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Abstract

The paper argues for a new approach to structomisf which eliminates
the problems raised by the standard F(ocus)P thddmy starting point of
the analysis is the claim that the Hungarian sestecontains a PredP
projection above VP, harboring the verbal partidlenctioning as a
resultative, terminative, or locative secondarydjrate. It is claimed that the
focus constituent, which appears preverbally inHbagarian sentence, is an
alternative filler of the Spec,PredP position. Tleehaustive listing’, or
‘exhaustive identification’ interpretation assoerhtwith the focus arises
when the constituent raised to Spec,PredP is aitéebr a specific indefinite
noun phrase, which receives a specificational repdi predicate position.
In the theory of Higgins (1973) and S. Huber (2008)specificational
predicate serves to referentially characterizesttialenoted by the subject of
predication, in other words, to exhaustively list ieferential content. The
Spec,PredP position is also the prosodically mostnment position of the
sentence, hence its filler — whether a verbal glartor a specificational
predicate - is interpreted as the information focus

1. Introduction

This paper proposes a new approach to structuralisfoexpressing
exhaustive identification. After showing that tharent theory of structural
focus, originating in Brody (1990; 1995), raisesioas theoretical and
empirical problems, it presents an alternative ant®f focus which can
derive a wider range of facts in a more economicay, by a division of
labor among existing, independently motivated sytita semantic and
phonological means of grammar. It will be argueat the focus occupies the
specifier of a predicative projection (PredP), vehdris interpreted as a
nominal predicate expressing specification. Theaestive identification
associated with structural focus is a function pédficational predication,
as shown by Higgins (1973) and S. Huber (2000). Sthess of the focus is
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assigned by the regular Nuclear Stress Rule, imrdaoce with Reinhart
(1995).

The data to be discussed are mainly from Hungaagtion 2 of the
paper describes Hungarian preverbal focus angsitistic interaction with
the verbal particle, and introduces Brody's fodueoty (Brody 1990, 1995),
designed to account for the apparently complemgndastribution of the
focus and the verbal particle in preverbal positiBection 3, on the other
hand, discusses various focus-related phenomeieh whnnot be derived
in a straightforward way from Brody's theory. Sectd demonstrates that
the assumptions that the preverbal focus and teeepsal particle occupy
different structural positions, and their apparemmplementary distribution
is a result of verb raising, are based on an eaum@nalysis of the verbal
particle. It will be claimed that the verbal paltids a secondary predicate
occupying the specifier of a PredP, rather thamspectual operator sitting
in Spec,AspP. Section 5 argues that the focus itoast is an alternative
filler of Spec,PredP, where it is interpreted aminal predicate expressing
specification. Section 6 demonstrates that the Ipnob raised by Brody's
focus theory, surveyed in section 3, receive a rahtgolution in the
framework adopted. Section 7 is a brief summamesiilts.

2. Hungarian structural focus, and Brody's theory d F projection

The Hungarian sentence is known to have an imnelgigtreverbal focus
position, open to a single argument or adjunct,civhéxpresses exhaustive
identification, and bears a primary stress (and tes subsequent verb
destressed). This identificational focus is in ctengentary distribution
preverbally with the so-called verb modifier (repgeted by a verbal particle
or a bare nominal complement). The preverbal positibthe sentence in
(1a) contains a verbal particle, and that of (2a)tains a bare nominal
complement. In (1b,c) and (2b), the presence aicad in the preverbal slot
keeps the particle and the bare nominal behindehie:

(Da. Péterszét tépte a levelet.
Peter apart tore the letter ‘Peter theeletter apart.’
b. PéterA LEVELET tépte szét.
Peter the letter-ACC tore apart ‘It was the letbteat P. tore apart.’
c. AlevelePETER  tépte szét.
the letter Peter tore apart ‘It was P. who tbeeletter apart.’
(2)a. Péter levelet ir.
Peter letter-ACC  writes ‘Peter igde-writing.’
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b. PETER ir levelet.
Peter writes letter-ACC ‘It is Peter wisdetter-
writing.’

The most natural explanation of the complementasftghe focus and the
verbal particle/bare nominal complement is the mggion that they are

alternative fillers of the same structural positidhis view, represented e.g.
by E. Kiss (1987) and (1994), nevertheless, hasapgeo be problematic
because no shared element has been found in thenserfunction of the

focus and that of the verbal particle/bare nomimashplement. The focus has
been analyzed as the value of an operator expgessixhaustive

identification (identifying the subset of a relevaset of alternatives for
which the predicate exclusively holds). The verbaitiple, on the other

hand, has been analyzed as a perfectivizer, neaspectual operator. The
bare nominal complement has been grouped togeitietive verbal particle

under the term ‘verb modifier’, even though it heeen acknowledged that
its aspectual role, if any, is much less systemttésy that of the verbal
particle. Thus in this framework of E. Kiss (1987994) the preverbal

position has no invariant semantic content.

The theory of Brody (1990; 1995) accounts for dierent semantic
functions of the various types of preverbal elemédnt placing them into
different projections, and it derives their appar@omplementarity in
preverbal position via V raising. In Brody (199t)e verbal particle is base-
generated as a sister to the V under a node labéite Current descriptions
adopting Brody's basic framework (and updating sofmas solutions), e.g.
E. Kiss (2002a), and den Dikken (2004), assumettigaverbal particle/bare
nominal complement occupies the specifier of an PAsprojection
dominating VP (In a version of this theory, Olsvay (2000) platfes verbal
particle into Spec,TenseP.) The V is assumed to reo¥ap, as follows:

(3) [ropr Petek [asppSZEL [asp téPte [veti t a levelet §]]]]
Peter apart  tore the letter

The focus, on the other hand, sits in the speciiiean F head, and its
immediately preverbal position is a consequencéheffact that F attracts
the V, which moves to F crossing the verbal pastior bare nominal
complement in Spec,AspP:

(4)a B—opp Péter [FpA LEVELEI[F' tépte [AspP SZéjt [Asp’ i [Vp [ tj Wt ]]]]]
Peter  the letter-ACC  tore apart
‘It was the letter that Peter tore apart.’
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b. ErPETER [¢ i1y [asprlevelet [asp ti [ve ti i t]IN]
Peter writes letter
‘It is Peter who is letter-writing.’

3. Problems with the FP theory

Brody's focus theory (Brody 1990; 1995) can accdumth for the word

order variation illustrated in (1)-(4), and the fdient interpretations
associated with the different word order variastisthe same time, neither
Brody's proposal, nor its extensions that have welin the past decade
predict all the facts attested in the preverbaltigecof the Hungarian

sentence. Here is a list of some of the facts dhatproblematic for the FP
theory:

(i) Brody (1990) and the theories evolved from riggtict that in sentences
containing both a focus and a verbal particle/lreminal complement, the
particle/bare nominal complement surfaces righerathe verb. (Brody

(1995) assumes an AgrO projection between the Vhimlding the

Particle+V complex and the FP, thereby allowindraarvening object.) In

fact, the verbal particle can appear anywhere pdsally in a focus

construction. The heavier the particle is phondticahe better it sounds
separated from the verb. Observe the constituatesvening between the V
raised to F and the particle/lbare nominal compléman Spec,AspP,

unaccounted for in the FP framework:

(5)a. A LEVELET[r téptePéter[aspp Szetfasp ti [ve ti]]]]]
the letter-ACC tore Peter apart
‘It was the letter that Peter tore apart.’
b. fpPETER[e irt; tegnap Marianak [asprleveletasp ti [ve G111
Peter wrote yesterday Mary-DATletter
‘It was Peter who wrote a letter to Marstgrday.’

(i) In negative sentences, the negative partigipears immediately before
the V, with the verbal particle/bare nominal conmpémt staying behind. In
the framework under discussion, the V Prt ordémdécative of V movement
across the particle. The problem is that insteathef'V Neg Prt..." order
arising from V-to-Neg movement, we attest a ‘NedPN..." (or a ‘Neg V...
Prt...") order - see (6a). It cannot be the cass the negative particle
occupies Spec,NegP, and the V is left-adjoined pb@netically empty Neg
operator, because if a focus is also added to ehtesce, it is the Neg+V
complex that is raised to F - see (6b).
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(6)a. hegp [neg Nem téptenfasppSzétfasp ti[ve i @  levelelf]]]
not tore-I apart the letter
‘| did not tear the letter apart.’
b. fp CSAK EVA LEVELET: [nem tépte) [negpti [asp SZE€Hve ti & 111]]
only Eve's letter not tore-l apart
‘It was only Eve's letter that | did not tear apart.

The derivation in (6b) involves an illegitimate stehe right-adjunction of
the V to the Neg head.

(iii) Negation also involves a further problem.the Hungarian sentence, not
only AspP but also FP can be dominated by a Negfegiion. Both AspP-
negation and FP-negation represent sentential imegathich is indicated,
among others, by the fact that both of them trigber negative concord of
universal pronouns, as illustrated in (7a,b). (Pistands for Distributive
Phrase, the projection harboring distributive qifizns.)

(7)a. piste Senki [negenemhivta [asppmeg t[ve ti EVat]]]]
nobody not invited PRT Eve-ACC
‘Nobody invited Eve.’
b. bisie Senkilnege NEM [ EVAT hivta [aspe megt; [ve t11]1]
nobody  not Eve-ACC invited PRT
‘For nobody was it Eve that he invited.’

The problem is that the negative head dominatisgPAdoes, whereas the
negative head dominating FP does not, attract thewhich is a fact
unaccounted for in the framework under considenati€ompare the
positions of the V in the two derivations:

(8)a. bistp [NegP [Neg nem+\/.] [AspP [Asp ti] [VP 5. ]]]]
b. [bistp [negp [Neg N€M] Ep XP [£ Vil [aspp [asp ti] [ve G -..11]]

(iv) The framework under discussion introduces arhdgad and an FP
projection, and employs XP movement to Spec,FP,\amdovement to F,
thereby enlarging the machinery of generative gramrurthermore, the
[+F] feature embodied by the F head has a ratheulige interpretation,
meaning roughly ‘from among a set of alternativesthe domain of
discourse for which the predicate can potentiatidhthis is the subset for
which the predicate exclusively holds’.

(v) The theory of focus under discussion cannobact for an interesting
pattern of variation found in the interpretationfadi. A focussed singular or
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plural indefinite noun phrase in a sentence coirtgino verbal particle does
not necessarily express exhaustive identificattbe, hallmark of structural
focus. A focussed definite noun phrase, on the rotiend, must be
interpreted exhaustively. Interestingly, in a sane containing a verbal
particle, on the other hand, a focussed noun phrakether indefinte or
definite, always expresses exhaustive identificatidhe [+/-exhaustive]
feature of focus will be demonstrated by a testpsetb from Szabolcsi
(1981). The test sentences have two versions: invergon the focussed
element is a coordinate noun phrase, whereas inother version one
member of the coordinate phrase is dropped. lfatier version is a logical
consequence (denoted by the symbol —>) of the dormersion, no
exhaustivity is involved. If, on the other handeg thatter version is not a
logical consequence of the first one (denoted by shimbol —/—>) but
contradicts the first version, then the focussedagh is [+exhaustive].
Compare:

(9)a. Janos KONYVEKET ES CD-KET vett —> Janos KONYVEKET vett.

John books and CD's bought John $&ook bought

‘John bought BOOKS AND CD'S"’ John bought BOOKS.’
b.Janos EGY KONYVET ES EGY CD-T vett. —> Janos EGY

John a  book anda CD bought John

KONYVET vett.

book bought

‘John bought A BOOK AND A CD.’ —3John bought A BOOK.’
c.Janos A KONYVETES A CD-Tvette —/—>Janos AKGNYV

John the book and the CD  boughtJohn the book

vette.

bought

‘It was the book and the CD that John Bulg/—> ‘It was the book
that John bought.’

(10)a.danos KONYVEKET ES CD-KET vett meg —/—> Janos
John books and CD's bought up John

KONYVEKET vett meg.
books bought up
‘It was books and CD's that John bought up.” —dwas books that
John bought up.’

b.JanosEGY KONYVET ES EGY CD-T vett  meg —/—> Janos EGY
John a  book anda CD boughtup John a
KONYVET vett  meg
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book bought up

‘It was a book and a CD that John bought —/—> ‘It was a book that

John bought up.’

c.Janos A KONYVETES A CD-Tvette meg. —/-osJAn

John the book and the CD boughtup John the
KONYVET vette meg

book bought up

‘It was the book and the CD that John bought uf->-It was the

book that John bought up.’

The two members of the sentence pairs in (9a) &) Can be
simultaneously true; that is, if John bought boaksl CDs, then it follows
that he bought books. The two members of the seatpats in (9c) and
(10a-c), on the other hand, cannot be true in #mesworld, that is, for
example, if it was the book and the CD that Jobught, then it is not true
that it was the book that he bought. The contramticarises between the
sentence variants because of the [+exhaustivelifeatssociated with the
focussed element. In the framework under discussibie preverbal
constituent is analyzed as a focus sitting in Sgedn all of these sentence.
(None of them is a bare noun phrase to be placén 8pec, AspP.
According to Bartos (2000), the plural indefiniies(9a) and (10a) are not
bare NPs but NumPs, with Num realized as a pluddiixs) If all the
preverbal constituents occupy Spec,FP, then theyldhe associated with
the same focus interpretation, i.e., it is uncledmat causes the lack of
exhaustivity in some of the cases.

4. The proper analysis of the verbal particle

An important element of the theory under discussimowolving an FP
projection and V movement to F, is the assumptitat the verbal particle is
a perfectivizer, i.e., an aspectual operator gjttmthe specifier of an AspP
projection - cf. e.g. den Dikken (2004), E. Kis§@2a), and Alberti (2004).
(Pifion (1995) and Olsvay (2000) place the verbal gdartiader TenseP.) A
recent extensive, systematic analysis of the vepheicle (E. Kiss 2002b;
2004), however, has shown that the verbal parti€lenot an aspectual
operator but a secondary predicate predicatedeothtbme. Verbal particles
fall into three major classes. In sentences exjmgsschange of state of the
theme, the verbal particle functions as a resultasecondary predicate
predicating the end state of the theme - see (1la}¥ equivalent to a
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resultative nominal (11b). A resultative particledaa resultative nominal
can also cooccur in a clitic-doubling-like constian (11c).

(11)a. foppPéter[prearszét [vptéptea levelei]
Peter up tore the letter
‘John tore the letter up.’
b. foprPéter[preapdarabokra [vetéptea levelef]
Peter pieces-into tore the letter
‘John tore the letter into pieces.’
C. foppPéter[prearSzét [vptéptea leveletdarabokrd]
Peter up tore kbtter pieces-into
‘John tore the letter up into pieces.’

In sentences expressing a change of location,dH&l particle refers to the
end location of the moving theme (12a). This typdesfminative particle,

too, can be replaced by a terminative noun phrb2ke)( and the terminative
particle and the terminative noun phrase can al&@aur in a construction
reminiscent of clitic-doubling (12c):

(12)a.Janos[pregrbe [ve guritottaa  labdat]]

John into rolled thdlba
‘John rolled the ball in.'

b.Janos[pegpa  kapubdyp guritottaa labd4 ]
John the goal-into  rolledhe ball
‘John rolled the ball into the goal.'

c.Janos[pregpbe[vp guritottaa labdata kapubd]
John into rolled thelbathe goal-into
‘John rolled the ball into the goal.'

The third type of verbal particle has a locativeamiag; it occurs in
sentences expressing existence or spatial coafigar in a particular
location. The locative particle, too, can be replaaa can cooccur with, a
locative noun phrase with a descriptive content:

(13)a.Janos[pregrlent [yptartia a  bor]]
John down keeps the wine
‘John keeps the wine down(stairs).’
b.Janos[pegpa  pincéberjyp tartjaa bort]]
John the cellar-in keeps the wine
‘John keeps the wine in the cellar.’
c.Janos[pegplent [vptartia a borta pincébefl
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John down  keeps the wireedéllar-in
‘John keeps the wine down in the cellar.’

Sentences containing a locative particle are alvimyp®rfective - hence the
verbal particle cannot be a perfectivizer. A prbatr resultative or
terminative particle, indeed, is usually indicatiok the perfective aspect;
however, there are also exceptions. For instarerbsvexpressing a directed
but non-terminated movement are not perfectivinépresence of a verbal
particle, either:

(14)a.Péter két 6ra hosszki bamult az ablakon.
Peter two hour long out gazed thedwim-on
‘Peter was looking out of the window faro hours.’

b. A Duna belefolyik a Fekete-tengerbe.
the Danube into flows the Black sea-into
‘The Danube runs into the Black sea.’

Thus the different classes of verbal particles oare associated with an
invariant aspectual role. In the case of bare natsjrwhich are also placed
in the specifier of AspP in the framework undercdssion, it is even less
predictable what role, if any, they play in theatatination of the aspect of
the sentence. Compare:

(15)a.Evakonyvet olvasott.
Eve book-ACC read
‘Eve was book-reading.’
b.Evakavét fézott.
Eve coffee-ACC cooked
‘Eve (has) made/was making coffee.’
c.Evacsucsot dontott.
Eve record-ACC beat
‘Eve beat a record.’

In (15a), the bare nominal + V complex is imperfest in (15b) it is
ambiguous aspectually, whereas in (15c) it is jp#Kfe.

The grammatical function that is shared by all andypes of verbal
particles as well as bare nominals is not thaino@spectual operator but that
of a secondary predicate. Evidence for the predistdatus of the verbal
prefix is provided by the fact that its logical gdi, represented by the
theme argument, must be specific in the sense of(E991), that is, it must
refer to an individual already present in the domaf discourse. The
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following examples are ungrammatical because theme is represented by
a bare plural noun phrase, which has only a nooHspereading in
Hungarian:

(16)a.*[roppPéter[prearSzét [ve tépettlevelekel]]

Peter up tore letters
b.*[roppPéter[prearbe [ve guritottlabdékata  kapubd]
Peter into rolled balls theal-into

C.*[roppPeter[pregrlent [ve tart  siléceketa pincébefj]
Peter down keeps skis cibar-in

The preverbal bare nominal is also claimed by Kayl@l994) to function
as a predicate predicated of an existentially bowardhble incorporated into
the V. According to E. Kiss (2002b, 2004), the vénticle and the bare
nominal occupy the specifier of a PredP projecteprojection identified in
Dutch by Koster (1994), and proposed for Hungabai€sirmaz (2004).

If the preverbal position taken by the verbal igéatis not an aspectual
operator position but a predicative position, titeéis not inconceivable any
more that the focus is an alternative filler of #@me slot — given that the
focus also has predicative properties.

5. The focus as a specificational predicate

The Hungarian structural focus can be adequatehslated into English by
a cleft or a pseudo-cleft construction, in which fbcus constituent appears
as a nominal predicate complementing the copula:

(17)a. It was PETER who tore up the letter.
b. Who tore up the letter was PETER.

An old remark of Szabolcsi (1981) also reflects fhredicative nature of
structural focus. As she observed, a noun phrastenpreverbal focus
position allows a non-referential, "qualitative'témpretation - see (18a), in
which the contrasted noun phrases can have the Herent. Crucially, in

no other position is such an interpretation possildee (18b,c):

(18)a. AZ OREGEMBERNEKadtam at a helyem, nem A
the old-man-to gave-l over my seat  not the
PROFESSZORNAK
professor-to
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‘It was to the old man that | gave my sead not to the professor.’
cf. b.*[ropp Az Gregembernelpreqpat [ve adtam a helyeifj, a
professzornajnem
‘To the old man, | gave my seat; to thefgssor, | did not.’
c.*[pregpAt [ve adtam a helyeraz 6regemberngR, de nem adtam &
professzornak
‘| gave my seat to the old man, but | dad give it to the professor.’

The analysis of the pseudo-cleft construction bgditis (1973), and the

analysis of the cleft construction by S. Huber @0Giave demonstrated that
the focus interpretation of the pseudo-cleft amdt donstituents is, in fact, a
consequence of their predicative function.

Higgins, analyzing English pseudo-cleft sentencksins that sentences
consisting of a subject, a copula, and a predieatmmplement are of three
types: they can express predication (e.g. (19dpntification (19b), and
specification (19c).

(19)a. Mary is beautiful./Mary is a teacher.
b. That is Mary Brown.
c. The winner is MY BROTHER.

Predicational copular sentences contain a refalestibject, which they
predicate a property about. Their predicate (intagtic terms, their
predicative complement) is usually representedrmydjective phrase or an
indefinite noun phrase. Identificational sentene¢éso have a referential
subject, and their predicate serves to teach itsena

Specificational sentences can be easily recognizeaglish: their
subject and predicate can be exchanged:

(20) MY BROTHER is the winner.

In the case of specificational sentences, neiterstibject, nor the nominal
predicate is referential. The subject functions asigerscript of a table, the
heading of a list, whereas the predicate specifiest makes up the list. In
other words, the subject delimits a domain, andsgiecificational predicate
identifies the particular members of that domairspkcificational predicate
implies exhaustivity, which, however, can be calecklas happens in (21):

(21) What | bought was a pen and a pencil, amohgrdhings.
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If a specificational predicate is negated, a cariion with abut phrase of
the negated predicate is expected:

(22) What John is isn't proud of himself (but...

As Higgins demonstrates, pseudo-cleft sentencespaeificational copular
sentences, with th&Vhat..-clause functioning as the subject, and the
constituent external to it functioning as the sfieafional predicate. Its
focus-interpretation, i.e., its list reading argl éixhaustivity, is a function of
its specificational role.

S. Huber (2000) reformulates Higgins's theory mécification in a less
metaphorical, more explicit terminology. He argukat in specificational
sentences the subject denotes a set, which theatedharacterizes through
another set, by listing the individuals that makeup. A specificational
predicate implies that its specification of theiwduals that make up the set
denoted by the subject is exhaustive, that is,ralternatives are excluded.
The subject of predication is associated with xdstential presupposition -
because only the content of an existing set cdrstegl. In Huber's analysis,
the focus properties of the cleft constituent ahe ftproperties of a
specificational predicate.

Since the interpretation of the Hungarian struadttocus is identical with
that of a cleft and a pseudo-cleft constituenis plausible to assume that it
has the same source: it falls out from the spetifical predicate status of
the focus constituent. So let us assume that thregétian focus constituent
occupies a predicative position; it is an altewelfiller of the specifier of
the PredP harboring the verbal particle and the Ib@minal complement.
Under this assumption, a sentence with a strucfacals has a structure like
that in (23):

(23) [preaPPETER[vp Olvasta el a levelgf
Peter read through the letter
‘It was Peter who read the letter.’

The filler of Spec,PredP must be interpreted asealipate. Sincdeter, a
definite, referential noun phrase, is incapablprefiicating a property, it can
only be understood as a specificational predicAtesuch, it requires an
open sentence as its subject, which is providedheyVP. That is, (23)
expresses that the set of individuals that readetiter includes Peter and no
one else. The exhaustive listing interpretatiorPeferis a consequence of
its specificational role.
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In a derivational framework, it also has to beitied what triggers
the movement ofPeter into Spec,PredP. Szewdr(2003) argues that
movement to Spec,PredP, the prosodically most etigppasition of the
sentence, is movement for stress. In the Hungaeatence, consisting of a
topic part and a predicate part, in other wordsesernal argument and a
VP extended into a PredP, the stress rule asdignisighest stress to the left
edge of the predicate part, i.e., to the filleiSplec,Pred® According to the
Stress-focus correspondence principle of ReinhB99%), the focus of a
clause is any constituent containing the main strefs the intonational
phrase, as determined by the stress rule. Sé&ecddims that in Hungarian,
movement of a constituent to the left-pheriphery tiggered by the
requirement that the given constituent be stressedthat it assume an
information focus status. In the framework proposedthis paper, the
specificational interpretation of the preposed tituent is a consequence of
the fact that its landing site is a predicativeifas.

In most Hungarian sentence types, except thoseeesipg an activity or
a state, Spec,PredP must be filled. In the framlewnder consideration, this
fact of Hungarian could be derived from the assimnpthat every sentence
type corresponding to a particular kind of everd halesignated constituent
functioning as the default information focus, matley the feature [+F.In
sentences describing a delimited change of stathange of location, the
default information focus is the verbal particlehigh predicates the
resulting state or resulting location of the thermesentences expressing
existence or spatial configuration in a particulacation, the default
information focus is the verbal particle predicgtthe location of the theme.
In sentences expressing a process or a stategfheltdinformation focus is
the verb itself. If no constituent is marked as ][+fr the numeration, a
default [+F] feature will be associated with thesideated constituent. In
sentences expressing an activity or a state, ictwthie carrier of [+F] is the
V at the left edge of the VP, the focus rule ofriReairt will block the filling
of Spec,PredP. In other sentence types, the fadeswill trigger movement
to Spec,PredP. (In negated sentences, the mais sissociated with the
carrier of the feature {+F] is shifted to the negatparticle preceding it.)

Consider the examples in (24). In sentences desgria delimited
change, the default carrier of the [+F] featurethie delimiter, i.e., the
resultative verbal particle. (24a) instantiates ttiefault case. In sentences
expressing a process, the default carrier of thie maws is the verb. This is
what we attest in (24b). In (24c), the feature [+§]associated with the
agent-subject, which is a constituent other tham dbfault carrier of the
information focus. The [+F] feature causes the agentove to Spec,PredP,
where it not only receives main stress, but is associated with a
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predicative interpretation. The type of predicaiivierpretation that a proper
name can receive is a specificational reading,esging exhaustivity.

(24)a. fopp JaNos[preapfel [ve hivta EVAL]]
John up called Eve-ACC
‘John called up Eve.’
b. foppJanos|ye hivta Evat]]
John phoned Eve-ACC
‘John was calling Eve.’
C. [ropp JANOS[prearEVAT [yp hivta fel]]]
John Eve-ACC called up
‘It was Eve that John called up.'

As is well-known, certain types of constituentsy fexample, phrases
involving a monotone decreasing quantifier suchkegés‘few’, or wh-
phrases, are obligatorily "focussed”. In the framdwunder consideration,
these types of constituents must be assumed to aaventrinsic [+F]
'information focus’ feature. If a sentence happnsontain more than one
[+F] constituent, some auxiliary principle will dde which of them moves
to the specifier of PredP. For example, in a samerontaining both a
monotone decreasing quantifier and an interroggtivase, the interrogative
phrase will take precedence over the quantifierabse of a principle
requiring that in a question the V and its arguradrg in the scope of an
interrogative operator.

6. The problems of the FP theory revisited

In the proposed framework, the focus is an altéradiller of Spec,PredP,
the position occupied by the verbal particle @ blare nominal complement
of the V in the unmarked case. This framework, imvg no FP projection,
no focus movement, and no V-to-F raising, is exefrgan the difficulties
raised by the FP theory. Let us revisit the probldimsussed in section 3.

i) In the framework of the FP theory, the verbalrtigle in a focus
construction is predicted to occupy an immediatpbstverbal position
(Spec,AspP in most versions of the theory), copttarfact - see (5a,b). In
the proposed framework, on the other hand, thealgphrticle of a focus
construction remains inside the VP, where the oodgrostverbal elements
is assumed to be free, hence the immediately pdstvgosition of the
particle is not necessary (even if a phonologigahstraint observed by
Varga (1981) often favors an immediately postverpaiticle. As Varga
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noticed, the postverbal, free-word-order sectionaoHungarian sentence
sounds best if the unstressed constituents pretredlestressed ones.The
shorter a particle is, the more likely it is tomestressed, and to be cliticized
to the V.) This is the structure assigned to thengnatical (5a) under the
present assumptions:

(25) PredP
Sp P
t P “XPPX
A LEVELET tépte Péter szét ¢
the letter tore Peter apart

‘It was the letter that Peter tore apart.’
(iN)-(iii) In the framework of the FP theory, therstence structure containing
a ‘focus, negative particle, V' string cannot beided legitimally. In Olsvay
(2000), the negative particle+verb complex raisedr tis derived by right-
adjoining the V to the negative particle - as show(6b). Furthermore, the
FP theory cannot explain why the head of a NegPimlaiing AspP attracts
the V, whereas the head of a NegP dominating FB dokattract it.

In the framework proposed in this paper, both pedile layers of the
sentence, i.e., both VP and PredP, are allowec tdominated by a NegP,
and neither Neg head attracts the V. Compare:

(26) PredP
Spec —NegP
N VP

AT

JANDS nJm tépte szét a levelet
John not tore up the lette
‘It was John who did not tear up the letter.’

27) NegP
N PredP

Spe VP
’\l v XP—XP
nem JANOS tépte szét alevelet

not John tore apartthe letter
‘It wasn't John who tore apart the letter.’
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What requires an explanation in the proposed fraonlews why construction
(26), with PredP dominating NegP, is only used wihenspecifier of PredP
is occupied by a specificational predicate; whig itngrammatical (or
marginally acceptable as an emotionally highly kxhdtatement) when
Spec,PredP is taken by a verbal particle - sed.(B8the negated equivalent
of a sentence containing a preverbal particleptrécle appears
postverbally, as in (28b).

(28)a.?*fopp JANOS[prearel  [negpNEM[yp Olvastaa  leveled]]]
John through not read the letter
‘John didn't read the letter.’
b. foppJanos[negenemlyp olvasta el a leveldi]

| will argue that (28a) and (26) differ in the respof grammaticality
because in (28a) the verb has to move up to Preitigpg which is blocked
by the intervening Neg head. In the case of (26the other hand, no V-to-
Pred movement takes place. Coordination facts geowidependent
evidence for this assumption. Compare:

(29)a. breapJANOS]yp [vp tépte szét a leveds|yp dobta bele a
John tore apart the letter and thitento the
szemétkosarbg]]
trash-can
‘It was John who tore up the letter amaiv it into the trash-can.’
D.*[ropp JANOS[predpMEY[pred [prear talalta a  leveldtés|peq valaszolta]]]]

John PRT found theeer and answered-it
C.*[ropp JANOS[pregrajandékot]preq [preq Vitt Evanak és[preq kiildott
John present-ACC took Eve-DAT andsent
Marinak]]]]
Mary-DAT

The ungrammaticality of coordination in (29b,c) s apposed to the
grammaticality of (29a) — falls out if the V-initisstrings undergoing
coordination are intermediate Pred’ projectiong28b,c), and a maximal
VP projection in (29a).

The assumption that a verbal particle or a bareimanin Spec,PredP
attracts the V to Pred seems to be related toatietiiat the verbal particle
and the V, or the bare nominal and the V denotesemient stages of one
and the same complex event, or sometimes denotmplex, delimited
event non-compositionally; i.e., they function asnplex predicates in some
sense. A focus, i.e., a specificational predicatethe other hand, does not
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merge semantically with the verb; on the contraéing verb is part of the
subject-of-predication of which the focus is predédl — that is why no local
relation needs to be established between the fandsthe V by V-to-Pred
movement.

(iv) The proposed framework is more economical thhe FP theory,
because it needs to assume no F operator performaxizaustive
identification from among a set of alternatives, F® projection, no XP-
movement to Spec,FP, and no V movement to F. SpstRP the position
harboring the focus constituent, has to be gengigway, for independent
reasons. The exhaustive interpretation of the famunstituent also falls out
for free, as a consequence of its specificatioradipate role.

(v) In the framework of the FP theory, preverbahstituents consisting of a
bare noun or a bare adverb occupy Spec,AspP, whéugphrases sit in
Spec,FP. All constituents in Spec,FP are associatéth a focus
interpretation (characterized as exhaustive lisbpgSzabolcsi 1981, and E.
Kiss 1987, 1994), therefore, it is a mystery whg flocus interpretation
expected is nevertheless blocked in the case of sodefinite noun phrases.
In the present framework, on the other hand, ts&idution of exhaustive
listing interpretation is predictable, in the fallmg way:

A preverbal constituent, whether simple or complexccupies
Spec,PredP, where it receives a predicate intapyat As shown by
Higgins (1973), a nominal can function as a pretical, identificational,
or specificational predicate. Any type of noun @eracan express
specification. Predication (in the narrow sensae)the other hand, can only
be expressed by a bare nominal or a nonspecifefimte noun phrase (or
by an adjective phrase). The preverbal constituein{8a,b), rewritten below
as (30) and (31), are represented by a bare nodraanindefinite noun
phrase, respectively, both of which can expresheeitpredication, or
specification. Since the predicational reading iegpiho exhaustive listing,
the inferences indicated by the arrows can hokt, i) the (b) sentences can
be logical consequences of the (a) sentences:

(30)a. Janos KONYVEKET ES  CD-KET vett —>
b. Janos KONYVEKET vett.

(31)a. Janos EGY KONYVET ES EGY CD-T vett. —>
b. Janos EGY KONYVET vett.

If, on the other hand, the filler of Spec,PredRuidefinite noun phrase, it
cannot receive a predicational reading. The typpredlicate that a definite
noun phrase can represent is the specificatioredigate’ The so-called
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‘exhaustive listing’ or ‘exhaustive identificationexpressed by (9c),
rewritten as (32), is a concomitant of specificatio

(32)a. Janos A KQNYVET ES A CD-T vette —/—>
b. JAnos A KONYVET vette.

Whereas a non-specific indefinite noun phrase pattogether with a bare
noun in its ability of predicating a property, asjfic indefinite noun phrase
patterns with a definite noun phrase in its abitifyspecifying the referential
content of a set. That is, a specific indefiniteumophrase in predicate
position expresses specification. The indefinitemephrase in (9b)/(31) is
ambiguous between a specific and a non-specifidimga Interestingly, the
‘exhaustive listing’ interpretation becomes oblmat in the case of (10b),
rewritten below as (33) - because the verbal garbitocks the non-specific
reading of the theme object. (Recall that the plarfunctions as a secondary
predicate predicated of the theme, and a constitéwenctioning as the
logical subject of a predicate must be specific.)

(33)a. Janos EGY KONYVET ES EGY CD-T vett  mefg>
John A~ BOOK AND A CD bougit
b. Janos EGY KONYVET vett  meg
John A BOOK bought up
‘It was a book and a CD that John bought up.” —/—>
‘It was a book that John bought up.’

A bare nominal, which is intrinsically non-specjficannot be predicated
about; it cannot function as the theme of a semtavith a verbal particle in
Spec,PredP. Cf.

(34)*[ropp JaNOS[pregmeg[ve vett  konyveket és flizeteRBt
John up bought books and exercisé¢boo

The question is why such sentences are marginatigrable with the bare
noun itself in Spec,PredP - see (10a), rewrittef85k

(35)anos KONYVEKET ES CD-KET vett  meb>
John BOOKS AND CD'S bought up
Janos KONYVEKET vett  meg
John BOOKS bought up
‘It was books and CD's that John bought up.” —/—>
‘It was books that John bought up.’
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The bare nouns in (35) are presumably licensedhieyr tspecificational
predicate function. That is, whereas they cannolidemsed as the logical
subjects of the resultative particle, they are @oimt marginally)
acceptable as specificational predicates.

In sum: a [+specific] noun phrase is associateth i specificational

(exhaustive) reading in Spec,PredP. A non-speedim phrase, on the other
hand, primarily expresses predication in the nargsense. In addition to that,
a non-specific noun phrase can also be associaitd avspecificational
reading. That is, a [-specific] noun phrase in JpemdP can be either
predicational, or specificational.
(vi) There is also a further piece of evidence sufipg the present proposal
as opposed to the FP theory. In many languages hithwthere is a
morphological focus marker, it is cognate with tb@pula. Such is e.g.
Sumerian, a V-final language with a preverbal focBamerian foci can
optionally bear the focus marke&xm, which is identical with the copula - cf.
Ch. Huber (1999). Observe a wh-focus in (36a), andon-wh-focus in
(36b):

(36)a.éduba-a ana -0 am e -ak
school-in what-ABS-COP you-did
‘WHAT did you do in school?’
b.munus -e gis -0 Su -ani-a li-bi -n -DU
woman-ERG tree-ABS hand-her-LOC NEG-LO@-planted
giri-ni -ta am bi -n -DU
leg -her-ABL-COP LOC-she-planted
‘The woman did not plant the tree with hand, she planted it WITH
HER FOOT.

In Hausa, too, there is an optional focus mariez (masc.)tee(fem.)hee
(plural), which happens to be ideophonic with tepua. Compare theee
element in the copular sentence in (37a), andithtiie focus construction in
(37b). (The examples are from Hartmann (2002)).

(37)a.Audu dogon mutumee
Audu big man is
‘Audu is a big man.’
b.Audunee ya ga dogon mutum
Audu F  3sg.REL.PERF see big man
‘AUDU saw a big man.’
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As Hartmann reports, the focus construction is galyeanalyzed to be
monosentential because it is pronounced with antemupted phonological
downdrift.

In the framework of the FP theory, where the foecnarker is an
instantiation of the F head, the frequent identifythe focus-marking
morpheme with the copula is a curious accidenthinpresent framework,
on the other hand, the focus marker appears ihdhd position of a PredP.
The copula is a plausible representative of thel Fread, establishing a
predication relation between its specifier anat@splement.

7. Summary

This paper has argued for a new approach to stalcfocus, which
eliminates the problems raised by the standarchEBry. The starting point
of the analysis is the claim of E. Kiss (2002, 20€4#at the Hungarian
sentence contains a PredP projection above VPotiagoithe verbal particle
functioning as a resultative, terminative, or loaasecondary predicate. The
paper has claimed that the focus constituent, whigbears preverbally in
the Hungarian sentence, is an alternative filleth&f Spec,PredP position.
The ‘exhaustive listing’, or ‘exhaustive identifian’ interpretation
associated with the focus arises when the constitaésed to Spec,PredP is
a definite or a specific indefinite noun phrase, iclh receives a
specificational reading in predicate position. Aedificational predicate
serves to referentially characterize the set dehloyethe rest of the sentence,
in other words, to exhaustively list its refereht@ntent - see Higgins
(1973) and S. Huber (2000). The Spec,PredP positoonalso the
prosodically most prominent position of the sen&nhence its filler -
whether a verbal particle or a specificational et - is interpreted as the
information focus.

Notes

1. Brody assumes no AspP projection. In Brody (1998)‘Huarticle V' string is
dominated by a V+ node. In Brody (1995) the labethef projection harboring
the verbal particle is left unspecified.

2. A question not examined by Sze#id(2003) is the prosody of sentences
containing one or more distributive quantifiers, whgrecede the constituent in
Spec,PredP. Intuitively, their stress can be just asgtas the stress of the filler
of the Spec,PredP position. | tentatively assume thstiltitive quantifiers
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represent separate phonological phrases, i.e., sepgymts for the Nuclear
Stress Rule. The information focus is the constitussb@ated with main stress
within PredP.

3. This [+F] feature, similar to that used by S&lkit984), is different from the
[+f] feature of Brody (1990, 1995). The former isemture with prosodic and
pragmatic consequences; the latter, on the other, leadnorphological feature
projecting an FP, and triggering feature checking.

4. In fact, certain types of definite noun phrasesalao express predication - e.g.
the sentencdohn is my brotheis ambiguous between a predicational and a
specificational reading according to Higgins (1973).
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