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Structural focus and exhaustivity*

1. Introduction
The Hungarian sentence has been known to havadwstilly determined focus slot in its left
periphery. Most approaches to the syntax and thi&asysemantics interface of Hungarian
agree that this preverbal focus position is assediaith a [+exhaustive] feature. At the same
time, however, theories have also been proposechwiinore the exhaustivity of the
Hungarian preverbal slot, concentrating their d@ibenon the universal properties of focus,
also shared by the prosodic focus of languagesmatimvariant focus position. Recently,
Wedgwood (2005) has explicitly argued against tlexhaustive] feature of the Hungarian
preverbal focus, claiming that the exhaustivityeafassociated with foci in languages of both
the Hungarian type and the English type is a meagmatic implicature. This paper will
discuss and refute Wedgwood’s claim, and will pnesew evidence for the exhaustivity of
structural focus.

Section 2 introduces the standard arguments &ftlxhaustive] feature of
Hungarian structural focus, and the syntactic me&wieriving this feature. Section 3 briefly
discusses focus theories ignoring exhaustivity,reé® section 4 presents Wedgwood’s
theory (2005), denying the encoded exhaustivitytafctural focus altogether. After refuting
an apparent counterargument of Wedgwood in se8tisection 6 puts forth new evidence
supporting the obligatory [+exhaustive] featuresiictural focus, based on the interpretation
of scalar elements. A scalar elemepinterpretable as ‘at leastout of focus, can only mean
‘exactlyn’ in the preverbal focus slot, which is derivednfréhe exhaustivity of structural
focus, involving the exclusion of all alternativiast that denoted by the focussed constituent.
It is shown that the ‘exactly interpretation is obligatory in focus positiomaspective of the
pragmatic conditions. What is more, scalar elemfamta/hich the ‘at least’ interpretation
would lead to a semantic anomaly (i.e., scalar el@mrepresenting a value in the negative
domain of a bidirectional scale) are obligatorgfissed in Hungarian.

2. Thestandard interpretation of structural focus
In the left periphery of the Hungarian sentenci;ddjacent to the V, there is an optionally

filled structural position functioning as a focustsIn focusless, neutral sentences, the post-
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topic sentence part, functioning as the logicatimagte, usually begins with a verbal particle
(1a) or a bare nominal complement (2Recent studies on Hungarian syntax (e.g. Csirmaz
(2004), E. Kiss (2008)) analyze the logical pretliaaf such neutral sentences as a PredP
(subsuming a split VP), with the verbal particldbare nominal (both marked as [+pred)])
occupying Spec,PredP.

(1)a. Péterdegpmeg vette Kertész konyvét]
Peter PRT bought Kertész’s bookcAC
‘Peter bought Kertész’s book.’

b. PéterdegpkOnyvet  vett]
Peter book-ACC bought

‘Peter bought some book(s).’

In focus constructions, the predicate section efsdntence begins with the focus, to be
immediately followed by the V (2a,b). Since Brod®91), it has been generally believed that
the focus constituent occupies the specifier afsighated functional projection called FocP.
In the presence of a focus, the V moves acrosgdtml particle/bare nominal complement
into a head position adjacent to the focus. As shbywOlsvay (2000) and Horvath (2004, to
appear), this is the head position of a syntactigegtion below FocP (called Non-Neutral
Phrase, perhaps a version of FinP). In neutraksers and focus constructions alike, the
main stress falls on the left edge of the logicaldmate. The post-focus section of focus

constructions is destressed.

(2)a. Péterdycp KERTESZ KONYVET fune vette pregpmegty]
‘It was Kertész’'s book that Peter bought.’
b. Foce PETER [inp Vett [pregpkOnyvetty]
‘It was Peter who bought some book?s).’

2Megin (1a) is a resultative verbal particle, a téjicharker. Verbal particles appear in accomplishraexl
achievement sentences containing a [+specific] éhehey predicate the result state of the themé&lLbhmegis
missing because the theme is a non-specific notasphThe bare nominal of (1b) occupies the same
Spec,PredP position as the verbal particle of @#r all, it is also a secondary predicate preeid of the
incorporated internal argument of the V.

% In (2a)kényvétcould also be presupposed and destressed. Irtagpetwhether either of its subconstituents is
unstressed and given, it is the whole constitueSpec,FocPKertész kdnyvéthat is analyzed as focus.



Such a focus position is not unique to Hungarfasurvey carried out in the
framework of the EUROTYP project found that halttio¢ European languages have a
structural focus position (E. Kiss 1998c¢). Hintdeh{this volume) argues for a preverbal
focus position in Old High German. Fiedler et #iig volume) point out a clause-final
structural focus position in a number of West Adndanguages. Aghem is known to have a
postverbal focus slot (although Hyman and Polinskis volume) argue that — unlike left-
peripheral focus positions — it is not an A-baripos filled by movement).

Hungarian native speakers share the intuition(ttetand (2a), as well as (1b) and
(2b) have different truth conditions. The focus mment of the object in (2a) and the subject
in (2b) adds a special component to the meaninigeo$entence. Whereas (1a) is true in every
situation in which Peter bought a set of objectsa(eet of books) including Kertész’s book,
(2a) is only true in a situation in which the sebbjects/books bought by Péter consists of
Kertész’ book and nothing else. Similarly, (1bjrise whenever the set of persons who
bought books includes Peter; (2b), on the othedharonly true in a situation in which Peter
is the only (relevant) person who bought books.

The formalization of this intuition goes back bh&twork of Szabolcsi (1980, 1981a,
1981b, 1983, 1985, etc.). In these early studi€izabolcsi, focus is analyzed to express
exhaustive listing, i.e., to provide an exhaushisteof the referents for which the statement
expressed by the sentence is true. Observe howB2a{1980, 1981a) paraphrases the

meaning of the focus construction in (3a):

(3)a. focp PETER [aludt a padlon]]
Peter  slept the floor-on

b. ‘For every X, x slept on the floor iff x =2ter’

Naturally, the universal quantifier is to be interfed on a relevant set determined by the
given situation or context (e.g. the set of persiaging in a particular apartment at a given
time).

Evidence of the [+exhaustive] feature of strudtfmaus is provided by the fact that
(3a) and (4) cannot be simultaneously true, i3&) (s not a logical consequence of (4) but

contradicts it.

(4) [FocpPETER és PAL [aludt a padIén]]

Peter and Paul slept the floor-o



‘It was Peter and Paul who slept on the floor.

The negated version of (3a), spelled out in (5aXhe other hand, is compatible with (4), as
shown in (5b):

(5)a. Nem focp PETER [aludt a padlon]]
‘It wasn’'t Peter who slept on the floor.’
b. Nem focp PETER [aludt a padlon]] hanemy{r PETER és PAL ([aludt a padion])]

‘It wasn’'t Peter who slept on the floor lituvas Peter and Paul (who slept on the floor).’

Szabolcsi's formula is also intended to cover s$tmad foci in all-new sentences, e.g.:

(6) [FocPPETER [aludt a padlon]] vagy.ipA VENDEG [ment széallodaba]]?
Peter slept the floor-on or  the guest went hotel-to
‘Was it Peter who slept on the floor, or wake guest who went to a hotel?’

(6) can only be asked if in one of the two altereatvorlds Peter exhausts the set of persons
who slept on the floor, and in the other one thesgjexhausts the set of persons who went to
a hotel.

A further evidence of the exhaustivity of struetuiocus presented by Szabolcsi
(1980) involves conditionals. A non-focussédlause is a unidirectional conditional; a
focussedf-clause, on the other hand, is understood as eebtatinal, corresponding to &n
and only ifclause. (The focus function of a subordinate @dassndicated by the focus
position of the pronominal associated with it. Theusal constituent itself cannot appear in
Spec,FocP, presumably owing to a prosodic constraguiring that the focus constituent

form a phonological word with the V.) Compare:

(7)a. Meg-kapod a pénzt akkor, ha el-gzeél a munkat.
PRT get-you the money then if PRT do-the job-ACC
‘You get the money in case you do the job.’
b. FocrAKKOR; [kapod meg a pénzt]] [ha elvégzed a munkat]
‘It is in the case you do the job that ymi the money.’



Kenesei (1986, 149), proposing an alternativéaéofbcus interpretation of Szabolcsi
(1980, 1981a), did not discard the [+exhaustivaiuee, but represented it as something
presupposed rather than asserted. In Kenesei'sytitbe focus expresses exclusion by
identification. This term is based on the intuitibiat focussing means both the identification
of a referent, and the exclusion of potential aliives. (Notice that in Hungarian, universal
guantifiers, e.gmindenki‘everybody’, involving no exclusion, cannot be nadvnto the
focus position.) Kenesei’s logical formula for feccontains an iota operator:

(8)a. focp PETER [aludt]]
‘It was Peter who slept.’
b.x [Slept (xX) ] =p

(8b) presupposes that there is a unique individinal slept, and asserts that this individual is
Peter.
In her (1994) study, Szabolcsi basically adoptedsei’s notion of focus, however,

she proposes to change the formalism in such ahedyt can also handle plurals:

(9) AZAP [z =X [P(X) & VY[P(y) — y=X]]|

Modifying Kenesei’s notion of ‘exclusion by idefitation’ to some extent, E. Kiss
(1998a) describes the focus function as ‘exhauddieetification’. The paper assumes a focus
operator which operates on the set of contextukdtgrmined elements for which the
predicate of the sentence can potentially hold,exichustively identifies the proper subset of
this set for which the predicate actually holds;leding the complementary subset. The
preverbal focus represents the value of this operat

As shown by E. Kiss (1998a), a constituent conwgyiew information, answering an
explicit or implicit wh-expression, can also appeathe postverbal part of the sentence;
however, postverbally it has a non-exhaustive repdCompare the two alternative ways of

answering the wh-question in (10a):

(10)a. focp KIKET [hivtal meg ma estéfe
who-PL-ACC invited-you PRT todayeeing-for
‘Who did you invite for tonight?’
b. foce PETERT és PALT ([hivtam meg])]



‘It is Peter and Paul (that | invited).’
c. Meg hivtam PETERT és PALT
‘l invited Peter and Paul.’

The answer in (10b) is false if | also invited oththan Peter and Paul. The answer in (10c),
on the other hand, does not imply or implicate thavited nobody but Peter and Paul; on the
contrary, native speakers would use it to sugdpedtthe answer is partial, non-exhaustive.
The structural focus, illustrated in (10b), is edlidentificational focus. The prosodic focus in
(10c) is a mere information focus. The preverbahidicational focus is optionally present; it
represents the value of an operator; it is exhaesti has scope; it involves distributional
restrictions; it is always a major constituent g@agument of the V or an adjunct); it is
associated with a fixed structural position; and derived by movement. The information
focus, on the other hand, is a mere pragmatic—grogtnenomenon, marked by primary
stress, expressing new information. Every senteongins an information focus, the size of
which can vary. The prosodic focus of English imation focus. The English equivalents
of the Hungarian preverbal identificational focus the cleft and the pseudo-cleft
constituents.

In E. Kiss (2006a,b), | analyzed the preverbalfoas a specificational predicate —
adopting Higgins’s (1973) analysis of the Engliseydo-cleft constituent, and Huber’s
(2000) analysis of the German and Swedish clefstient. In this approach, which | also
maintain in this paper, the focus referentiallyntiiges the set determined by the presupposed
section of the sentence, by listing its member® Mleaning of (10b), for example, can be
explicated informally as follows:

(10)b’. ‘Who I invited are Peter and Paul.’
The focus as a specificational predicate is preelitaf the open sentence determined by the

post-focus projection. Focus movement serves thgoge of realizing in syntactic structure

the specificational predicate — argument (i.e. ftloeis — presupposition) articulatidn.

4 Szabolcsi (1980) was the first to notice the 'adilve’, i.e., predicative, nature of focus in exdes like (i),
where the two foci can denote the same individeabise of the non-referring, predicative functibthe focus
constituents. The coreferent reading is impossibbny other structural position — see (i), (iii):

() [FocrA BARATNOMET; [hivtam meg]], nemehep A MINISZTER FELESEGET]
my friend-ACC invited-1 PRT not the minister's  wife-ACC
‘It was my friend that | invited, not the nister’s wife.’



In this framework, the [+exhaustive] feature ofds is a semantic consequence of its
specificational predicate role. The focus servespercify the set determined by the
presupposed sentence part by listing its membedsit dulfils this function if it enlists the
members of the set exhaustively. Thus the exhatystif/structural focus is neither a lexical
property (like thewvh feature of interrogative expressions), nor a featissigned by a focus
operator in the course of the derivation, but aas@m consequence of the specificational
predicate role of the focussed constituent. Unadegsantifiers cannot be focussed because
they cannot function as predicate nominals (cfn@akidou and Quer 1995).

The most recent theory attributing a [+exhaustfeajure to the Hungarian preverbal
focus is the Exhaustive Identification Operatorottyeof Horvath (2004). According to
Horvath, the preverbal focus position in the Huragasentence is, in fact, a kind of quantifier
position, the specifier of an Exhaustive Identifica Phrase (EIP), to be filled by a
constituent combined with an invisible Exhaustidentification Operator (EIOp). The source

of exhaustivity is the EIOp, whose function is désed by Horvath (2004) as follows:

(11) El operates on a set of contextually or pragrablly given elements for which the
predicate phrase can potentially hold; énitfies the exhaustive proper subset of this set

for which the predicate phrase actually bold

In Horvath’s terminology, the term ‘focus’ is rasted to the pragmatic—prosodic information
focus of E. Kiss (1998a); it is defined as a sytitatly unencoded interface phenomenon,
marked prosodically across languages. The rel&@igiween exhaustivity and focus is
indirect; the EIOp, similar tevenandonly, requires association with focus. This is not an
absolute requirement though; Horvath also quotasgles in which the constituent
associated with the El operator is presupposediaadcented; the information focus, bearing

primary stress, is a quantifier preceding the EICH#? example:

(12) MINDEN fill  [rocp Marit [kérte fel tancolni]], nemcsak baratja.
every boy Mary-ACC asked PieT™ance not only her friend
‘Every boy asked Mary [and noone else] folaace, not only her friend.’

(i) A baratrdmetmeg-hivtama miniszter feleséggtnem.
'My friend, | invited, the minister’s wife,didn’t.’

(iif) Meg-hivtama baratrdmet, de nem hivtam meg miniszter feleséggt
| invited my friend, but | didn’t invite # minister’s wife.’



3. Focustheoriesignoring the exhaustivity of structural focus

Though the exhaustive interpretation of the preakiticus has never been questioned by
native Hungarian speakers, including linguistsyeheave been proposals which, aiming to
formulate a universal theory of focus, regard trexhaustive] feature of the Hungarian
preverbal focus as irrelevant. In the theory ofdréBrody 1991, 1995), constituents in the
preverbal focus position have a [+f] feature, dmelthave been raised to Spec,FocP to enter
into a checking relation with the [+f] feature bktFoc head. Universal quantifiers, which can
be adjoined to FocP in visible syntax and be assigmmimary stress in Hungarian, are
assumed by Brédy to have the same [+f] featur8réaly’s analysis, Q-raising to FocP is
also movement into the checking domain of the Feadh Brody also attributes a [+f] feature
to postverbal constituents bearing a primary stress the postverbal stressed object of (10c),
and to the prosodic focus of the English sentefbese constituents are raised to Spec,FocP
at LF. If an English prosodic focus, or a Hungamastverbal information focus also has a
[+f] feature, then [+f] cannot encode exhaustivenidfication. If exhaustive identification
means the identification of the proper subset @evant set, and the exclusion of the
complementary subset, then [+f] cannot involve esttige identification in the case of
universal quantifiers, either. That is, the [+fafiere in the theory of Brody has no
[+exhaustive] component.

Exhaustivity plays no role in the focus theorysaiendéi (2003), either, where focus
movement is triggered by the requirement of stifessts correspondence — as proposed by
Reinhart (1995). According to the Stress—Focusé&3pandence Principle of Reinhdhe
focus of a clause is any constituent containingnlaén stress of the intonational phrase, as
determined by the stress rule. Focus and mainssteesbe made to coincide in two ways: by
syntactic transposition, or by stress shift onedbnstituent to be focussed. According to
Szendéi, Hungarian always adopts the first option. In ganan, the Nuclear Stress Rule
marks the leftmost position of the VP as the positf main stress, hence focus movement is
movement to the left edge of the VP. Examples (i), containing a postverbal focus, are
claimed by Szendr to represent VP-focus, and the difference betwibennterpretation of
(10b) and (10c) is claimed to be a difference betwaarrow focus and wide focus.

Exhaustivity plays no role in the analysis.

4. A focustheory denying the exhaustivity of structural focus



Whereas Brody (1990, 1995) and Szén¢2003) are merely silent about the Hungarian
preverbal focus being obligatory interpreted axpeaistive], Wedgwood explicitly denies
that structural focus encodes a [+exhaustive] fegisee Wedgwood 2005). He is aware of
the fact that the Hungarian preverbal focus is ipuaderstood to be exhaustive; however,
he claims that its exhaustivity is a mere implicajwhich is elicited by a narrow focus also
in languages with no focus movement, e.g. in Ehgli$ie exhaustivity implicature can be
derived either from Grice’'s Maxim of Quantity (Ggi@967/1975), or from the general
principles of inference of Sperber and Wilson’sdRahce Theory (1986/1995). The first sub-
maxim of Grice’s Maxim of Quantity says ,make yaantribution as informative as is
required (for the current purposes of the exchdnyéhen new information is presented in a
restricted context (in answer to an explicit or iitipquestion), an exhaustive answer is the
optimally relevant answer, therefore, exhaustiigtyalways expected.

Naturally, an answer is understood to be exhagistinly with respect to the given

context — as pointed out by Szabolcsi as earlyn 6980, 1981) based on examples like (13):

(13) [FocrJOSEPH CONRAD [szlletett lengyelnek]]
Joseph Conrad was.borimsRADAT
‘It was Joseph Conrad who was born Polish.’

Joseph Conrad does not exhaust the set of all @&oph Polish; however, he may exhaust
the set of those born Polish when talking abouatgEaglish writers.

A narrow focus, i.e., that congruent with a wh4ggsion, is non-exhaustive only in
two cases: i. if it is mutually manifest to thedaribcutors that the speaker does not expect an

exhaustive answer, e.g.:

(14) Honnan tudhatom meg a menetrendet?
‘Where can | learn the railway time table?’
Meg-tudhatod az INTERNEDR.

PRT learn-can-you the Internet-from

‘You can learn it from the internet.’

ii. The answer is not interpreted as exhaustithafspeaker makes it manifest that he is only

giving partial information, e.qg.:



(15)a. Kiket hivtal meg szombat estére?
‘Who did you invite for Saturday night?’
b. Tobbek kozott PETERT ES EVAT  taim meg).
others among Peter-ACC and Eve-ACCléalvi PRT

‘Peter and Eve, among others.’

The Hungarian preverbal focus and the English &befis are exhaustive in the unmarked
case because they usually represent narrow foeicdtrelation between narrow focus and

exhaustivity is derived from Sperber and Wilson'm€&iple of Relevance (1986/1995):

(16) Principle of Relevance:
Hearers seek to optimize the communicagveards of processing an utterance, relative

to the effort this processing demands.

A context elicits an utterance with a wide focuswlexisting assumptions need to be
strengthened; the hearer’'s commitment to theihtneeds to be increased. A context
eliciting a narrow focus requires a greater praogssffort, involving the contradiction and
elimination of existing assumptions. Such an effomorthwhile if the identification of the
alternative to be contrasted with the existing agstions is exhaustive.

If exhaustivity is a mere pragmatic implicatutgoan the case of the Hungarian
preverbal focus and the English cleft focus, thesmould be cancellable under appropriate

pragmatic conditions. Wedgwood claims that thimteed the case.

5. Apparent arguments against the [+exhaustive] feature of structural focus

An obvious argument allegedly refuting the exhadistiof the Hungarian preverbal focus is
provided by examples like (15b), in which the esgientdobbek koz6ttdmong others’
explicitly denies the exhaustivity of the preverBatert és EvaPeter and Eve’. This
counter-argument, however, is only apparent. Tmstitoient that occupies the structural
focus position in (15b) i®bbek kozott Pétert és Evieter and Eve among otherBhis can
be proved by the constituency test providedngg...iseven’. Még...isis a complex modifier
consisting of a proclitic and an enclitic, which shibe cliticized to one and the same
constituent. Whereaség...iscannot surround a string of two arguments, orrgnraent and
an independent adjunct — see (17ajg tobbek kozott Pétert és Evésigrammatical — see
(17c).



(17)a.MégEvanak egy konyvet is viszek ajandékba.
even Eve-DAT a book-ACC also takedgant-for

‘| take even a book to Eve as a present.’

b.*Mégholnap  Evat is meg latogatom.
even tomorrow Eve-ACC also PRT visit-I
‘| visit even Eve tomorrow.’

c.Mégtobbek kozott Pétert és Evat is meg latogattam.
even among others Peter-ACC and Eve-AGG RRT visited-I

‘| visited even Peter and Eve, among others

If the Spec,FocP of (15b) is occupiedtbipbek kozott Pétert és EvReter and Eve, among
others’, then the focus of (15b) is an exhaustbeai$. It specifies the members of the set
determined by the presupposed part of the givetesea by naming two of them, and
referring to the rest of them as a group with trenpuntdbbek'others’. If tobbek'others’
were omitted, the set could only include Peter Ewe and no one elge.

Wedgwood’s main argument against the encoded sxilidiy of structural focus is
borrowed from Horn (1981). Horn’s argument is basedhe following minimal pair
(translated into Hungarian by Wedgwood (2005:137)):

(18)a.??Azt tudtam, hogy Mari meg-evett egy pizdat most vettem észre,
that knew-1 that Mary PRT ate pizza but now took-I notice
hogy egy pizzat evett meg.
that a pizza ate-she PRT
‘I knew that Mary ate a pizza, but | bgust noticed that it was a pizza that she ate.’

b. Azt tudtam, hogy Mari meg-evett egy pizzle most vettem észre,

® The fact thatdbbek kozéttan also be separated frététert és Evatloes not refute their initial constituency.
Adjuncts of nominal heads can be freely extrapasédiingarian. A focussed constituent must be hézal;f
hence the adjunct of a focussed nominal must,dn &ther be extraposed or be turned into a préieodCf.

() rocpA hdzat a szikldk alatt [vettem meg]]
the house the cliffs below bougRRT
'| bought the house below the cliffs.’
(i) [ Focp [pP A hazatt][vettem meg]] bra sziklak alatf]
(i) [ rocp A sziklak alatti hazat [vettem meg]]

® As an anonymous reviewer points dtibbek kdzotis always unstressed. The reason for this is prably the
pronominal status dbbbek'several [ones]'.



that knew-I that Mary PRT-ate @izza but now took-I notice
hogy csak egy pizzat evett meg.
that onlya pizza  ate-she PRT

‘I knew that Mary ate a pizza, but | havstjooticed that it wasnly a pizza that she ate.’

Horn and Wedgwood assume that the [+exhaustivélrfed encoded by the particle
csakonlyin (18b). The two clauses of (18b) can be corgchbecause of the presence of
exhaustivity in the second clause. In the secoadsd of (18a), on the other hand, the
structural focus itself carries no [+exhaustivejttee, which is why the two clauses cannot be
coordinated by the contrastide ‘but’.

In my opinion, this argument is not convincing.eTirst problem is that (18a) is
ungrammatical under the prosody in (19a), andasngnatical under the prosody in (19b).
The ?? native speakers assigned to (18a) presunnalitates that it takes some effort to find

a context eliciting (19b).

(19)a.*Azt tudtam, hogy Mari meg-evett egy pizzig,most vettem észre, hogy
Eocregy PIZZAT [evett meg]]
‘I knew that Mary ate a pizza, but | hawst realized that it was a pizza she ate.’
b. Azt tudtam, hogy Mari meg-evett egy pizzle most vettem észre, hogy
Focp EGY pizzét [evett meg]]

‘I knew that Mary ate a pizza, but | hgwst realized that it was one pizza she ate.’

As for (19a) (i.e., the prosodically more unmarkedsion of (18a)), if two clauses differ only
to the extent that the object has a [+exhauste@&fure in the second one, then the relation
between the two clauses is not ‘contrast’; rattier second clause makes the first one more
precise. The first clause of (19a) does not entlhe@xhaustivity of the object, but does not
exclude it, either. The second clause, imposingeatjaustive] reading on the object, merely
restricts its interpretative possibilities. Sinbe meanings of the two clauses are not identical,
it should be possible to conjoin them without adéagy arising; however, the conjunction

must be appositive instead of contrastive:

(20) Mari meg-evett egy pizzat, pontosabhaggy PIZZAT [evett meg]]
Mary PRT ate a pizza more.pregisela pizza-ACC ate-she PRT

‘Mary ate a pizza, more precisely, it wgszza she ate.’



(18b) is acceptable with a contrastive conjunchenause the second clause not only makes
the meaning of the first one more precise by fixing value of the exhaustivity feature of the
object, but it also adds a negative evaluation by imeans obnly. As argued in E. Kiss
(1996, 1998a)nlyis an evaluative scalar modifier expressing thatscalar degree it
modifies represents a low, or at least non-maxiohedree of the given scale. The synonymy
of (21a,b) might seem to suggest tbaly is merely the spelling out of the exhaustivity
feature of the focus. That this is not the cag@asen by the ungrammaticality of (22b) as

opposed to (22a).

(21)a. Focp EVA [volt Méria lanyal]]
Eve was Mary’s daughter
b. Focp Csak EVA [volt Maria lanya]]
only Eve was Mary's daughter

(22)a. FocpMARIA [volt Eva  anyjal]
Mary was Eve’s mother
b.*[Focp Csak MARIA [volt Eva anyja]]
only Mary  was Eve’s mother

A focus modified bycsakis presented as a scalar value contrasted withehigalues of the
given scale. A single daughter represents a lowevaln the scale of potential daughters
(consisting of a single daughter, a set of two tiéerg, a set of three daughters, etc.), a
mother, on the other hand, cannot be opposed kehiglues on the scale of mothers.

The expressionly a pizzacan generate either a qualitative or a quantéasieale.

Compare:

(23)a. Mari csak egy PIZZAT evett.
‘It was only a pizza that Mary ate.’
b. Mari csak EGY pizzat evett.
‘It was only one pizza that Mary ate.’

In the case of (23a), the scale of foods can headitgtive scale extending, say, from pizza to

beafsteak. In this casmly contrasts pizza with the more delicious, more siiated, more



valuable kinds of food. But (23a) can also evokgiantitative scale. The degrees of this type
of scale are of the kind ‘a pizza’, ‘a pizza anshéad’, ‘a pizza, a salad, and an ice cream’,
etc. In the case of (23b), the scalar degrees dboeepizza’ are ‘two pizzas’, ‘three pizzas’
etc. The latter reading can also be elicited witlomly, given that the numeraly‘one’ (the
stressed equivalent of the indefinite article imiarian) represents a low (in fact, the lowest)
degree of the scale of positive whole numbers waiffwout the evaluative particlenly. That
is why (19b) is acceptable; its second clause earobtrasted with the first one because the
second clause not only has the value of the exivitygeature of the object fixed, but it also
assigns to the object a low scalar value.

In view of these considerations, Wedgwood’s argushdo not prove that the
[+exhaustive] feature of structural focus can bgealh, hence they do not support the

conclusion that the exhaustivity of structural feesia cancellable pragmatic implicature.

6. A further argument for the [+exhaustive] feature of structural focus

In Hungarian, expressions containing a numericalifrey n can be interpreted as ‘at least
n or more’ in every sentence position but Spec,RseR E. Kiss 2006c¢). Observe hkét
gyerekettwo children’ is interpreted in VP-internal pasi (24a), in topic position (24b),
and, supplied with the maximizier‘even’, in distributive quantifier position (24€)as
opposed to Spec,FocP (25):

(24)a. Aki [pregefel-nevelt két gyerekétaz  15% nyugdijemelésre jogosult.
who up brought two children h&)15% pension-raise-to entitled-is
‘Who brought up (at least) two childrereigtitled to a 15% pension raise.’
b. Aki [ropp k€t gyerekefrregefel-nevelt]], az 15% nyugdijemelésre jogosult.
‘Who brought up (at least) two childrereigtitied to a 15% pension raise.’
c. Aki pbiste két gyereket iforegpfel-nevelt]], az 15% nyugdijemelésre jogosuilt.
‘Who brought up (at least) two childrerentitled to a 15% pension raise.’

(25) Aki [rocp KET GYEREKET [nevelt fel]], az 15% nyugdijemelégogosult.
‘Who brought up [exactly] two children istéled to a 15% pension raise.’

"isin (24c) is a distributive particle. A numeral asisited with it cannot be focussed:; it must lan&jrec, DistP,
the landing site of distributive quantifiers, eugnjversals.



What we attest in (24a-c) is not surprising. Acaogdo a well-known hypothesis, the basic
meaning of a numerical modifiarin natural languages is ‘at least‘n or more’ — cf. e.g.
Horn (1972; 1981), Levinson (2000), and Kadmon 300t is easy to see why. The truth of
the statemeniohn brought up two childreis preserved also in case the number of children
brought up by John increases to three, four, ofderone cannot bring up ten children
without also bringing up two children). What ne¢al®e explained is why a numerical
modifier is still mostly interpreted at its facelwa. The face-value interpretation of numerical
modifiers is attributed to a so-called scalar ircgiure, which fixes the upper bound of ‘at
leastn’ by adding the meaning component ‘at maidb it. The presence or absence of this
implicature is supposed to depend on pragmaticitiond, as follows from Grice’s Maxim of
Quantity, requiring a speaker to be as informatisés necessary for the current purposes of
the exchange (Grice 1967/1975). For example, iweeinterested in a person’s family status,
and he tells us that he has raised two childrenyiV@ssociate the expressitwo children

with a scalar implicature, i.e., we will interpiegs ‘exactly two children’ — because a person
asked about his family status is sufficiently imf@tive only if he gives us the exact number
of his children. If, on the other hand, we areitajkabout a benefit allotted to people who
have brought up a certain number of children, énse sufficient to fix the lower boundary of
the number of children required in order to recehebenefit. That is, in this case no scalar
implicature is induced. Accordingliét gyerekettwo children’ in (24a-c) is understood to
mean ‘at least two children’.

In focus position, the interpretation ‘at leasts impossible — no matter what the
pragmatic conditions are. Thus no matter how praigaiéy unlikely it may be, (25) can only
mean that only the persons who have raised exaeotlghildren (no less and no more) are
entitled to the benefit.

The meaning difference between a non-focusseddocussed numerically

guantified expression becomes even more obviousrurehation. Compare:

(26)a. Janos NEM nevelt fel két gyereket.

John not brought up two children

8 Not everyone shares this view, though. Horn (199®6), Geurts (2006), and Breheny (2008) argue for
theories in which the 'exactly interpretation of numerals is primary, and thelé&astn’ interpretation is
derived. Breheny (2008) derives the 'at least’ hegdrom the 'exactly’ reading by pragmatic reasmniGeurts
(2006) distinguishes quantifier and predicate sené@ numeral, the former associated with an '#ac
interpretation, and the latter associated withadieast’ interpretation. The two readings areteeldy type-
shifting rules.

° What triggers the inversion of the V and the méet{more precisely, the extraction of the V actbesparticle)
in (24a) is not a focus but the negative particle.



‘John did not bring up two children.’
b. Janos NEM{rpkét gyereket [nevelt fel]]
‘It wasn’t two children that John brougig.’

(26a) is only true if John brought up less than thiddren, i.e., if he brought up one child or
no child at all. (26b), on the other hand, is tnreether the number of children brought up by
John is smaller than two or larger than two. ((2&)not be used if John brought up no child
— because a structural focus is associated witxestential presupposition. The presupposed
part of the sentence is understood to determirexesting, non-empty set.)

The fact that a focussed numerical modifi@annot be interpreted as ‘at leash or
more’ must be a consequence of the [+exhaustiatlife of focus. If focussing means the
exhaustive identification of the alternative nanbgdhe focussed expression from among the
set of potential alternatives, then the focussingnoexpression containing the numeradill
exclude the alternatives containingl, n+2, n+3 etc. If the [+exhaustive] feature of focus
were a pragmatic implicature, it ought to be sérssito pragmatic conditions. The fact that it
is not affected by pragmatics indicates that & semantic feature, an inherent property of
structural focus.

Actually, focussed noun phrases involving no nucaémodifier can also be looked
upon as scalar elements in the case of which thagpextending interpretation is blocked,
resulting in an ‘at leastand at mosx' reading. Consider again the examples under (10),

repeated here as (27).

(27)a. focp KIKET [hivtal meg ma esf@re
who-PL-ACC invited-you PRT todaight-for
‘Who have you invited for tonight?’
b. EoecPETERT  és PALT [hivtam meq]]
Peter-ACC and Paul-ACC invitedR' P
‘It is Peter and Paul that | have invited
C. bresMeg-hivtam PETERT ES PALT.
‘| have invited Peter and Paul.’
d. fopePétert es PalplgPMEG-hivtam]]
‘Peter and Paul, | have invited.’



Let us generate all the possible subsets (the psetgof the set of those who | could have
invited for tonight, and let us order them alongcale. The one-member subsets, e.g. {Peter}
or {Paul}, will represent the lowest degree of fuale, the two-member subsets like {Peter,
Paul} will represent the second degree of the sthéethree-member subsets such as {Peter,
Paul, Stephen} will represent the third degreehefdcale etc. A non-focussBdter and Paul
means ‘at least Peter and Paul’ because — in adddiforming a two-member subset — it can
also represent a subset of larger, three- or feamber subsets. If, on the other haPeter

and Paulis focussed, it can only denote the two-membeseatfiPeter, Paul}. That is,
exhaustivity and the blocking of upward extensitomg a scale are two sides of the same
coin.

The correlation between the ‘at leasversus ‘exactlyn’ interpretation of a numeral
and the discourse function of the numerically mediexpression has already been noticed —
by Szabolcsi (1981a,b), Fretheim (1992), van Kupfig€i996), and Wedgwood (2005),
among others. What Fretheim observed was thahtbhegpretation of a numerical modifier
in Norwegian is related to the stress of the medixpression. Ih is part of an unstressed,
contextually given, salient expressiormneans ‘at least. Otherwise,n means ‘exactly’. In
fact, the so-called scalar implicature, supplenmgntihe meaning ‘at least with the upper
bound ‘at most’ depending on pragmatic conditions, can only li@tet by salient, topical
numerically modified expressions. In the case of,fthe upper bound is obligatory, which
suggests that it is not imposed upon the meanimgogfa weak pragmatic implicature but is
part of the meaning of the utterance.

Van Kuppevelt (1996) extended Fretheim’s obserwatitoscalar elements other than
numerals. Similar to Fretheim, van Kuppevelt arghes the ‘exactlyr reading of focussed
scalar expressions is not a pragmatic implicatuteatsemantic entailment. Actually, van
Kuppevelt uses the tersatisfactory commenmbstead ofocus He establishes the information
structure of a sentence by questions. A satisfpcdiomment is (the non-presupposed part of)
a uniquely determining answer to an explicit or licipquestion. An answer which leaves
open the possibility of alternatives (to be elim@thby a further subquestion) does not count
as a satisfactory comment.

Wedgwood (2005, ch. 5.2.4) also discusses Engkamples corresponding to those
in (20)-(21), and identifies the ‘exacthy reading of numerals as their exhaustive readite.
claims that the ‘exactly’ interpretation of numerals correlates with narf@eus function.

In examples like those in (20), ,what is reallyrgequestioned is the existence of a set of

(someone’s) children of a certain cardinality.. yAassertion of the existence of a set of a



given cardinality is compatible with the existemméesets with higher cardinalities because the
smaller set can be simply a proper subset of &targe... In contrast, when the existence of
the set is presupposed but its cardinality is iesgjon...it is precisely the choice of one
cardinality from among the set of alternative caatlivalues that is at stake, so the assertion
that a certain cardinality holds implicitly excligdether cardinalities, whether higher or
lower.” (Wedgwood 2005:165)

My point is that what has been observed aboutsgtesumeral expressions by
Fretheim, about numeral expressions functioninggdisfactory comments by van Kuppevelt,
and about numeral expressions functioning as nafwoilby Wedgwood is grammaticalized
in Hungarian. The ‘exactly’ reading of numerals is associated with a pargicstructural
position with an encoded [+exhaustive] feature, isnibt sensitive to pragmatic or contextual
conditions.

In van Kuppevelt's framework, it is contextuallytdemined what counts as a

satisfactory comment. Compare his illustrative mial pair:

(28) [Harry did a lot of shopping this afternoon.]
How many books did he buy?
#He bought fodpmmentb00ks. In fact he bought seven.

(29) [Did Harry get a free book in this shop? Iffmight four books, he got one.]
How many books did he buy?

He bought fousmmentb00ks. In fact he bought seven.

In the context of (28), the numeral is a satisfecamswer only under its ‘exactly four’
reading. In the context of (29), on the other hangrocess of ,topic weakening” takes place,
which renders the numeral a satisfactory answerwaisler its basic ‘at least four’
interpretation.

In Hungarian, the situation is much clearer. mtivo different contexts, both the
guestions and the answers have different structanesthe interpretation is structurally
determined. In the context of (28)haw manyquestion is asked, which is answered with a

focussed numerically modified expression:

(30) [foceHANY  KONYVET [vett  Harry]]?
how.many book-ACC bought Harry



‘How many books did Harry buy?’
EoceNEGY konyvet], #valdjaban hetet is.
four  book-ACC in.fact ve&a-ACC even

‘Four books, in fact, seven.’

The focussed numeral phrase is correctly predictédo allow an upward extending
interpretation.

In the context of (29), we have two options. We aak ayes-noquestion, with the
numerically modified expression in postverbal positIn that case, its meaning is ‘at least
four’ both in the question and in the answer (Zljernatively, we can askwah-question,
with thehow manyphrase and the corresponding numeral phrase us fogsition. In that

case, the numeral phrase must be interpreted awtdue (32).

(31) [Did Harry get a free book in this shop? Iffmught four books, he got one.]
VETT Harry négy konyvet?
bought Harry four book-ACC
‘Did Harry buy four books?’
Ilgen, VETT négy konyvet. Valdjdbandie is.
yes bought-he four book in.fact seven-ACC even
‘Yes, he bought four books. In fact, he djoiseven.’

(32) [Did Harry get a free book in this shop? Iffmught four books, he got one.]
Foce HANY KONYVET [vett]]?
‘How many books did he buy?’
Foce HET KONYVET]
‘Seven books.’
#EocP NEGY KONYVET]

‘Four books.’

That is, in Hungarian the preverbal structural foposition blocks the ‘at leastreading
irrespective of pragmatic conditions.

Wedgwood (2005) would correctly analyze the sergenn (31) to contain a wide
focus, with the numeral having an ‘at least foedding. What would be problematic for him

is the discourses in (33) and (34), containing @ meeverbal narrow information focus.



(33) Kapott Harry ajandékkonyvet? Ha vett négy kétykapott egyet ajandékba.
‘Did Harry get a free book? If he boughtifdooks, he got one for free.’
Foce HANY KONYVET [vett]]?
‘How many books did he buy?’
Vett négy kdnyvet. Valojadastet is.
bought-he four book-ACC in.fact vee-ACC even
‘He bough four books. In fact, he boughten.’

(34) Kapott Harry ajandékkonyvet? Ha vett négy kétykapott egyet ajandékba.
‘Did Harry get a free book? If he boughtfdaooks, he got one for free.’
Négy konyvet VETT. Valojaban hetet is.
four book-ACC bought-he in.fact  sev&CC even
‘Four books, he bought. In fact, he bouggten.’

(Négy koényveh (34)is to be pronounced with a contrastive intonatian, with a rise or fall-
rise developing into a hat contour.) If the infotioa focus of a sentence is the constituent
congruent with the wh-phrase of the question @ligithe sentence, then (33)-(34) contain a
narrow focus. This narrow focus is stressed, Isustitess is weaker than the main stress
falling on the left edge of the logical predicatethese cases, the V). As shown by these
examples, a narrow information focus is not ideadtizith a structural focudNégy konyves

a narrow information focus left in situ in the WP(B3), and is a contrastive topic in (34).
The verbal projection cannot be deleted in thesengtes because the non-focus position of
the numerically modified expression cannot be iatid otherwise. Actually, for a contrastive

topic to be identifiable, it is sufficient to spelit an adverb adjoined to the verbal projection:

(35) [rFocPHANY KONYVET [vett Harry]]?
‘How many books did Harry buy?’
fropp Négyet  focp BIZTOSAN/MINDENKEPPEN Eocp]]]
four-ACC for.sure /by.adeans

‘Four, for sure/by all means.’



That is, the obligatory blocking of the ‘at leasiferpretation of numerals is structure-
dependent in Hungarian; it is a concomittant ofgheverbal focus position; it cannot be
accounted for in pragmatic terms.

The claim that exhaustivity is a grammaticalizeolperty of the Hungarian preverbal
focus is also supported by examples of differepesy

Indefinite numerals likpar ‘couple of’,néhany'some’ have different meanings in
focus position and in non-focus position. In fopasition, the upward extension of their

interpretation is blocked. Compare the followinguewles:

(36)a. Hogy sikeriilt az adomanyiggs?
how succeeded the fund-raising
‘How was the fund-raising?’
b. fope Par forint[pregpOSSZE-gHflt]] gy meg tudtuk  venni az ajandékot.
couple forint PRT tlgared so PRT could-we buy the present-ACC
‘A few forints were collected, so we tbbuy the present.’
c.%E.crPAR FORINT [gyilt 6ssze]] igy meg tudtuk venni az ajandékot.

‘It was few forints that were collectesth, we could buy the present.’

(37)a. Hogy sikerult az adomanyigies?
‘How was the fund-raising?’
b.%fope Par forint [preapOssze-giit]] igy nem tudtuk megvenni az ajandékot.
‘A few forints were collected, so we tnit buy the present.’
c. Foce PAR FORINT [gyilt 6ssze]] igy nem tudtuk megvenni az ajandékot.

‘It was few forints that were collectesth we couldn’t buy the present.’

In (36a), the topicalizedar forint ‘a couple of forints’ has an upward extending
interpretation, meaning ‘a couple of forints or eipta couple of forints in the least’, which
licences a positive result clause. As shown in 3h& same sentence is incompatible with a
negated result clause. In (36b), on the other hifnedfocusseg@ar forint ‘a couple of forints’
means ‘a couple of forints’ and no more, whicmisompatible with a positive result clause,
but can licence a negative result clause, as s{3vb).

Sok‘many’ is known to be ambiguous between a padijtw proportional, and an
absolute, or ‘counting’ reading (a term of Szabid|t897)). The upward extending

interpretation is only allowed by the partitive,mpportionalsok‘many’. Under this reading,



thesokphrase denotes a relatively large subset of dreesize of which can be extended
until it becomes identical with the maximal setu$hhe following example is not

contradictory:

(38) [ropp SOk Kkollégat [preqpmeg-hivtam]]; tulajdonképpen mindet.
many colleague-ACC PRT invitedatctually all-ACC
‘l invited many colleagues; actually alltbbm.’

In focus position, on the other hand, Hukphrase is not partitive or proportional; it dersote

an indefinite absolute number; it functions asauftting’ quantifier:

(39) [Focp SOK KOLLEGAT  [hivtam  meg]]
many colleague-ACC invited-1 PRT
‘It was many colleagues that | invited.’

(39) means ‘the number of colleagues | invited @&n. Sokin (39) evokes no superset, no
scale. Szabolcsi (p.c.) demonstrates the meanifegatice between the partitiveanyand

the ‘counting’manywith a minimal pair of the following type:

(40)a. fopp SOk kolléga [meg-jelent]] {oppSOk  kolléga [nem jelent  meg]]
many colleague PRT appearednany colleague not appeared PRT
‘Many colleagues appeared, many colleaglie not appear.’
b.#Eocp SOK KOLLEGA [jelent meg]] focr SOK KOLLEGA [nem jelent meg]]

‘It was many colleagues that appeareaag many colleagues that did not appear.’

The second clause of (40a) makes a statement gi@ocbmplementary subset of the set
denoted by the non-focussed, partitmanyphrase. In (40b), on the other hand, the focussed,
~counting” manyevokes no superset and no complementary subseg liee second clause is
uninterpretable. The absolute readingok‘many’, enforced in focus position, corresponds
to the ‘exactlyn’ reading of focussed numerals.

Interestingly kevésfew’ phrases are obligatorily focussed in Hungari

(41)a.*Meg-hivtam kevés kollégat
PRT invited-1 few colleague-ACC



‘l invited few colleagues.’

b.*[ropp Kevés kollegafpreqpmeg-hivtam]]
‘Few colleagues, | invited.’

C. FocP KEVES KOLLEGAT [hivtam meg]]

‘It was few colleagues that | invited.’

In the presence of a preverbal focukeaésphrase can also appear behind the V; however, as
shown in E. Kiss (1998b), it occupies a focus posifthe specifier of a lower FocP

projection) postverbally, too. (Whereas a postvembaneral can, but need not, be analyzed as
a lower, ‘second occurrence’ focus, kmvésphrases, which can only occur in Spec,FocP,

this is the only option. Notice that, whereas a atahcan stand postverbally also in lack of a
preverbal focus, a postverdavéshrase is only licensed by a preverbal, ‘firsturcence’
focus.) In multiple focus constructions, e.g. 42), the V is attracted across the lower Foc to

the higher Foc head, that is why the filler of kner Spec,FocP surfaces postverbally.

(42) [roctA ROSSZ 1D) miatt [ywphivtam focdKEVES KOLLEGAT [wnp tv [preqsNeg
19111 e
the bad whether because invited-lew colleague-ACC PRT
‘It was because of the bad weather thatited FEW COLLEAGUES.’

As argued in E. Kiss (2006c) kavésphrase must be moved into Spec,FocP becausedn oth
sentence positions it would be associated withpavand extending interpretation, which is
inadmissible in the case of a scalar value in #gative domain of a bidirectional scale. Horn

1%1n a more unmarked version of (38), the verbafigiarimmediately follows the overt V. E. Kiss (Z)dargues
at length that V movement frees up postverbal vawdr, and postverbal constituents are rearrangeat@ing
to the law of growing constituents of Behaghel (203

™ The interpretation of a postverlr 'couple of’ phrase also depends on whether ottpreverbal focus
slot is filled. The postverbalar phrase in the focus construction in (i) can beeusithod either as a (second)
focus - on a par with (37c¢), or as a non-focusa gar with (36b).

() [Foc,CSAK ESTERE g§it  6ssze par  forin
only evening-by gathered togethmrpte forint
igy nem tudtuk meg-venni az ajandékot/melguk  venni az ajandékot.
so not could-we PRT buy the present /RRIld-we buy the present
‘It was only by the evening that a couple of fosimere collected, so we couldn’t buy/we could the/ present.’

In the absence of a preverbal focus, the postv@drgbhrase cannot be analyzed as the specifier afande
lower focus projection, and, accordingly, it isargreted as a non-focus:

(i) Ossze-gyilt estérepar forint, igy meg tudtuk venni az ajandékot/*nem tudtuk raegni az ajandékot.
'A couple of forints were collected by the airgy, so we could buy/*we couldn’t buy the present.



(1989:235), in fact, claims that ,positive and niagaquantifiers, modals, and related
operators must be represented on distinct, thoeigled, scales. There can be no single scale
on which operators likeomeandnot all, or possibleandunlikely, can be plotted. Rather,
there is one scale defined by the positive opesatod one by their negative counterparts.” In
Horn’s theory of quantitative scaldsyandmany beautifulandugly cannot belong to the
same scale because, jfdatranks Pon a Horn scale, then, by definition, a statement
containing an instance of the former unilateraliyaés the corresponding statement
containing the latter. In other words, assumingrt#(1972; 1989) notion of scale, &d P
can be regarded as values of the same scale iffittrpretation of Pcan potentially be
extended up to;PIn Horn’s theorykeveés kollégaew colleagues’ andok kollégadmany
colleagues’ cannot belong to the same scale bethesxtension of the interpretation of
kevés kollég#o the scalar value representedsbk kollégas impossible, given that the
statement invited many colleaguedoes not entail the statememvited few colleagues

Native speakers of Hungarian handle this probldfardntly. For themkevés kolléga
‘few colleagues’ andok kollégamany colleagues’ clearly represent opposing \&lfehe
same scale, witkevés kollégan the negative domain, asdk kollégan the positive domain
of the scale. What is ruled out is the upward editainterpretation okeves kolléga by its
obligatory focussing. Upward extending interpretatis generally blocked in the case of
scalar expressions in the negative domain of litoeal scales, and the means of this is
obligatory focussing.

As discussed in detail in E. Kiss (2006c¢), thiagalization extends to negative
adverbs of degree, manner, and frequency, as Wedke types of adverbs are obligatorily
moved to focus position, unlike their positive ctarparts:

(43)a. Janossfeqpgyakran[preqpmeg-latogat]]
John often PR3itg-me
‘John often visits me.’
b.*Janosdegpritkdn [pregpmeg-latogat]]
John seldom PRT sisite
c. Janoshep RITKAN [latogat meg]]
‘It is seldom that John visits me.’

(44)a. Janosfegpnagyon  [pregrel  -faradt]]
John very-much PRT et



‘John got tired very much.’
b.*Janosdqralig [pregpel  -faradt]]
John hardly PRT gogdir
c. Janos{cpALIG [faradt el]]
‘HARDLY did John get tired.’

(45)a. Janossfegpligyeserpregpmeg-csinalta a feladatot]]
John skilfully PRT did the job
‘John did the job skilfully.’
b.*Janosdegpligyetlenilpregpmeg-csindlta a feladatot]]
John unskilfully PRidd the job
c. Janoschep UGYETLENUL [csinalta meg a feladatot]]
‘It was unskilfully that John did the job

What forces the focussing of negative adverbsdased to block the upward extension of
their interpretation. Since they represent scadduias in the negative domain of bidirectional
scales, an upward extending interpretation cowd te a semantic anomaly. The possibility
of upward extension being structure-dependent ingdtan, it can only be blocked by

movement into the structural focus position.

7. Conclusion

The paper has argued for the claim that the straictocus of the Hungarian sentence,
occupying Spec,FocP, and structural focus (e.gEtiglish cleft), in general, encodes the
feature [+exhaustive]. After reviewing the standarguments for the exhaustivity of
structural focus, a new argument against it, prepds/ Wedgwood (2005), has been
examined, and has been shown to be based on gfalsése. Finally, a new type of evidence
has been presented. It has been argued (follovandguppevelt (1996), and Wedgwood
(2005)) that the ‘exactly’ reading of a focussed numeral (as opposed toaissc, ‘at leasty’
meaning) is a manifestation of its exhaustivithds been shown that the ‘exacatlyneaning
of focussed numerals is grammaticalized in Hungaitds associated with the preverbal
focus position, causing obligatory focus movemarthe case of certain types of scalar
elements, and predictable, structurally determimedning differences in the case of others.
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