.-nom

‘It’s the party that John came along to’

2) a Janos el jott a buliba
J.-nom along came the party-to
‘John came along to the party’

b. Janos haza jott a bulibol
J.-nom home came the party-from
‘John came home from the party’

? For a comprehensive survey, see E.Kiss (1994, to appear).

3 T use the term contrastive and exclusive synonymously. E.Kiss (1998c), who terms exclusive
focus ‘identificational’, uses the term ‘contrastive focus’ to refer to the use of exclusive focus
occurring in some languages where an overt mention of the alternative(s) to the focussed element
must be made within the sentence.
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3) a Janos nem jott el a buliba
J.-nom not came along the party-to
‘John didn’t come along to the party’
b. *Janos nem el jott a buliba

Negation can both precede and follow a preverbal focus:

4 a JANOS nem jott el
J.-nom not came along
‘It’s John who didn’t come along’
b.  Nem JANOS jott el
not J.-nom came along

‘It’s not John who came along’

Hungarian routinely relies on topicalisation, i.e. a left-peripheral displacement of
constituents receiving a topic interpretation. Topicalised material precedes focus and
negation.

) a A verset JANOS olvasta fel
the poem-acc ~ J.-nom read up
‘As for the poem, it’s John who read it out’
b. A verset nem olvasta fel Janos
the poem-acc ~ not read up J.-nom

‘As for the poem, John didn’t read it out’

Universal quantifiers can overtly raise to the left of the VM position, and also to the
left of preverbal focus.

6) a. Minden verset  fel olvasott Janos
every poem-acc up  read J.-nom
‘John read out every poem’
b. Minden verset JANOS  olvasott fel
every poem-acc J.-nom  read up
‘For every poem, it’s John who read it out’

Constituent order in the postverbal field of a clause appears to be rather free.

Contemporary analyses of the Hungarian operator field employ an articulated
hierarchy of functional projections. Brody (1990), building on Choe (1987),
proposes to treat the syntax of focussing in terms of a focus functional phrase, FP. *
The focussed constituent moves to specifier of FP, and verb inversion places the
verb into the head F, by virtue of a Focus-Criterion, akin to Rizzi’s (1990) Wh-
Criterion. (7) is a partial representation of (1a) above:

* Brody (1990) suggests that FP of Hungarian corresponds to IP in English-type languages.
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7 FP
N
Janos F'
RN
F
jott

Negation is also hosted by a specialised projection, NegP in accounts of Puskas
(1994, 1996, 2000), E.Kiss (1998b, to appear) and Olsvay (1998, 2000). NegP is
projected both above and below FP (cf. (4)), differing in strength—Olsvay coins the
negative phrase above FP as NEGP, as distinct from NegP below FP:

(8)  NEGP
/\
NEG'

Neg

Puskés (1995) argues that topics are hosted by a recursive TopP projection. E.Kiss
(1998Db) introduces QP into Hungarian clause structure, a recursive projection above
FP which houses fronted universal quantifiers. QP roughly corresponds to DistP of
Szabolcsi (1997).° Szabolcsi proposes a further projection, PredOpP, projected at
the position of FP, housing counting quantifiers. In the analysis of the Hungarian
left periphery functional projections play a key role, with their stipulated
hierarchical order and feature strength properties.’

Functional projections have been playing a key role in syntactic analyses for
more than one and a half decades. In the Principles and Parameters approach, from
the mid-1980s onwards we have been witnessing what has come to be termed a
functional explosion. A central thesis of this trend is that the domain of X-bar theory
is identical to the full set of all possible structures. Thus, Stowell, Chomsky and
others introduce phrases of InflP and CP in accordance with X-bar theory, which
projections cover the two major functional fields of sentence structure. Pollock in
his seminal work (Pollock 1989) argues in favour of splitting of InflP, invoking

> Brody (1990) proposes an IsP projection, with the head is ‘also’, projected above QP. See also
Puskas (1996, 2000).

% Bartos (2000) discusses the functional structure of the Hungarian nuclear clause, in view of verbal
suffixation and the Mirror Principle.
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AgrP and TP. At the same time, Abney (1987) proposes to treat the structure of the
nominal phrase in terms of a functional projection DP, headed by determiners.
Before long, in the description of functional and semi-functional elements (and
beyond), functional projections proliferate.’

The developments in the domain of functional heads raise certain
methodological questions, which have been resolved in different ways by different
researchers. These questions are centred round the restrictedness of the theory. The
introduction of functional projections in the mid-eighties was simply a step in the
direction of extending an already existing module of the theory to apply to a broader
range of elements than before—the elements themselves had been present in
representations already, only they did not conform (or not in all respects) to
principles of X-bar theory. In this sense, generalizing X-bar theory was a
simplifying move.

However, it appears obvious that introducing novel primitive entities to the
lexicon and sentence structure enhances the descriptive power of the theory. This
gain in descriptive power is matched with a reduction of the degree of explanation,
particularly if we are forced to assume empty elements in one position of the
functional projection or the other. Researchers take on methodological restrictions
of differing strength in this respect: the element in question must appear at both
interface levels (PF and LF); or: it is sufficient for it to appear only at one of the two
interfaces; or: it may or may not appear at either of the two levels (e.g. the AgrP
family (cf. Chomsky 1995), or Kayne’s (1998) WP). As far as language variation is
concerned: is the inventory of functional elements universal? Or: although the
inventory is universal, languages are parametrized with respect to which elements
they actually select for use? And: is the order of these elements universal? Of
course, if language variation includes parametrizing the presence or order of
functional heads, introducing a novel functional head entails a number of novel
options in cross-linguistic description, reducing the degree of explanatory adequacy.
It holds true for any of the combinations of the possible views above that the
introduction of novel projections should require strong arguments deriving from
investigation of individual languages as well as cross-linguistic comparisons. In
fact, there is a recognizable intention in Chomsky (1995) to reduce the by now
rather baroque clausal architecture to a minimum.

A related issue is that of the admissible phrase structural configurations.
Kayne (1994) in his seminal work argues for the Linear Correspondence Axiom
(LCA), an axiomatic principle matching hierarchical (c-command) and precedence
relations. On Kayne’s definition of c-command, a derived consequence of LCA is
that maximally one phrase can be adjoined to a projected category. This adjoined
phrase in Kayne’s approach represents the canonical specifier position. In effect, the
LCA derives the uniqueness of specifiers on the given definition of c-command.
However, the naturalness of the LCA as an axiom has been questioned (cf. e.g.
Brody 2000). Also, in fact there is a clear trade-off between the restriction on
specifiers and the number of potentially empty functional heads: a clausal structure

” For instance, Laka’s =P, Rizzi’s ForceP and FinP, Cinque’s adverbial projections, the AspectP ,
VoiceP, PredP, NumP, DefP and so on.
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with the number of specifiers limited to one becomes rather baroque with respect to
the number of (partly empty) functional projections involved. Rather trivially, the
consequence at issue (i.e. the uniqueness of specifiers) hinges on Kayne’s version of
the definition of c-command, in which he crucially relies on the distinction of
segment versus category. A definition of c-command not relying on a segment—
category distinction may result in preserving a restricted phrase structure in all other
relevant respects (e.g. without right-adjunction/right-specifiers), but not derive
unique specifiers. Thus, Chomsky (1995) upholds the LCA—envisaging it as a filter
at the PF interface—and at the same time maintains that the computational system
creates multiple specifier configurations. Multiple specifiers are a device that can
effectively cut down the number of functional projections to be postulated, and in
particular, it facilitates the elimination of empty syntactic heads.

2.2 Head movement and the Criterions tradition

A fundamental conception of minimalist grammar is that syntactic operations are
forced (Last Resort; this contrasts with Affect Alfa of the Government and Binding
approach). Chomsky (1993) introduces checking theory as a general theory of
movement trigger, as such a subtheory of Last Resort. Movement is forced by
(functional) features that are uninterpretable at the (PF or LF) interface. Such
offending features must be checked, i.e. eliminated (or valued in Chomsky 2000,
2001) before the interface level(s). Checking is licensed in a well-defined set of
syntactic configurations. Chomsky (1993) defines this set negatively: a functional
head H bearing a formal feature F is in a checking configuration with feature F' if F'
is in the domain of H, but not in the complement domain of H. This set in (9) is
{ZP, XP, G}.

©9) HP
/\
ZpP HP
/\
XP H'
/\
H YP
/\
G H

Significantly, however, this negatively defined set does not appear to be
uniform/homogeneous. This in fact is contrary to what is expected of a primitive
notion at the heart of the theory of syntactic movement on general methodological
grounds. Building blocks of a theory are generally characterized by simplicity and
symmetry, unlike in the case of checking theory of Chomsky (1993). Developments
in Chomsky (1995) modify the picture, only to bring out the real problem. There,
maximal level (i.e. XP-) adjunction is accommodated structurally as an outer
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specifier. Then we have a disjunction of two checking configurations that feature F
of head H can participate in: syntactic specifier of H, or a head adjoined to H by
head movement—a disjunction of two very different configurations. This state of
affairs calls for revision.

In the realm of head movement, checking theory is inadequate in ways that
the Criterions tradition which it grew out of was not—and the relevant aspect of
checking theory is left unchanged in Chomsky’s later papers as well. The empirical
domain checking theory as applied to head movement fails to treat properly is head
movement dependent on phrasal movement, as typical in many syntactic operator
constructions. To illustrate, consider English root wk-questions. These constructions
are defined by a fronted wh-expression in [Spec,CP], and a verbal head raised to C
from an Infl node (subject—auxiliary inversion). Now Rizzi (1996) derives the fact
that auxiliary inversion is dependent on wh-operator fronting® by assuming that the
relevant [wh]-feature is on Infl (or [tense] of Infl): his Wh-Ceriterion forces the wh-
operator and Infl to be in specifier—head relation, and thereby forces Infl to raise (cf.
(10) below).

(10) CP
/\

wh-phrase (04
[wh] T~
C IP
/\
I/
/\
I
[wh]

No such (mutual) dependency can be formulated under Chomsky’s version of
checking theory: there movement to the specifier and the head position of a single
functional projection are by definition dissociated. This is because movement to the
specifier of a head H is triggered by a feature F1 of H, and the raising of a head
element to H is required by a completely independent feature F2 of H; i.e. such an
interdependency is effectively unexpressable in this system. If such mutual
dependency of movements to the same projection exist, the view of head movement
is, once again, to be reconsidered..

In fact, adjunction of a head to another by movement proves highly
problematic on different grounds as well, as has been pointed out repeatedly.
Chomsky (2000) makes an attempt to locate such head movement in the PF
component (hence outside syntax), however, it is unlikely that this picture can be
maintained generally (for instance, head movement does not seem to be uniformly
semantically inert, cf. e.g. Zwart 2000).

¥ In root yes/no-interrogatives, a silent whether-type operator is thought to move to [Spec,CP].
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The major complications surrounding head movement are the following (cf.
e.g. Brody 2000, Fanselow 2002). It apparently violates the Extension Condition
(cf. Chomksy 1993), i.e. it is counter-cyclic. It necessitates a complication of the
definition of c-command for (any counterpart of) the Proper Binding Condition on
‘traces’ to apply. Also, the locality of head movement is unmatched in the domain of
established syntactic movements (of phrases): this is because head movement
appears to be strictly local in the sense that only the closest c-commanded head is
able to raise, no skipping of head positions is possible, regardless of the type of the
heads involved, in other words, the effect of the Head Movement Constraint (HMC)
(Travis 1984) (or any principle(s) from which those effects are derived) is widely
attested. The idea that head movement cannot ‘excorporate’ plays a crucial role in
accounting for HMC effects—if a head could excorporate from the amalgam of a
complex head, then this would be a way of moving across another head by first
incorporating into it, and then excorporating from it. Nevertheless, the ‘no
excoporation’ restriction is not properly derived from an independent source, and
remains stipulative. Head movement gua adjunction also incurs complications with
respect to the Uniformity Condition on chains of Chomsky (1995), a distant
descendant of the principle of Structure Preservation (Emonds 1970). For, a head
chain is not uniform stricto sensu: the lower link projects, whereas the higher one is
non-projecting.

Adjoining head movement appears to be significantly problematic in several
important regards. One recent reaction to this state of affairs is to suggest that
syntactic head movement does not exist. As we have seen, Chomksy (2000) initiates
the relocation of head movement phenomena to the PF branch of grammar, which
suggestion follows the line of research pursued in the model of Distributed
Morphology (Morris and Halle 1993). A number of researchers reanalyse apparent
head movement phenomena as resulting from remnant phrasal movement (e.g.
Sportiche 1999, Koopman and Szabolcsi 2000, Mahajan 2001), complicating
derivations to a significant extent. Brody (1997) suggests that head movement does
not syntactically exist: it is merely an effect of variability of the position a
morphologically complex word gets spelled out in.

However, a more conservative response is also possible; we come to this in
Section 3.2.

2.3 Optionality in displacement and the status of covert
movement

Given Last Resort as a fundamental economy principle’ of minimalist grammar, in
general, syntactic optionality is a potential problem for description as well as for

? Last Resort if understood as ‘an operation is illicit unless it serves avoidance of non-convergence
of the derivation,” then it is not an economy principle per se, since it is inviolable (like Shortest
Move of Chomsky 1993 is not an economy principle proper, hence its effect is incorporated into
the definition of Move in Chomsky 1995). However, it can be easily formulated as a (violable)
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explanation. This is in sharp contrast with Government and Binding models, where
optionality is the default case in syntax. With regard to movement, there are two
kinds of optionality possible. One is the optionality of the movement operation
itself. The two cases most widely discussed in this connection are scrambling and
Quantifier Raising (QR). The other kind of optionality is the free choice of the overt
or covert nature of the movement operation (in models, such as Chomsky’s (2000,
2001) where this distinction continues to exist in some form).

Two leading strategies with respect to apparent syntactic optionality are
taken in the literature. One strategy is to deny that the apparent optionality is real.
This is made possible for instance if the set of competing derivations is defined in
such a way that derivations involving the movement in question do not compete
with derivations without that operation. This is the case if the set of competing
derivations is derived from an initial set of lexical items and features (i.e. a
Numeration, or Lexial Array) and this initial set is different for each case of the
perceived optionality. Such lexical differences may include a simple presence versus
absence, or strong versus weak characterization of a formal feature. Also, lack of
competition is often claimed to be the case if the two or more derivations result in
distinct semantic interpretations (and in the case of scrambling, discourse semantic
difference is also alleged to be relevant). This approach is generally unavailable if
optionality is limited to the overt versus covert nature of the movement, assuming
that both options end up with the same interpretation.

The other strategy is to define the grammar in such a way that the different
syntactic options count as equally economical. A common technique is to maintain
that the movement in question is costless (for instance, it involves Form Chain
without Move in terms of Chomsky (1993) (cf. Poole 1996); or it involves category
movement but not feature movement (cf. Agbayani 1999)). Often, however, these
attempts run counter the primitive concept of Last Resort in the grammar—
frequently by virtue of limiting the scope of Last Resort to a subset of syntactic
operations, exempting others.

An important point pertaining to the issue of the optionality of overt/covert
nature of a movement is that of the status of covert movement. Covert movement,
traditionally referred to as LF movement, was an innovation originating before the
inception of Government and Binding theory (cf. Chomsky 1976, May 1977). There
has seemed to be a diverse set of evidence that movements akin in terms of effects
and syntactic restrictions to those occurring in overt syntax take place in a covert
way too (although some of the evidence has been subject to debate, and some of the
formerly assumed covert movements have turned out to involve non-movement
dependencies). The result of covert movements is that the created syntactic
representation (Logical Form) becomes a relatively transparent interface
representation serving as input to the semantic component. Covert movements have
an effect for instance on (co-)reference (i.e. binding) possibilities, may block
variable binding as well as can extend quantifier scope beyond the surface c-
command domain. In Government and Binding theory as well as in Chomsky’s

economy princple: ‘don’t carry out an operation.” Then, this principle will be violated in exactly
those cases where it is necessary for convergence.
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early executions of his minimalist programme (Chomsky 1993, 1995), all covert
movements are assumed to take place after all overt movements, i.e. they are two-
cycle systems. Most competing current alternatives can be taken as one-cycle
models. Brody (1995b) puts forward a radically representational theory with a single
level of representation, Lexico-Logical Form, which encodes both overt and covert
movements. Bobaljik (1998), Groat and O’Neil (1996) and Pesetsky (1998), in
differing ways all suggest—similarly to the relevant aspect of Brody’s conception—
that the overt/covert distinction is a matter of pronouncing chain links. Epstein et al.
(1998), Uriagereka (1999) and Chomsky (2000, 2001) advocate a radically
derivational model of syntax where spell-out proceeds cyclically, in parallel with the
syntactic derivation. Chomsky (2000, 2001) eliminates a significant redundancy in
Chomsky’s (1995) system in terms of the status of covert movement. For Chomsky
(1995), covert movement takes place after the point of Spell-Out and consists in
pure feature movement, thus doubly encoding its phonologically non-visible
nature.'® Chomsky (2000, 2001) holds that the relation of Agree (corresponding to
movement) is established both in case of phonologically overt and covert
movement, and overt movement is different from covert movement merely in terms
of an extra category displacement (triggered technically by a generalized EPP
feature'"). In this sense, in Chomsky’s model, covert movement is the basic and
overt movement is the operationally more complex case; nevertheless neither is
designated by the system as marked.'? It is to be noted finally that while mainstream
transformational syntax maintains a distinction between overt and covert movement
in some form or another, Kayne’s (1998) programme is to derive the effects of
putative covert movement (and its apparent lack of effect on surface word order)
through an increased application of overt movement (in many cases, of remnant
categories) in an enriched syntactic structure.

3 Goals: hypotheses and empirical proposals

3.1 Restricting functional projections

As pointed out in Section 2.1, functional projections as descriptive primitives should
necessitate strong empirical arguments. In this relation, the present thesis argues that
the theory of the Hungarian operator field can—and therefore should—dispense

"1t is an unsettled issue whether covert category movement is still necessary. Pesetsky (2000)
argues that in fact both feature movement and covert category movement exist, with different
empirical consequences (e.g. in the domain of antecedent contained deletion phenomena).

" Chomsky (2001) identifies the optional EPP feature of strong phases as a P(eripheral)-feature. He
maintains that displacements have a “surface semantic effect,” i.e. influence discourse-semantic
interpretation of the displaced constituents. It is not clear, however, whether it is only overt
movements (actual displacements) that can have such surface semantic effects; on the other hand, it
seems sufficiently well-established that not all displacement incurs such semantic effects.

'2 Reinhart (1995) identifies QR as a marked operation, strictly speaking violating economy. Note
that this does not imply that covert movement is marked in general; rather, it is movements
unforced in narrow syntax that are marked operations in that system.
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with the rather complex functional architecture postulated in competing current
accounts, eliminating a number of phonologically empty functional heads, without
significantly complicating the grammar of Hungarian elsewhere. In establishing this
claim, I will make use of projections with multiple specifiers (cf. Koizumi 1994,
Chomsky 1995, Ura 1996, Richards 1997). I show, contra Szabolcsi (1997), that
Hungarian fails to furnish suggestive evidence that its A-bar projections include a
specialised projection to host increasing distributive quantifiers (labelled DistP), and
maintains the view that a semantically well-defined subset of quantifiers can raise
without a triggering checking requirement. I demonstrate that PredOpP of Szabolcsi
(1997) reduces to focussing, and is therefore eliminable. Further, I argue that
focussing, negation and negative quantifiers do not have corresponding dedicated
functional projections with a fixed hierarchical position in the left peripheral clausal
geometry, but instead, the hosting functional phrases are projected by the raised
verb itself. This relates to the treatment of head movement assumed in this thesis.

3.2 Head movement and structure building

The problematic nature of adjoining head movement has lead to a number of recent
alternative attempts: relocating head movement to outside syntax, or to deny the
existence of head movement as such and emulate its effects through (remnant)
phrasal movement. A more conservative response is available, however, and will be
explored in the present study. One—somewhat anachronistic, yet suggestive—
formulation of the leading idea of this reaction essentially characterizes head
movement as substitution, instead of adjunction."’ In minimalist terms, this means
that under the right conditions a head H can be moved out of the current phrase
marker K, merging H with K and projecting H, as below:

(11) HP

H K

N

(H)

This move, while demanding a reconsideration of some of the assumptions made in
Chomsky (1993, 1995), eliminates the critical complications that adjoining head
movement has given rise to, and at the same time retains head movement in syntax.
Similar ideas have been pursued elsewhere, partly for different reasons; for instance
in Ackema, Neeleman and Weerman (1993), Koeneman (2000), Bury (2001) and at
the time of writing this thesis, in Fanselow (in progress). In particular, I argue,
following some recent work, that each maximal projection is a phase in Chomky’s
(2000, 2001) terms, and that head movement is driven by the Phase Impenetrability

" In the Government and Binding model, head movement could be either of the substituting or of
the adjoining type within a bi-partitioned typology of movement.
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Condition (PIC) (we come to this in Chapter 5), i.e. ultimately by the radically
derivational character of syntax.

This move in fact potentially eliminates the disjunction in the negative
definition of checking domain, inasmuch as a head is not moved to check some
feature of another head, and at the same time it derives mutually dependent head and
phrasal movement in the operator field. This latter result is achievable if we assume
that the relevant operator feature [op] is not on an empty functional head which the
verbal element (the verb in Hungarian, like in verb second Germanic) raises to, but
instead [op] is carried by the verbal element itself. If this view is embraced, then the
verbal element will be raised precisely to project a phrase whose specifier will check
[op]: without raising the verb, such a phrase is not projected and [op] remains
unchecked, causing the derivation to crash. The present study holds that head
movement, in this sense, is crucially involved in structure building itself.

3.3 Optionality of movement again

We have seen that syntactic optionality poses a potential problem for minimalist
models incorporating Last Resort. In this thesis, I will argue that quantifier raising
in Hungarian is a movement operation that applies optionally overtly or covertly. It
will also be argued, contra Szabolesi (1997), that the raising of distributive
universals is not driven by needs of feature-checking, and that no DistP functional
projection plays a role in the syntax of the Hungarian clause. It is tentatively
conjectured that there is a consequence relation between these two theses: I claim
that it is because of its non-checking nature that QR can be optionally either overt or
covert in a Hungarian-type language, presenting an attempt to explain how
Hungarian is different from languages with covert QR. This conjecture is confirmed
by data from a further optionally overt/covert A-bar movement in Hungarian, that of
the hitherto unnoticed wide scope focus occurring in embedded interrogatives
associated with a focus marker in the matrix clause. The conclusion we reach here
too is that focus displays optionally overt/covert movement precisely in a syntactic
context where its movement (is licensed and at the same time) does not carry out
feature-checking. (In this way, the analysis confines feature checking of functional
heads to overt syntax, in line with the Kaynean programme (cf. Kayne 1998).)

Minimalist models ought to be viewed as preserving the ‘overgeneration plus
filtering’ property of natural language grammar characterizing Government and
Binding theory, whereby syntactic operations are optional by default, though
heavily filtered. I maintain a treatment of the overt/covert status of syntactic
movement according to which even though checking requirements impose the
application of an overt or covert movement in the overwhelming majority of cases,
in the absence of checking needs we fall back on default optionality.
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4 An outline of the thesis

This thesis has a converging set of objectives derived from a particular execution of
the minimalist approach summarized in Section 1, in reaction to the inadequacies of
current analyses and theoretical considerations laid out in Section 2. The set of
theoretical hypotheses are matched with particular innovations in the analysis of
Hungarian multiple operator constructions, which are shown to represent substantial
improvement in empirical coverage unmatched by existing alternatives.

Chapter 2 discusses sentences with multiple foci in Hungarian, like that in

(12).

(12) CSAK PETER fizet el6 CSAK A LINGUISTIC INQUIRY-RA
only P.-nom subscribe-3sg Pref only the Linguistic Inquiry-to
‘It’s only Peter who subscribes only to Linguistic Inquiry’

After establishing the existence of such constructions, a non-trivial matter, I turn to
two previous analyses, that of Brody (1990) and that of E.Kiss (1998a) (cf. also
E.Kiss 1992). Brody (1990) assimilates multiple foci in Hungarian to English-type
multiple wh. In contrast, E.Kiss (1998a) holds that each focussed element moves
overtly to an A-bar specifier position. I argue that Hungarian syntactically realises
two interpretively distinct types of multiple focus in two syntactic configurations,
one akin to that suggested in Brody (1990), the other akin to the one suggested in
E.Kiss (1998a). The case where an n-tuple of foci apply to a common background
together (termed ‘complex focus’ by Krifka 1991) is realized syntactically as
occurrences of focus operators moving to the same functional projection: the
movement of one focus is overt, the movement of the rest is covert. In the case of
true multiple foci I establish that the correct empirical generalisation is that while
the primary focus operator moves overtly, secondary foci move covertly to a
position independent of the primary focus.

In the remainder of Chapter 2, Szabolcsi’s (1997) Predicate Operator class is
examined. Szabolcsi (1997) holds that counting quantifiers raise to a specialised
quantifier projection coined PredOpP. I argue that Szabolcsi’s analysis faces
numerous complications, and on closer inspection, counting quantifiers are to be
properly analysed as a subcase of focus. An interesting difference between regular
focus and counting quantifiers in their interaction with the negation operator is
highlighted and derived based on what will be referred to as the operation of default
focussing.

In Chapter 3, we turn to another type of A-bar movement in Hungarian, the
raising of universal quantifiers, involved for instance in (11) below.

(13) Minden cikket két biralo olvasott el
every article-acc two reviewers-nom read-past-3sg  Pref
‘“Two reviewers read every article’ (V > 2, ¥*2 > V)
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After a review of the main issues the general phenomenon of quantifier movement
has raised in the literature, I critically examine a recent approach to the differential
scope-taking options of various quantifier classed presented in Beghelli and Stowell
(1994/1995) in terms of formal feature checking movements in a clause structure
augmented by quantifier class specialised functional projections. I show that this
account suffers from serious theoretical as well as empirical drawbacks. I also
discuss Szabolcsi’s (1997) model of Hungarian, who builds on the theory of
Beghelli and Stowell (1995) and claims that Hungarian provides strong overt
evidence for Beghelli and Stowell’s analysis. I show that this model, when applied
to a wider range of data than considered by Szabolcsi, causes more complications
than it is designed to solve.

I outline an approach to differences in the scopal behaviour of quantifier
classes in terms of availability of Quantifier Raising, A-bar movement and A-
reconstruction, and existential closure. Hence, I argue for the viability of an account
involving Quantifier Raising, with the proviso that it is a semantically well-defined
subclass of quantifiers that undergo such movement.

A standard description of Hungarian quantifier movement (cf. E.Kiss 1987,
1992, 1994) is brought under scrutiny according to which the apparent optionality in
the fronting of universal quantifiers to the preverbal field or pronouncing them
postverbally (but with wide scope) is relegated to the stylistic (PF) component. 1
point out the inadequacies of this treatment. I raise and reject the possibility that the
overt fronting of increasing quantifiers can be derived as cases of topicalisation or
focussing. I conjecture that QR is characterized as optionally occurring either
overtly or covertly in Hungarian.

Chapter 4 is devoted to negative operators, their interplay, as well as their
interaction with focus. First, standard accounts of the syntax of negation in
Hungarian are reviewed. Countering these accounts, I argue that the negation
particle is not a head element, but in fact a specifier category. Further, I propose that
the negation particle and preverbal focus occupy multiple specifiers of the same
single projection.

With these results in mind, I turn to explore the syntax of multiple negative
operators (like English nobody). According to Puskas’s (1998, 2000) view, negative
indefinites in this Negative Concord language—also termed n-words (cf. Laka
1990)—carry logical negation and check their [neg] feature in a NegP projection
covertly; whenever they are overtly raised, this involves focussing. On E.Kiss’s
(1998b) and Olsvay’s (2000) account, Hungarian negative indefinites are not
semantically negative, and are never focussed. I argue first that Hungarian n-words
are to be properly factored into two morpho-syntactic classes: bare and modified (by
the sem particle), and it is exclusively the members of the latter class that are both
semantically negative and carry an (interpretable) [neg] feature (by virtue of the
modifying particle). Next, I explore the interaction of negative indefinites with
focussing, finding that negative indefinites themselves are focusable. I claim that
similarly to other downward entailing quantifiers, negative indefinites are in fact
focussed by default, which explains a salient discrepancy in its interaction with
preverbal focus from that of the negation particle. Their focusability creates a
paradox in the semantic analysis of these elements as quantifiers: neither a uniform



16 Chapter 1

universal quantifier, nor a uniform existential quantifier treatment will be shown to
be tenable. Carrying out careful empirical testing based on the relevant literature I
establish that in fact both an existential and a universal reading are available to n-
words, though the distribution of each reading is restricted. I argue that the pattern
reflects an ambiguity between a universally quantified vs. a non-quantified
(Heimian) n-word. In particular, existential closure applies in the scope of logical
negation, and in case a Heimian indefinite occurrence of an n-word gets focussed,
the sentence receives a scalar interpretation, a proposal tying in with some recent
work on negative polarity. With regard to the movement pattern of negative
operators then, these items can be moved either qua universal quantifiers by QR, or
by focussing, or by the need of checking [neg] on a functional head, where the latter
two are checking movements occurring invariably in overt syntax. The apparent
optionality of overt movement reduces on the one hand to the optionality of overt
QR in Hungarian, and to the choice in focussing, and on the other hand, to an
ambiguity in the lexical semantics of the n-words themselves.

In Chapter 5 we step back from the analyses we have put forward and raise
some more general questions related to structure building and movement. Pointing
out severe complications with adjoining head movement, I will argue for a
‘substitution’ view of head movement, where clause structure is built cyclically
hand in hand with verb raising: the cyclically raising verb projects its unsaturated
features into functional phrases. In particular, then, it is suggested that operator
features are carried by the verb in Hungarian. On this assumption, the proposed
account of head movement derives the simultaneity of focussing and verb
movement as well as verb inversion accompanying negation and preverbal negative
operators. Further, it is spelled out how this view of the relation between head
movement and structure building eradicates pre-determined functional projections
like FocP or NegP in Hungarian clause structure. It is demonstrated how this
account derives the generalisation that secondary focus movements targeting an A-
bar position lower than primary focus apply in covert syntax.

I will consider a possible account of the optionality of overtness or
covertness of QR in Hungarian, arguing for a view of the overt/covert distinction in
which there is no economy preference of either overtness or covertness of
movement. This is made possible by developments within the minimalist
programme: overt or covert status of movements is exhaustively determined by
formal features involved in checking. This view predicts the availability of
optionally overt or covert movement precisely in those marked cases where the
overt/covert status of the operation fails to be coerced by formal checking
properties. Quantifier Raising in Hungarian is argued to be one such case. To
conclude the chapter, I extend this account to another—as yet not studied—
construction type in Hungarian, wide scope focusing in focused embedded
interrogatives. I demonstrate that the optionality of overt/covert movement that such
focusing exhibits can be reduced to the same basis as before, i.e. lack of a coercing
checking feature in the ‘attracting’ functional head.

Chapter 6 demonstrates that the picture presented in Chapter 5 extends to
multiple wh-operator constructions as well, a non-trivial matter. Multiple wh-
fronting, mostly of the Slavic type, has received considerable attention in recent
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minimalist literature as an instance of what seems to be multiple movements to the
same syntactic projection. On the other hand, wh-in-situ—both of the English type
and of the Chinese type—has also induced a revival of interest in recent years,
although for different reasons. The central issue in this domain concerns the
mechanism of the interpretation of the wh-element in situ, and more generally, the
nature of the relation between wh-in-situ and Comp. Hungarian features both what
appears to be Slavic-type multiple wh-fronting and what appears to be English-type
wh-in-situ, hence the raising of secondary wh appears to involve opitonality in
Hungarian. Boskovic (1997b, 1998, 2000a,b) argues that Superiority-violating
multiple wh, exhibited also by Hungarian, results from the fact that such
constructions involve overt [foc]-checking instead of [wh]-checking, the latter of
which remains covert. Liptak (2001) also presents an account of Hungarian multiple
wh-fronting in which no overt [wh]-checking occurs ([wh]-checking is covert), and
essentially adopts E.Kiss’s (1992, 1993) treatment of the fronting of linearly non-
last wh-elements as cases of universal quantifier raising. I counter these accounts,
highlighting their inadequacies in the treatment of Hungarian data, and argue that
the checking of the ‘attracting’ [wh]-feature (claimed to co-occur with [foc] on the
raised verb) is invariably overt, and put forward the straightforward assumption in
terms of checking theory that the [wh] feature of wh-elements themselves is strong
in Hungarian (this contrasts with [foc] of focussed elements, which is assumed to be
weak). The apparent optionality resulting from the concurrent presence of both the
English and the Slavic pattern of multiple wh—keeping to the null hypothesis that
the attracting functional head Foc is identical in the Slavic and in the English pattern
within Hungarian—is claimed to follow from the simultaneous availability of overt
movement as well as introducing a choice function variable (cf. Reinhart 1998),
both serving the saturation of the strong [wh] property of the wh-item. The
distribution of choice function variables will be shown to be responsible for the
syntactic arrangements as well as the resulting interpretations, along the single pair
versus pair list parameter. Covert focus movement of wh-elements and binding of
choice function variables will interact to derive the rather complex pattern of
available readings. A significant repercussion of the account is that both covert
movement and choice functions may co-exist within the grammar of one and the
same language. In the context of the results of Chapter 5, this chapter essentially
demonstrates that the apparent optionality of overt versus covert movement of
secondary wh-elements reduces not to non-checking, but to different strategies of
checking a strong [wh] feature.
Chapter 7 recapitulates the main results obtained in the thesis.






Chapter 2

Multiple foci

The first multiple operator construction to be examined is multiple foci. The issue in
the centre of interest will be the proper syntactic analysis of postverbal focus in
Hungarian. We begin by reviewing some fundamental notions in the domain of the
phenomena of focusing, as well as different kinds of focus (Section 1). Then we
turn to multiple foci constructions, arguing that two main interpretational types
exist. E.Kiss (1998a) presents an analysis of Hungarian multiple foci in terms of
recursive FocP projections. I argue here that the two interpretational types in fact
correlate with two distinct syntactic configurations (Section 2). E.Kiss (1998a)
proposes that the movement of postverbal instances of focus to recursive FocP
projections is overt in Hungarian. In Section 3 I present arguments to the effect that
such postverbal foci in fact raise only in covert syntax, pointing out what problem
this poses for a feature-checking analysis of focus movement. In the remainder of
the chapter, Szabolcsi’s (1997) Predicate Operator class of quantifiers is examined
(Section 4). Szabolcsi (1997) holds that counting quantifiers raise to a specialised
quantifier projection coined PredOpP. I argue that Szabolcsi’s analysis comes with
numerous complications, and on closer inspection, counting quantifiers are to be
properly analysed as a subcase of focus. An interesting difference between regular
focus and counting quantifiers in their interaction with the negation operator is
highlighted and derived based on what will be referred to as the operation of default
syntactic focussing.

1 Focus: basic notions and facts of Hungarian
Focus in the most general sense is commonly thought to subsume phenomena of

prosodic prominence paired with pragmatic and/or semantic functions of
interpretational prominence. What exactly the nature and proper analysis of this
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‘interpretational prominence’ is has been a subject of continued research. The
leading account of this correlation of phonological and semantic/pragmatic
prominence is one where it is mediated through syntax in terms of a syntactic focus
feature: it is this syntactic focus feature which is interpreted in phonology and in
semantics/pragmatics as associated with the respective properties characterizing
focus (this interpretive genre of account dates back at least to Jackendoff 1972).

At the PF level, the prominence is typically manifested in terms of a pitch
accent located within the focused expression (although other phonological/phonetic
correlates are also attested). The interpretational effects are much murkier. The
focus structure of a sentence is intimately related to discourse. In one approach, the
focus of a sentence is the discourse-new part (vs. discourse-old). Sometimes (in
some languages) discourse-old elements (also called theme) are separated from
discourse-new elements (also called rheme) syntactically at the surface—languages
that are strictly sensitive to (a form of) this distinction are (to varying degrees)
discourse-configurational (i.e. the syntax of their sentences is determined partly by
discourse properties of the elements involved). Such a distinction is a central one in
the Prague school (cf. e.g. Hajicova 1984, Hajicova and Sgall 1987). In fact, most
typically, discourse-old and discourse-new are not syntactically isolated in the shape
of distinct constituents in surface sentence structure. In different terminologies,
distinctions similar to the one at issue are also called topic/comment, topic/focus,
presupposition/focus, focus-frame/focus, or background/focus. However, it appears
that not all of these pairs of notions cut the information structure of the sentence in
the same way.

There are at least two distinct pairs of notions that are necessary, as Partee
(1991) and Krifka (1991) point out. One is what can be referred to as
topic/comment. This arises in sentences where topic is ‘locally’ marked (to follow
Partee’s phrasing), typically by fronting a constituent (or several constituents).
These topicalized constituents are strictly discourse-old/‘given’ and function as
logical subjects of a predication (E.Kiss 1991, 1994). The rest then is the comment.
A second, independent distinction 1is that commonly referred to as
focus/background, with one (or more) locally marked focus. The background part is
presuppositional. Neither the comment of the topic, nor the background of the focus
need be a surface syntactic constituent (vs. the focus, cf. Krifka 1991: 152-153). If
they were analysed (at some representational level, as in Hajicova and Sgall 1987)
as a constituent, in semantic terms they would be open expressions. Then two
conceptions of background are possible in principle. Either the background of focus
is all that is not focus (that is, including topic(s) as well), or the background is only
the non-focus part of the comment, and the choice will depend on the semantic
theory of focus/background structure we assume. Here I opt for the first option,
following Rooth’s theory of focus semantics (Rooth 1985).

In fact, Hungarian is known to be distinctly discourse-configurational (cf.
e.g. EKiss 1995). In this language both topic/comment and focus/background
divisions are reflected in surface syntax. The prototypical surface structure of
sentences in this language can be schematised as below:
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@) topic comment
background focus background

Let us illustrate with two sentences.

2 a Janost  AZ IGAZGATO mutatta be  Marinak
J.-acc the director-nom introduced Pref M.-dat
‘As for John, it’s the director who introduced him to Mary’
b. Marinak JANOST mutatta be az igazgato
M.-dat  J.-acc introduced  Pref the director-nom
‘As for Mary, it’s John who the director introduced to her’

As can be seen from the English paraphrases, Jdnost ‘John’ functions as the topic in
(2a), but it functions as the focus in (2b). Marinak ‘Mary’ is part of the comment
and also of the background in (2a), but it is the topic in (2b). (2a) is a felicitous
answer to the question in (3a), and (2b) to (3b).

3) a Talking of John, who introduced him to Mary?
b. Talking of Mary, who did the director introduce to her?

The first obligatory accent in Hungarian sentences falls on the first element of the
comment; i.e. topics do not bear an obligatory accent.’

As we expect, entities coming into being as a result of events reported in the
sentence (i.e. entities that cannot have been present in the discourse) cannot appear
in topic position (cf. 4a). Also, an indefinite in topic position will be necessarily
interpreted as specific (in the sense of Enc 1991). The indefinite expression egy auto
‘a car’ is felicitous in (4b) only if it is the member of a previously introduced set of
cars (i.e. has a partitive reading).

4 a #Egy autdt  'rajzolt  Janos [E.Kiss 1998b: 22]
a car-acc drew J.-nom
‘John drew a car’
b. Egy auto a haz el6tt allt

acar-nom the house in-front-of  stopped
‘A car stopped in front of the house’

Of course, neither a topic, nor a focus is obligatory in the sentence. For
instance, (5) contains neither a topic nor a focus.” On the other hand, there is a
distinction in the preverbal domain between topic and focus: topic is recursive,
focus is not. Accordingly, (6a) is possible, while (6b) is out.

! Krifka (1991) notes (cf. also Jacobs 1984) that it might be necessary to posit focus—background
structure within the topic as well.

% Topicless sentences are often identified as being thetic judgments (cf. Maleczki 2002 for recent
discussion of relevant Hungarian facts).
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(5) Meglattam Janost
Pref-saw-1sg J.-acc
‘I saw John’

6) a. Marinak Janost AZ IGAZGATO  mutatta be
M.-dat  J.-acc the director-nom introduced  Pref
‘As for Mary, (and) as for John, it’s the director who introduced him
to her’
b.  *Marinak JANOST AZ IGAZGATO  mutatta be

In current syntactic models with functional projections specialized for topic and for
focus (e.g. Szabolcsi 1997, E.Kiss 1998a,b, Puskas 2000), the representation of a
sentence like (6a) would be along the lines of (7). (Verb-inversion is analysed as
raising of V to F(oc), following Brody 1990.)

@) TopP
N
Marinak Top

az igazgatd Foc'

Foc L.
mutatta  be

In the foregoing, 1 have illustrated the conception that Hungarian is
discourse-configurational in the sense that it reflects syntactically both
topic/comment and focus/background information structures. I have said that topic
(in the sense employed here) is characterized in Hungarian by syntactically being
fronted to the left, and being recursive; phonologically bearing optional stress; and
(discourse) semantically being strictly discourse old/‘given’ and functioning as a
logical subject of predication.

As for focus, I have pointed out that it bears emphatic stress in Hungarian;
syntactically, it is fronted to the immediate left of the verb, and it is preverbally non-
recursive. Let us now concentrate on the interpretation of focus. In fact, it does not
hold that preverbal focus must be discourse-new. Consider the discourse in (8).

® A Ami Janost illeti, észrevették pro  alanyok?
what J.-acc concerns  notice-took-3pl him  the girls-nom
‘As for John, did the girls notice him?’
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B: Nem, JANOS vette észre OKET
no J..nom  took-3sg notice them
‘No, it’s John who noticed them’

In the reply in (8), John is definitely discourse-old, in fact, in the expected answer, it
would be an ideal topic element. Nevertheless, in B’s reply, John functions as focus.
Preverbal focus in Hungarian then is not necessarily discourse-new.

There appears to exist a further kind of focus in Hungarian. This kind is also
characterized by emphatic accent, but it does not raise to the preverbal position; cf.

).
(9) Az eskiivén megjelent MAGA AZ IGAZGATO
the wedding-at  Pref-appeared-3sg  himself the director-nom

‘The director himself showed up at the wedding’

This type of focus, cannot be discourse-old, however:

(10) A: Mi tortént az igazgatoval?
what happened the director-with
‘What happened to the director?’
B: #9)

In fact, we are dealing with two distinct types of focus. It has been recently
emphasized by E.Kiss (1998c) in an important paper that in the literature on focus
more generally, we face a pervasive and confusing lack of differentiation between
these two kinds of focus. The two kinds are often called narrow or contrastive focus
and wide or presentational focus (cf. Halliday 1967, and in particular, Rochemont
1986); E.Kiss uses the terms identificational focus and information focus.’
Information focus (as in (9) above) is characterized by a different set of syntactic
and semantic properties than identificational focus. As we have seen, in Hungarian
(but more generally too) information focus must be discourse-new, while
identificational focus may or may not; information focus does not undergo
obligatory syntactic movement, information focus does. Information focus does not
correlate with a truth-conditional difference compared to the neutral sentence
variant, while identificational focus does. (For a five-grade grouping of focus-
sensitivity effects from mere contextual (in)felicitousness through differences in
presupposition to truth-conditional consequences, see Hajicova, Partee and Sgall
1998.) One aspect of the truth-conditional impact of indentificational focus concerns
exhaustivity, and the other focus-sensitive particles. It has been a long-standing
observation that Hungarian preverbal focus (i.e. identificational focus) results in
‘exclusion by identification’ (cf. Kenesei 1986, Szabolcsi 1994). E.Kiss (1998c:
249) sums up this view of the interpretation of identificational focus informally as in

(11).

* See Gundel (1999) for a different characterization of distinct focus types in the literature.
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(11)  An identificational focus represents a subset of the set of contextually or
situationally given elements for which the predicate phrase can potentially
hold; it is identified as the exhaustive subset of this set for which the
predicate phrase actually holds.

This is fully consonant with Rooth’s (1985) theory of focus semantics in terms of
alternatives. In Rooth’s theory syntactic expressions have a focus semantic value.
The focus semantic value of a sentence like (12a) is (12b).

(12) a. Ede wants COFFEE
b. the set of propositions of the form “Ede wants x”

(12a) identifies the proposition in the set of (12b) which is true. Szabolcsi shows in
an early paper (Szabolcsi 1981) that Hungarian preverbal focus is exhaustive,

through the simple minimal pair in (13).

(13) a. Mari egy kalapot és egy kabatot nézett ki maganak

M.-nom a hat-acc and acoat-acc  pickedout  herself-
for
‘It was a hat and a coat that Mary picked for herself’
b. Mari egy kalapot nézett ki maganak
M.-nom a hat-acc pickedout  herself-for

‘It was a hat that Mary picked for herself’

(13b) is not among the logical consequences of (13a); in fact (13b) contradicts (13a)
(either (13a) or (13b) is true, but not both). Such a truth-conditional difference
obtains also with the particle only (cf. Rooth 1985, Krifka 1991). In general, focus-
sensitive particles like only, even, too, etc. produce truth-conditionally distinct
interpretations in analogous ways when they are associated with different foci in the
sentence.

* (i) illustrates the a truth-conditional difference brought about by the interaction of a focus-
sensitive adverb with focus:

1) a. Mary always took JOHN to the movies
b. Mary always took John to the MOVIES [Partee 1991]

Other familiar examples of focus determining different truth-conditions include the following ((ii)
and (iii) are cases of what is called firee or unbound focus, cf. Jacobs 1984):

(i1) a. DOGS must be carried

b. Dogs must be CARRIED [Halliday 1967]
(iii) a. Clyde gave me the TICKETS by mistake

b. Clyde gave ME the tickets by mistake [Dretske 1972]
@iv) a. The largest demonstrations took place in PRAGUE in November (in) 1989

b. The largest demonstrations took place in Prague in NOVEMBER (in) 1989

[Partee 1991]
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Identificational focus, as we have seen, is moved to the left periphery (and
induces verb inversion). This movement has the typical properties of A-bar
movement, as reviewed by Puskas (2000) (e.g. weak crossover and parasitic gap
licensing) and is a quantificational dependency (cf. Rizzi 1997 for contrasting
focalization and topicalization in this regard). In other words, Jackendoff’s (1972)
and Chomsky’s (1976) insight that focus phenomena is to be seen as analogous to
quantifier scope phenomena’ holds for identificational focus.*’

2 Multiple foci

It is widely attested that multiple foci may occur within a single sentence. Let me
illustrate with examples from English:

(14) a. John only introduced SUE to BILL
(He didn’t introduce Mary to Fred) [Wold 1998]
b. A: John only introduced SUE to Fred
B: John also only introduced SUE to BILL [Krifka 1991]
c. A: I think John and Bill both fell in love only with SUE
B: Only JOHN fell in love only with SUE

Such constructions are not only intricate to process, but they have posed a difficulty
for semantic analyses of focus as well (for instance, Lyons and Hirst 1990 exclude
them expressis verbis from their analysis because they are “semantically
complicated”). Different approaches to focus describe multiple foci in their own
terms. Partee (1991), working on the assumption that focus is the nuclear scope of a
tripartite operator—restrictor—nuclear scope structure (where restrictor equals focus-
frame, i.e. background), characterizes them as involving recursion of tripartite
structures. Krifka (1991) proposes to analyse multiple foci within the structured
meanings framework (cf. Klein and von Stechow 1982, Jacobs 1983).

> And as such, it was assumed to involve Quantifier Lowering, a mechanism available for Q-scope
in the theory assumed then.

6 Although Rooth’s (1985, 1992) analysis is an ‘in-situ’ one (i.e. it does not involve focus raising or
the like), the treatment of focus in terms of focus value and alternatives can be carried over to ex-
situ as well.

7 Languages apparently differ with respect to whether they move their focus—meaning not only
whether they move focus overtly or covertly, but that they move it syntactically at all. Foci
associated with focus particles in English apparently does not raise, given that it is possible for a
scope island boundary to separate the focus particle from the associated focus (cf. Rooth 1996)
(e.g. an adverbial clause boundary).
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2.1 Multiple foci in Hungarian: the basics

2.1.1 The uniqueness of preverbal focus

Let us turn now to examples in Hungarian, a language with ex situ preverbal focus:

(15) a. JANOS evett meg CSAK KET SUTEMENYT
J-nom  ate-3sg  Pref only two cookies-acc
‘It was John who ate only two cookies [E.Kiss 1998a: 11]
b.  JANOS hivta meg egy sorre PETERT,
J.-nom invited-3sg Pref a beer-to P.-acc
és nem PETER (hivta meg egysorre)  SANYIT
and not P..nom invited-3sg Pref abeer-to S.-acc

‘JOHN treated PETER to a beer,
and it’s not the case that PETER treated ALEX to a beer’

c. *JANOS CSAK KET SUTEMENYT evett meg
J-nom  only two cookies-acc ate-3sg  Pref
d. *JANOS PETERT hivta meg egy sorre,
Jonom P.-acc  invited-3sg Pref a beer-to
és nem PETER SANYIT (hivta meg egy sorre)
and not P..nom S.-acc invited-3sg  Pref a beer-to

The most salient syntactic generalization we can make is that only a unique
preverbal focus is allowed. I will assume that this follows from the nature of [foc]-
checking, i.e. the checking of the focus feature. Adopting now a functional focus
phrase treatment (cf. Brody 1990; see Chapter 1) in which a functional focus head
F(oc) contains an uninterpretable [foc] feature which attracts the focused expression
to its specifier,” we can simply characterize the uniqueness of preverbal focus as a
consequence of the checking mechanism: once [foc] of the F(oc) head is checked, it
cannot attract any more focused expressions.’

2.1.2 Postverbal focus can be identificational

The issue now is: what is the proper analysis of the secondary'® focused phrase in
(a) and (b) above? In particular, two questions arise. First, is secondary focus to be

¥ Brody’s (1990) original proposal of a FocP in Hungarian is in terms of a Focus Criterion (in the
style of Rizzi’s (1990) Wh-Criterion). Brody (1995a) adopts a focus feature checking approach.

? Szendr8i (2000) applies Neeleman and Reinhart’s (1998) analysis of the correspondence between
constituent order and focusing in a language like Dutch in terms of default sentence stress to
Hungarian. A possibility that this approach leads to, as explored in Szendréi (2002), is that no
focus feature is present in syntax in Hungarian.

' For the primary vs. secondary distinction in multiple operator constructions, see Brody (1995b)
as well as Richards (1997). For Richards, a primary operator is one that carries out feature checking
in an operator projection first in the derivational process, and secondary operators carry out feature
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analysed as true identificational focus, or it is merely information focus? Second, if
it turns out that secondary focus can be identificational, then what is its syntactic
position? Let us address the first question first.

Given that both information focus and identificational focus generally bear
emphatic stress, it may appear that the fact that the secondary foci above are
emphatically stressed does not distinguish the two options. This, in itself, is of
course true. However, the correct generalization is not that secondary focus must
bear emphatic stress, but that it can: deaccenting is possible, depending on the
previous discourse. Take the (somewhat redundant) dialogue in (16) as illustration.

(16) A: Ki valasztotta  desszertnek A FAGYIT,
who-nom picked-3sg  pudding-for the ice-cream-acc
és  nem AZ ALMASPITET?
and notthe apple pie-acc
‘Who picked ICE-CREAM for pudding, and not APPLE PIE?’
B: JANOS vilasztotta  desszertnek A FAGYIT /a fagyit
J-nom  picked-3sg pudding-for the ice-cream-acc
‘It was John who picked the ice-cream’

The secondary focus in B’s answer may or may not bear emphatic stress. The same
is true of (15a) above. Information focus in general cannot be deaccented. Then the
observation of optional deaccenting argues in favour of analysing secondary focus
not as information focus, but as identificational focus. Note, however, that such
deaccenting is allowed in no context in (15b). Either the postverbal focus is
informational, or there is some other reason for why is must bear emphatic stress. I
will argue below for this latter explanation.

A second argument that secondary focus can be identificational comes from
the very fact that only-expressions can function as secondary focus. For, it seems to
be the case that only-expressions—clearly, due to their contrastive identificational
semantics—can only function as identificational focus in Hungarian. In single focus
sentences, such expressions invariably must be fronted (unlike information focus,
cf. (9)):

(17) a. *Az eskiivon  megjelent CSAK AZ IGAZGATO
the wedding-at  Pref-appeared-3sg only the director-nom
b. CSAK AZ IGAZGATO jelent meg az eskiivén
only the director-nom appeared-3sg ~ Pref the wedding-at

‘Only the director himself showed up at the wedding’

A third fact that supports the view that secondary focus can be true
identificational focus comes from the interpretation of superlative predicative
adjuncts. Farkas and E.Kiss (1995) show that in such superlative constructions the

checking later. In this chapter, I will be using the term secondary neutrally to simply designate
postverbal instances of foci, which are not overtly raised to a preverbal position, unlike the primary
focus operator.
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focus operator introduces the set that serves as the ordering domain for the ordering
property denoted by the adjective or adverb appearing in the superlative. E.Kiss
(1998c) makes use of this conjecture in testing for focushood of postverbal
emphatic constituents: the superlative expression selects the extreme element from
the (ordered) set of elements that is introduced by the focus (i.e. the set of
alternatives). Now, if a superlative predicative adverb can be interpreted with
reference to the postverbal emphatic element (or more presicely, its set of
alternatives), then that element functions as focus.

(18) A: Mikor énekelte el MARI anépdalt a legszebben?
when sang-3sg Pref M.-nom the folk song-acc the most beautifully
‘When did MARY sing the folk song the most beautifully?’
B: MA énekelte el MARI anépdalt a legszebben
today sang-3sg Pref M.-nom the folk song-acc the most beautifully
‘It was today that MARY sang the folk song the most beautifully’

For our purposes, it is important to add that information focus behaves
differently.

(19) *Azeskiivén  megjelent MAGA AZ IGAZGATO
the wedding-at  Pref-appeared-3sg  himself the director-nom
a legkorabban

the earliest
‘The director himself showed up earliest at the wedding’

All in all, we can conjecture that secondary focus can be identificational.'"

2.2 The syntax of postverbal focus

The question I address in this section concerns the proper syntactic analysis of
postverbal foci. 4 priori, a number of alternatives are conceivable. One view would
be to propose that the secondary focus raises to the site of the primary focus in
covert syntax. This view is suggested in Brody (1990)—although without argument
(and this treatment is also adopted in Puskas 2000). Another view would be to
propose that secondary focus raises to a second FocP, on the assumption that more
than FocP can be projected in a clause. This is the view put forward in E.Kiss
(1998a). In particular, E.Kiss (1998a) argues that the movement of secondary foci to
lower FocP-s occurs overtly. A third conceivable alternative is that secondary focus
does not undergo movement at all. In the context of checking theory, this is possible
if we adopt the plausible assumption that focused expressions carry interpretable

"' A further indication that this is the case comes from scope effects. E.Kiss (1998c) notes that
Hungarian information focus does not take scope, it has no scopal properties. Inasmuch as
secondary focus can behave as a scope-taking operator, this indicates that it can be identificational.
Evidence to this effect will appear in the next section.
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[foc]. Interpretable features do not need to be checked, therefore there is no
checking need for movement. I will argue that in fact both the first and the second
views are correct, but not the third one. Movement of secondary focus to FocP
occupied by the primary one, and movement of secondary movement to a second
FocP co-exist in the grammar of Hungarian—and they correspond to two distinct
interpretations.

As a first step, let me introduce the two interpretations. One is illustrated by
(14a) above, repeated here as (20), on the reading which says that the only pair of
persons such that John introduced the first to the second is Bill and Sue.

(20)  John only introduced SUE to BILL
(He didn’t introduce Mary to Fred)

In this case we appear to have two phonological foci, but they are related to only
one focus operator. Such multiple foci have been discussed widely (cf. Taglicht
1984, Rooth 1985, von Stechow 1989, Jacobs 1988, Krifka 1991). As Krifka (1991)
notes, to treat cases like these, at any rate we have to allow for backgrounds to be
applied to more than one focus. This can be achieved by allowing ordered tuples
(like pairs) and lists of these (like pair-lists) in the semantic representation.'” This
kind of multiple focus is termed by Krifka (1991) as ‘complex focus’. In a sense
then, we are not dealing with real multiple semantic foci in such examples.

This needs to be distinguished from cases of what Krifka terms ‘true multiple
focus’, i.e. cases of multiple semantic foci, as discussed for instance by Jacobs
(1984, 1988), and illustrated in (14b,c) above, repeated here as (21a,b).

21) a A: John only introduced SUE to Fred
B: John also only introduced SUE to BILL [Kritka 1991]
b. A: I think John and Bill both fell in love only with SUE
B: Only JOHN fell in love only with SUE

B’s sentence in (21) says that the property that John introduced only Sue to him is
also true of Bill, i.e. we first compute the property, involving an only-associated
focus and then we plug in the second focus in the semantic representation. B’s
sentence in (21b) is associated with an analogous semantic derivation: the property
of falling in love only with Sue (in the past) is such that it holds only of John, i.e.
application of the two focus operators at two different points of the semantic
derivation. Krifka (1991) provides a compositional semantic derivation in
essentially this vein. (20) then was different from these examples of true multiple
foci in that it focuses a pair, not two times one individual. The distinction exists in

"2 Krifka’s (1991) representation in a structured meanings framework for a sentence like (20)
would be:

) only(<Axey.introd(j,y,x), seb>),

where seb is a list of two names, xey a list of two variables, and seb is the focus.
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Hungarian: in fact, (15b) above (reproduced here as (22a)) is of the pair-focusing
sort (complex focus), while (15a) (reproduced below as (22b)) is an instance of true
multiple foci.

22) a JANOS hivta meg egy sorre PETERT,
J.-nom invited-3sg  Pref a beer-to P.-acc
és nem PETER (hivta meg egysorre)  SANYIT
and not P.-nom invited-3sg Pref a beer-to S.-acc

‘JOHN treated PETER to a beer,
and it’s not the case that PETER treated ALEX to a beer’
b.  JANOS evett meg CSAK KET SUTEMENYT
J-nom ate-3sg  Pref only two cookies-acc
‘It was John who ate only two cookies’

Although complex focus as in (20) can also receive a stepwise compositional
semantic derivation with no syntactic movement of the elements involved (cf.
Krifka (ibid.)), it is tempting to entertain the possibility that complex focus is
represented syntactically in a language like Hungarian. Hungarian is syntactically
highly sensitive to the focus of the sentence: it essentially fronts to a preverbal
syntactic position the constituent that is interpreted as focus (abstracting away from
focus projection/percolation now). If in cases of complex focus we are dealing with
focus on a semantic unit comprised of two components, then we should be
wondering if that semantic unit is not represented at the appropriate level of
syntactic representation, i.e. LF, in some way as forming one complex focus. The
syntactic mechanism to achieve this is some kind of syntactic association of Foc, the
head syntactically responsible for focusing, with both the preverbal and the
postverbal focus at the same time. The preverbal focus is associated with Foc via
movement (corresponding to Agree of Chomksy 2000, 2001). The issue now is
whether the postverbal focus in (22a=15b) is also associated with Foc via (covert)
movement in Hungarian.

Let me demonstrate first that a non-movement approach to secondary focus
in Hungarian is inadequate. If secondary focus does not undergo movement, then
we expect it to be licensed to appear inside strong islands. In fact, focus in
languages like English is known to be able to scope out of strong islands, and this is
taken to argue in favour of a non-movement description of the association of focus
and the focus-sensitive operator (here: only) in these languages. Consider, for
instance, (20).

23) a Dr. Svenson will only complain if BILL doesn’t finish his job
. Dr. Svenson only complains when BILL leaves the lights on
c. Dr. Svenson rejected only the proposal that JOHN submitted
[Rooth 1996: 283]

(23a) illustrates focus in an if-clause, (23b) the case of an adverbial clause, and
(23c) a complex NP. Similar insensitivity to scope islands has been observed for
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indefinites and for in-situ wh (cf. e.g. Abusch 1994; Huang 1982, Lasnik and Saito
1992, Reinhart 1998), and has been described in terms of non-movement accounts.

Now, let us see whether secondary focus of in cases of complex focus can
appear in strong islands. Before we can do that, it is necessary to note the following
independent fact about focus. It appears that a significant empirical generalization is
that if there is at least one focus within a clause, then FocP must be projected in that
clause (and hence, one focus is attracted to the left periphery). Take the contast in
(24) as an example (where sentences (a), (b), (c) and (d) are responses to A’s
question):

(24) A: What surprised you?
a. B: Az, hogy KEVES fénok  akar
that-nom that few boss-nom  want-3sg
tuloraztatni KEVES alkalmazottat
work overtime-cause-inf  few employees-acc
és nem SOK f{6nok SOK alkalmazottat
and not many boss-nom many employee-acc

‘That FEW bosses want to make FEW employees work overtime,
and not MANY bosses (want to make) MANY employees (work

overtime)’

b. B: Az, hogy MARI  akarta, hogy
that-nom that M.-nom wanted-3sg that
eljojjon KATI, ¢és nem forditva

Pref-come-subj-3sg K.-nom, andnot the other way around
‘That MARY wanted that CATHY should come along,
and not the other way around’

c. B: Az, hogy nekemMARI  mesélte, hogy
that-nom that I-dat M.-nom told-3sg that
megbukott KATI, és nem forditva
Pref-failed K.-nom and not the other way around
‘That MARY told me that CATHY had failed (the exam),
and not the other way around’

d. B: *Az, hogy MARI  sértddott meg, mert
that-nom that M.-nom got hurt-3sg Perf because
elment KATI, ¢és nem forditva
Pref-went-3sg  K.-nom and notthe other way around
“That MARY got hurt because CATHY left,
and not the other way around’

e. B: *Az, hogy MARI  hallotta a hirt, hogy
that-nom that M.-nom heard-3sg the news-acc that
megbukott KATI, és nem PETER hallotta
Pref-failed-3sg K.-nom and not P.-nom heard-3sg
a hirt, hogy megbukott JANOS

the news-acc that  Pref-failed-3sg J.-nom
‘That MARY heard the rumour that CATHY failed (the exam),
and not PETER (heard the rumour) that JOHN failed (the exam)’
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There is a perceived contrast between the island-free (a), (b) and (c¢) examples on
the one hand, and examples (d) and (e) involving an island on the other.

Another test we can perform is based on what has been termed intervention
effects. Beck (1996) argues that covert wh-movement in German is sensitive to a
certain class of interveners, which include negation and some quantifiers (such as
universals). If a member of the intervener class would be crossed over by the covert
movement necessary for convergence, then that movement is ruled out. Chang
(1997) observes that wh-in-situ is not allowed in French if the in-situ wh-expression
is preceded by negation, certain quantifiers or modals. Now, if secondary focus in
Hungarian is of the same type of A-bar movement as whi-movement (a standard
assumption in the literature, going back at least to diagnostics of wh-type
movements discussed in Chomsky 1977; cf. also Puskas 2000 for Hungarian focus
movement), then we expect it to be sensitive to the same set of interveners. Indeed,
if we add interveners to sentences like (24a), (24b) and (24c), they become severely
degraded.

25) a *Az, hogy KEVES fonok — akar minden nap
that-nom that few boss-nom  want-3sg every day
tuléraztatni KEVES alkalmazottat
work overtime-cause-inf  few employees-acc
‘That FEW bosses want to make FEW employees work overtime

every day’
relevant reading: want > every day
b. *Az, hogy MARI  akarta, hogy minden alkalommal

that-nom that M.-nom wanted-3sg that every occasion-with
elj6jjon KATI, és nem forditva
Pref-come-subj-3sg K.-nom, and not the other way around
‘That MARY wanted that on every occasion CATHY should come
along, and not the other way around’

c. 7*Az, hogy nekemMARI nem mesélte, hogy
that-nom that I-dat M.-nom not told-3sg that
megbukott KATI, és nem forditva
Pref-failed-3sg K.-nom and not the other way around
‘That MARY didn’t teld me that CATHY had failed (the exam),
and not the other way around’

It appears then that secondary focus in complex focus constructions is sensitive to
quantificational interveners, i.e. produce Beck-effects.

If the secondary focus in complex focus moves to the site of the primary one,
we also expect Weak Crossover (WCO) effects to occur systematically. Although
Hungarian does not display WCO effects within a single clause even with overt wh-
movement (cf. (26a) below), it does exhibit such effects in long focus movement
constructions, i.e. where focus is moved to a higher clause, as in (26b).
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(26) a. Kit; szeret az pro; (sajat) anyja?
who-acc love-3sg the pro (own) mother-poss-3sg-nom
‘Who is such that his (own) mother likes him?’ [Brody 1995a]
b. 2*ATTILAT; mondta  a pro; (sajat) szolgaja,
A.-acc said-3sg the pro (own) servant-poss-3sg-nom

hogy Emdke szereti

that E.-nom love-3sg

“*His (own) servant said that Emoke likes ATTILA’
[adapted from Puskas 2000]

Before we apply the WCO test to secondary focus in an embedded-to-matrix
domain (that is, the domain where it works in the light of (26)), we should be
convinced that a pronoun in a matrix clause is able in the non-focus case to corefer
with a name in the embedded clause. This is testified by (27).

(27) Context: Peter, a parent summoned by the teacher, entered the classroom
Nem javasolta a pro; (sajat) lanya
not  suggested-3sg  the pro (own) daughter-nom
hogy Pétert; behivjam
that P.-acc in-call-subj-1sg
‘Her (own) daughter did not suggest that I should summon Peter’

Let us construct an example whith secondary focus in the embedded clause, and a
pronoun intended to corefer with it in the non-focus part of the the matrix.

(28) *NEKEM javasolta a pro; (sajat) lanya,
I-dat suggested-3sg the pro (own) daughter-nom
hogy latogassa meg PETERT,, és nem forditva
that  visit-subj-3sg Pref  P.-acc and not the other way around

‘His (own) daughter suggested to ME that I should visit PETER,
and not the other way around’

While in (27) the pronominal is able to corefer with Peter, coreference with Peter is
ruled out in (28). This test again indicates covert A-bar movement of secondary
focus to the primary focus site.

Now, if we analyse complex focus as movement of the secondary focus to
the primary focus operator, this will be fully analogous to the standard analysis of
English-type multiple wh-constructions. Higginbotham and May (1981) propose the
rule of Absorption at the syntax—semantics interface, which forms a complex
quantifier out of a sequence of quantifiers in [Spec,CP]. In particular, Absorption
creates out of n unary quantifiers a complex n-ary quantifier, within which the
original restrictions on the unary quantifiers are conjoined as a complex restriction
(and to which all the variables bound by the input quantifiers are bound). Now, in
accordance with Krifka’s (1991) analysis of complex focus presented briefly above
(in terms of lists of n-tuples), we can extend Absorption to cover instances of
complex focus as well—this will