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In earlier work (Horvath 1981, 1986) I have based the treatment of Hungarian-type "Focus-movement" languages, exhibiting syntactic A-bar movement to an apparent designated structural Focus position on (a)  the postulation of a syntactic (formal) feature [Focus] that was needed independently for PF and LF interpretation in the T-model of UG, and (b) the assignment/licensing of this feature by a [Focus]-bearing head (assumed to be V, and subsequently the clausal head I0 dominating the inflected V). The structural condition I proposed to derive the particular landing sites of "Focus-moved" constituents across languages - and specifically, their left adjacent position in relation to the (finite) verb in the case of Hungarian - was a general condition on formal feature licensing that required government by and adjacency to the feature-assigning head, and worked in conjunction with a directionality parameter on government postulated to replace the narrower "head-parameter" of  X-bar theory (Horvath 1981). This feature-licensing condition was a generalized version of the familiar structural Case assignment mechanism of the GB-framework of the early '80s used for instance for structural accusative Case assignment by V in languages like English (on the parallelism between the cross-linguistically attested options for the licensing of [Focus] and of structural nominative Case, see Horvath 1995).

In light of subsequent empirical work, as well as due to the radical reduction of descriptive machinery in the theory within the MP framework of the past decade, it became obvious that some major aspects of this type of account were undesirable, or in fact untenable:  (i) the use of the notion of government, (ii) the assumption of linear order and in particular reference to adjacency within narrow syntax , and (iii) the assignment of the formal feature [Focus] by a head used for both driving movement and providing the basis for interpretation at the PF and LF interfaces (see Kenesei 1993, Horvath 1997, 2000).

With the introduction of the Spec-head relation as the configuration for  feature-checking/licensing in the early '90s (Chomsky and Lasnik 1993) for inflectional  features such as Case and phi-features as well as for various operator features involved in A-bar movement (based on Rizzi's Wh-Criterion), a modified new version of this account of "Focus-movement" has emerged that retained the idea of a formal feature Focus, and construed it as a feature projecting its own functional category, labelled F(ocus)P, in clause structure; the government condition on the licensing of the [Focus] feature came to be replaced by a Spec-head relation with the postulated F0 head (see Brody 1990, 1995). While this account, adopted widely in recent years, has eliminated reliance on the notion of government (i.e., avoided objection (i)), it still ran into problems (ii) and (iii) noted above. Thus, arguably, neither version of the [Focus] feature-based approach had a way of successfully meeting the particular descriptive challenges of the Hungarian "Focus-movement" construction, and especially not doing so within a restrictive theoretical framework. 

In the present talk, I will reassess the alleged "Focus-movement" construction of Hungarian in relation to a minimalist view of the computational system (CS), and in relation to some new alternative accounts advanced in the current literature (É. Kiss (to appear) Horvath (2000, in press), Szendrői (2001, 2003)). The talk will specifically explore and motivate what aspects of the set of phenomena involved in the construction follow from PF interface properties and what role is played by syntactically encoded feature-driven movement.

The null hypothesis for the notion Focus would construe it as a purely stress-based interface phenomenon (Chomsky 1971, Cinque 1993, Reinhart 1995, to appear).The major question raised by the Hungarian-type overt syntactic movements known as "Focus-movements" is whether given derivational economy, they necessitate abandoning the conceptually desirable PF-interface treatment, and force encoding Focus in the CS, by means of a formal feature [Focus] (the standard analysis in earlier literature, such as Horvath  (1981, 1986, 1995), Brody (1990, 1995), Rizzi (1997)). In Horvath (1997, 2000) I presented evidence that the postulation of a [Focus] feature driving movement in the CS and yielding Focus interpretation at the PF and LF interfaces is inadequate even for this prima facie strongest case alleged to motivate  syntactic encoding  (see also Szendrői 2001). 

Adopting a uniformly stress-based theory of Focus, the present talk will first contrast two alternative hypotheses regarding "Focus-movement": (a) a proposal of  non-feature-driven, hence "optional", syntactic movement which, under Reinhart's interface economy approach, avoids being an economy violation at the interface by virtue of enabling the assignment of nuclear stress in a way that creates new, otherwise unavailable Focus options for the sentence; such a stress-driven movement analysis was developed for Hungarian recently by Szendrői (2001, 2003) and (b) a proposal based on a quantificational EI operator - capturing  Kenesei's (1986) "exclusion by identification" property - claiming that  "Focus-movement" in fact is only an illusion (Horvath 2000).The position defended in the first part of the talk will be that (i) while Focus is indeed a uniformly stress-based interface phenomenon (as claimed by Reinhart 1995, to appear), the movement under discussion is not driven by stress-assignment  (see also Horvath (in press)), but rather is a feature-driven operator movement targeting the functional head EI0 in the left periphery of the clause, and (ii) the construction involves association with (stress-based) Focus. This conclusion will be further elaborated on conceptual grounds, and by the examination of the distribution of csak 'only' in Hungarian clause structure, as well as based on cross-linguistic evidence.  

In the second part of the talk, I will discuss particular phenomena attested in the Hungarian "Focus-construction" that arguably do derive from PF, namely, prosodic properties of the language. The specific issues to be addressed in this context will be: 

(a) Do "Focus-moved" phrases and preverbal VMs (Verbal Modifiers), such as verb particles, occupy the same position (as claimed by É. Kiss (1987, 1994, to appear), or distinct positions (as in Brody 1990, 1995, Horvath 1995, Kenesei 1993) (b) Is there V-raising in "Focus-movement" constructions? (c) If there is, what drives it? (d) What accounts for the strict adjacency effect holding between the "Focus-moved" phrase and the (finite) verb, and between the negative morpheme nem 'not' and the (finite) verb? The evidence presented in relation to these questions will be drawn from parenthetical placement, ellipsis phenomena, successive cyclic extractions, non-finite clauses, imperatives, and V(P) topicalization.
