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Abstract

This paper is concerned with a construction in Whiaultiple foci are found in front of the
inflected verb, contrary to the accepted view ooufsing in Hungarian, which allows for
only one constituent there. Since earlier propogalsnultiple wh-question constructions or
multiple (postverbal) foci cannot be extended tgectathe new cases, a new analysis is put
forward based upon the assumption that Neg doeattratt Tense and that wh-phrases must
be licensed by Comp. The phenomenon of negativecacdnis invoked to provide
independent evidence for the analyses presented. ifileraction of negated universal
guantifiers with negative concord quantifiers aadus is also examined in order to argue for
the checking mechanisms at work in this language.

Keywords: Focus, head movement, negation, negative concpahtifiers, questions, wh-
phrases,

1. Introduction®

The left periphery of the Hungarian sentence isaligwnderstood as the area between the
complementizer and the inflected verb. It includag number of topicalized items, universal
and negative quantifiers, wh-phrases, negative svardl a single constituent in the preverbal
focus position, in addition to various particlesieglent to Englistonly, evenandtoo/also.
Some of these are optional in these positionsedimey can also occur postverbally, others do
not have a choice: a focus, a wh-phrase, and diwegeord must occur preverbally (Horvath
1986; E. Kiss 1987, 2002; Brody 1990). It is théeiaction of these three items in three
interrelated problems that the present paper wellpgoimarily addressed to. First of all,
contrary to the widely held belief that there canbhe more than one focussed constituent
preceding the inflected verb (Puskas 1996, Kenk3@8, E. Kiss 2002), we will present and
analyze a curious construction in which a prevemghaiphrase co-occurs with a negated
preverbal focus and will try to determine what nsakas order possible and, in general, what
role focus and negation play in the left periph@we of the other two problems is a case of
focus cooccurring with negative universal or exiged quantifiers that require negative
concord (of the type ofNobody didn't come henceforth called "negative concord
guantifiers"). We will examine why the quantifiearmot be licensed if focus intervenes
between the negative word (the licenser) and tlgathee concord quantifier. In the third
problematic construction type a negative word anfrof a universal quantifier cannot license
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a negative concord quantifier in its domain (asNiot everyone saw nothijjgcontrary to
apparent c-command relations.

We will argue that some of these cases fall udermproposal that considers focus to
have a well-defined logico-semantic function, that exclusion by identification, and
constitute an independent phase or propositionJewbihers, such as negated universal
guantifiers (of the type oNot everyone cameare best treated as instances of constituent
negation. We will suggest that Hungarian makesafige/o types of negation. In addition to
syntactic negation represented by the functions&gmay Neg merged to (projections of)
Tense, and ‘lexical negation’ observed in word fation processes (and neglected
throughout), there are two subtypes of constitmegiation: in one the negative formative has
no negative force in the clause that it is ultimate constituent of. In the other subtype the
negative formative is always conjoined to a quéentifas in the Englishot many (booksyand
both the quantificational features of the head wand the negative force of the ‘modifier’ are
retained.

One of our goals is to show that each focussedsghconstitutes a phase of its own
corresponding to an identifying proposition andtttiee seemingly offending case of the
preverbal wh-phrase co-occurring with focus artbesugh a simple application of the Head
Movement Constraint, blocking verb movement to NHys, incidentally, accords well with
the general tendency, though not necessarily thilsle of E. Kiss's (2006) recent
independent proposal, in which she argues thassfaone form of predication. We will also
point out that along with syntactic negation basedhe functional category Neg, constituent
negation has an important role in phrases contgiguantifiers, whose movement to the left
periphery is in effect obligatory, due to licenstanstraints.

We will first review the general properties of @ssing, which rule against multiple
foci in preverbal positions, in 2.1. Legitimate aargements of multiple foci arise,
descriptively speaking, by moving one constituentront of the inflected verb and ordering
the rest of the foci behind it. In 2.2 a well-knowrception to the prohibition of preverbal
multiple foci is presented: that of multiple quest. Next in 3.1 we introduce the problematic
case of multiple preverbal foci, in which a wh-pdeais placed in front of a (negated)
preverbal focus. The first approach (in 3.2) to pin@blematic construction containing a wh-
phrase and a negated focus is based on the wellrkippoposal for multiple (affirmative)
foci: verb-raising to the topmost Focus node. At &md of this section the only question that
remains is why negation blocks verb movement. Tine8.3 the relationship of focus and
negative concord quantifiers is discussed with igpeattention to the case of the lack of
licensing effects whenever focus intervenes betwkemegative word and negative concord
guantifiers in this otherwise well-behaved negatiwacord language. It is on the basis of the
theoretical apparatus developed in this section tha final proposal for the preverbal
multiple focus construction is made in 3.4. Finalthe problems relating to universal
guantifiers, negation, and negative concord quentifare discussed and resolved by making
use of constituent negation in 3.5, before our kmiens are drawn in section 4.

2. Focussing in Hungarian: general properties

2.1. The preverbal focus position

It has been common knowledge in Hungarian lingeessince Fogarasi (1838) that question-
words and focussed constituents are placed in tybtiie plain inflected verb, i.e., the verb
not preceded by its (movable) preverbal particléerAthe end of the 19th century the issue
had been laid to rest until Katalin E. Kiss revivieéh the late 1970's and early 1980's in a
number of papers and monographs (E. Kiss 1978,,18887, 2002), with others presenting



alternative analyses (Horvath 1986, Brody 1990,d6en1998). They have established what
can be summarized in the generalizations in (1ake3frated in (2)-(5Y.

(1) a. If a single constituent (other than the verbiantliding wh-phrases) is focussed, then

(the constituent containing) it is placed dirgati front of the finite verb and receives
primary stress, cf. (2a-c), (3a-b).

b. If more than one constituent is focussed (rainghich is the verb), then one of them is
placed directly in front of the finite verb wiétl the others lining up behind the verb,
each receiving primary stress, cf. (4a-c).

c. If the VP is focussed, then either some caresiit of the VP is assigned primary stress and
is placed directly in front of the unaccented éniterb, or the verb is VP-initial with a
concomitant primary stress, and in both casehalbther constituents of the VP lining
up behind the verb receive primary stress, cfhba-

In (2a) the wh-phrasmelyik filtis moved into the preverbal focus position. In)(2ie object
DP Marit is moved into the same position, preceded by thiedabzed subjecAnna.(2c) and
(2d) show other possible choices of focussing tapitalization, with the optional negative
word nemin (2c), all observing (18).

(2) a. Anna f "MELYIK FIUT] dicsérte tegnap?
Anna which boycc praised yesterday
'"Which boy did Anna praise yesterday?'

b Anna E"MARIT] dicsérte tegnap (nem EFERT).
Anna  Mariacc praised yesterday not  Péteare
'It's Mary (and not Peter) that Anna praigesterday.’

c. Marit (nem) 4 "ANNA]  dicsérte tegnap.
Mari-AcC  not Anna praised yesterday
It's (not) Anna that praised Mary yesterday.'

d. Nem E "TEGNAF| dicsérte Anna Marit (hanerwR).
Not yesterday praised Anna Mace but today
'It's not yesterday (but today) that AnnagadiMary.'

The examples in (3) show that there is only onggrt®l focus slot available, whether negated
or not.

2 The picture emerging from (la-c) is somewhat siiiepl, since it does not take preverbal particle® i
account. The so-called verb-focus is also disrezghitere, partly because it plays no role in outyaesa, and
partly because it is a misleading notion, as | adgelsewhere, cf. Kenesei (1998, 2006): verb-fagus fact a
special instance of VP-focus. VP-focus extendshéovterb and its internal arguments as well aseddirential
adjuncts, but it excludes the subject and all nfieneatial adjuncts.

3 Focus position = brackets labelled ‘F’ or ‘FP’; tthemain of focus interpretationSMALL CAPS, primary stress
= double inverted commasy = preverb; TopP = Topic Phrase; QP = QuantifimaBe.

In the context of this paper 'focus' stands feniificational or contrastive focus in the sens&oKiss
(1998h, 2002) and Kenesei (1986, 2006). Thus cstiedidentificational focus represents a propdasst of the
set of contextually or situationally given referefidr which the predicate phrase can potentiallg lamd which
has real, though often undetermined membershipjdentified as the exhaustive subset of thig@etvhich the
predicate phrase actually holds.



3 a. *[r "ANNA] (nem) E "TEGNAR| dicsérte Marit.
Anna not yesterday praised Made

b. *[r "MARIT] [ "ANNA] dicsérte tegnap.
c. *Nem E "ANNA] [ "MARIT] dicsérte tegnap.

If more than one constituent is focussed, (1b)dakeer, as illustrated in (4). In (4Aphnaand
tegnapare focussed (and contrasted vittertandtegnapeftt, respectively), but onbAnnais
moved into the preverbal focus slot. (4b) showslgernative option of multiple foci, while (4c)
illustrates the case of negated multiple foci.

4) a. Anna { "MARIT] dicsérte f "TEGNAF] (€s "FETERT "TEGNAPELOTT).
Anna  MAacc praised yesterday andhec the-day-before-yesterday
'‘Anna praised WRY YESTERDAY (and FETER— THE DAY BEFORB.'

b. Tegnapd "ANNA] dicsérte[r "MARIT] (nem pedig "BTER"FERIT).
yesterday Anna  praisedMari-AcC notand Peter FexC
'It's ANNA that praised MRY yesterday (rather tharEFER—FRANK).'

c. Tegnap nem[ANNA] dicsérte f "MARIT] (hanem "BTER"FERIT).
yesterday not  Anna  praiseMari-acc but  Peter Ferncc
'It's not AINA that praised MRY yesterday, (but ratheeReR that praised RANK).'

Finally, (5) shows two varieties of VP-focus asalé®d in (1c¢). In (5a) the object DNRarit is
moved to the preverbal focus slot, while the réshe VP follows it. In (5b) the VP has verb-
initial order.

(5) a. Annategnap délutdp'MARIT] DICSERTE "PETERNEK (nem pedig tévét nézett).
Anna yesterday afternoon M:C praised to-Peter not rathentwe watched
'What Anna did yesterday afternoon waaISEMARY TO PETER(rather than
watch tv).'

b. Anna tegnap délutaDitsSERTE"M ARIT " PETERNEK(nem pedig tévét nézett).
‘Idem.’

The examples in (2)-(5) demonstrate the accuradhefgeneralizations expressed in (1la-c):
there is at most one preverbal landing site availdy movement triggered by focus, without
respect to the number and kind of constituents ethftr focus.

It is this common wisdom that we wish to challeigéhe present paper by showing that the
occurrence of multiple preverbal foci can be accadited in a principled approach to the
grammar of Hungarian.

2.2. Multiple preverbal foci: multiple questions

Before we turn to the crucial piece of evidencenfoitiple preverbal foci in the next section, let
us review a familiar case that seems to contrélgcgeneralization in (1b). The only systematic
exception to the prohibition on multiple preverlbati analyzed in the literature is multiple

questions, analyzed in Hungarian by E. Kiss (192842). They have two subtypes: those
requiring single-pair answers, as in (6), are éwraht from our point of view, since they follow

the pattern of multiple foci as introduced in (Hod illustrated in (4a-c), that is, only one wh-



phrase is moved into the preverbal focus slot, twedothers stay in their original positions
behind the verb.

(6) A regéeny végen rki] vesz el kit? Reply: Péter Annat.)
the novel endkosssup who marriesv whom Peter Annaec
" At the end of the novel who marries whom?" tePmarries Anna.'

The other group of multiple questions contains tjoles that request pair-list answers, or, more
generally, answers that list n-tuples of items,ethelng on the number of wh-phrases in the
guestion, e.g.:

(7) a. Ki [Fmelyik ajandékot] valasztotta?
who which presemec chose
(Reply:Anna a kdnyvet, Péter a tortat ébat, ...)

Anna the boolkkcc Peter the cakeec and the winexcc
'Who chose which present? — Anna (chose) the etler the cake and the wine,...’

b. Ki mikor [rmelyik ajandékot] valasztotta?
who when which presentzc chose
(Reply:Anna hétbn a konyvet, Péter szerdan atortat ésabort, ...)
Anna on-Monday the booksc on-Wednesday the cakec and the winexcc

'Who chose which present when?
— Anna (chose) the book on Monday, Peter €&ke and wine on Wednesday, ...

In such instances several persons, presents, ants @ time have to be correlated for a
satisfactory reply. E. Kiss argues that the wh-gthat carries the ‘focus feature' ends up in the
designated preverbal focus position, and if therenore than one item to be focussed in the
clause, they follow the pattern of (1b), (4a-b) &) only one of them surfaces preverbally.

She observes, further, that whereas distributiveensal quantifiers can scope over foci,
they cannot take scope over wh-phrases, cf. (8a-b)

(8) a. Mindenki fegy kdnyvet]  vélasztott.
everyone a boakec chose
'Everyone choseBOOK. ( - For every persox it is a book thax chose.)'

b. *Mindenki [r melyik ajAndékot]valasztotta?
everyone which presenmtCc chose
'For every persoxy which present did choose?'

According to E. Kiss's proposal, the generalizaiiofilb) can be retained by supposing that the
pre-focal wh-phrases in (7) are not marked for $p@nd therefore are placed in the positions
generally available for distributive quantifierdaare interpreted as such. That is, the question in
(7a) would have the reading assigned to (8b). lgleltivh-questions requesting pair-list answers
then would contain universal quantifiers in thesefpcus positions in the guise of wh-phrases
and are not an exception to the prohibition on iplelpreverbal focf.

We will now turn to the problematic cases.

* Other alternatives in the literature are reviewsd Higginbotham (1996) or Hagstrom (2003). For more
discussion of these questions, see Liptak (2004 Bamanyi (2005).



3. Theinteraction of quantifiers, focus and negation

3.1. Wh-phrase and focusin preverbal positions

It is now clear that no multiple foci can occurfiont of the inflected verb. Yet, as has been
reported in the literature, there is at least ameous construction that defies this prohibition fo
reasons not very well understood so far. Horva®®%160f) and Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000:
200) note that preverbal negation can license @nsefocus in front of it. The example in (9) is
cited from Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000).

(9) Ki NeMTEGNAP ment haza?
who not yesterday went home
'For which persow was it not yesterday thatvent home.'
(ca. 'Who went home on a day other than yest@iday

Similar examples are easy to produce, cf. (10)(a@y If the police have discovered a number
of corpses and determined that some of the viatiere killed by Smith, but can exclude him as

being the murderer of some others, they can aslestign in which the wh-phrase precedes the
preverbal focus, as in (10).

(10) [gKit] nem ESmith] 6t meg?
whom not Smith killedv
'For which persor was it not Smith that killeg?'
(‘'Who was killed by someone other than Smith?")

Or, in a different situation, in which the studersge supposed to have read a play by
Shakespeare, the teacher can ask the followindigués class.

(11) [¢Ki] nem Ea Hamletet] olvasta?
who not the Hamletec read
'For which persom was it not Hamlet thatread?'
(‘'Who has read something other than Hamlet?")

We will argue that these questions contain truetipiel preverbal foci contradicting the
generalization in (1b) and that their analysis miostbased on the assumption that each
independently focussed item constitutes a phais @fvn®

But let us first try to rescue (1b) and suppose (8), (10), and (11) represent the same
type of multiple question as illustrated in (7ath)which the wh-phrase in front of the focus was
claimed to behave as a universal quantifier. Threthe analogy of the translation in (8b), which,
on E. Kiss's theory, would correspond to the megpnirthe multiple question in (7a), we could
suggest that the wh-phrases in (9)-(11) are reddeseuniversal quantifiers, followed this time
not by an(other) wh-phrase, but by a focussed if#ms the translations in this pattern should
be those in (12a-c), respectively.

(12) a. For every persoqg it was not yesterday thatvent home.
b. For every persax it was not Smith that killeg
b. For every persax it was not Hamlet thathas read .

® My attention was called to these examples, refoket not analyzed in the sources referred to, by a
anonymous reviewer. See also fn. 13.

® As follows from the definition of focus in fn. 39), (10) and (11) carry the strong presuppositions
respectively, that someone went home yesterday,stiraeone was killed by Smith, and that somethithgro
than Hamlet was read. For more, see the referaviisgkthere.



But whereas (9), (10), and (11) are genuine questithe propositions in (12) have no
interrogative force. Whether focus is consideredsasie form of identification (cf. E. Kiss
1998b, 2002, Kenesei 2006), exhaustive listing §Blzai 1981), or exhaustive identification
(Horvath 2005), it cannot be directly rendered adréerrogative operator. Since in multiple
guestions it is the immediately preverbal, i.ecuised, wh-phrase that serves as the only
interrogative operator, none of the prefocal whaphs, which, under E. Kiss's theory, which we
have followed here, are interpreted as universahtjiers, can change the sentence into a
guestion. But since (9)-(11) are questions, théopat wh-phrases in them are not of the same
kind as the pre-focal wh-phrases in the multiplesgjons in (7).

Then the wh-phrases in (9)-(11) must be intergret® interrogative operators, that is,
they must be similar to those wh-phrases thatrateea preverbal focus positions in simple and
multiple questions and the translations in (9)-@rg) adequate.

Having now clarified the status of the wh-phrase the construction under
investigation, let us examine another type of qaasn which a wh-phrase cooccurs with a
focus-stressed constituent, as was first noted &ggd/ (1982). The wh-phrase occupies the
focus position immediately in front of the finitenb, while there is a distinct focus or pitch
accent falling on some constituent (shown in isalhelow) behind the verb, cf. (13a), or in
front of the wh-phrase, cf. (13b).

(13) a. Anna MIkOR olvastaa "Hamlete?
Anna when read the Hambate

b. Annaa "HamletetvikORr olvasta?
'When did Anna read ALET?'

c. 'For which time is it the case that thels Hamlet such that Anna readchtt.'

d. *Thex is Hamlet (rather than some other play) suchftiraivhich timet Anna read
xatt.'

These types of constructions do not induce fociggpretation of the italicized DPs, which take
scope over the wh-phrase, as shown in (13d), luga@anuine questions containing, at best, a
focussed item in scope of the wh-phrase, as showh3c). They are in fact answered as wh-
guestions, e.g., by a single adverb of time, sgchegnap'Yesterday' in the examples at hand.
Unlike the case of multiple foci, cf. (4a-c), whdahe highlighted constituents are contrasted
pairwise, no similar kind of contrastability is gdde here, since the wh-phrase cannot occur in
the scope of negation. These are not propositiaeh €ontaining a constituent focus, but
guestions, namely, 'corrective' questions, possiblne context of another question, such as
(14a), or invoking contexts, given (only in Eng)ish (14b), which both show that the type of

" One important property of these wh-phrases thay #ire D-linked; the range of individuals satisyithe
answer must be sought in some domain of discoueterrdined beforehand. Non-D-linked questions are
unacceptable, cf.:Hany kdnyvet/Mi a fenét nem Anna valasztt®w many books/What the hell was it not
Anna that chose them/it?' This follows a gener#ilgpa of preverbal operators, which rules out necfiz, i.e.,
non-D-linked items, cf., e.g., E. Kiss (2002).

We note here that the only question type thatalla non-negated preverbal focus to its right & t
'why-questions', since they may inquire about the rega¥dor the identification expressed by focus, a®d and
analyzed by Varga (1982), E. Kiss (1987) and others

(i) Anna miért fa kdnyvet] valasztotta?

Anna why the bookecc chose

'Why was it the book that Anna chose?'



guestion illustrated in (13a-b) is placed agaimst eontrasted with another question as a whole,
as was observed by Varga (1982).

(14) a. Anna mikor olvasta a Macbethet?
Annawhen read the Macbatbe
'When did Anna read Macbeth?"

b. My question was not/What | asked was not
[WHEN Anna read McBETH], but [WHEN she read KWMLET].

Questions like (13a-b) then follow the pattern ehtential or VP contrast in that all major
constituents that differ are accented, while theniidal or presupposed constituents (and the
verb) are deaccented or omitted, cf. Kenesei (12085).

(15) a.Nem ['Anna olvasta a "Hamletet], hanem ["Pdtelolt egy "dalt]
not Anna read the Hamletc but Peter hummed a songe
'It wasn't the case that Anna was reading Hammlgtthat Peter was humming a song.’

b. Anna nem ["dudolt], hanem [a "Hamletet olvasta]
Anna not hummed but the Hamiete read
'‘Anna wasn't humming, she was reading Hamlet.'

(15a) shows sentential contrast with full clause$ocus, while (15b) illustrates VP-focus, as
introduced in (1c). The sentences in (15) are aateqesponses to questions like "What was this
noise in the dining room? Was Anna reading Hamletfining?". And the stress patterns in
(13a) correspond to those in (15) in that only then' items, that is, those in contrast are
accented. Note, however, the differences: for guestions cannot be negated, so they need
more elaborate contexts, as in (14). Also, (13lasha pattern not found in sentential or VP
contrast: a deaccented wh-phrase in the desigfated position is preceded by a constituent
bearing focus accent. If, as was claimed above jsha case of sentential, rather than constituent
focus, and if, as follows from the context giver{id), everything behind the item bearing focus
accent is 'old' or presupposed information, we spgculate that the type of structure in (13b)
arises through the interaction of two requiremeatsigatory focus accent on the 'new' item
necessary for sentential contrast and the obligaptacement of the wh-phrase into the
designated focus position. Note crucially thatiteen bearing focus accent in front of the wh-
phrase does not take scope over it, since it dokallow focus interpretation, as was shown by
the starred sense translation in (13d). This isapether piece of evidence for the phenomenon
often encountered in Hungarian in which focus acéafs on an item that is a constituent of
some larger item in semantic focus, whose othestitoants are unaccented.

With this last piece of apparent counterevidenat aj the way, we will proceed to
compare multiple foci in affirmative sentences withltiple foci in questions containing negated
foci.

3.2. An analysis based on the pattern of multiple foci
What then is the difference between multiple focaffirmative sentences and multiple foci in
negative sentences? In this section we will reviewKiss's proposal for multiple foci in
affirmative sentences and then give a descriptigrwdew of the order and scope relations of
operators in the left periphery.

E. Kiss (1998a) puts forward an influential proglofor the analysis of multiple foci in
affirmative clauses based on the assumption thaisfas one type of operator. Recall that



only one focussed item can precede the inflected vethese sentences, cf. (1b) and (4a-c).
She argues that since the canonical position ofabpes is in the left periphery, multiple foci
are also all moved into these nonargument spegfsitions determined by the (multiple)
functional category Focus, abbreviated as F belext the (inflected) verb, i.e., Tense,
moves by head-movement ultimately to the topmosuBdead. Illustrated schematically on
one version of (4a) as given in (16a), (16d) iswael from (16b) by multiple focus movement
of the constituents marked for [+focus], or someieglent thereof, into the Spec,FP positions
arranged hierarchically in the left periphery, (X6¢). Then, as shown in (16d), the verb
moves across the F heads into the topmost F.

(16) a. (Csak) "AINA dicsérte (csak) "MRIT (csak) "TEGNAP.
only Anna praised only Ma@c only yesterday
'(Only) Anna praised (only) Mary (only) yestay.'

b. ... fp dicsérte Anna Marit tegnap]
C. [rp Anna F [rp Marit; F [rp tegnap F [rp dicsértet t; ti]]]]
d. [rp ANNa [ dicsérte, [rp Marit; tr-F [rp tegnap tm-F [1p tm i § G0

Although E. Kiss's proposal is not without probsenit handles a number of issues
reasonably well, including the regular placemenfaoius stresses and the realization of the
operator status of focussed items by A-bar moveneetite left periphery, so we will rely on
this proposal in our first approach to solving pineblem of multiple preverbal foéi.

Turning now to our central problem of sentencestaioing a wh-phrase and a negated
focus in the left periphery, suppose that some dauarked constituent moves into the
preverbal Spec,FP position, which is then mergedt thie negative wordem'not'. Then F is
merged to the NegP, and the wh-phrase moves iatadhkt Spec,FP, as illustrated in (17a-b),
which replicates the movement of DPs in (16).

(17) a. kr Kitj[r F [negenem gp Smith F [rp 0lt megt; § ... ]I
whoACC not Smith killedPv

b. [ Kii [FF[negenem fp @ Hamletgt F frp olvasta t ... ]]]]]
who not the Hamletc read

8 Some of the problems are due to the positioniniy@freverb immediately behind the inflected vetbers to
the possible interpolation of unfocussed constisi®etween items carrying focus. They can be takea of to
some extent by TopicP recursion in E. Kiss (1998#hough the importance of these largely unresslissues
is undeniable, we have tried to steer clear of therthe context of the present paper, especialigesiour
proposal will rely on blocking the movement of trexb (and whatever may accompany it).

Note that we have followed E. Kiss's (1998a) madji pre-minimalist presentation of focus and verb
movement, which can be easily made to comply witlrent advances, as will be seen below, by repeated
merger of F to TP or FP and cyclic movement ofwhaeg and the focussed DPs. One important aspeotrof
analysis, originally due to Brody (1990), is, howgwetained throughout this paper: the movemenhefverb
(+ Tense) into F, the head of FocusP. While weaavare of recent arguments for and against alteemtisee,
e.g., Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000), E. Kiss (208@yvath (2005, 2006), we have chosen this reitiv
simple analysis for reasons of space and convesjespecially since we regard our proposal to mepadible
with at least some of the alternative analyses.



In (17a) first the functional category F is merdedl'P, then the DBmithis attracted by F
and moves to Spec,FP. Next Neg is merged to FR,Rhe merged to NegP, and finally the
wh-phrase is attracted and moved to Spec,FP.

The question to address now is why multiple foanrmot have the same order of
constituents in a negative sentence as in tharadfive sentence (16a)? In other words, since
the versions of (10) and (11) given in (18a-b) inich the verb intervenes between the wh-
phrase and the negated focus are clearly ungrarathatiny is verb movement impossible in
case of a wh-phrase followed by a negated focus?

(18) a.*[re Kit [ Olt (meg) fiegenem Er Smith (meg) ... ]]]
whoAcc killed pv not Smith pv

b. *[re Ki [ olvasta fiegpnem fpa Hamletet ... 1]
who read not the Hamhate

The difference undoubtedly has to do with the tiegavord, so let us review its possible
positions. A negative word can in principle be mseé from the Lexicon at three points of
structure: (a) it can be lexically compounded taeao-level category, i.e., a word, as the
equivalent of Englisimon-, e.g.,a nem levezeth&megoldasokthe non-derivable solutions,
nem-zenészethe non-musicians’, ch megoldasolf[ nem levezethéf-séd-€] ‘the solution’s
non-derivability’, [nem-zené$z ‘non-musician-like’. (b) The negative word can inerged
with some constituent in its original (‘base’) piosi and move with it into the left periphery,
or (c) it can be merged with some projection of ¥keb in the left periphery as the head or
Spec of NegP.

Option (a) of 'lexical negation' is restrictedstume adjectives and nouns, which surface in
nonnegative phrases, as shown by the fact thatdheyeasily occur in postverbal positions.
Option (b), often called 'constituent negation' sveaipported in E. Kiss (1987) and related
work, and it is rife with problems relating to seppn particular, whether or not the negative
word can c-command the rest of the clause. Optipedlled 'syntactic negation' here, which
takes negation to be a functional category mergete left periphery, raises no such doubts,
since Neg clearly c-commands the rest of the clatise also the choice widely accepted in
current literature (Pollock 1989, Ouhalla 1990, ¢wmean 1995, Puskas 1996, Suranyi
2002b). It is for this reason that no further arguais will be invoked in favor of option (c),
which we will follow here, but note that while Eig§ abandoned option (b) early on, one of
its applications, retained also in E. Kiss (200@)|, be exploited further below in 3.5.

It is an undisputed fact of the grammar of Hurgatihat, excepting lexical negation, no
negative word can occur behind the verb in the lduag (surface) clause, cf., (18a-b). In
Hungarian, which maps logical relations fairly cistently onto surface constituent order, as
was first observed by Szabolcsi (1981), some ofidgecal operators must occur overtly in
the left periphery, that is, in front of the infted verb, while others are not required to do so.
Those that must be in overt peripheral positonsnstier they are part of the numeration are
as follows: at least one wh-phrase, at most onesked item, and at most two negative
words. These three operators seem to have to taket scope over the proposition
represented by (the verb moved into) Tense, he.functional category projecting the clause.

The syntactic machinery realizing this semantgularity draws on three distinct sources.
The regular occurrence of Neg in front of the iaoftel verb is easily captured by option (c),
which determines the location of the negative weyd{ the left periphery. Wh-phrases have
to move to the left periphery to check their whtiga against C, as suggested by Liptak
(2001) and will be seen in more detail in 3.4. Fipatems involving constituent negation
must be checked by the Neg head in the left pernyplas dicussed in 3.5 below.
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Taking all this into account, the descriptive ardé¢ items in the left periphery of the
Hungarian surface clause are as follows.

(19) Topics — neg— Quantifiers/wh-XPs —neg— Focus (wh-XP) -aeg— Verb+T — ...

a. nem mindenki a levest (nem) ette meg

b. senki sem alevest (nem) ette meg

C. nem a levest (nem) ette meg Anna
d. ki mikor (nem) ette meg a levest?
a. not everyone the sowzCc not  atepv

b-c. noone not the sowmsc not atepv Anna

d. who when the sonpe

a'. 'Not everyone ate/didn't e&te SOUR'

b". 'It was (not) the soup that noone ate.’

c'. 'lt's not the soup that Anna ate/didn't eat.'
d'. 'Who ate/didn't eat the soup when?'

The group of quantifiers contains not only univegaantifiers, which can be preceded by
negation (see 3.5), but also negative concord dieast(see 3.3 and fn. 9) and wh-phrases, as
was discussed in 2.2. Multiple (affirmative) foceanot shown in (19), but it is into this
arrangement of operators and quantifiers that wiagds might fit when combined with
negated foci. If the wh-phrase is moved into thengdiately preverbal (or Focus) position,
then if something else is also marked for focushm negative clause, it can only be placed
either behind the verb or in front of the wh-phraBee theoretical options in negative clauses
are listed in (20).

(20) a. "Kinem olvasta a "Hamletet?
'Who hasn't readAMLET?' = ca. '(The question is not who hasn't read elacibut)
who hasn't read MALET.")

b. A "Hamletet (")ki nem olvasta?
'idem.’

c. *Nem "ki olvasta a "Hamletet?
not who read the Hamletc
ca. *'It isn't who that has read Hamlet(?)'

d. *A "Hamletet nem "ki olvasta?
the Hamletacc not who read

The case of (20a-b) has already been discusseohimection with (13): they can be used to
realize focus in scope of the wh-phrase or sergeatintrast in the approriate contexts. (20c,
d) are ungrammatical because they contain wh-phiiagte scope of negation, an impossible
scenario since questions cannot be true or false.

If the wh-phrase cannot take up the position betwthie negative word and the inflected
verb, this slot has to be occupied by the constitugarked for focus, and since, as was seen
above, the wh-phrase cannot stay behind a tensdy Mg too, has to move to the left
periphery. Finally, since there is no available s the right of negation, the wh-phrase will
end up in front of the negative word, as in (21).

11



(21) a. fp KlTJ’ [Negpnem Ep SMITH; [tp Ot medt; t 1111
whom  not Smith killedrv
'For which persor was it not Smith that killeg?'
(‘'Who was killed not by Smith?")

b.[rp  Kii [negpn€M Ep A HAMLETET; [1p OlVastat; t ]]]]
who not the Hamletec read
'For which persor was it not Hamlet thatread?"
(‘'Who read something other than Hamlet?")

Note that this kind of repeated focus movemenixactty what happens in case of multiple
affirmative foci, cf. (16), except that the verb was adjacent to the topmost focus there,
which is blocked in this type of construction, a8)(illustrates.

(22) a. *[Fp KlTj [|: C')It-meq [NegP nem [:p SVITH; [Tp Wt tj ]]]]]
who-Acc killed pv not Smith

b. *[rp Kii [ Olvasta [negpn€m Ep A HAMLETET; [1p t t; t J111]
who read not the Hamiete

The question of why the verb cannot move betweemith-phrase and the negated focus will
be addressed again in 3.4. In the next section Meliscuss related problems of negation and
focus in Hungarian, before we return to a minimaisalysis of negated foci in question clauses.

3.3. Proper double negation: two clauses, two phases?

Hungarian has been classified as a language exigiiegative concord, in which a negative
universal or existential quantifier (henceforth:nagative concord quantifier or NCQ) is
licensed in the clause by either one of the (pteadgmegative wordse(m)or se(m) as a
result of which the uninterpretable [neg] featuiéhe NCQ is checked and deleted.

(23) a. Senki senkinek semmit nem/sem mondait.err
noone NOONBAT nothingACC not said about-this
‘Noone said anything to anyone about this.'

b. [Negr S€Nki [negr SENKINEK[Negr SEMMIE [Neg NEM] frp MoONdotit; tj ty errdl ]]]]

9 Szabolcsi (1981) was the first to address thisesPuskas (2000) and Suranyi (2002a, 2002b, 2206these
quantifiers n-words, accepting Giannakidou's (208&3ition classifying such items in Greek, Hungariand
(some) Slavic languages as different from (truegdatiee quantifiers in Dutch, English, and Germant Bhis
term conceals their crucial property of being qifeens and may lead to confusion with what has beelted
negative words. NCQs in Hungarian have been andlyzeletail by Puskas (1996, 1998, 2000), Téth 9399
Suranyi (2002a, 2002b, 2006), and Olsvay (2006)p Wwhve put forward various proposals ranging from
movement and chains to feature valuation and chgckidependent of the number of NCQs in a clatise,
clause counts as negative only on account of thiégatbry negative word in it, which justifies the
uninterpretability of the [neg] feature on the NC®er more on negation, see 3.5.

I will follow Suranyi's (2002) ‘checking and detet' approach here based on Chomsky (1999, 2001)
but will not take sides in the debate on whetherQsGare universal or existential quantifiers, cfal8dcsi
(1981), E. Kiss (1987), Suranyi (2006). Descripfiyan NCQ is licensed either if it is in Spec,NegR.,
immediately in front of either the negative wordasmother NCQ licensed there, or if the NCQ is c-o@mded
by (a clausemate) negative word. C-command is staied as in Chomsky (1986: 8)c-command$ if o does
not dominategd and every that dominatea dominate$. For more on the mechanism, see Brown (2000).
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(24) a. Nem mondott eft senki senkinek semmit (sem).
not said about-this  noone noamg- nothingAcC not

b. [negpNem frp mondott erél senki senkinek semmit sem]]

In (23) the NCQ's are each attracted by the Ned,hHaaother words, they are moved overtly
to the stacked Spec,NegP, i.e., in the maximaleptign of Neg, and their uninterpretable
[neg] features are checked and deleted by thepirible [neg] feature of the Neg head. In
(24) Neg is merged to TP and the uninterpretal@g][features on the NCQs are checked and
deleted by Neg under Agree. Of course, any onarfgmumber) of the NCQs in (24) can be
placed to the left of Neg without affecting theelrsing conditions, and thus grammaticality.

In contrast, the Neg head cannot license the NCthe matrix clause from inside the
embedded clause in (25a). Notice, however, thabagh the negative word in the matrix
clause in (25b) c-commands the NCQ in the embedi@derse, the structure is ungrammatical.

(25) a.*Senkit  hiszek, hogg nem volt beteg.
nooneacc I-believe that not was ill

b. *Anna nem hiszi, hogy senkil-r  beszéltek
Anna not believes that noone-about thiketh

The case of (25b) shows that the licensing of NE®adunded by (tensed) clauses; in other
words, licensing NCQs cannot cross clause bourglaagewas observed by Téth (1999). Note
also that this observation does not apply to ndatefiolauses, which arguably form a clause
union and thus a single phase with their matrixdjpage, cf. Den Dikken (1999/2004), but
also fn. 11 for systematic exceptions.

Focus and NCQs can be distributed in various pette a clause.

(26) a.[p ANNAT; [nege  Nem fp dicsérte senki (sem)]]]
AnnaAcc not praised noone not
'It's Anna who wasn't praised by anyone.’

b. [negr Senki nem/semdr ANNAT; [1p dicsértd; t; ]]]
noone not Annacc praised
'Noone praised WNA' (= ‘For no persorx is it Anna thatx praised.'> 'Everyone
praised someone other than Anna.")

C. [negpNEM p ANNAT; [nege €M [p dicsérte senki (sem)]]]]
It isn't Anna that no-one praised.’

d. [negp Senki nem/semgp ANNAT] [negpNEM frp dicsérte; t ]1]]
ca. 'For no persoqis it Anna thak didn't praise." (= 'Everyone was such that they
didn't praise someone other than Anna.")

In (26a,c) the negative word merged to TP can clieeneg] feature of the NCQ, which is
thus licensed. In (26b,d) the head of the NegRantfof the focussed item in FP licenses the
NCQ moved into Spec,NegP.

It is clear that there is more to licensing NC@Qant the simple condition of clause-mate
negation.
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(27) a. *[ Senki [rp ANNAT; [negpNEM [rp dicsértet; t]]]]
noone AnnacCc not praised

b. *[negpNEmM p ANNAT; [1p dicsérte senki (sem)]]]]
not Annaxcc praised noone not

(27a) is a straightforward case of impossible l8peg: there is nothing here to attract the
NCQ into the initial position, where its [neg] fae# cannot be checked. Since it is not in
Spec,NegP, the negative word in NegP below the $-Btuase cannot check the NCQ's [neg]
feature due to the intervention of the Focus Phres@ur predictions are borne out. But the
negative word c-commands the NCQ in (27b), yetshetence is ungrammatical. It is this
problem that we will now addre$S$.

Suppose first that the negative word cannot bistargo the TP or the FP containing the
NCQ because, in line with E. Kiss's (1987) ideacofstituent negation mentioned in the
previous section, it is part of the focussed comstit, i.e., it moves together with it into
Spec,FP in a construction of the type of (28a).

(28) a. *[rp [op Nem ANNAT]; [tp dicsérte senkj]]
not Annacc praised noone

b. [Senki[rp[pp  Nem ANNAT]; [1p dicsértd; t; ]]
noone not Annacc  praised

The negative word indeed could not c-command theimie NCQ behind the verb in (28a),
which would easily account for the ungrammaticaldut then the case of (26b) would be left
without an explanation: whereas in (26b) the NCQiaensed by the Neg head, in (28b),
which is patterned after (28a), nothing can attthet NCQ into the initial position and its
[neg] feature would be left unhecked. This conttguan additional motive for adopting the
NegP analysis, as was argued in Toth (1999), idstdathe account based on constituent
negation and movement.

If the interpretation of focus as an identifyingeoator is correct, cf. 3.1, we may suppose
that (27b) contains two propositions: one in thestibuent marked as NegP/TP above (and to
be considered as CP, see directly below) and anwtliee negated focus. We will now claim
that the case of (27b) parallels that of (25b), &itb) is blocked because its NCQ is not
licensed within the clause/proposition that ithe tonstituent of. In other words, we will rely
on the assumption that in both (25b) and (27b)gative word is in a phase different from
that of the NCQ, and it is the phase boundary bihatks the licensing of NCQ. Whether or
not there is a negative word in front of focus,uedorms a separate proposition, i.e., phase,
and the next negative word falls into a differenage together with the inflected verb. Or, to
put it differently, focus intervenes between theagd that contains the NCQ carrying the
uninterpretable, and in both examples ultimatelghatked, feature [neg] on the one hand,
and the Neg head marked for the interpetable [fegflre on the other hand. Incidentally,
this move would do away with the remaining notioihdouble or multiple negation in
focussed sentences in Hungarian; henceforth evepopition defines a phase of its own, an
idea originally raised by Suranyi (2002b), and simegation is a function on propositions,

10(27b) can be made acceptable for some speakerisniéry stress, and consequently wide scope, igrass to
the NCQ, cf. E. Kiss (2002) and Suranyi (2002b)oation interesting in itself, but irrelevant inigtcontext.
One reviewer has noted that Szabolcsi's (1981)inegent that NCQs "must scope immediately over tiega
takes care of the problems presented in (27). Weueeit is the insight underlying this semanticue@ement
that the works referred to in fn. 9 set out to arxtdor in syntactic terms.
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each functional category Neg must occur in a distiproposition. Note, however, that
multiple negation in a single clause will still pessible if syntactic negation is accompanied
by constituent negation, cf. 3.5. This can be scltmally represented as follows.

(29) [cp(Neg) Focus  dp(Neg) TP ]]
-- Phase 1 -- -- Phase 2 --

The structures of the sentences problematic upow are given in (30), in which,
following, but not necessarily agreeing with, Chégis (1999/2001, 2004) position that only
v*P and CP are phases, we take focus and its gresitjpn as distinct CPs on the pattern of
cleft sentences in English and a number of otheguages, and mark their left brackets, or
their labels in the diagrams, in italics.

(30) a.[cp [Negp(Nem) Ep ANNAT; F [vp V [cpti C [NegP [NegP nem [p dicsérte senki]]]]lll]
not Annaxcc not praised noone
It is (not) Anna that noone praised.’

CP
T
C NegP
P
Neg’
P
Neg FP
rj T
em DR F
N
Annat F VP
T
V’
P
V CP
T
t; C’
P
C NegP
T
Neg’
PN
eg TP

nem dicsérte senki t

b. *[ Cp[Negp Nem ﬁ:p ANNAT; F [Vp iV [Cpti [Tp dicsérte Senlﬂ]]]]]]
not Annaxcc praised noone

In addition to negation and focus, we find a phmadly empty identifying predicate V in the
higher phase, but no Infl (or its equivalent). Thésa scenario observed in a number of
languages where focus is marked by means of a foaudile, which is often identical with,
or is a reduced form of, the copula or the verlxastence in the function of identification, as
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in Wolof (Kihm 1999), Somali (Lecarme 1999), Haustartmann and Zimmermann, to
appear) or Kikuyu (Schwarz 2003). Note that theniity between predication and focus may
serve as an argument for considering focus conging as separate phases, but, as was
mentioned above, this is a line not pursued here.

In both examples in (30) the DFnatmoves (by A'-movement) ultimately into Spec,FP.
In accordance with minimalist requirements (Chom&®p9/2001), we suppose here and
below that the C head of the embedded clause hasdgae feature, which attracts the
constituent(s) of the clause marked for +F(ocusj, thus makes them accessible at the edge
of the phase to further movement. This scenarparsllel with the case of long-distance wh-
movement in English and other languages, wheresthizedded (declarative) C must attract
the wh-phrase in its domain but cannot check itdeature, which remains "active" until the
wh-phrase reaches the C marked for +wh (Chomsk$)200

In (30a) the Neg head in the lower phase can chedkdelete the [neg] feature on the
NCQ by Agree, thus licensing it. In (30b), howevitre Neg head is merged to FP in the
higher phase, rather than to TP in the lower phidmeefore the NCQ is not licensed in the
lower phase.

If the function of focus is identification, as aegl, among others, by E. Kiss (1998, 2002),
Kenesei (1986, 2006), or Horvath (2006), then itas necessary to add a further head to the
functional category Focus, which could itself be tbcus of the identifying predicate. The
head of Focus would then serve as a functionaoayeexpressing some kind of ‘timeless'
identification on a par with an identifying verbfmda by stating that (the denotation of) the
constituent in Spec,FP is the value of the variabléhe proposition in the presupposition
following it. The F(ocus) head would then servettss position of the focus particles in the
languages listed above. The final structures pregder the sentences in (30) are given in
(31), without showing (some of) the intermediateés here and further below.

(31) a.[cp[negpNem fp ANNAT; F[cpti [Negpti [Negpn€M [ ti [t T [ve dicsérte senkiJJI]II]

not Annacc not praised noone
‘It isn’t Anna that noone praised.’
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C NegP

Nrg TP
nem dicsérte senki t

b. *[ cp[negp Nem p ANNAT ; F [cpti [tpti [tp T [ve dicsérte senki]]]]]
not Annacc praised noone

In these structures the relevant phases are definéloe level of propositions. Since focus
structures express identifying statements modwdo firesuppositions, there must be (at least)
two propositions, consequently two phases, in agsed sentence.

In sum, an NCQ can be licensed in either of twysvda) by external merge, i.e., a c-
commanding Neg head in its own phase, which caokched delete the uninterpretable [neq]
feature on NCQ by Agree, or (b) by internal meige, long movement of NCQ onto the next
higher phase in which the Neg head checks andedelet [neg] feature. The structures in
(25b) and (27b), repeated below as (32a) and (38apectively, can thus be 'rescued’ by
moving the offending NCQ into the next higher phagemeans of overt Quantifier Raising,
an operation widely in force in Hungarian, by whuplrantifiers acquire their surface scopes,
cf. Puskéas (2000) or E. Kiss (2002). If this operais carried out, as illustrated in (32b) and
(33b), the NCQ's take wide scope, as contrastdutivdir original positions.

(32) a.qcpAnna nem hisdicp hogy senki-l beszéltek]]
Anna not believes that noone-about thekethl

b.[ce  Anna senki-l; nem hisz{cp hogyt; beszéltek]]
Anna noone-about  not believes that they-talked
‘Anna believes noone to have been talked about.'

(33) a. *crlnegeNem fp  ANNAT; [cpdicsérte  senkt; ]]]]
not Annacc praised noone

b. [cp[Negp S€NK] [Neg NEM Ep ANNAT; [cpdicseértet; t; ]]]]]
'For nox, X a person, is it the case that it is Anna thataised.'
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In this section we have presented independent es@based on the licensing properties of
negative concord quantifiers that focus must ba geparate phase from the proposition that
forms its presuppositioH. We will now return to preverbal multiple foci ang to account
for the problem they present along these lines.

3.4. Wh-phrases and focus negation again: the proposal

If a (negated) focus forms a phase different frdmat tof the (negative or affirmative)
proposition or clause following it, we can assuma the NegP merged with the topmost F in
(34) signals the boundary of a phase of its owbdipg part of an independent proposition.

(34) [crlrr Kii F[cpti[negpnem Epa Hamletgt  olvasta-T-GF [cptk it [p ti [vo t £ & J1T1T]1]
who not the Hamketc read
'For which persory s it the case that thethatis not Hamlet such thgthas reac ?'

1 As was discussed with reference to (25), an itifiai complement clause is usually in clause unigth its
matrix clause. When, however, focus intervenes,cthase union breaks up, as was pointed out to ynanb
anonymous reviewer, and as predicted by our propesa, cf.
0] [Nem szeretnék Marinak adni  semmit (sem)]

not I-would-like to-Mari to-give nothingec not

'l wouldn't like to give anything to Mary.'
(i) [Nem szeretnék [MRINAK *(nem) adni semmit (sem)]]

'l wouldn't like it to be Mary that | *(don't) givanything to.'
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In (34) the DPs marked for [+focus], i.ki,anda Hamletetend up in Spec,FP positions through
A'-movement. Each CP defines a phase as markduelgliels (or their left brackets) in italics.
Before the position of the verb in (34) is discasdet us return to multiple foci in affirmative
clauses as analyzed by E. Kiss (1998).

The surface form (35e) of a sentence like (16s)eated in a somewhat simplified
version in (35a), is derived from (35b) through ihermediate stages of (35c-d). In (35b) C is
merged to TP, and its edge feature attracts athafked constituents, including the verb, though
it does not check their +F features, consequentipes not render them inactive, as shown in
(35c¢). Then in (35d) F is merged to CP, which agdiracts a single +F marked constituent and
checks off its +F feature, namely, that of thed3Bk Marit.Next another C with its edge feature
is merged to the FP with the ensuing movement®XRcsak Annaand the inflected verb in
the embedded C, followed by another F mergeddaehulting structure, as in (35e), and the
process is repeated with the remaining active iteorginuing to move: the subject DP is
attracted to the topmost Spec,FP together withvédte moving into the topmost head F. A
F(ocus) head always checks a single constituenkedatF, while all other +F marked
constituents are attracted by the edge featuregbkehC's and remain active for higher probes
attracting and checking them.
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(35)  a. e [rpCsak Anngl[r dicsérte [cp C [rp csak MaritF [cp C [rpti t 4]]1]1]]
only Anna praised only Maxeéc
'Only Anna praised only Mary.' = "The ondyx a person, is Anna, such that the only
y a person, is Mary, such thatdraisedy].'

b. [cpC [t T [\p dicsérte fp csak Anna] e csak Marit]]]]

C. [cp [op csak Anna][csak Marit] dicsérte [1p t [ve t t §]11111]

d. [ [op csak Anna][csak Marit] dicsérte [cpt; t t [1p tk [vp t ti §]]]1]
efcelrpCsak Annal dicseérte [cet; t [rpti csak Maritty [cp & 1 ti [rptic [ve ti t 1T

The role of the F(ocus) heads is the same as bediemtification. Under the analysis adopted
here (see fn. 8), the F head also attracts theciefll verb, so the verb of the proposition in the
presupposition of focus, i.e., inside TP, must enoltimately to the highest F head, observing
the Ligual requirements of head-movement as welhesking its inflectional features along the
way.

In the interpretation of the sentence, howeves, wrb has to be reconstructed to its
original position, otherwise it could not form paftthe presupposition enclosed in brackets in
the approximate LF-representation in (35a). Atioectof the verb to F is a morphological
requirement of (overt) syntax as prescribed byléixeal characterization of the Focus head.
Reconstruction is achieved by means of the minghassumption of the 'copy theory of
movement', in which reconstruction applies in thsebposition (Chomsky 2001). It follows then
that the actual derivation of the sentence in {83s illustrated in (36), where English glosses
are given in place of the Hungarian words (andafidtaces are shown) for sake of simplicity.

(36) a.[cHrrOnly Anna [ praised [cp[erty-Anna] praised [rronly Mari-Acc; F
[crenty-Anna [cp enly-Martace; C [rp praisedT [enly-Annd; [erty-Marace]j]]]]]]]]

2 The problems of head movement vis-a-vis the requémts of (internal) merge in the Minimalist Pragra
cannot be discussed here, so all representatiios/fthe 'traditional’ view of left-adjunction amdovement.
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b.[cp[rpONnly Anna [r praise@-F [cp [rp Only MaryAcC; F[cp [ve 1111111
C.[cp[rrONnly Anna F[cp C [rpOnly Mary F
[cp C [rp praise@ T [only AnnaAGENT]; [only Mary-THEME]; 1]

In (36) the v-VP is not fleshed out and the deibrastarts with the verb checking its inflectional
features in Tense. Then the two D@sily) Annaand(only) Mari-Acc move in a cyclic fashion
as attracted ultimately by the respective F heatisse uninterpretable [focus] features attract
these DPs, which then check the heads' and theirfeatures in overt syntax. Simultaneously,
the topmost F head also serves as a probe fordtmlvcomplex (v-T), which moves up
ultimately to adjoin the topmost F (modulo the reaBon noted in fn. 12). Spell-Out strips off
the items that enter the phonological interfackesttically illustrated in (36b). At the interface
with the conceptual-intentional system, or Logi€arm for short, intermediate copies are
deleted, and the highest moved copies are retémestopal interpretation, while the copies at
the base positions reveal argument structure.i$tmew the interpretation given for (35a) can be
'read off' the logical form in (36c).

If, in turn, there is negation along the path efbraising, it has to block head movement
of the verb, as was seen in (18). Recall that negatords must occur in front of the inflected
verb in Hungarian, cf. (19). This is such a strogmuirement that it can even separate focus from
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the verb, which two constituents are otherwise gbasrictly adjacent, as was seen in (1a) and
also in (19). We derive this property by stipulgtihat Neg does not attract Tense, i.e., the v-T
complex in this language. If Neg does not attractN€g will in effect prohibit the head-
movement of the verb to Neg, and further to anyaéiid-ocus head, although Focus heads, as a
rule, do attract the inflected verb in this languagcording to the analysis followed here.

Let us now see how these devices help us accounhé structures under discussion.
Below (21b) is repeated in (37a). As before, we Eisglish glosses to illustrate the derivation
from (37b) onwards with (some of) the intermediesees shown ds

(37) a. [cp [|:p Kik F [cp [NegP nem [:pA HAMLETETJ' F [cp [Tp olvastati [ ]]]]]]]
who not the Hamletc read
'Who hasn't read ALET?' = For which persog is it the case that thethatis not
Hamlet is such thathas reack ?'
b.[cp C [rp read who Hamlet]]
C. [fr Hamlef reagtF [cpt; tk C [rp read-T who Hamled]]
d. [cpWhQ(C [negrnot [rp Hamlet reaghF [cpti t §j [t read-T wha Hamlef]]]]]

e.[cp [rp Who F [cptk [negrNOt [rp Hamlef reaghF [cpti t tj [1p readT; wha
Haratef 111111

Hamlet F CP
P NN

j+@j F.. C
AN ST

read /(;\ TP
A

v+ C ViT.DR..DR

N
read —+ead who Hamlet
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f. *[ c|:{|:p WhQ< read,- [Cp | [Negpnot-t,- [|:p Hamlet Fe&q‘ [Cp T ti tj
[+r read; wha Hamilef[]]]]1]]]

We begin to present the derivation in (37b), witaeeC head is merged to TP, with its edge
feature attracting the focus-marked BIBmletand the inflected verb. Then F is merged to CP,
and its +F feature attracts the focus-markedHamlet (and possibly the verb+T complex), as
shown in (37c). Next the Neg head is merged tatlidh C to NegP, and the edge feature of C
attracts the wh-phrase, cf. (37d). Finally, anothBead is merged to this CP, and its
uninterpretable focus feature attracts the onlgs&ible focus-marked DP, the wh-phrase into its
Spec,FP, as seen in (37e), where phases are shovibefare. Both F heads have their
uninterpretable focus features checked by overtemant of the DPs into their respective
Specifiers and the structure in (37e) undergoedl-Ope with the copies in base positions
deleted. The same form (37e) is fed into semamtgrpretation, which will assign focus status to
the two DPs (as well as provide them with the ifg@ng propositions approximately of the
form given in the sense translation in (37a)), eochpute the scope relations with respect to
negation and Tense, representing the internal piioga If the verb moves on to the highest F
head, as in (37f), it will violate the Head Movern@onstraint if it does not land in Neg, but
since it is not attracted by Neg, it cannot evewnertbere. The offending move is shown in bold
type in (37f). Consequently, the inflected verbre@intake scope over negation, a relationship
prohibited in Hungarian and blocked in Logical ForAnna Szabolcsi's familiar quip that
"Hungarian wears its LF on its sleeve" (Koopman Smdbolcsi 2000: 195) is thus rendered as a
prohibition on V-movement (and probably also heam/@ment) at the level of sensory-motor
interface, i.e., Phonetic Form.

Suppose now that the positions of the (negatex)sf@nd the wh-phrase are reversed,
that is, starting with (37b), repeated as (38egt fhe wh-phrase is moved to check F, as in (38b),
then another F is merged and the other DP is miotedhe Spec of this F, merged in turn with a
Neg head, cf. (38c).

(38) a. [pF[cp[rrread who Hamlet]]]
b. [rpwha reag-F [cpti § [t read-Twha Hamlet]]]

C.[cp C [negenot [fpHamlek F [cptk [rpWha reagHF [cpti t t [rpread-T whq
Hamlet]]]]]]

d. *NemA HAMLETET Kl olvasta?
not the Hamletec who read

Recall first that questions like (38d) are acceptatithout the negation, as was seen in (13b),
which expresses sentential contrast. But (38dl-isrmed, which may be due to two reasons. If
the DP in front of the wh-phrase is genuinely feaasas follows from (38a-c), it would take

scope over the wh-phrase, which is a scenariodddn in Hungarian even without negation of
focus. Another reason can be found in Liptak (200djich claims that Comp must check its

wh-feature by attracting the wh-phrase in FP. dfybver, any other quantifier occurs between
Comp and the wh-phrase, which in principle is asjiibs order, cf. (39), an intervention effect

prevents feature-checking to take place, as th@nfirig example from Lipték (2001) illustrates.
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(39) a. [C[wh] [kitjwh] [ latott mindenki ]]]
whom saw everyone
'Who did everyone see?'

b. *[ C[wh] [ Mindenki [ kitjwh] latott ]]]

It could be the same intervention effect that piewvéhe wh-phrase in (38d) from being attracted
to the Comp there. We may also assume that thehBag intervenes if anything other than a
wh-phrase is attracted to a higher Focus headewahilh-phrase is attracted there ultimately by
Comp serving as a probe and the closest F that Gefapts inherits therh feature from Comp,
as follows from Liptak’s argument.

We have seen in this section that the assumpfipnopositional phases as extended to
each focussed constituent and the presuppositgethter with minimalist ideas of feature
checking and deletion can account for both mulfipée and multiple negation in Hungarian. We
will now extend our investigation to a constructigpe that has so far defied analysis and will
examine if it can also be brought under the umédniaipropositional phases.

3.5. Quantifiers, negation, and focus. arelated problem

We will now return to negative concord quantifi¢lCQs) to investigate another context in
which NCQs are preceded but not licensed by a ivegaperator and ask the now legitimate
guestion whether they also fall under the multgilase analysis proposed here.

As is well-known, universal quantifiers (UQs) cahriake scope over negation in
Hungarian* But UQs themselves can be negated, i.e., thepeamscope of negation, and they
can take scope over propositions that contain iegats is illustrated below. Moreover, UQs do
not occur in the preverbal focus position, themfdhey do not define propositions under our
analysis, unlike focussed expressions. In eachheffollowing examples a focussed item
cooccurs with a prefocal UQ, and in view of theabdiscussion, they are in a phase different
from the one defined by the TP. (For the rest efgghper, we will return to the simpler trace-
notation instead of illustrating copy-and-deletaperations. Propositional phases are continued
to be marked by their left brackets in italics.)

13 The relevant examples are as follows:

(i) *[cpC [rPANNAF[cpC [NegpN€M Ep MARIT dicsérte ...]NM1
Anna not MarieC praised
(i) *[ cp C [rPMELYIK LANYT F[cp C [rp ANNA [cp C [vegpnem dicsérte ...]]]]1]
which girl-acc Anna not praised
(iii) *[ cp C [rPMELYIK LANYT F[cp C [rp ANNA F [cp C [vegpnem Ep TEGNAR F dicsérte ... J]]1]]
which girl-acc Anna not yesterday praised

In none of these examples can the focussed (wla$phmoved across the intervening Neg head, betaai<e
immediately dominating the Neg is much too far friiva topmost C marked for théh featureto inherit thewh
feature from it, and thus it cannot attract wiephrase. This problem was raised by Gisbert Fansglersonal
communication). Curiously, Horvath (1995) judges thipe of (i) as acceptable, and it is this exanaplé the
observation based on it that Koopman and Szab(#6¢§i0) makes reference to, although they make fiffeeo
different (and fully grammatical) example, whichsa@ted in (9) above.
% This was first noted by Szabolcsi (1981), cf. filowing ungrammatical example, in whichindenkicarries
focus accent, i.e., primary stress. Under diffeerentual conditions and intonational contoure @deo fn. 15),
it can scope below negation, making the sentenoepaable, cf. (ii).
(i) *Mindenki nem dicsérte Annat.
everyone not praiset AnnaAcc

'Everyone (was such that s/he) didn't praise Anna.
(i) Mindenki "nem dicsérte Annat.

'Not everyone praised Anna.'
For a more recent analysis, see Szabolcsi (1997).
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(40) a. YcpnegpNem pp mindenkit[ep TEGNAR F [cp C [rp dicseért senki t; 111111
not everyoneec yesterday praised noone

b. *[cpnegeNem [gpmindenkif [negpnem EpTEGNAR F [cp C[rpdicsert senki; t; J]1]1]

C.[cp [op Mindenkit [rp TEGNAR F [cp C [negenem [ dicsért senki t; 1111
'For every persox it was yesterday that noone praised

d. [cr[negpNem [ppmindenkif [rp TEGNAR F [cpC [negpnem frdicsert senki; ti]]11]]
'For not every persox it was yesterday that noone praiged — Not everyone was
praisedYESTERDAY by noone; there were some praised by noone on stnes
day).'

In (40a) the lower phase contains an NCQ that ddmmbcensed by the negation 'one storey up’,
since focus intervenes. The same holds for (4@gation of focus cannot, in effect, license the
NCQ in the presupposition, whether or not the twgative operators are in a single phase, an
issue to be discussed below. (40c, d) violate mstcaint: the NCQ is licensed by Agree in the
lower phase by a c-commanding Neg head — indepénaérthe focus and the quantifier in the
higher phase. Observe also that these latter hampbes provide additional support for focus
and presuppositon to be regarded as phases, daibethe UQ-Neg orders seen in these
examples would have to be blocked, since they mgeatnmatical in Hungarian, cf. fn. 14. This
is all in line with the procedures outlined abowut the two examples in (41a,b) are
problematic, because the UQs seem to behave the wam as focussed expressions do with
respect to NCQs in their scope.

(41) a. *[negpeNem p mindenkif [t dicsert; senkit; []]]
not everyoneec praised noone

b. [egpNem pp mindenkit [negpnem frp dicsért senki; J]1]
" Not every persoxnwas such that noone praised

C. *[op Mindenkit [negpnem frp dicsért senki 1]]
everyoneacC not  praised noone

The structure in (41a) consists of a single phatseast according to the criteria reviewed so far:
it does not, apparently, contain focus. The NCQukhbe licensed by the Neg head merged to
QP, but it isn't. In (41b) the NCQ is licensed bg Neg in the lower NegP. Here the problem is
due to the apparent violation of the prohibitiomiagt UQ taking scope over negation — whether
or not there is more than one phase in it. Theésgsucial case, since the non-negated version in
(41c) is ungrammatical, as is expected on accdyreaisely this prohibition.

There are two options available to resolve thsues the Neg—UQ construction is
considered to be either (a) an additional phas@))aa single constituent obligatorily fronted, a
view supported by E. Kiss (2002). Option (a) canhet justified by logical or semantic
considerations along the line of the argument padird in case of focus, particularly since it is
not clear why only negated UQs should count aspedéent phases. Note that if affirmative,
i.e., non-negated, UQs were also phases, themgatbuld prevent structures like (41c), and it
would have to fall on the Neg head to create aeludidts own — obviously an impossible
requirement. Moreover, if Neg is merged to a QPtaiaimg a UQ in the manner of (41a-b), it
would be a mystery why (42a) is ungrammatical m ¢onfiguration given. In (42a) the NCQ
ought to be licensed by the Neg head, the UQ shoeildossible in the scope of negation, cf.
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(40d), and the scope order is perfectly possibldungarian, as seen in (42b), in which the NCQ
is licensed by the Neg head and the postverbal 4JQ the scope of negation, all in a single
proposition or phase.

(42) a. *[negr Senkij [neg SEM/NEM P Mindenkit [p dicseértt; t; 11]]
noone not everyoneec praised

b. [negr Senki [neg SEM/NEM]{p dicsértt; mindenkit ]]
'‘Noone praised everyone.'

We will therefore adopt option (b), according toieth[Neg—UQ] is generated by constituent
negation as a single constituent, much like simmiagated quantifiers or adjectives, ermgm
kevésnot few’, nem (nagyon) haszntwt (very) useful’, neither of which forms a siedexical
item, but exhibits ‘constituent-internal negaticaw, it were"

Under our analysis the negative word adjoining thQ carries the interpretable feature
[neg]. We may speculate, along the lines of Robants Roussou (2002), that this feature is
strong in the sense that a strong feature musidae to the feature it checks. The negated UQ
has to move to the left periphery to check its Jrfegture against the (possibly phonetically
empty) Neg head merged to TP and marked by itaétsw. Then the problematic cases can be
reanalyzed as in (43b-d).

(43)  a. nege[or Nem mindenki]Neg[p dicsérte Anné ]
not everyone praised Annae
'‘Not everyone praised Anna.’

b. *[nege[op Nem mindenki]Neg[+p dicsért  senkit, ]]
not everyone praisedoneAcc

C. [Nege[or Nem mindenki] nem e dicsért senkit; ]]
not everyone not praised noaae:
'Not everyone praised noone (- some praised some).

d. [nege[or Nem mindenki] nem[+p dicsérte Annét; ]
not everyone not praised Anxee
'‘Not everyone didn’t praise Anna. (— Some didg@dier.)'

€. *[negp Senki [nege [or NeM mindenkit]Neg[+p dicseértt; t; 11]]
noone not-everyoneec praised

f. *[negp SeNKi [neg NEM/semde mindenkit Q [rp dicseértt; i 1]]]
noone not everyomee praised

We assume that when Neg is devoid of lexical caniercarries the uninterpretable feature
[neq], attracting and checking negated UQs, butN®©Qs, which need a phonetically visible
negative operator with an interpretable [neg] femtin (43a) the negated UQ is licensed by the
empty Neg head and the sentence is interpreteeigagive, due to the interpretable [neg] feature
pied-piping on the phrase containing the negated TH@ negated UQ is licit also in (43b), but

!> Neither of these latter examples license NCQs, imitke Neg-UQ, they can occur without being ipteted
as negative in the clause. Their analysis is stibfework in progress as this paper is going tepref. Kenesei
2007).
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the NCQ is not licensed by the uninterpretable Nyl the negative operator cannot c-
command the NCQ out of the DP. Consequently, thetenpretable [neg] feature on the NCQ
senkicannot be checked. In (43c) the NCQ is licensethbyexical, and thus interpretable Neg
head merged to TP, independently of the Neg—UQdtbto check its interpretable [neg] feature
against the same Neg head. Note that there isdnee¢ 'semantic' double negation in (43c), as
seen in the sense translation. The negated UQitisni(43d) because its interpretable [neg]
feature is checked by the Neg head, which cont@mevert, and therefore also interpretable,
negative operator, resulting again in proper doublgative interpretation — without there being
double syntactic or propositional negation. In {4Be NCQ cannot be licensed because the Neg
head has no interpretable [neg] feature, and tbg] [ieature on the negative operator in the DP
cannot check it from out of the DP. In fact, nothatitracts the NCQ into the initial position that
it occupies in (43e), so the case simply does mext.a-inally, when an NCQ occurs in front of a
UQ, as in (43f), the structure is blocked becabhseNeg head necessary to license it cannot be
merged to Q, that is to the left of the quantifield. Neg represents a propositional function, and
we have entertained the hypothesis here that adyd-and Tense can be heads of propositions,
at least in Hungarian. Thus, the leftmost or topgnpaint of merger for Neg is Focus (Phrase).
This mechanism captures the descriptive observahah NCQs require an overt negative
operator in their clause, while negated UQs hawatne force without there being an(other)
overt negative operator in their clause.

4. Conclusion

This paper has addressed and analyzed a numberesiolved issues in the left periphery of the
Hungarian sentence with interesting consequencgsatomatical theory. We have challenged
received wisdom holding that there is a single @real focus position by citing examples in
which a focussed wh-phrase is followed by anotbestituent focussed in front of the inflected
verb. Having done away with a number of apparemeilgted cases, such as multiple questions,
and sentential focus in questions, we concentm@atethe problem at hand: why does negation
make it possible to have multiple preverbal fociHongarian? Along the way we reviewed
multiple foci in affirmative clauses and comparbdrm to multiple foci in negative sentences.
Multiple affirmative foci are best treated by cyclguantifier movement triggered and/or
accompanied by head movement of the inflected W@rthe topmost Focus node. This has
helped to reduce our initial problem to one of vilngase of multiple negative foci the inflected
verb does not move to adjoin the topmost functidresld. At that point our tentative answer
relied on general properties of the left peripharifungarian: first of all, the Neg head does not
attract Tense. Consequently, the inflected verls ¢ move into Neg in Hungarian, and as a
result, the Head Movement Constraint blocks theammnt of the inflected verb over the Neg
head, so it cannot adjoin the topmost Focus hefxdnhof the negative word.

Problems of the scope of negation vis-a-vis faauerge in relation to negative concord
guantifiers (NCQs) as well. NCQs have to be licdnge effect, by checking and deleting their
uninterpretable [neg] feature either by Agree, bg. merging Neg to a node dominating them
within their local domain or phase, or by movingrthin overt syntax to a position in which a
Neg head can check and delete their [neg] fedtuterns out, however, that Focus displays an
intervention effect when placed between a Neg haatl an NCQ. Since NCQ licensing is
strictly clause-bound on the one hand, and thetiimof (contrastive) focus is identification, the
hypothesis is formulated that focus constitutesnaiependent proposition, that is, a distinct
phase, expressing identification. While it is ifnpiple open to question whether only CP and
V*P are phases, the issue was not pursued in #perpand the relevant phases were all
uniformly identified as CPs.

The behavior of NCQs in tensed clauses shows se gvarallel with their behavior in
focussed sentences, underlining the importancéefassumption of propositional phases in
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general and that of positing focus as a phaserticpiar. Multiple foci are also seen in a new
light: their derivation is straightforward with dafocussed expression in its own phase. Another
type of intervention effect, suggested by Liptak(Q®), prevents a focussed expression from
preceding a preverbal wh-phrase: wh-questions twabe licensed by checking a wh-feature in
Comp. If focus intervenes, no checking is possible.

Finally, another intriguing problem involving fagunegation and quantifiers can be
resolved by drawing on the same method. Negate¢ersal quantifiers, which are, on most
counts, unlike foci, behave like foci in one regpdicey do not license NCQs in their local
domain. They each form a single constituent wiéhrtegative word, which is therefore ‘invisible'
to the NCQ either to its right or to its left. Irther words, the negative word inside this
constituent is inaccessible to negative concordntifiexs for the purposes of checking
procedures.
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