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references at the beginning of this section). Some proposals suggest that kontrasts and
incorported objects occupy the same position, although others argue they do not.

8Szabolcsi (1981, p. 519) notes that kontrastive and nonkontrastive themes, both of
which appear in TOP, differ prosodically. This detail has been ignored for lack of additional
data, but if confirmed there would still be a structural distinction between [K:+] and
[K:—1 themes. Also, as in the case of Finnish, we have simplified our analysis of Hun-
garian somewhat. Not all thematic phrases appear in TOP; only those that are “topics”
(i.e., links—see note 3).

9Not all order combinations of the thematic phrases are shown. As noted in note 3, the
choice between left- and right-periphery has to do with whether the affected thematic ele-
ment is a link or tail. Also, peripheral nonsubject arguments bind clitics that appear at-
tached to the verb in IP.

0Positing that a tensed verb can appear in a clause-peripheral adjunction slot is unusual
within certain syntactic frameworks. In fact, most frameworks give the tensed verbal string
a sort of pivotal nature in the clause and, in fact, this is what motivates the different analyses
for (19d) and (20). But (20) can be assimilated to (19d) once the belief in the pivotal nature
of tensed verbs is forsaken. The revised analysis of (20) can be defended even within a
transformational framework. See Vallduvi (1992b) for additional arguments for this analy-
sis. Also, at first blush one would expect the right-peripheral object el nen in (23) to bind a
clitic attached to the verb portarem. The clitic, in fact, is optional. The optionality of the
clitic is due to the fact that the hosting verb does not appear in I, but a full account of the
facts would take us far beyond the scope of this chapter.

"''The idea that Catalan and other Romance null-subject languages are verb-subject (VS)
and do not require the existence of a preverbal subject slot is argued for in a number of
works (see Adams, 1987; Contreras, 1991; Sola, 1992; Vallduvi, 1993, inter alia).

12Given that, as noted, quantificational elements other than (interrogative and non-wh)
kontrasts may appear in the specifier of IP, it remains to be seen whether this structural slot
is in Catalan a correlate of kontrast or of a larger category like “quantificational operator”
that encompasses kontrast. Vallduvi (1992c) assumes the latter is the case.

3How the clashes between interpretative categories are resolved is an open question.
One possibility is to propose that interpretive feature values are ranked in some hierarchy.
Higher ranked values take priority over lower ranked values in the competition for struc-
ture. If a given phrase XP is associated with two values, say [Rh: —] and [K:+], it should
ideally be associated with two distinct realizations, but given the scarcity of structure this
is often not possible. In case of a clash, only the higher ranked value succeeds and the lower
ranked value will remain unrealized or will be realized through some subsidiary means.
This suggests, for instance, that in Catalan [Rh: —1 is ranked higher than [K:+], whereas
in Finnish [Rh: —] is ranked lower than [K:+].
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1. INTRODUCTION

A number of important issues in contemporary syntactic theory, including the
syntactic status of notions like Focus and Topic, depend on the relationship be-
tween syntactic structures and various functional considerations which constrain

the design of those structures. Apart from the presumably compositional convey-

ance of the literal (truth conditional) content of an utterance, many, if not all, of
these functions appear to revolve around the way in which the flow of information
in utterances is organized. And the latter in turn is apparently designed to respect
the character and limits of human cognitive function, the way in which we opti-
mally receive, process, and organize the information which is literally conveyed.
For example, Focus is generally conceded to be a conventionally encoded way of
picking out a distinguished constituent (or constituents) in a sentence, which con-
stituent plays a special role with respect to the immediate discourse context of the
utterance of that sentence. In the past decade, there has been a great deal of work
in a broad range of languages on the role of Focus in the determination of every-
thing from operator scope and anaphora to word order; Topic is said to play a
similar type of functional role in discourse, and has also stimulated a good deal of

. syntactic speculation and analysis.'

With respect to Focus, two languages which are often compared are Hungarian
and English. English, it is generally agreed, marks the Focus of an utterance pro-
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sodically, while Hungarian is said to have a special preverbal mvSSo.:o @8.50:
into which Foci are moved on the surface. Examples like the following pair are
often adduced in support of this claim:

(1) Who did you invite?
I invited JOHN.

(2) Kit hivtal meg?
who invite-2sg PFX
‘Who did you invite?’
Jdnost hivtam  meg.
John invite-1sg PFX
‘I invited John.

The capital letters in (1) indicate prosodic prominence. In (2), the 9_..@2 oE.mo.r
Jdnost, is in the special preverbal position said to be reserved for Foci. H_ﬁﬁ_a
also a preverbal Topic position in I::mE.:.S. However, preverbal .m,oQ. E:”u Ma
Topics, trigger an invegsion of the relationship between the verb and its separa m
prefix, if it has one. In (2), the fact that the separable prefix meg mo:ns\m Em. <m_~
argues that Jdnost is indeed the Focus of the utferance. i_a-w._mam:.a _.:8 kit Enﬁ he
question also occur preverbally and trigger the verb—prefix inversion; hence, t
are said to be obligatorily Focused in this language. 3

Most authors (see section 3 below) appear to assume s:.; the Foci in axmB.Em.m
like these and in a range of other languages realize some kind of Es.m:mmo univer-
sal. Recently, Brody (1990), among others, has claimed that ms.m.:m: and E::
garian both realize a universal syntactic feature [--FOCUS], requiring a constitu-
mi which bears it to be raised to the Specifier of a Focus W.emoso: where the
feature can be licensed, Hungarian Foci raising at SS, English only at LF. How-
ever, others, including Vallduvi and Vilkuna (this Volume), m:.m:o that oxﬁ:w_am
like (1) and (2) involve two distinct kinds of Foci, and that it may be that moéﬁm
languages do not realize both kinds. But to date, no one has m_.omo%a an adequate
set of criteria for determining whether a set of phenomena in any two languages
both deserve the name Focus; often the criteria omﬂ.ma appear to be EQ..@G :.Em:
translational equivalence, and the relevant literature is generally Hooomn.ﬁm.a ¢o be
a terminological minefield. Hence, I think it fair to say that oE.BEC :.66.,.5 no
concensus about either the role of Focus in universal grammar or its functional
Q:MHMM_& in the relations between syntactic structures and ooE:Ea.nm;. e func-

tions has, of course, a long history in the linguistic literature. Consider, w..ﬁ.: oxw
ample, the treatment of passive constructions in _EEE.M E:mﬁm@m. The Jo.:ow o.
voice was sometimes considered a primitive category in traditional, :o::msm@-
mational grammars. In transformational theories in the 1960s and _o.qop oo:ma-
erable effort was expended to try to determine the character of a universal trans-
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formation of Passivization, again considered more or less a primitive process.
Chomsky (1981) reflected a growing consensus when he argued that “the notions
‘passive,” ‘relativization,” etc., can be reconstructed as processes of a more general
nature, with a functional role in grammar, but they are not ‘rules of grammar.” We
need not expect, in general, to find a close correlation between the functional role
of such general processes and their formal properties, though there will naturally

be some correlation” (p. 7). He reviews the properties of passives in various lan-
guages and concludes,

The category that is commonly called ‘passive’ may not constitute a natural
class, either within or across languages. Syntactic passives are unlike lexical
passives, and in languages as closely related to English as German, syntactic
passives seem to behave differently and may involve a rather different rule struc-

ture. In other languages, what might be translated as passive in English has still
different properties. (p. 120)

Citing Romance impersonal passives, Classical Arabic lexical passives, and the
well-known passive-like construction in Navajo, he points out that even within the
same language, Italian, there are apparently distinct types of passive constructions.
Though it is most likely correct that these constructions don’t form a single
natural class from a purely syntactic point of view, there is, of course, a sense in
which they do form a natural class, as reflected in the tendency to intertranslate
them, i.e., they all play similar functional roles, perhaps a single role. Here is how
this role is often characterized: The thematic role which is usually realized as
subject of the verb in the active voice is not so realized; the demotion of the usual
subject has the effect of promoting the thematic role usually realized as object of
the verb to the highest element in a hierarchical structure on the verb’s arguments
(e.g., grammatical relations or obliqueness), whether or not the promoted thematic
role is morphologically or otherwise marked as subject. Although such a charac-
terization may be descriptively adequate, in that it is, perhaps, an adequate de-
scription of how the function served by passive-type constructions is realized in
the mapping between the thematic structure of a passivizable verb and the syntac-
tic structure of which it is head, the proper characterization of the function itself
is a bit different. The function seems to be one of organizing the flow of informa-
tion in the utterance so that the discourse entity realized by the object in the active
voice is more prominent informationally than that which would be realized by
the active subject. If we are talking about the entity associated with the patient
thematic role, especially if we intend to continue to talk about that entity, then
discourse rules involving, for example, Centering (see references in Joshi, Prince,
and Walker, in press) dictate realizing this entity as the most prominent argument
of the verb, in the interest of felicity. In a given language, any syntactic construc-
tion or operation which realizes this discourse function may then be said to be a
Passive construction or operation. But no grammatical universal is said to underlie
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such constructions or operations across different languages. Rather, in order for a
language to be communicatively adequate, its design must permit some way of
making particular arguments more prominent in the sense outlined. Passive, char-
acterized as above, is only a unitary notion from a functional point of view.

As a necessary precondition to understanding the grammatical reflexes of Topic
or Focus, we need first to show that these are unitary notions from a functional
point of view. But even more fundamental, I submit that in order to provide ade-
quate characterizations we need to have a better understanding of the character
and structure of the discourse in which such functions are said to operate. To
accomplish this, we need a unified pragmatic theory which is sufficiently rigorous
to provide clear definitions of the relevant notions, a theory in which the relevant
functions play a natural role in regulating the flow of information, and one which
permits us to use these well-defined notions to make predictions about felicity in
discourse. Only in the context of such a general theory can we hope to develop
an explanatory account of Topic or Focus, either within utterances or through
discourse. The theory of Information Structure which is developed in Roberts
(19964a) is intended to be such a unified pragmatic theory, and among other things
it is intended to facilitate the analysis of phenomena related to Focus and Topic.
In this theory, rather than defining functional primitives like these at the sentential
level cross-linguistically, a notion of Information Structure is defined, conceived
of as a structure on information at the discourse level. Various lexical items and
aspects of relevant syntactic constructions carry presuppositions about the role of
the denotation of the constituent in question in the Information Structure at that
point in discourse. It is these specific presuppositions, and not primitives of syn-
tactic structure per se, which directly relate syntactic structure to the flow of in-
formation in discourse. In section 2, I will briefly outline this theory and illustrate
its utility by sketching the analysis of English prosodic focus developed in more
detail in Roberts (1996a).

Given this framework for discussion, I will turn in section 3 to consider the
cross-linguistic comparison of Focus. Rooth (1996) questions whether a universal
characterization of Focus can be given at all, let alone cross-linguistic generaliza-
tions about its realization. The ways in which Focus is reportedly realized cross-
linguistically are quite varied, involving prosody, morphology, and/or a variety of
syntactic constructions, usually involving displacement. This calls to mind the
distinction between the presumably universal functional character of passive con-
structions and the different syntactic constructions used to realize that role in
various languages. A similar claim might be made about Topic. In fact, I suspect
that Topic is like Passive in this respect, a suspicion strengthened by the fact that
Passivization can be regarded as one way of making a functional Topic more
prominent syntactically, as suggested by the characterization of Passive offered
above.? Focus appears to realize a very different kind of role in discourse from
that of Topic, one so fundamental to discourse cohesion that it has similar reflexes
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in all human languages. I will illustrate this claim by comparing Hungarian and
English, arguing that many previous comparisons miss the mark in that they fail
to investigate the possibility that the phenomena in examples like (1) and (2) may
serve functional roles which are nonidentical but yet are more closely related than
the “two kinds of Focus™ theories would predict. Further, I will argue that Hun-
garian does seem to realize the same notion of Focus which is realized prosodi-
cally in English, and that it does so with essentially the same means (i.e., prosodic
prominence).

Moreover, it appears that cross-linguistically, there is a (near-)universal associa-
tion between a notion of Focus and prosodic prominence, a fact which strongly
suggests that there is a language universal involved. Though no firm conclusions
can be drawn without a great deal more empirical work than would be possible
here, in section 4 I will briefly explore one possible candidate for such a language

universal, and draw some preliminary conclusions on the basis of the exploration
reported here.

2. INFORMATION STRUCTURE AND FOCUS

2.1. A Framework for Pragmatic Analysis

Most linguists interested in pragmatics explain the type of phenomena of
interest here——word order, topicalization and various “stylistic” constructions,
prosody, and related issues about anaphora and scope—in terms of what is often
called the information structure of sentences. Among those who take this general
approach are the Prague School theorists (e.g., Vachek, 1964, 1966; Dane, 1968;
Firbas, 1964, 1971, 1972, 1981; Sgall, 1984; Sgall, Hajicova, and Panevovd,
1986; Halliday, 1967; and Vallduvi, 1992, 1993). The information structure of a
ma.:asnm is generally characterized as a variation of sentential structure along cer-
tain parameters to modulate the presentation of the information imparted by the
sentence in such a way as to relate that information to prior context. The factors
in that relationship are characterized in terms of primitive functional roles, such
as theme or rheme, focus or (back)ground, topic or link, old or new, etc. These
primitives and the correlated information structure of sentences are then used to
explain the roles of factors like those noted above.

This section briefly outlines a different conception of how to view the role of
syntactic structures in the flow of information; see Roberts (1996a) for a more
detailed presentation and arguments for various features of the proposal. In this
approach, rather than define primitives of information structure at the sentential
level, information structure is conceived of as a structure on information at the
discourse level. The only structures at the sentential level are syntactic and pro-
sodic. Pragmatic phenomena such as Focus and Topic are characterized via the
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structure over information in a discourse, including a characterization of the dy-
namics of information revision. The principal connection between a sentence and
the information structure of the discourse in which it occurs is via conventionally
conveyed presuppositions: Various lexical items and syntactic constructions, in-
cluding distinguished syntactic positions and prosodic aspects of sentential struc-
ture, carry presuppositions about the role of the denotation of a constituent in the
Information Structure at that point in discourse. I will illustrate this briefly below
with English prosodic focus.

The proposed theory of Information Structure draws on three strands in the
literature on discourse. The first of these would characterize discourse as a lan-
guage game, structured primarily by question/answer relations; see Wittgenstein
(1953, 1974), Stenius (1967), Hintikka (e.g., 1973), Lewis (1979), L. Carlson
(1983). The second strand focuses on a view of language use as fundamentally
intentional, reflecting the goals and plans of the interlocutors; see the papers in
Grice (1989) and the work on Planning Theory in Artificial Intelligence, e.g., the
papers and references in Cohen, Morgan, and Pollack, 1990. The third strand is
Stalnaker’s (1979) claim that the principal aim of conversation is communal in-
quiry, sharing information; (i.e., interlocutors attempt to extend their common
ground to include more information). In Stalnaker’s theory, the common ground
is characterized as a set of propositions, those which all the interlocutors assume
or believe to be true; each proposition is a set of worlds (intuitively, those in which
the proposition is true). The intersection of the common ground at any given point
is the context set, the set of worlds in which all the propositions in the common
ground are true (technically, the intersection of the common ground); the context
set is the set of candidate worlds for reality according to the common ground. The
more information, i.e., propositions, in the common ground, the smaller its inter-
section, the context set.

Drawing on these three strands, in the theory of Information Structure to be
outlined, language is a game of intentional inquiry. Discourse is organized around
a series of conversational goals and the plans, or strategies, which conversational
participants develop to achieve them. Here are the principal elements of a dis-
course game:

(3) Principle Elements of a Discourse Game
e Goals: to come to agree on the way things are in the world (i.e., to maxi-
mize the common ground of the interlocutors, thereby reducing the
context set to a singleton set, the “actual world”) (Stalnaker, 1979).
o Rules: constraints on interlocutors’ linguistic behavior. Two kinds:
e conventional: proper linguistic rules (e.g., syntactic rules, compo-
sitional semantic rules, etc.)
e conversational: not linguistic; follow from rational considerations
in view of the goals of the game (e.g., Grice’s maxims)
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o Moves: Linguistic behaviors which respect the Rules and are classified
according to their relationship to the goals of the game:
e set-up moves: questions; these set up immediate goals (to answer
the question) ,
o pay-off moves: assertions, the answers to questions; these achieve
the established discourse goals
Each move has both presupposed content and proffered content (for
questions, a set of alternatives; for assertions, what is asserted)
A move may be either accepted or rejected.
o Strategies: ways of sequencing moves, in view of their logical relations
to achieve accepted goals

’

Moves, on the interpretation I will give them, are not speech acts, but the se-
mantic objects which are used in speech acts: A speech act is the act of proffering
a move, Like Stalnaker, I assume that the denotation of an asserted utterance is a
proposition, a set of possible worlds, and that their function is to add to the com-
mon ground. I assume a fairly standard semantics of questions in which they de-
note a set of propositions, roughly the alternative possible (direct) answers to the
question; see Hamblin (1973). What is novel here is the way in which questions
contribute to the information structure of the discourse. Like Carlson (1983), 1
take questions to establish the goals which guide the interlocutors’ inquiry. The
main goal of the game is to maximize the amount of shared information about the
way things are (i.e., the interlocutors’ Common Ground). We can characterize this
goal itself as that of addressing a question, the Big Ocmmaosn What is the way
things are? We attempt to arrive at an least partial answer to the Big Question by
asking or implicitly addressing subquestions and organizing these into logically
constrained strategies of inquiry.

If a setup move, or question, is accepted by the interlocutors, this commits them
to a common goal, finding the answer, choosing among the proffered alternatives.
The accepted question becomes the immediate topic of discussion, which I also
call the question under discussion. One may address a question by either an-
m.so_.Em it, partially or completely, or by asking or implicitly raising another ques-
tion whose answer would itself help to answer the original question. Roughly, an
answer to a question is a proposition which entails the truth or falsity of one of
the propositions in the question’s denotation.?

A principle of Relevance encodes a strong form of commitment to the goals in
discourse; this commitment is closely related to the commitment involved in hav-
ing a plan according to Planning Theory: Relevance requires that whatever we say
address the most immediate question under discussion. A move addresses a ques-
tion in one of two ways, corresponding to the taxonomy of types of moves in a
language game: * If the move itself is a question, it is a subquestion of the question
addressed. If the move is an assertion, it must give at least a partial answer to
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the question. Assertions/answers, if accepted by the interlocutors, are payoffs, in
which the interlocutors achieve their immediate goals, answering the question
under discussion. The payoff of an accepted answer is addition of the information
which it contains (its denotation) to the Common Ground, bringing the interlocu-
tors closer to knowing which world is the real world.

Crucially, not all the goals in discourse, the questions under discussion, are
explicit. Rather, just as we quite often infer interlocutors’ domain goals on the
basis of their behavior and what we know about the situation, so we often infer
that a certain question under discussion is being assumed.

The formal definition of Information Structure is as follows:

(4) The information structure for a discourse D is a tuple,

ImfoStrp, = (M, Q, A, <, Acc, CG, QUD ), where:?

M is the set of (setup and payoff) moves in the discourse.

Q < M is the set of questions (setup moves) in M, where a question is a set
of propositions.

A < M is the set of assertions (payoff moves) in M, where an assertion is a
set of possible worlds.

< is the precedence relation, a total order on M; m; < my iff m; is made/
uttered before my in D; the order of any two elements under < will be
reflected in the natural order on their indices, where for all m;,i € N.

Acc ¢ M, is the set of accepted moves.

CG is a function from M to sets of propositions, yielding for each m € M
the common ground of D just prior to the utterance of m. Further, we
require that:

a. forall my € M, CG(m,) 2 Ui« (CG(m;)),
b. forall m, € M, CG(m,) 2 {m;: i<k and m; € Acc\Q}, and
c. forallmy, m; € M, i<k,
i. the proposition that m; € M is in CG(my),
ii. if m; € Q, the proposition that m; € Q is in CG(my),
iii. if m; € A, the proposition that m; € A is in CG(my),
iv. if m; € Acc, the proposition that m; € Acc is in CG(m,),
v. for all propositions p € CG(m;), the proposition that p € CG(m;)
is in CG(my), and
vi. whatever the value of QUD(m;), the proposition that that is the
value of QUD(m;) is in CG(m,).

QUD, the questions-under-discussion stack, is a function from M (the moves
in the discourse)® to ordered subsets of QMAcc such that for all m e M:
a. forall g € QMAcc, q € QUD(m) iff

i. q < m (i.e., neither m nor any subsequent questions are included),
and

il. CG(m) fails to entail an answer to q and q has not been determined
to be practically unanswerable.
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b. QUD(m) is (totally) ordered by <.
c. for all q, " € QUD(m), if q < q’, then the complete answer to q'
contextually entails a partial answer to q.

This is a static version of Information Structure, one which globally character-
izes an entire discourse. It could instead, were space permitting, be given a dy-
namic formulation, permitting us to retain the results about presupposition and
anaphora of Heim (1982), Kamp (1981), Groenendijk and Stokhof (1990) and
other literature on dynamic interpretation. On that view, the meaning of an utter-
ance (of whatever mood) is a Context Change Potential, or an Update function on
contexts (i.e., a function from Information Structures to Information Structures).

In(4), M, Q, A, <, and Acc should be self-explanatory. Constraints (a) and (b)
on the value of the CG function for any move guarantee that the common ground
will be monotonic, preserving information contributed earlier and that the com-
mon ground includes all those previously accepted moves which are not questions
(i.e., the previously accepted assertions, in keeping with Stalnaker’s characteriza-
tion of what it is to accept an assertion). Clause (c) is intended to capture the fact
that at any given point in the discourse, the interlocutors have complete informa-
tion about the information structure itself, including what moves have been made,
which were questions (and which assertions), which were accepted, what was in
the common ground at the point a given move was made, and what questions were
under discussion at that point. :

The set of questions under discussion at a given point in a discourse is modeled
using a push-down store, QUD, which I will call the QUD stack. Intuitively, for
agiven move m, the function QUD yields the ordered set of all as-yet unanswered
but answerable, accepted questions in Q at the time of utterance of m. When we
accept a question, we add it to the top of the stack. Its relationship to any question
previously on top will be guaranteed by a combination of Relevance, entailing a
commitment to answering prior questions, and the logical constraint (d) on the
way that the'stack is composed. To see how QUD works, consider the simple
and rather excessively explicit discourse (5). This example presupposes a model
with only two individuals, Hilary and Robin, and two kinds of foods, bagels and
tofu. T assume that each of the questions in the discourse (5) is accepted by the
interlocutors:

() 1. Who ate what?
a. What did Hilary eat?
a;. Did Hilary eat bagels?
Ans(a;) Yes.
aj. Did Hilary eat tofu?
Ans(a;) Yes.
b. What did Robin eat?
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b;. Did Robin eat bagels?
Ans(b;) No.
bi;. Did Robin eat tofu?
Ans(b;) Yes.

This entire discourse realizes a strategy to answer the first question, Boé.@.?
the questions involved stand in simple entailment relations, as .qommnﬁma in the
indentation hierarchy in the layout of the discourse. So, mmméa_._:m Q.:v or (a;)
hence yields a partial answer to (a); answering AFV.Q. (b;) yields a E:..sm_ m:m&\.ﬂ
to (b); and answering (a) or (b) hence yields a partial mSms\m.ﬁ to (1). m:.ﬁo partial
answerhood is transitive, answering (&), (i), (by), or (bi) v:oEm a partial answer
to (1). Intuitively, it is partly because of these facts about entailment that (5) real-
izes a successful strategy for answering (1).” And it is just these ?o.nm that Eaa
the QUD stack for (5) satisfy clause (d) in the aam:&o:. of QUD, which Em._om_q
requires questions higher on the stack to be subquestions of lower, previously

ed questions on the stack. .

mQMW ﬁomow question in (5) is asked, it is added to the QUD stack, with Cv o.:,
the bottom. When a subquestion is answered, for example, (a), that question is
popped from the stack and the answer added to the common ground. /S:.ws. (a;)
and (a;) have been answered, the common ground then entails the mzm.im_ ﬁoﬁ (a),
which is popped as well; when both (a) and (b) :m.<o _.uwo: answered in Ewm 2@,
the common ground yields the answer for (1), which is popped, too, leaving the
QUD stack empty (insofar as this discourse comes out of the E_@. .

In view of what I said earlier about how questions structure discourse, we also

want to guarantee that all of the nonquestion moves, i.e., the assertions in a dis-

course are at least partial answers to accepted a:mm:ozm., and that in ﬁmongm: isa
(partial) answer to the question under discussion ﬁ a.,a time of utterance. H_:m.é_:
follow from the way that Relevance is defined within the @‘mﬁméozﬁ. of informa-
tion structure. Suppose we define the question under discussion as in 6):

(6) The question under discussion at the time of a move m = last(QUD(m)),
i.e., the last question in the ordered set QUD(m).

(7) A move m addresses a question g iff m either introduces a partial answer to
q (m is an assertion) or is part of a strategy to answer g (misa @cnm:oa.
Then we can define Relevance as follows:

(8) A move will be Relevant in the Information Structure of the &moo:.am m.s
which it occurs iff it addresses the question under discussion at the time it

is proffered.

There are a number of advantages of the theory so briefly sketched here. Oneis
that it is formalized, and hence fully explicit, predicting which are well-formed
discourses and which are not. It is my firm conviction that such standards can be
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adhered to in pragmatics as in other areas of linguistics, though of course, as in
those other areas, formalism is only valuable as it serves those ends, and not as an
end in itself. Another virtue of this approach is that in equating discourse goals to
(semantic) questions, and so relating the intentional structure of discourse to the
nature of the language game per se, it explains why and how questions (and se-
quences of questions) are so often used to express or establish discourse goals and
plans, and also explains how the questions one can ask at any given point in time
are limited by the discourse goals or plans at that point in the conversation, given
interlocutors’ commitment to developing discourse plans. The theory is intended
to have broad implications for pragmatic theory, with the envisioned applications
including not only the semantics and pragmatics of questions and answers, and a
general theory of anaphora (Kamp, 1981, Heim, 1982, Roberts, in press), but also
speech acts, Gricean meaning,, and conversational implicature (Roberts, 1996b;
van Kuppevelt, 1996), rhetorical relations in discourse, and a variety of mecha-
nisms for maintaining coherence and focus in discourse. Hence, Information
Structure is intended to provide a general, integrated framework for pragmatic
analysis, in the interest of stronger, more predictive, and less ad hoc accounts of
the relevant phenomena.

Information Structure as it is characterized here is the interface between the
linguistic faculty and more general cognitive processing. Assume that the function
of the linguistic faculty is to provide information for cognitive processing and
storage. Then the way that we structure discourse, Information Structure, is mo-
tivated and constrained both by the nature of the output of the linguistic faculty
and by the rational requirements and limitations of human cognition. Information
Structure so conceived isn’t a part of our linguistic competence per se (e.g., itis
not an aspect of anything like a Universal Grammar). However, if we assume that
there is a Universal Grammar of some sort and that different peoples have the same
basic cognitive faculties in other respects, and if we assume that language plays
the same basic role(s) cross-linguistically, we would expect the InfoStr in 4) to
be the same for speakers of all languages. One might say that it represents a set of

 interrelated cognitive universals pertaining to the language game.

In keeping with this perspective, Information Structure is about information,
not about speech acts or the structure of the sentences which realize those acts;
e.g., it is not a discourse grammar. Like assertions, questions are abstract sets of
propositions. And just as some propositions are not explicitly asserted, but instead
are added to the common ground through common experience of the interlocutors
or by entailment, so questions are not always explicitly asked in a discourse, but
are quite often only accommodated by cooperative interlocutors to satisfy their
presupposition by a speaker. In English, at least, Roberts (1996a) argues that an
utterance invariably contains conventional clues as to the nature of the question
that it addresses, making it much easier to infer that question should it be inex-
plicit. These clues are in the form of a conventional presupposition (e.g., in En-
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glish) associated with prosodic focus. In the next section, I turn to the discussion
of the role of prosodic focus in Information Structure.

2.2. Focus in Information Structure

In this section, T will first present in greatly abbreviated form the theory of
English prosodic focus proposed in Roberts (1996a). Then, in section 2.2.1, T will
address a proposal made independently by several authors, that there are two kinds
of focus in the world’s languages, arguing that this claim, while founded on useful
observations about the different roles played by particular focal mechanisms in
particular languages, is misleading.

2.2.1. EncLisH Prosobpic Focus

Let me first briefly sketch what I mean by English prosodic focus. I will make

the following, somewhat simplified assumptions about the prosodic phonology of

focus in English:®

(9) The Phonology of English Prosodic Focus _

a. There is at least one intonation phrase per sentential (or sentential-
fragment) utterance.

b. There is at least one focused subconstituent (possibly nonproper) per in-
tonation phrase. This focused constituent is marked with the feature
[Focus] in the syntax, freely assigned.

c. There is at least one pitch accent per focused constituent, associated with
the head stress foot of one of the prosodic words within a subconstituent.
This subconstituent is generally the rightmost argument of the head of the
focused constituent, if there are any arguments, and the head otherwise.
(The potential for placement of pitch accents within the phonological word
in English is distinctive.)

d. Every pitch accent must be associated with material in (the prosodic cor-
relate of) a focused constituent.

e. The string-final pitch accent in the focused constituent is assigned the most
prominent stress in the corresponding intonation phrase (cf. the Nuclear
Stress Rule for English).

English prosodic focus as defined in (9) may be more or less narrow or wide (see
Ladd, 1980), and most subsequent work); that is, the focus feature may be asso-
ciated with a relatively small constituent (narrow), or it may encompass increas-
ingly more inclusive constituents, even the entire sentence. For example, in (10),
we have the possibility of focusing any one or more of the constituents indicated
by an underline, so long as the chosen foci do not overlap:
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(10) Jenna visited several public gardens

In each possible selection of Focus in (10), the nuclear stress will fall on the right-
most word; so in all the possible multiword foci for this example, it will fall on
gardens.

The theory of English prosodic focus which I will propose is, basically, that
m.mo: utterance, of whatever mood, is associated with a set of alternative proposi-
:omm on the basis of its prosody, while each question is similarly associated on the
basis of its wh-elements, The prosodic focus presupposes that these two sets of
alternatives are the same. First, we define the notion of a Focus alternative set;
(11) is inspired by the alternative sets of Rooth (1985, 1992): ,

(11) Focus alternative sets®
The focus alternative set corresponding to a constituent 3, || 8], is the set of
all interpretations obtained by replacing all the F-marked (focused) and
c.,\_g-nosmaﬁ:o:ﬁm in B with variables, and then interpreting the result rela-
tive to each member of the set of all assignment functions which vary at
most in the values they assign to those variables.

The Focus alternative set is reminiscent of Jackendoff’s (1972) presupposition
associated with an utterance; this was derived by lambda abstracting on the F-
marked constituent(s) in the utterance. For example, in (10), if Jenna is F-marked
then the resulting abstract is Ax[x visited several public gardens], denoting a mom
of individuals which is also the Focus alternative set for that example.

We can define a closely related set of alternatives for interrogative clauses.
The set of Q-alternatives corresponding to an utterance is derived by abstracting
on any wh-elements in an utterance, instead of on its prosodically focused con-

stituents. (12) is a modification and generalization of the Q-alternatives of von
Stechow (1989):

(12) The Q-alternatives corresponding to utterance of a clause a:
Q-alt(a), = {p: Ju*',...,u e D[p = [Bl(u*")...(u"")]}, where
a has the logical form why,. . .,wh;,(B), with {wh;_, ... ,wh;,]} the
(possibly empty) set of wh-elements in «, and
D is the domain of the model for the language, suitably sortally restricted
(e.g. to humans for who, non-humans for what).

. T'assume that this alternative set is the question denoted by an interrogative clause

(cf. Hamblin 1973):

(13) The denotation of an interrogative clause ?, |?a| = Q-alt(a).
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Note that the denotation of an interrogative clause is a set of propositions, i.e., a
question. We may think of a question as an alternative set of possible (direct)
answers (Rooth, 1992).

The interpretive content of English prosodic focus is a presupposition about the
relationship of the utterance to the Information Structure of the discourse in which
it occurs:

(14) Move 8 is congruent to a question Q (a set of propositions) iff Q = |8,
the focus alternative set of 8.

(15) Presupposition of English prosodic focus in an utterance *3,
where * & {? (interrogative), . (assertional) }:
B is congruent to the question under discussion at the time of utterance.®

Note that if the question under discussion in (15) is introduced by explicit
utterance of an interrogative clause e, then (15) together with (13) entail that
18]l = Q-alt(e). By way of illustration, consider (16), in which (16b) is generally
regarded as a felicitous answer to the question in (16a).

(16) a. Who did Mary invite?
b. Mary invited [Archibald]. _

By the definitions in (11) and (12), the Q-alternative set corresponding to the
question (16a), shown in (17a) is the same set of propositions (those expressed by
Mary invited d, for d some individual) as the Focus alternative set for the answer
in (16b), shown in (17b):

(17) a. Q-alt(?Who did Mary invite) = {m invited u: u € D}

b. |Mary invited [Archibald]s|| = {m invited u: u € D}

This means that (16b) is congruent to (16a), and hence the presupposition of
the prosodic focus in the answer (16b) is satisfied. This is not the case in either of
the sequences in (16a) + (16c) or (16a) + (16d), in which the answers are pro-
sodically infelicitous, as predicted by (15):

(16) a. Who did Mary invite?
Q-alt(?Who did Maryg invite) = {m invited u: u € D}
b. Mary invited Archibaldg.
[Mary invited [Archibald]g|| = {m invited u: u € D}
¢. Mary invitedg Archibald.
[Mary invited Archibald| = {m V'd a: V is a two-place relation on D}
d. Maryr invited nobody.
[Maryg invited Archibald|| = {u invited a: u € D}
Q-alt(16a) = [|(16b)]| — [[(16)], [(16d)]|
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And (15) is designed to account for felicity in sequences of questions, as well,
such as the fact that (18b) is a felicitous follow-up question to (18a), while (18¢c)
and (18d) are not:

(18) a. [Who invited wholg?
Q-alt(?Who invited who) = {u invitedu’: u,u’ € D)

b.  Who did Maryp invite?
|?Who did Maryg invite|| = {u invited u’: u,u’ € D}
¢. #Who did Mary invitez?
[?Who did Mary inviteg| = {m V'd u: u € D, V is a two-place rela-

tion on D}

d. #Whor did Mary invite?
?Whop did Mary invite|| = {m invited u: u € D}
Q-alt(18a) = [|(18b)]| — [[(18c)]|, (18a)]|

Accounts of a number of other interesting Focus-related phenomena in English
can be based on (15), as developed in Roberts (1996a); these include an account
of Association with Focus in which it follows straightforwardly from the nature
of Information Structure, the principle of Relevance, and the prosodic presuppo-
sition in (15).

For our purposes here, the main point is the way in which the effects of English
prosodic focus are captured in terms of presuppositions about the information
structure of the context in which an utterance occurs. This illustrates the more
general claim about how to capture sentential contributions to information struc-
ture which I made in the first section: In this framework, various lexical items,
aspects of prosodic structure, and syntactic constructions, or distinguished posi-
tions within syntactic constructions, carry presuppositions about the role of the
denotation of the expression or constituent in question in the Information Struc-
ture at that point in discourse. It is these presuppositions, and not primitives of the
syntactic structure per se, which relate syntactic stracture to the flow of informa-
tion in discourse.

In Roberts (1996a), contrastive focus is argued to be a subtype of the general
Focus characterized above (i.e., in examples where alternative answers to the
same, often implicit question under discussion are entertained, sometimes one
being rejected and an alternative proposed). For example, in the English JEAN
fixed the lasagna, not ALEX., one can view the contrastively stressed constituents
as Information Foci offering alternative answers to the presupposed question Wio
fixed the lasagna? Culicover and Rochemont (1983) argued that contrastive focus

is distinct from the more general notion of Focus only in that the kind of context

which triggers it is marked. And see Schwarzschild (1994a, 1994b) for arguments
that the core notion underlying Focus is that of contrast; this is one way of under-
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standing the Alternative Semantics for Focus of Rooth (1985, 1992, 5@.3. 1 m.ao
argue that corrective focus is a special case where the question under Emoz.mmas
is itself metalinguistic, a question about what someone meant to say. Similarly,
I offer a theory of Association with Focus (see Jackendoff, 1972; Rooth, 1985,
1992) in which it follows from (a) the characterization of prosodic focus %.E
given, (b) the nature of Relevance, as defined in (8), and its role in domain ﬁm:_o,
tion generally (see Roberts, 1995), and (c) the tripartite structure and meaning of
operators such as only. Although space does not permit me to u‘mmp.oazow &a ar-
gument here, it amounts to a demonstration that Association with Focus is simply
a corollary of the proposed theory of Focus within Information Structure. Hence,
the theory of prosodic focus encoded in (15) is intended to be fully ma:mEr and
prosodic focus, at least, is argued to be a unitary phenomenon in English.

2.2.2. Two KinDps oF Focus?

In the literature on Focus, it is sometimes claimed that there are two distinct
types of Focus, and though terminology differs in the descriptions offered and
those descriptions tend to be fairly vague, there is at least a partial convergence
on their characters. One type, called Presentational Focus by Horvath (1986) and
Kenesei (1996), Information Focus by Kiss (1995d, 1996a), and Rheme by Vall-
duvf and Vilkuna (this Volume), is characterized in terms which are compatible
with the way that I have characterized English prosodic focus in the previous
section. The examples given to illustrate it often use the question/answer para-
digm; and it is said to be the “new information” in an utterance (Kiss), and “what
is asserted rather than presupposed . . . [having] to do with the dynamics of text
structure or else of discourse representations or information states” (Vallduvi &
Vilkuna, this Volume, p. 80). I'll adopt the term Information Focus to refer to
this type. The other notion of focus is less obviously unitary, but generally has
something to do with the traditional notion of contrastive focus; it is called Con-
trastive Focus by Horvath and by Kenesei, Operator Focus by Kiss, and Kontrast
by Vallduvi and Vilkuna; I'll call it Operator Focus for convenience. Omoammoq
Focus is supposed to operate over a recognized domain, picking out a single entity
from that domain which is asserted to be the unique bearer of any properties predi-
cated of it. According to Kiss, it is contrastive because it involves “contrasting the
subset of a set of alternatives for which the predicate holds with the complement
subset for which the predicate does not hold.” All the authors except Horvath
appeal to the formal semantic work on Focus stemming from Rooth Comm., 1992),
and argue that Operator Focus is the “operator” defined by Rooth, which they
apparently view as having the properties which he attributes to English o:.@.. what
this seems to mean is that such Foci carry the implication that the constituent so
marked is not only an answer to the question under discussion, but an exhaustive
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answer. It is no coincidence that much of this work stems from Hungarian lin-
guists, since the distinguished Focus position in Hungarian does, in fact, have
these properties, as I will outline in section 3.

If we assume that there are two types of Focus, without specifying what their
relationships might be (Kenesei, 1996, even claims that English Focus in situ
cases are “ambiguous” between a contrastive Focus interpretation and a “presen-
tational” interpretation), this gives rise to problems in explaining the fact that both
types of Focus involve prosodic prominence, at least in English and arguably in
Hungarian, as well (see next section). If their functions are truly independent, we
might expect, instead, that they would be realized utilizing quite different mecha-
nisms. It is quite clear that many languages, including both English and Hun-
garian, have either special constructions or distinguished syntactic positions (or
perhaps special morphological markings) for a particular type of Focused con-
stituent, one associated with exhaustiveness. While it may be important to distin-
guish the general notion of Information Focus from various more specialized roles
played by particular Focused constituents in particular languages, there appears to
be insufficient evidence from a pragmatic or semantic point of view for the reifi-
cation of a Focus Operator per se. Rooth (1992), and von Fintel (1994, 1995)
following him, do use an operator ~.to annotate the level of phrase structure at
which Focus is interpreted, Chomsky-adjoining this operator to a node which
dominates the focused constituent. The operator itself is given an argument, a
variable of the same type as the phrase it adjoins to, and coindexed (possibly
across discourse) with the constituent whose focus semantic value will provide
the contrast set. But this operator itself has no implication of exhaustiveness. And
Rooth notes that it is not essentially syntactic, and that given the lack of syntactic
constraints on the relation between two contrasting phrases, which may even oc-
cur in utterances from different speakers, its annotation may properly belong to
the discourse level, rather than to phrase structure.

Further, note that in Rooth’s work on English Association with Focus, it is not
the Focus itself which is an operator in the sense assumed by these authors. Rather,
various operators, including only but also even, various adverbs of quantification,

_Iegation, etc., are sensitive to focus in that the prosodic focus of the utterance in

which they occur plays a role in determining the intended domain for the operator;
in terms of the theory of English prosodic focus in section 2.1, this domain is the
Focus Alternative Set determined by the prosodic focus. Recent work in this vein
in Rooth (1992), von Fintel (1994, 1995), Schwarzschild (19944, 1994b), and
Calcagno (1996), as well as Roberts (1996a), also argues that the phenomenon
of Association with Focus is essentially pragmatic, a question of domain restric-
tion arising out of the general discourse function of Focus. The Focus Alterna-
tive Set, then, is the recognized domain for Operator Focus alluded to by Kiss,
Kenesei, and Vallduvi and Vilkuna. Any construction which involves exhaustive
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Focus, then appears to be an instance of Information Focus, which also implicates
exhaustiveness.

Of course, there are other constituents bearing narrow prosodic focus which
might be called Contrastive Foci without being involved in Association with
Focus, but I claimed in the previous section that these can be analyzed as a species
of Information Focus. More importantly, Information Focus, like the Operator or
Contrastive Focus characterized by Kiss et al., is also based on a contrast among
members of an alternative set, the Focus Alternative Set; it thus differs from “Op-
erator Focus” only in failing to implicate exhaustiveness. Hence, there is an inti-
mate relationship between Information Focus and contrast, with what is usually
called Contrastive Focus, at least in English, arguably a subtype of Information
Focus. I suspect that this is true in the other languages examined by Kiss, Kenesei,
and Vallduv{ and Vilkuna, though there is too little data in their articles to make a
determination.!! However, in the next section, I will argue that it is true for Hun-
garian, one of the languages addressed by all these authors.

Suppose that Operator Focus is, in fact, a subtype (or -types) of Information
Focus. This might suggest that there is fundamentally one type of Focus. This
seems plausible, in view of the discussion in section 2. The type of presupposition
associated with English prosodic focus serves an important cohgsive function in
discourse, tying an utterance to the question presupposed to be under discussion.
Having something like this function is so central to keeping track of what we take
the question under discussion to be, and hence to helping keep track of the QUD
and the InfoStr of which it is part, that it is at least plausible to assume that it is
always, or nearly always, realized in human languages. Let us use the term Infor-
mation Focus to refer to this functional universal. The Information Focus of an
utterance is a distinguished constituent, whose marking indirectly, via its role in
determining the Focus Alternative Set of the utterance, presupposes the question
under discussion, giving cohesion to discourse:

(19)  An Information Focus in an utterance is a constituent whose value is per-
mitted to vary in determining the Focus Alternative Set for the utterance;
by extension, the denotation of such a constituent.

All Information Foci are new in the sense that they propose a new answer to the
question at hand; but they may also be old in one of the senses of Prince (1992),
that is, either familiar in the discourse at hand (Discourse Old), or to the interloc-
utors (Hearer Old, generalized to the Common Ground). In order to determine
whether a given syntactic construction or other mechanism in a language serves
to identify Information Foci, we must look at the felicity in various discourse
contexts of utterances which involve that mechanism; the determination cannotbe
made on the basis of utterances in isolation.
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3. FOCUS ACROSS LANGUAGES: HUNGARIAN AND ENGLISH

In this section, I will discuss and illustrate what it means to compare Focus
across languages. In section 3.1 I will very briefly review the syntactic literature
on Focus in various languages, and some of the related proposals for syntactic
universals, casting doubt on the universals proposed to date. In section 3.2, T will
present a fairly detailed discussion of Hungarian and English Focus, a oom:@max
son .sEor is partly intended to illustrate the utility of a framework “m:o: as that
outlined in section 2 in facilitating cross-linguistic comparisons. Within such a
framework, one can use the notion of Information Focus like that in (19), or define
.RERQ and similarly precise notions, for a more careful comparison of Ewm:oam:s
in different languages. Finally, although this comparison illustrates how the often
confused terminology about Focus can lead to incorrect conclusions about its uni-
u\ﬁ.m.a status, it also provides evidence that Information Focus is. in fact encoded
in the prosodic patterns of utterances in both languages. , ,

3.1. Contemporary Syntactic Literature on Focus

Although there is a large contemporary literature on phenomena involving
Focus, Topic, etc., and their syntactic reflexes, there doesn’t yet seem to be any
consensus about the relationship of these phenomena to Universal Grammar.
?wa are two broad traditions into which much of this literature falls, both o»
which stem from a basically sentential perspective: Some authors ba_s,maq ex-
Eoﬁ the pragmatic functions of Focus and Topic in particular syntactic construc-
tions; joﬁ that not all these authors are committed to a functional approach to
syntax itself. Among those who adopt the pragmatic perspective are Halliday; the
?mmwo School; Prince, Ward and Birner; Gundel; Reinhart; and Portner m:av%.m-
bushita (see the references for these authors in the bibliography). On the other
hand are authors who concentrate on how aspects of sentential structure (in a
language or languages, or in language) constrain the expression of Focus or Topic
often making appeal to syntactic universals. Among those who focus on mwzgomm
Emmm_.m are Culicover and Rochemont, Bresnan, the Hungarian linguists interested
in Focus, and Erteschik-Shir; a number of other authors in this group will be men-
tioned “.umgoi. Some of those who focus on syntactic matters assume or argue for
syntactic universals associated with Focus, such as a Focus grammatical relation
a mmocm operator, a Focus projection in phrase structure, or a Focus level of mws.,
tactic structure. Others, notably Rochemont and Culicover (1990), do not make
such an assumption, but instead attempt to account for the way in which Focus is
reflected .mvsgoaom:v\ by appeal to syntactic objects, principles, and processes
whose existence and character are argued for on independent grounds. Apart from
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the use of a [Focus] feature to mark the Focused constituent, there is nothing in
their account which is ad hoc to the analysis of Focus.

Other things being equal, the latter type of approach appears to be preferable,
on grounds of simplicity and perspicuity. If one would argue that this approach is
not adequate to capture important generalizations about the syntax of Focus in
something like a Universal Grammar, it is important to have a clear sense of what
the relevant criteria are for comparing diverse phenomena in different languages;
i.e., we must first argue that the phenomena concerned do all, in fact, realize the
same, or nearly the same, notion of Focus. Note that translational equivalencies
are not adequate proof of identical function; e.g., it was partly on the basis of
such equivalencies that the original claims about the status of Passive in Uni-
versal Grammar were founded. A formal pragmatic theory of discourse, like the
theory of Information Structure in section 2, should prove valuable in providing
criteria of comparison cross-linguistically, permitting significantly more content-
ful claims. Without such criteria, one may be comparing apples and oranges, or
more likely, oranges and tangerines. Of course, if the phenomena in different lan-
guages play merely similar roles, it is plausible to argue that they reflect a func-
tional universal Focus, just as Passive-like constructions are now thought to do
across different languages. /

There has been relatively little work on the specifics of the relationship between
syntactic structure and discourse. Vallduvi (1992, 1993, this Volume) is one of the
few who considers in detail both the pragmatics of functions like Focus and the
ramifications of Focus-related phenomena for the organization of the syntax. He
addresses a number of these phenomena in several languages by positing a new
level of representation at the sentential level, Information Structure, in which the
sentence is partitioned into the elements of a universal inventory of functional
constituents—Focus, Link, and Tail, which are associated with consistent prag-
matic roles. However, he does not offer a set of necessary and sufficient criteria to
determine whether particular constituents in distinct languages do indeed all play
the same role in discourse, though in Vallduvi (1993) and in Vallduvi and Engdahl
(1996) a number of languages are surveyed from this perspective. Erteschik-Shir
(in press) also proposes a level of representation called Focus Structure, but it is
intended to replace the level of LF in a GB-style syntactic theory, and does not
appear to be functionally analogous to Vallduv{’s Information Structure. She does
not present a theory of the pragmatics of the functions Focus and Topic, and the
primary justification for the proposed level of representation is syntactic.

There are a number of other proposals for syntactic universals pertaining to
Focus, proposals which attempt to accommodate the behavior of Focus in syntac-
tically very diverse languages from a number of apparently unrelated language
families. Kiss (1995b) offers a useful summary of some of the recent syntactic

literature on the subject, from which a number of the facts and references cited.
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here are drawn; the reader is referred there for further discussion and references
Though m.:o:oam:m in many different languages have been treated under the :a..
fied terminology of Focus, and there are clearly translational relationships be-
@nm: them, these phenomena are syntactically diverse. In many languages, it is
m.ma .Emﬁ a focused constituent is displaced, generally moved to a preverbal Wuoa-
V .:o: in the sentence, resulting in a filler—gap structure. These languages reported]
include Akan (Schachter, 1973); several Bantu languages (Givén, 1975) mEo=<
them >m:.o§ (Watters, 1979) and Kikuyu (Clements, 1984); 12 me@ca mmo WEW
1978; Ortiz de Urbina, 1995); Bulgarian (Rudin, 1986); Hausa (Schachter, Hoquv,
and several other Chadic languages (Tuller, 1992), including Bade womomo Ka-
nakuru, and Tangale; Hungarian; Ilonggo (Schachter, 1973); Oc@o:,:m QSE\me:
Gw.my Somali (Svolacchia, Mereu, and Puglielli, 1995); and Yoruba A.?zo_vc,,
E.S,.G‘\mv. In some languages this displacement is obligatory, in others, such as
m_s.Em: (Vilkuna, 1995), Greek (Tsimpli, 1995), and Korean (Choe EWMV it is
mwﬂm_w:wr Yet other languages leave focused constituents in situ, as mmq ooBB,o: in
ish.

Brody (1990) attempts to give a unified account of in situ and displaced Focus

languages by assuming that, like wh-elements, all Foci must be moved to a des-

Hmnmﬁaa landing cite, usually the specifier position of a functional Focus projec-
:oa. In some languages, including some of those cited in the previous paragraph
as involving filler—gap dependencies, this movement takes place on the mE.FWn
{e.g., before S-Structure), while in other languages, such as English, it only Swwm
Qmoo Mz.m more abstract level like LF. Horvath (1995) argues that w_.mavmm account
is descriptively inadequate for several languages. For example, in Aghem (Wat-
ters, 1979), the designated focus position in S-Structure mozoém,m:a is adjacent to
the verb (or a verb + noun compound), so that positing a functional projection at
the appropriate level while accounting for adjacency and linear order and for the
attested scope possibilities (at LF) is problematic. And in Kikuyu (Clements
Bm.é, focus-marked phrases may appear in at most one of two distinct m::or:.mm
m.om.:_o:m (“landing sites”); in Brody’s theory, this would require multiple instan-
tiations of the same functional head, a phenomenon which is otherwise c:m:mmmoa
Catalan Focus is also, it seems to me, problematic for Brody’s approach 8.
Focus. According to Vallduvi (1992, 1993), the Focused constituent(s) in Catalan
are m& and only those which remain in their base-generated positions after any link
constituent has been preposed to the matrix sentence and any tail constituent has
been postposed: “In Catalan all and only the overt material in the core clause
Amxo%.n weak proforms) is interpreted as focus. In other words, ground [i.e., link
and tail] elements may not remain within the core clause and mmoa m_oEQ.:.m. may

not be detached away from it” (Vallduvi, 1993:12). Hence, the Focus of the sen-

tence is identified .5\ virtue of the fact that it is the sole material remaining in an
unmarked sentential middlefield. If this characterization is correct, then it is a
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member of a third class of languages, those for which there is a &masmiwﬁ.ﬁm
position for Focused constituents, but which show no evidence that those constitu-
ents are displaced from canonical base-generated position. . .

There are at least two significant problems with the claims about moomm in vari-
ous languages cited above. One derives from the oosoamc.._m_ .E.a §.E.5.o_om_om_
problems already illustrated in section 2.2.2. In the syntactic literature it is some-
times clear that what one person calls Focus (or Topic), another would not."
Hence, an adequate comparison of “Focus” across languages Soi.a have as pre-
requisite a careful sifting of the claims to determine which “Eso:o:m_ notion a
given syntactic phenomenon was said to realize. The other is 5&. many of the
accounts cited draw on linguistic data from secondary (or even tertiary) mocﬂo‘mmw
fieldworkers’ questions are typically inspired by the theories of language i:.ﬁ:
they bring to their work, so that often in using their data one comes across cc::z,m
questions, from the point of view of one’s own theory, which they simply ‘aoi
address. One such question which is relevant for most of the languages mentioned
in this section is what role, if any, prosody plays in the realization of Focus. That
is, even though a language, like Kikuyu, has a displaced Focus, aoom. that mean
that there is no prosodic reflex of Focus, as well? Gundel (1988) claims 92. in
addition to whatever other (optional or obligatory) means a language may provide
to indicate Focus (her comment), it is almost universally prosodically marked. But
few of the authors in the syntactically oriented literature examine the role of
prosody in Focus. The two problems are closely related. If Gundel’s Qm.:s is cor-
rect, then what are the authors cited claiming when they say that Focus is marked
in a given language by movement, and then only optionally? mm:. the languages
which are said to encode Focus optionally, there is no indication in what Hu.<a read
of what that really means: Is the optional Focus in a given language more or less
the same function as the Information Focus encoded by English prosodic focus?
Or is it more like what some authors call “contrastive focus” (said by some to be
a subcase of Focus, by others to be nonoverlapping, but generally not :wE to
be coextensive with Focus), or yet some other notion? Is this true optionality, or
is the type of Focus reflex in question actually obligatory given a E:.mo:_m: con-
text? Rather than try to address such questions at the general level, I will now g..:
to consider more concretely how Focus works in Hungarian, arguing Em.ﬁ. it is
more complex than it initially appears to be and comparing it to the expression of
Focus in English.

3.2. Hungarian Focus and English Focus
3.2.1. HUNGARIAN

Hungarian'* is a relatively free word order language. Much of the current litera-
ture characterizes it as verb-initial with unordered arguments following (although
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Horvath, 1981, provides arguments that it is basically SVO). Hungarian has at
least three distinguished preverbal positions which may be filled by certain types
of phrasal constituents. Two of these are generally called the Topic and Focus,
and they occur in that fixed order. I'll use the term H-Focus to refer to the imme-
diately preverbal position, in order to avoid prejudging its relation to the func-
tional notion of Information Focus discussed in the previous section. Interrogative
phrases, NPs with csak ‘only’, and negated expressions occur obligatorily in the
H-Focus position. Its categorial status is in dispute; Horvath (1981) treats it as a
left sister of V under V'; Kiss (1987) argues that it is [Spec,S']; Kiss (1995¢)
argues that it is [Spec,VP]; and Horvath (1995) argues that it is [Spec,IP]. Brody
(1990) argues that it is [Spec,FP], FP a syntactic Focus functional projection, and
he is followed in this assumption by Kiss (1995d) and Szabolcsi 1997).
Quantified noun phrases (NPs) may move to a distinct position preceding the
H-Focus position and following Topic; this is sometimes viewed as adjunction to
the maximal projection in which the H-Focus occurs (e.g., by Kiss, 1987). Only
in this position, which I’ll call Quantifier position, can quantified NPs take wider
scope than H-Focused constituent(s), since the relative word order of (non-Left
Dislocated) preverbal constituents in Hungarian corresponds to their logical
scopes relative to each other and to any constituents which occur postverbally.
Postverbal and Left Dislocated constituents both take narrow scope with respect
to the Topic, Quantifier, and H-Focus preverbal positions, but among at least the
postverbal constituents, surface order doesn’t correspond to relative scope.
Szabolcsi (1995, 1997) distinguishes not three, but four types of preverbal con-
stituent in Hungarian. The following schema shows their place in basic Hungarian
word order. They are as shown in the linear order (from left to right) in which they

are realized on the surface; an asterisk signifies that the constituent in question
can be iterated: !516

Topic*  Quantifier* {H-Focus} Verb Postverbal®
{Pred-Op}

Semantically, DPs occurring in the Quantifier position have only distributive
interpretations, while those in the other positions can apparently have either col-
lective or distributive interpretations. As noted in the introduction, the presence of
an H-Focused constituent, as opposed to only a Topic and/or Quantified NP, is
consistently correlated with the location of the verb relative to any verbal modi-
fiers which may be present. In particular, there is a class of separable prefixes
which precede the verb unless there is a constituent in H-Focus; in that case, the
verb appears on the surface immediately following the H-Focus, so that the sur-
face order is H-Focus—Verb—PFX. In accounts which assume an FP, or Focus
projection, with the H-Focus taken to be [Spec,FP], it is assumed that the verb
moves via Head movement out of the verb phrase (VP) to F.'7 In fact, in such
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analyses this movement is assumed to occur whenever there is an H-Focus, al-
though it is only evident when there is a Verb modifier. For convenience, in what
follows I will use the term Verb Raising to describe this reordering of Verb and
Modifier, though I prefer to remain neutral about how it is derived. The Pred-Op
includes the preverbal verb modifiers discussed in Kiss (1987), among other
places, along with a class of quantificational DPs/NPs which can only occur in
this position when preverbal (Szabolcsi 1995, 1997). Sentential negation imme-
diately precedes the Verb. Otherwise, H-Focus and Pred-Op are in complemen-
tary distribution in the immediately preverbal position, and both trigger Verb
movement. According to Szabolcsi, the H-Focus can be constituent negated, but
Pred-Op cannot.

There is another semantic test for whether a given preverbal constituent is in
H-Focus position. Alone among the preverbal constituents in Hungarian, H-Foci
imply exhaustiveness; the denotation of the H-Focus constituent is the only (or, if
plural, the maximal) entity which has the property in question. This is illustrated
by the following example involving displacement to H-Focus, from Kiss (1995d),
after Szabolcsi (1980, 1981):

(20)  Nem JANOS kapott jelest, hanem JANOS ES MARI (kapott \.&muc.
not got A+ but and got A+
a. ‘Janos didn’t get an A+, Janos and Mari did’
b. ‘It’s not that it was Janos who got an A+; it was Janos and Mari {(who
got A+)

If we translated (20) as in (20a), it might be taken to express a logical contra-
diction, since the second clause entails the negation of the first. But (20) can be
true in Hungarian.'® Szabolcsi (1981) argued that what is being negated in the first
conjunct of (20) is not the proposition that Janos got an A+, but an exhaustiveness
entailment that he was the only individual who did so. In this respect, as noted by
Szabolcsi and others since, the interpretation of Hungarian examples involving
H-Focused constituents is more like that of English cleft sentences, which also
seem to involve exhaustiveness (e.g., the English translation of (20) in (20b) can
be true as well). Szabolcsi (1994), following suggestions by Kenesei (1986) and
a proposal in van Leusen and Kdlmdn (1993), argues that exhaustiveness is not
solely due to an entailment, but involves a presupposition, as well. We might say
that an utterance containing an H-Focus presupposes that the property predicated
of the H-Focus has a non-null extension (i.e., there is some individual who has
this property). It then asserts that the denotation of the H-Focus is the maximal
group of individuals who have that property.

As Horvath (personal communication), Kiss (1996a), Kenesei (1996), and Vall-
duvi and Vilkuna (this Volume) all argue, H-Focus status should not be identified
with Information Focus in Hungarian. This is illustrated by the examples in (21).
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In each of (21b)~(21d), the alternative. (direct) answers to (21a), the Information

.moo:m is :6. direct object Janost, corresponding to the accusative wh-element kir
in the question:

)  Kit hivtal meg?

who invite PFX
‘who did you invite?’

b. Jdnost hiviam  meg.

invite-1sg PFX

‘Iinvited John (and nobody else).’

c. Meg-hivtam  peldaul Jdnost,
PFX invite-1sg. for-example
‘Iinvited John, for example.’

d. (Peldaul)  Jénost meg-hivtam.
for-example PFX invite-1sg.
‘T invited John, for example.’ (i.e., ‘among others’)

.H:o reply in (21b) has the Information Focus Jdnost in H-Focus position, as
Qmaozoma J\ the placement of the verb hivtam before the prefix meg. In Ammov
Jdnost remains in situ postverbally; note the occurrence of the prefix before Sﬁm
verb. In (21d), Jdnost is preverbal but the verb is in situ following the verbal
prefix. mmsow the verb is not raised, Jdnost cannot be in H-Focus; and it is not of
Ew appropriate NP type to occur in the Quantifier position. Hence, it can only be
either in Topic position or Left Dislocated. , g
. In _mzo translation of (21b), exhaustiveness is suggested by the possible con-
tinuation and nobody else. But neither Hungarian postverbal constituents, as in
A.Eoy :n_. Topics or Left Dislocated constituents, as in (21d), carry the mm:mcm-
.:<m=omm implicature; this is suggested by the parenthetical peldaul, “for example’
in those examples, indicating that there may be others who ém:m to the oo:n@:,
These examples illustrate the relationship between exhaustively interpreted m-moa.
and Ew completeness of an answer which contains them. When the Information
.Huoozm is not in H-Focus, and hence possibly non-exhaustive, the answer may be
:.aoE.EmS. Since exhaustive H-Focus generally yields a complete answer, and
mEo.o.EooEan direct answers are common and felicitous in the :Emcmmom I'm
H,m@:mﬂ <<.;F we would expect that many direct answers in Hungarian, those
which E.n.EooBEoE, would involve placement of the Information Huoocmv of the
utterance in either postverbal or Left Dislocated position, instead of in H-Focus
, I note, however, that there is some dissension among the Hungarian m@mmwﬂm.
:o. ooam::& with about the range of acceptability of postverbal Information
Foci. Kiss (1995d, 1996a, personal communication) suggests it is a fairly normal
pattern, and at least one other linguist I consulted seemed to think it acceptable %m
well, at least in the examples I suggested, whereas others found it only marginally
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acceptable, or acceptable only in imperatives or relatively marked contexts. Hor-
vath (1981: 134) says that, “Hungarian, just as well as English, does permit em-
phatic stress freely, on any constituent in a sentence. [But] . . . in Hungarian—
unlike the case in English—the interpretation resulting from an emphatically
stressed constituent appearing in any position other than the “pre-V” node [her
H-Focus position] can only be a “metalinguistic” one, that is, one involving a
correction of the mispronunciation of a constituent, or even of an arbitrary sub-
part of a constituent, by another speaker.” Kiss (personal communication) says
that the postverbal Focus does involve some sense of “contrast.” But in the con-
text given for (21c) above, there is no hint of either correction or of an intended
contrast between Jénos and some other individual. This example was perfectly
acceptable to my informant; however, she also consistently preferred that subject
Information Foci occur preverbally, instead of postverbally. Anna Szabolcsi (per-
sonal communication) reported that postverbal Focus was only really natural in
imperatives (a use first discussed by Hunyadi, 1981), where it may suggest that
the Focused constituent is not exhaustive; for her, use of the postverbal option
was rare otherwise, and always accompanied by a marked intonation pattern. But
even she offered some examples where postverbal Foci were acceptable in non-
imperatives without any implication of contrast, among them (21¢) as a reply to
(21a), noting that for her, the example would not be felicitous without the modi-
fying peldaul ‘for example’, to enforce its nonexhaustiveness.

The fact that postverbal Information Foci are at least marked, and for many
speakers pretty much unacceptable, leaves Left Dislocation and/or Topic as pos-
sible positions for nonexhaustive Information Foci. But there are limitations on
the use of Left Dislocation, too. Some informants suggested that it carried a strong
implication of contrast, rather like English contrastive (Topicalized) Topics. I sus-
pect that a constituent in Hungarian Topic—position needn’t always be a Topic in
the functional sense, since this seems to be the default position for nonexhaustive
Information Foci, but I am not certain. If the Information Focus in a nonexhaustive
answer isn’t a suitable Topic, at least one speaker preferred placing it in H-Focus,
along with a modifier like peldaul ‘for example’ to rule out or cancel the exhaus-
tive reading. I'll return to address the preference for preverbal realization of Infor-
mation Foci below.

Besides exhaustiveness, there is another semantically based constraint on the
occurrence of NPs (or DPs) in the distinguished preverbal positions in Hungarian,
and this yields another class of examples where the Information Focus of the ut-
terance (in a context) may not occur in H-Focus position. Szabolcsi (1995, 1997)
argues that one class of DPs, which she calls Type B, may occur postverbally, but
preverbally may only occur in the Quantifier position; they include DPs like min-
den fiii ‘every boy’, valamennyi fiti ‘each boy’, még Péter is ‘even Peter’, Péter is
‘Peter, too’, semelyik firi ‘none of the boys’ (negative concord), and lagaldbb hat
fiti ‘at least six boys’.'” But Type B DPs can serve as Information Foci, even in
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complete answers to questions. In English, such DPs ma i
: . \ y be prosodically fo
as in the answer (22b) to the question in (22a): P yioeused

(22) a. Who went to the concert?
b. [ro Everyone] went to the concert.

The Hungarian counterpart to (22) is given in (23):

(23) Context: Who went to the concert?
a. mindenki el ment a koncertre.
everyone
‘everyone went to the concert’
b. /! mindenki ment el a koncertre *!’: semantic anomaly
C. akoncertre mindenki el ment
d. el ment mindenki a koncertre

As the context shows, the Type B DP mindenki is the Information Focus in each
of Em mOman replies. It may either occur in Q position, as in (23a) (with no
<-w8m5mv. or postverbally, as in (23¢) and (23d). It may not occur in H-Focus, as
reflected in the complete unacceptability of (23b), with V-Raising. ,

.>=o§9.. apparently syntactic constraint on H-Focusing is that only one con-
msEm_”; may be H-Focused. Given the possibility of multiple Information Foci
(e.g., in replies to questions with multiple wh-elements), this would predict an-
2.:2 o.Smm of Information Foci which do not occur in H-Focus. My data confirm
z:.m, with a second Information Focus occurring either in a pre-H-Focus position
as in (24), or postverbally, as in (25): ,
(24) a. Ki mit kapott el?

who what caught PFX
‘Who caught what?’
b. Mari egy mokust kapott el.
one squirrel caught PFX
‘Mary caught a squirrel (and that was all the catching that occurred)’

(25) Context: The kids needed to raise money for their trip to Copenhagen, so

they sold some of their belongings. ,
a. Ki mit adottel?

who what sold PFX

“Who sold what?’
[interruption in discourse. Then (b) turns back to answer (a):]%°
b. Jdnos adta el a televizidjdt.

sold PFX the television
‘John sold his television (and that’s all the selling that occurred)’

1:.5 relative mo.mEo: of verb and prefix in (24b) and (25b) argues that the im-
mediately preceding DP, egy mokust in (24b) and Jdnos in (25b), is in H-Focus.
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But both examples are also exhaustive with respect to the non-H-Focused Infor-
mation Focus, Mari in (24b) and a televizidjdr in (25b); that is, in the former, there
are no other catchers, and in the latter John sold nothing besides his tv.2! (26)
illustrates that multiple Information Foci needn’t all be exhaustively interpreted:

(26) Context: As in (25). .
Janos el adta a televizidjdt, Mari a ifj kabdtjdt, és  Istvdn a kamerdjdt.
PFX sell the television the new coat and the camera
‘Janos sold his television, Mari her new coat, and Istvdn his camera.’

My informant offered (26) as a way of conveying the information in the gloss
in reply to the contextually given question. The lack of Verb Raising in the full
(initial) clause argues that there are no H-Foci in (26). I assume the motivation for
this is that none of the subjects or objects in the three conjuncts in (26) are
exhaustive. ,

So, I have provided three types of arguments that not all Information Foci in
Hungarian discourse are realized in H-Focus position within a sentence: (i) (21c)
and (21d) illustrate how Information Foci in partial answers often occur either
postverbally or in Topic (or Left Dislocated) position, presumably to avoid the
exhaustiveness of H-Foci; (ii) (23) illustrates how Type B DPs can serve as Infor-
mation Foci, though they can never occur in H-Focus position; and (i) the ex-
amples just considered show how multiple Information Foci are possible though
all but one must occur in a non-H-Focus position. Hence, we can confidently con-
clude that H-Focusing isn’t necessary, or even possible, for all Information Foci in
Hungarian, though in at least some cases, as in (21b), (24), and (25), Information
Foci may also be H-Foci. _

In fact H-Foci are always directly related to an Information Focus, though this
relationship is not identification. Although an H-Focus always contains at least a
subconstituent which is in the Information Focus of the utterance, the constituent
in H-Focus doesn’t always equal the entire exhaustively interpreted Information
Focus (i.e., the Contrastive Focus of Horvath and Kenesei, the Operator Focus of
Kiss, or the Kontrast of Vallduvi & Vilkuna). Two types of examples argue for
this claim. The first shows that the Contrastive Focus may be a proper subconsti-
tuent of the H-Focused constituent. As one might expect, displacement to pre-
verbal positions is syntactically constrained, displaying the features of move a
(Horvath, 1981), and/or respecting subjacency (Kiss, 1987, 1995¢, 1996a). Some
pied-piping is allowed, so that, for example, if a modifier of the head of an NP
receives narrow Focus, the whole NP may be displaced, though the modifier by
itself may not. In the following examples from Kenesei (1996), boldface is used
to mark the elements which receive what he calls “primary stress,” while the
entire contrasted constituent is underlined. In (27), the Contrast Focus unalmas
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‘boring’ is a proper subconstituent of the H-Focus, whereas in (28), the entire
H-Focus is contrastive:

(7)  Jdnos [y.rocus a2 unalmas jelentéseket] olvassa fel

the boring reports-acc read PFX
‘It’s the BORING reports that John read(s).’

(28)  Jdnos [n.reens az_unalmas jelentéseket] olvassa fel
the boring reports-ACCread PFX
‘It’s THE BORING REPORTS that John read(s).’

As shown, the prosody in (27) and (28) differs, with primary stress on unalmas
in (27), but on the head of the H-Focus, jelentéseket, in (28).

The second type of example shows that the H-Focus may be only a proper
subconstituent of the Information Focus in a given context. Complement clauses
may not move to H-Focus, nor may VPs, even when they are the Information
Focus in a context. According to Kenesei, when the VP (or the entire S) are the
Contrastive Focus, one of the arguments of the verb may move to H-Focus posi-
tion, so long as at least one other constituent which remains in situ within VP
receives prosodic prominence. Consider the examples in (29):

(29) a. Péter fel-olvasta a Hamletet a kertben (nem pedig tszott)
Peter PFX-read the Hamlet the garden-INE not rather swim
b. Pétera Hamletet olvastafel a Kkertben  (nem pedig iiszott)
Peter the Hamlet read PFX the garden-INE not rather swim
‘What Peter did was read Hamlet in the garden (rather than swim).’

In (27), (28), and (29), the contrastively Focused constituent, whether Adjec-
tive, DP, or VP, is arguably the Information Focus as well. This can be demon-
strated by considering the contexts in which such examples are felicitous. (27) can
be a felicitous answer to the Hungarian translation of What kind of reports did
Jdnos read?, but not to What did Jdnos read?, whereas felicity is reversed with
(28). Similarly, (29a) and (29b) are both possible ways of addressing the question
of what Péter did (though when this question is explicit, the examples improve if
the subject Péter is deleted), but not to the question of what Péter read in the
garden, or of where Péter read Hamlet.

The examples from Kenesei argue against a view of Information Structure in
languages of the sort proposed by Vallduvi, in which the surface structure of an
utterance is partitioned into fields, each corresponding to a particular discourse
function, e.g., Focus. Though H-Focus does correlate directly with Information
Focus, the latter is neither all nor only the H-Focused constituent. The examples
also constitute an argument (unintended by Vallduvi) that prosody plays a role in
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encoding the relation between H-Focus and the Information Focus of an utterance.
As a preliminary to exploring what this role might be, I'll present a brief, prelimi-
nary sketch of Hungarian prosodic structure, based partly on the literature and
partly on instrumental phonetic analysis conducted with my informant.??
Hungarian lexical stress is invariably initial. There is at least one level of
prosodic phrasing, and quite possibly two (e.g., there may be something like a
series of one or more Accentual Phrases which combine to form an Intonation
Phrase). There appear to be two types of boundary tones associated with such
phrases. As in English, there is a tone at the right edge of the Intonation Phrase.
But in addition, there is evidence, again both in our own work and in the work of
Rosenthall, for a left-edge tonal unit at some phrasal level, probably a L H se-
quence. This left-edge tone sequence gives the impression of initial prominence
in Hungarian Intonation Phrases, echoing the initial stress at the lexical level. The
VP typically forms an (Accentual or) Intonation Phrase. Quantifiers and Topics,
if present, often form independent (Accentual or) Intonation Phrases, though they
may also merge with the phrase immediately to their right (Varga, 1983; Vogel &
Kenesei, 1987, 1990; Kornai & Kdlmén, 1988; each of these authors uses slightly
different terminology). Kornai and Kdlmdn (1988) and Varga (1983) argue that
each Intonation Phrase bears an accent. Note that “bearing an accent” may be
used in two senses: either bearing stress, or bearing a pitch accent. But, as work
since Lehiste (1970) has recognized, prosodic prominence is typically a complex
phenomenon, involving both pitch movement and the phonetic correlates of
stress, as well as other factors like pitch range. Ladd’s (1980) intonational con-
tours and Selkirk’s (1984) pitch accents are said to align in a certain fashion with
the most prominently stressed prosodic word in the Intonational Phrase in which
they occur, and with the most prominently stressed syllable (or head stress foot)
within that constituent. In phonological terms, “a syllable must have a minimal
segmentally-defined stress prominence in order to be accented” (i.e., be associ-
ated with a pitch accent—Beckman, 1996:31). Both the phonetic analysis of Ro-
senthall (1992) and our own analysis at Ohio State University, argue that the
perceived accent in Hungarian Intonation Phrases is correlated with a H+L pitch
accent, either a H*+L (Rosenthall) or a H+L* (as suggested in our own pitch
tracks); further work is required to determine the precise location of the fall rela-
tive to the stressed initial syllable of the constituent in question. When more than
one pitch accent occurs within an Intonation Phrase, there is a strong tendency for
the accents to be downstepped, so that the initial accent sounds more prominent.?
Finally, as also noted by Varga (1983) and Kornai and Kdlmdn (1988), one Into-
nation Phrase may be perceived as more prominent than the others; presumably
this perceived relative prominence depends in part on the relative pitch range of
the phrases.
Varga (1983) claims that the H-Focus and Verb form a prosodic unit, which he
calls the FV.2* Adopting this assumption, then when the VP forms an independent
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Hsﬁsmaos Phrase, we would expect prosodic prominence to fall (as usual in Hun-
mE.S.E initially in that phrase, and hence to be associated with the FV. Of course
in this initial stress language, prosodic prominence is associated with the EEmm
element of the FV. Hence, if there is an H-Focus, it is most prominent; otherwise
Ew .<@:u is the most prominent element in the VP. This is how moo,oi falls 5,
minimal pairs like (29a) and (29b), and the assumption is compatible with my
other observations, as well. But of course, we have examined several kinds of
mmeE.mm in which an Information Focus does not occur in H-Focus position. Our
msozmso findings, consistent Wwith impressionistic transcriptions by me and my
informant, suggest that Information Foci in Hungarian always bear the primary
(or :wcn_mmﬂ:v accent and stress within the Intonation Phrase in which they occur
ﬂommaaﬁ again the examples in (21) above. I don’t find any discussion of omeEmW
like (21c) in the prosodic literature, except possibly that Kornai and Kdlman
( Emm.v, following Varga (1982), claim that accents fall not only on the preverbal
oowm:EmEm, including H-Focus, but also on what Varga calls “contrafoci.” Kor-
nai and Kdlmdn do not define this term (translated from the ori ginal Hungarian, I
presume), but I suspect they are talking about “contrastive foci” (ie. _.an?@w«
narrow Information Foci within VP). This, of course, is the status of Jdnos in
@3, though in this context it isn’t “contrastive” in the usual sense. Instrumental
w:o: tracking showed that the Information Focus Jdnos, whether in H-Focus, as
in (21b), in situ as in (21c), or in Topic as in (21d), always bears a H+L E,S:
maom._:. In addition, examination of examples involving Quantifier Information
Foci and multiple Information Foci, as in (23)~(26) above, show evidence that
each H.:mo:zmnoz Focus in such examples bears the H+L pitch accent, as well
(e.g., in examples like [23], mindenki ‘everyone’ bears this accent in @mmr of the
word orders shown).

Now consider again the Kenesei examples in (27), (28), and (29). As noted
before, (27) and (28) contrast solely in the placement of what Kenesei calls “pri-
mary stress™ (and hence, in all probability, accent placement). The constituents
which bear this stress, the adjective in (27) and the entire H-Focused NP in (29)
are the (contrastive) Information Foci in these examples, so that the placement omq
greatest prosodic prominence on these constituents is consistent with our instru-
mental observations about examples like (21) and with the data in Rosenthall
.Q@omv‘ Similarly, in (29), primary stress is indicated not only on the constituent
in H-Focus, but also on the postverbal arguments of the verb, indicating, accord-
Ing to Kenesei, that it is the entire VP which is contrasted, and :om just the

H-Focused constituent. Along similar lines, Varga (1983) offers minimal pairs of
examples like the following:

(30) Mir csindinak a gyerekek a  kertben?

what do the children the garden-in
‘What are the children doing in the garden?’
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(A gyerekek| ) 'jdtszanak (a *kertben)
the children  play the garden-in
“(The children are) playing (in the garden)’

(31) Mit csindlnaka gyerekek?
what do the children
“What are the children doing?’ '
(A gyerekek|)'jdtszanak a 'kertben
the children  play the garden-in
‘(The children are) playing (in the garden)’

In each of these examples, there are two Intonation Phrases (Varga calls these
“Tone Groups”), the boundary marked by the vertical “|” following the optional
Topic a gyerekek. The locative a kertben is not in the Information Focus in (30),
as shown by its inclusion in the question under discussion provided by Varga; in
this case, it bears a secondary (reduced) stress, and the predicate Jjdtszanak bears
what he calls the character tone, basically the nuclear tone of the (second) Into-
nation Phrase. But in (31), where the entire VP is the Information Focus, a kertben
bears primary stress as well (though possibly downstepped). This is consistent
with what Kenesei claims for example (29). /

Although much more work would be required to develop a fully adequate char-
acterization of Hungarian prosody, the data presented strongly suggest that there
is a consistent prosodic correlate to Information Focus in Hungarian. Roughly,
within the Intonation Phrase in which it occurs, a constituent which realizes an
Information Focus bears the primary (or nuclear) accent. This accent is realized
on its head, and there are also accents on any arguments of the head (at least with
VP or S Foci). Also, the prosodic analysis suggests a possible reason for the
strong preference of Hungarian speakers for displacing an Information Focus to
H-Focus, Operator or Topic position: Hungarian appears to have a markedly
uniform preference for initial prominence across types of prosodic constituent,
including the phonological word and the Intonation Phrase. Under Varga’s hy-

pothesis that the H-Focus and Verb form a prosodic unit, the FV, then the position-

of H-Focus in FV will place it at the left edge of an Intonation Phrase, so that the
prosodic prominence which accompanies Information Focus will be compatible
with the preference for initial prominence within prosodic constituents. Similarly,
given that the other preverbal constituents tend to form independent Intonation (or
Accentual) Phrases, placement of a nonexhaustive Information Focus within the
Topic or Operator position, as in (21d) or (23a or ¢), would be prosodically pref-
erable to leaving it in situ, as in (21c) or (23d), since in the dislocated position the
prosodic prominence associated with Information Focus will fall Phrase-initial,
while in situ within the VP it will not. In the pied-piping examples and in multiple
Focus examples, as in certain kinds of contrastive (especially corrective) focus,
we have instances demonstrating that not all Foci can move to a left edge. In those

Focus, Information Flow, and Universal Grammar 141

cases, the preference for initial prominence is set aside so that the Information
Foci can be appropriately marked prosodically.

Assume that the phrase structural analysis of Hungarian utterances, like those
of m_gm:m: utterances, is annotated with the feature [Focus]. This feature is freely
assigned to any constituent(s) in the utterance; however, the prosodic structure
leads to a preference for the [Focus]-marked syntactic constituents to correspond
to prosodic constituents which fall at the left edge of an Intonation Phrase. The
calculation of Focus Alternative Sets for Hungarian utterances then proceeds
much as in English (11), repeated below, but with one probable difference: Recall
5&. English wh-phrases are not uniformly prosodically focused. However, Hun-
garian wh-phrases are obligatorily in H-Focus, and on the basis of Em:,,a:m_.u\
w@m::m, it looks as if these wh-phrases behave prosodically like any other element
in H-Focus. Hence, although (11) will yield the same results for Hungarian as for

English, it may be that we can simplify it for Hungarian to omit specific reference
to wh-constituents:

(11) Focus alternative sets
The focus alternative set corresponding to a constituent 3, || 8], is the set of
all interpretations obtained by replacing all the F-marked (focused) and
Efoozmmgosa in B with variables, and then interpreting the result rela-
tive to each member of the set of all assignment functions which vary at
most in the values they assign to those variables.

. Omzméozoo remains as defined in (14), so that a move is congruent to a ques-
tion iff the move’s Focus alternative set equals the question. Then the presupposi-

tion .& Hungarian prosodic focus, (32), is equivalent to the presupposition of
English prosodic focus in (15):

(32) Presupposition of Hungarian prosodic focus in an utterance *g,
where * € {? (interrogative), . (assertional)}:
3 is congruent to the question under discussion at the time of utterance.

Recall that H-Foci are always Information Foci. We could capture this and the
corollary :,a..n. H-Foci are obligatorily focused prosodically by assuming that
H-Focus position inherently bears the feature [Focus].25

3.2.2. ComMPARING ENGLISH AND HUNGARIAN

In the preceding section, I argued that Hungarian is like English in utilizing
prosodic focus to mark Information Focus (i.e., that prosodic focus in the two
languages bears the same presupposition about the relationship of the utterance to
the Information Structure of the discourse in which it occurs). This is so despite
the fact that the systems of prosodic focus marking are quite distinct in the two
languages: Hungarian prosodic constituents tend uniformly toward initial promi-
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nence, while English stress and accentuation are distinctive (e.g., wr,\.yﬁﬁc:d vs.
black BIRD at the level of the phonological word, free placement of sc&amw monl_
cent within the Intonation Phrase, etc.). Hungarian Em,%m VP moo:m on the _om .
(or the FV complex) as well as on its arguments, while mmm:m: places nuc mw
accent on a verb only when there is no suitable argument in the VP Am.mm La nw
1980, and Selkirk, 1984, for extensive discussion). And the default nﬁmmmﬁnn
boundary tones and Pitch Accents used in the two _msm.:mm@m may Q;.FM. ﬂ /Mn
they have in common is the association of greatest Edm.o%o @55:@8, w 5%”_

that means in the given language, with the Information Focus (or Foci) of the
c:MMM M\ﬂﬁ about the exhaustiveness associated with H-Focus position? WOow Ewﬁ
have any correlate in English? Like Hungarian non-H-Focused H_:,oﬂam:ﬂa _oomoa”_..
English prosodically focused constituents do not, by Emamm._ém, mo:m.:mﬁ.u\zm ms
an implication of exhaustiveness. However, there are mmm:m: o.o:mcso.ﬂoﬁ. "
which this implication does hold, notably the cleft and pseudo-cleft constructio

illustrated by (33) and (34):
(33) It was a public garden that Jenna visited.

(34) What Jenna visited was a public garden.

The cleft in (33) and the pseudo-cleft in (34) implicate .:x; u@::m. .aa.s,mfm;
anything else besides an public garden. The two constructions are a%mnws HEOMM
number of respects, including the fact that VPs may be mmmsmo.o_mma; ut n
clefted. However, what is common to them is that E both, the entire o_.mmwm. ow?
stituent, a public garden in (33) and (34), obligatorily bears .:m.:.oi proso Eﬁ.o-
cus. The only exceptions to this are ommmm.é:oﬂm Em :zmnmmoa is m%m: as corrective
to a prior utterance of the same form, as in the discourse in (35):

35) A: It was [a private garden] that Jenna visite N .
e B: No. It was a private garden that [ALEX] visited, ((JENNA]g visited a

[PUBLIC] garden).

As discussed in Rochemont and Culicover Cooow, several other mam:m:. con-
structions have this obligatory placement of prosodic focus ona mE.:o:::. con-
stituent. Most of these can be argued to involve filler/gap B_wso:m.,. and hence to
be derivable transformationally. But not all English Focus oosm:.:o,:ozm omﬂ waamo
derived. Higgins (1973) argues convincingly that Em mm@:aoo_mﬁ oE:.goﬁ e de-
rived transformationally from something like &.Q:S visited a NEEG garden. :

One way of capturing the obligatory prosodic focus property of such oo.sm Tuc-
tions, as with that of H-Focus in Hungarian, would be to say that SQ_ o,E Ty W_ﬂww
suppositions about their discourse function(s). For example, we s,:.m 1t /mvwww th X
utterance of a cleft sentence of the form it was XP that $\XP, where & _M !
clause ¢ which is missing a constituent XP, presupposes that the question unde
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.discussion is whyp ¢/XP? For example, It was Martine who ordered shrimp cock-
tail would presuppose Who ordered shrimp cocktail? This is compatible with the
characterization given to clefts in Prince (1978), though she doesn’t claim that
the presuppositions are about questions, only that the constructions presuppose
the givenness of the material in the nonclefted portion, In the case of wh-clefts
(pseudoclefts), she argues that the material in the wh-constituent must also be
already in the hearer’s consciousness at the time of utterance, while it need only
be “known” in the case of ir-clefts. In terms of the proposal in section 2, this
would mean that the question under discussion presupposed by an it-cleft can be
accommodated, in the sense of Lewis (1979), while with pseudoclefts the pre-
supposed question cannot be accommodated. Jacobson (1995) argues that the
wh-constituents in pseudoclefts are free relatives, and that free relatives, in turn,
have the same underlying semantics as that of questions; so that the proposed
presupposition of pseudoclefts is quite plausible semantically. Then, the clefted
constituent will provide the answer to the presupposed question. Given this and a
similar story for it-clefts, the default use of a cleft sentence (e.g., not to correct an
earlier cleft as in [35]) will only be felicitous if the prosodic focus in the utterance
falls on the clefted constituent XP, since only then will the presuppositions of the
construction and those of the prosody be consistent.2 Similar presuppositions are
apparently associated with the other English “Focus constructions,” such as ex-
traposition, locative inversion, and Heavy NP Shift. So, all English Focus con-
structions carry the presupposition that one of their constituents is an Information
Focus, and accordingly, we expect that that constituent must be prosodically fo-
cused, as well (except in corrective contexts). But, of course, though by the hy-
pothesis in section 2 all prosodically focused constituents in English are Informa-
tion Foci, not all English Information Foci occur in the marked position of a Focus
construction. Again, this parallels the situation in Hungarian, where all H-Foci
were argued to be Information Foci, though not all Information Foci were H-Foci.
Summarizing, Hungarian H-Foci and English prosodic focus appear to be both
grammatically and functionally distinct phenomena, although they are obviously
closely related. Analyses like that of Brody (1990), which attempt to compare the
realization of Focus in the two languages by comparing H-Focus and English
prosodic focus, are arguably misguided. It would even be premature to assume
that H-Focus and English cleft constructions are directly comparable, either gram-
matically or functionally. Their functions certainly overlap, marking an Informa-

_tion Focus as exhaustive; but until we have an adequate analysis of how the

presuppositions in question arise, whether they are equally conventional (and
hence, noncancellable), and whether they really have all the same conditions of
use (unlike H-Focus and the pseudocleft as characterized by Prince), it seems
premature to conclude that they are identical, or that each realizes some language
universal. In any case, if we associate appropriate presuppositions with such con-
structions, and show, following Rochemont and Culicover (1990), how the con-
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structions satisfy the syntactic constraints imposed by the E:.mcmmom._: which Emm
occur, then, apart from the role of Information moo:.m, there is mmmmﬁ:cv\ :ﬁ_v :omu :
to make appeal to grammatical universals to @.GEE them. .H:o m::o:oam Moci
they play may be common across E:msumom.. since expressively convenient,
they don’t require built-in parameters or principles in the grammar.

4. CONCLUSION: FOCUS AND LANGUAGE UNIVERSALS

Most of the contemporary literature on Focus that T am 3@:3 with has one
thing in common: the use of the feature [(+)F(ocus)], mw.mn E:o_wcomma A_SMN
knowledge) by Jackendoff (1972). Horvath (1995) argues that the key to n%mH o
terizing Focus in Universal Grammar lies in the .m@m:ﬁm m+moncmf maom.w_.g :.s
S-Structure of all languages, whose ummmmsaoﬁ is @my..maaﬁzuma so thatit _.mAQ gﬁmn
assigned by a functional head or freely associated with one or more constituents.
The former method of [-+FOCUS] placement would osmmmoﬁwzww &wmo Szmcwmmm
with a designated Focus position in S-Structure, the latter the .S .:E .moocm an-
guages like English. Horvath proposes to E.uooS: for EE@ .<m:MEQ.~ w_sﬁwwmm
languages with designated Focus positions with the use of w.aa:_owm Mm_m:w@a: ,
which capture the fact that in structural Focus the ..?:o:omm.: head ass g om
[+FOCUS] may be either I or C (to account for various Ez.%:m .m:omw :wmv\&
may not need to be “lexicalized” (by movement of a lexical item into » e %m ,
and may assign this feature in one of two ways-——via mmﬁ:qm-qmswwwn. Q=E<o. 5mm
government and adjacency) or SPEC-head um_..mo_doi (see her mzﬁam_.u\,. or <Mw ﬂu
1995, p. 53). One of the virtues of this theory is that much of the _aw:mﬁ:im varia
tion found in the realization of Focus in the 2oq€.m languages c:.o_cm::m con-
straints on Focus displacement, obligatory vs. optional Eo%:oﬂ.om_o& Bﬁ:a._”wm*.
and a number of other matters) would be accounted w,z. without mcmau.s:m Mc: aeﬁ
Focus-specific parameters of Universal Grammar. hmoo:.m oo:.chM_omm .mnm :M-
involve any parameters of their own, rather, they only manifest .:5 e oo.a M ﬁmmam
cific settings for) independently existing, general parameters of syntactic featu

and syntactic feature-assignment™ (p. 47). Hence, she avoids the problems which

she points out for the theory of Brody (1990), problems devolving from the use of
ional projection for Focus, FP.

: mwwmw%mﬁw_% %BEQ:% I see two important E.ozmw:m with the Eomoﬁ.ﬁ E%Qmmﬂ
develops. The analysis of Hungarian in section m.m. _:c.ms.mﬁmm an empirica @_ﬁo m
lem with the proposal. Horvath’s initial assumption is that ﬁ.ro. mm%ms__uso: 0

[+FOCUS] should be parameterized to account for a primary Em::osow. QEMQM
in situ Focus languages and languages with a aomﬂmsm.ﬁoa .moﬂ_m mOmEHoM u

Hungarian seems to be both. Information Focus may be in .&E. w:_w.amw ked HMM_
sodically, but a designated position accepts certain types of Information Focl,
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yet other Information Foci may be displaced not to H-Focus, but to Topic or Quan-
tifier position; that is, [-+FOCUS] assignment is both free (prosodic focus on non-
H-Focus constituents) and assigned to a specific syntactic position (H-Focus)
Since a parameter in Universal Grammar can only be set one way or another,
Horvath’s theory would appear to predict that languages like Hungarian are
impossible.

But the other problem is, I think, even deeper, and bears on what may actually

3

be universal about Focus. This is that Horvath’s proposal, like most in the litera-
ture, conceives of [Focus] as primarily a syntactic feature, and attempts to account
for its operation in Universal Grammar in purely syntactic terms. I think there is
good reason to think instead that the feature is a means of relating distinct com-
ponents of the grammar, syntactic phrase structure, and phonological prosodic
structure, and to think that its assignment is constrained at least as much by con-
straints on the prosodic structure of a language as by those on its syntax. To un-
derstand what I have in mind, consider the following characterization

Mary Beckman (personal communication), of a prosodic
also Beckman, 1996):

, due to
“edge language” (see

I'would define an edge language as one in which the edges of prosodic constitu-
ents are very salient at intermediate levels of the [prosodic] hierarchy, so that
tonal events comparable to “pitch accents” in English are “delimitative” rather
than *“culminative” (to use Trubetskoy’s terms) with the corollary that there will
be phenomena such as phrasal pitch range expansion and dephrasing to play
roughly analogous roles to the phenomena of pitch accent prominence and de-
accenting in a head-based language such as English.

As I understand this, in a true edge language, prosodic prominence is associated
with the edges of prosodic constituents at various levels, including the phonologi-
cal word and the Intonation Phrase (and in some languages, the Accentual Phrase).
For example, one finds nondistinctive initial or final stress in the phonological
word, and, instead of pitch accents, edge tones associated with prosodic phrases;
relative prominence of prosodic phrases is indicated by differential pitch range.
This is in marked contrast to “head languages” like English, where the location
of the head stress foot (and hence the potential for placement of pitch accent)
within the phonological word is distinctive, and where [Focus] and the associated
prosodic focus may be located anywhere within the Intonation Phrase. In an edge
language, if a syntactic constituent is to be prosodically focused (made most
prominent in its Intonation Phrase), this means that this constituent must fall at
the edge of an Accentual or Intonation Phrase in the corresponding prosodic struc-
ture. Given the way that Intonation Phrases are typically aligned with syntactic
constituents (such as clauses), if the constituent in situ doesn’t happen to fall at a

phrasal edge, there are three ways that the structure might be modified so that it
does, and hence can bear prosodic focus.
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One way would be to modify the prosodic structure, by introducing additional
Accentual or Intonation Phrases so that there is one whose edge does fall by the
intended Focus. According to Pierrehumbert and Beckman (1988) and Beckman
(1996), a variant of this type of strategy is employed by Japanese in the assign-
ment of Accentual Phrases. This first strategy may be constrained, at least in some
languages, by a requirement that Intonation Phrases correspond to “sense units.”
Selkirk (1984) proposes such a constraint, arguing that this indirectly’ requires
alignment of Intonation Phrases with syntactic constituents, for the most part at
least. For example, in Hungarian, this might tend to limit the number of Intonation
Phrases per VP to one, except in the case of emphatic utterances, which align a
distinct Intonation Phrase to each subconstituent of the VP.

There are also two syntactic strategies for locating Foci at edge boundaries,
strategies which involve displacement. One would be to displace the constituent
to be prosodically focused to a position where it does fall at the edge of a phrase;
if we take Hungarian to be a modified edge language (modified in that it does use

pitch accents, as well as edge tones, though it still prefers to place those pitch.

accents at the left edge of a prosodic phrase), then movement to H-Focus or one
of the other preverbal positions illustrates this strategy. The other strategy would
be to displace any constituents which come between the constituent to be pro-
sodically focused and the edge of the Intonation Phrase. As a possible example,
consider Catalan, as suggested by Mary Beckman (personal communication). It
appears to be an edge language at the phrasal level, where the greatest prosodic
prominence is always phrase-final (though at the level of the phonological word it
is a head language like English, with lexically distinctive potential for accent
placement). Then the displacement of non-Information Focused constituents
(Link and Tail, in Vallduv{’s terms) from the main clause would be a means of
guaranteeing that the Information Focus, though it remains in situ, occurs at the
edge of the Intonation Phrase associated with the main clause. Although we would
expect that independent syntactic principles in the grammar of a language con-
strain whatever displacement strategies may be developed to address prosodic
constraints on Focus realization, such strategies are arguably motivated primarily
by the prosodic character of the language (i.e., the fact that it is an edge language,
and not by the syntax itself).

As noted earlier, Gundel (1988) observes that in addition to whatever other
(optional or obligatory) means a language may provide to indicate Focus (her
comment), it is almost universally prosodically marked.?” She reports only one
language which is said not to use intonation and/or stress for coding topic-
comment relations, Hixkaryana (Derbyshire, 1979, as cited in Dooley, 1982).%
Otherwise, “sentence stress was reported to be the only consistent and obligatory
means of coding topic-comment relations in such genetically, geographically and
topologically diverse languages as English . . ., Guarani . . . , Russian . . . and

Turkish, to name only a few” [references omitted] (Gundel, 1988, p. 230). She

could find no language which marked “topic-comment structure” only morpho-
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_omm.om:v\ (and I am aware of none which marks it solely with displacement). In
addition, she speculates that there are universal generalizations about where m:-
clear stress falls in utterances: Primary sentence stress always falls within the
Focus/comment. And the primary stressed constituent within the Focus is the
mmEo.mo_dmm languages, regardless of word order; in presentational sentences with
a mcgmoﬁ.msa intransitive V, the primary stress falls on the subject (e.g., English
SV, Russian VS); in transitive sentences with broad focus, primary m:wm_m univer-
sally .ném on the object in the SVO, VSO, VOS, and SOV languages she considers
m:.zmm:ms. as described above, seems to be a counterexample to at least the _mmm
claim, as broad focus often falls on the verb in addition to its arguments, Still, the
mm_.ﬁ.ﬁ observation is well worth considering carefully: Information m.Oo:m ”BJ
universally be reflected prosodically, in intonation and/or stress, and may tend ,ﬁw
fall on o:.:o_. the head of the Focused constituent or one of its m_.mcamsa if an

I submit that the following hypothesis is well worth empirical E<ommmm,:o=” g

(36) Hypothesis of a Focus Universal
[Focus] is a feature that links syntactic and prosodic structures and coordi-
nates them with conventional interpretation:
It annotates one or more nonoverlapping constituents in syntactic struc-
ture, which are accordingly interpreted as Information Foci.
e The corresponding constituents at the appropriate level in prosodic

mﬁz.az:d must be maximally prominent within their containing Into-
nation Phrase.

>.ono_.&=m to (36), Information Focus, as defined in section 2, universally con-
wﬁsm Ea text-to-tune mapping in any given language, that is, constrains the re-
s:o.:m_:w between prosody and conventional (presuppositional) interpretation, as
mediated by syntactic constituency. Since prosody is a type of grammatical msmmo-
Ea,. this is a hypothesis about Universal Grammar, and in particular about the
relationship between syntactic structure (the text), prosodic structure (the tune)
and Information Focus, a conventional aspect of meaning which pertains to the
w&mammn Information Structure of the context of utterance.? This hypothesis
@oia up the need to not only consider grammatical universals which pertain to
mwn_o:g components of the grammar, such as syntactic structure or prosodic
M MMMMMMMMMH.; also to consider in what ways their relationships may be universally

(36) .mm closely related to the theory of Focus in Selkirk (1984), but there are
some differences. First, the hypothesis that prosodic anmzmzom,wm :E<Q‘mma:<

linked to Information Focus is novel here. Second, partly as a consequence of her

Eowao: of the model of grammar of the Extended Standard Theory and subse-
quent work by Chomsky and his colleagues, Selkirk views prosodic structure as

 derived from syntactic structure. However, it is quite possible to adopt (36) with-

out assuming such a derivational relationship between the two grammatical com-

 ponents. Instead, one might hold that the prosodic and syntactic structures for a
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given utterance are independently generated, but that they must be consistent in
that the information represented in those structures can be unified to form a con-
sistent set of information about the utterance.?® Such a perspective would have a
number of consequences. For example, Selkirk argues that because the choice of
Pitch Accent on a given constituent apparently influences interpretation, Pitch
Accent assignment must occur at Surface Structure (SS); this is driven by the
assumption that SS is the sole input to semantic interpretation, via LF. However,
on the unificational view, there is no reason why an independent prosodic structure
might not directly bear on interpretation, as well, and hence no reason to adopt
Selkirk’s “intonated SS.” Further, the roles of [Focus] in (36) are two: indicating
which constituent(s) are to be interpreted as Information Foci (in determining the
Focus alternative set for the utterance), and indicating how the two types of struc-
ture, syntactic and prosodic, are to align. But if we assume that prosodic structure
may directly influence compositional interpretation, so that in interpreting we
have direct access to information about which constituent(s) are most prominent
prosodically, only the latter function of [Focus], aligning the two structures, is
primitive, and the other, indicating Information Focus, is derived.

If this hypothesis turns out to be correct in some form, it should not be too
surprising. Besides the fact that prosodic focus is so pervasive in the languages we
know, the characterization of the Information Structure of discourse in section 2
predicts that a function related to Information Focus would be invaluable in de-
veloping and maintaining that structure and in keeping the conversation on track.
In fact, in those languages in which it has been carefully studied, the primary

interpretive effect of Focus is pragmatic and not truth conditional, Association’

with Focus notwithstanding. And prosody, while clearly critical in determining
the intended interpretation of an utterance, itself appears to bear directly.only on
the conventionally determined pragmatic aspects of interpretation (like Informa-
tion Focus) and not the truth conditional (at least, not if we exclude those intona-
tional and stress factors which are lexical in tone or pitch-accent languages, and
the way that phrasing sometimes disambiguates constituency). We might say that
prosody is the pragmatic ground of language. Prosodic prominence echoes the
functional prominence of Information Focus and facilitates its perception as such:
As the “new” part of an utterance, the Information Focus is naturally fore-
grounded to make it the clearest and most readily understood part as well, facili-
tating processing and comprehension. Hence, so long as there is no conflict with
other commitments of the prosodic resources of the language, it is natural to use
prosodic prominence to mark functional prominence.

Whether the feature [Focus] has syntactic reflexes, as well, is an interesting

world’s languages. For example, Chomsky (1977), as part of an account of weak

crossover, claimed that English [Focus]-marked constituents undergo Focus rais-

ing at LF, and Lasnik and Stowell (1991) argue that weak crossover phenomena
indicate the presence of a Focus Operator, associated with the feature [Focus];

question, which also bears more systematic empirical investigation across the
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which undergoes Focus Raising at LF.3! Recent work by Kratzer (1991) provides
no:owaﬁ.mmamsmo arguments for the existence of bound variable readings for pro-
=o§.m with focused antecedents. And, although Rooth (1985) argued against the
moomEm analysis of weak crossover, partly on the basis of the fact that raising
Focus in such cases would often entail island violations, Rooth (1996) concedes
that H.sm scoping account appears at least as plausible as a purely alternative se-
mantic account such as his. However, there are three points to be made in this
regard, as caveats to the continued exploration of syntactic hypotheses regarding
muoo:m_. The first is that it is crucial that when phenomena are compared cross-
linguistically, we ascertain that they are, in fact, functionally equivalent; I hope
that the ws.ma\mmm of Hungarian, and its comparison with English, in mooaou: 3 <<M~
prove cautionary in that regard. The second is that if we would claim that [Focus]
is an omaa.mﬁo_ﬁ undergoing QR at LF, we must take into account not only narrow
focus, as is generally the case in the literature, but broad focus as well given the
mamﬁ.imi in Roberts (1996a) that examples involving both broad and :m:._.oé pro-
sodic focus are instances of the same phenomenon, Information Focus. Finally
we must also take into account the myriad predictions that the moo:m-mm-owm_.mﬁoh.
dccount makes about scope relative to other operators. I refer the reader to Kad-
mon and Roberts (1986), who argue, contra Jackendoff (1972), that Focus does
not determine scope; in addition, I would argue that for all Foci except narrowl
moocm.ma NPs, the claim that these constituents behave as operators on a par EEM
quantificational NPs, wh-phrases, etc., is semantically very suspect. It seems to
me that these caveats point up a number of potentially serious problems for a
.58@. which treats [Focus] as a scope marker at LF, though I cannot begin to
Investigate those issues here.

I hope I have now convinced the reader of the two points which I set out to
argue. The first is that one shouldn’t prematurely assume that notions like Topic
and Focus are themselves part of Universal Grammar, or are even unitary notions
There seem to be some facts about the way we use language and what we use it 8.
ao which must be reflected in the optimal design for any communicatively ade-
quate language (see Hawkins, 1988 for useful discussion on this point). This is the
c&_@ow of pragmatics, where social and cognitive factors interact with the more
%mSm:Nma language faculty to motivate functional universals. Given the existence
of ?:QG:E universals, we should guard against any tendency to encode all lan-
guage universals in a Universal Grammar. And claims about grammatical univer-
m.m_m ﬁ.::mr in turn, be based on a careful comparison of the phenomena cross-
Emﬁmaomzv\. to determine that they are plausibly all reflexes of the same
emoocam functions. This bears on my second point, the potential utility of a for-
mal theory of discourse like that presented in section 2 for syntactic analysis. This
ﬁmoQ provides for more rigorous definitions of functional notions like Hsmﬁ.ﬁdm-
:o:.moocm within an integrated approach to pragmatic theory. If we take seriously
the idea that an optimal grammar is composed of several relatively independent
components, interacting nonredundantly to generate all and only the well-formed
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of Focus in a given language.
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NOTES

'T use capitalized Focus and Topic when I am talking about the relevant functional no-
tions or about related technical terms within particular theories, such as functional univer-
sals, grammatical roles, or syntactic operators or categories. This will distinguish these
senses from the several nontechnical uses of the same terms.

2For more on Topic, see Ward (1985) and McNally (1997).

3For extensive discussion of the answerhood relation to questions, including definitions
of direct, indirect, partial, and complete answers, see Groenendijk and Stokhof (1984a,
1984b) and Roberts (1996a).

*1 ignore here utterances in the imperative mood; see Roberts (1996a) for discussion.

*One might want to define a discourse as the set of explicit moves made in a period of
time between a set of interlocutors. In that case, there might be different sets of possible
implicit interpolated moves that the interlocutors could “agree” on, with different resulting
information structures. Hence, one would talk not about the information structure for the
discourse, but about an information structure for the discourse. In what follows, I assume
that a discourse consists of all the moves made within it, implicit as well as explicit, though
this isn’t crucial. In either case, one might also add a set Exp to the tuple, the subset of M,
which consists of all the explicit moves in the discourse.

SEven assertions or questions which are rejected by the participants can be determined
to have been felicitous (or not) in terms of their relation to the Information Structure of the
discourse in which they occur. Hence, the domain of QUD isn't restricted to the accepted
moves.

"The notion of a strategy of inquiry relative to some topic or question under discussion
is defined formally in Roberts (1 9964a), in the framework suggested by (4) above.

8See Selkirk (1984) fora fairly detailed exploration of the issues and discussion of many
valuable examples; my assumptions about prosody are generally adopted from her work,
with some simplifications for presentation here (especially (9¢)). Selkirk’s work, in turn,
relied heavily on the work of Pierrehumbert (1980) on the phonology of tone, including
pitch accents; see also Liberman and Pierrehumbert (1984).

?This definition takes a conservative view of what it is to be F-marked, taking that fea-
ture on constituents to be invariably reflected in prosodic focus. Since English wh-elements
aren’t always prosodically focused, I take it that they are not always F-marked. Many lin-
guists have argued that wh-elements are always Foci, over a variety of languges. If we take

that to correlate with F-marking in English, then the definition in (11) can be simplified
accordingly.
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19(15) is modified and generalized from von mﬁoo:.ci (1989, p. 36). vﬂi mo_”.ﬁw_wmm:o%m
that this definition ignores the sorting of és-w_z.mm,mm into _:5:5 E.E :wm WEW o, WWSW
which would in general make the Q-alternatives of Em. aza.m:o: a m_owo_ .mm sel oﬁd o oo
alternatives of B (i.e., such that Q-alt(e) 2 [|8]). This raises z.ﬁ Ew ger _wmcm.o how the
domain for the Focus alternative sets may be contextually restricted; see the discu

d Raberts (1995). . .
Wowﬁwmw_wm vow_“mmm, Wm:mmmm cites Odden (1984) on HQ:SE.EEU_ m:nm,mv::_ws.ﬂwmwswf\mwﬂ
(1984) on Efik, claiming that each language _wmm a “Contrastive mon.:m qu. nmra o fort
of a special tense form of verbs. After examining these mmnocim., it mwmmm:. m&omwg e wm
each language has a special form (for at least one Hmzmmv,o» Em.<w&, s_\ hich nw:m Jioaes tat
is part of the Information Focus (wide or narrow); ;._mz t clear ro.S. Smmm. ._ pssions thar
this is exhaustive focus. Further, there are oﬁrnn.mmwo_a nmsmm\m Emmw_:.m :w:moé_ ocus on
object or other argument, instead, though again there is no EEnN,:._oz_ o g:oﬁ o _&\
forms are exhaustive. These special forms E.w mooovaEwa MM _Mmmw M: M_“MmMmMMF.Em i _:on

“tona -turbation” on the verb when it has narrow f - Thus, orms d
M@wmww.ﬂ”ommwzvm_wm:w_ to cases like Hungarian “Operator Focus,” to be considered in the
:@MMMH:M@M Bresnan and Mchombo, 1987, for m_‘m.cBmE.m that ﬂEm is wom &o .nmww ~E all
Bantu languages, in particular not Chichewa, in which foci nm:o:_om:um 65%”: :M M.w F_Sﬁ o

13For example, in the theory of Bresnan and Mchombo :.owd, deve wn_o> Uo.wﬁ o
Eﬁ:oEo:.u in Chichewa, they claim that FOC(us) and TOP(ic), along E_W gdm.': " nmmwoﬁ
nonargument grammatical functions, and that the same argument, mmu\ al ; M:mwm ot
be both a FOC(us) and a TOP(ic). But they do not oﬁa.. a o:E.moa:N.mﬁo_,._oa. o une:
tions which would explain the claimed ooBEmBa:S_._Q.. Many authors, E.o u _m,ﬂm ooers
(1996a), argue for the existence of rhematic themes (i.e., mon:mma .Ho?nmmwu.OOEmv s

of Bresnan and Mchombo’s claim rests on an adequate characterization of .
Ho_w%mw characterization of Hungarian which I offer :.o_.m is gm.na ona mm:av\\yo”.ﬁrn :HM»H
ture, e-mail correspondence with the Hungarian linguists .Eazc.o:ma in Ew c A:%,M uﬁmmo
ments, and extensive informant work in Oo::dv:m. O_:o,:ézr a (non E.mEm.E pae
" speaker, Patricia Szelle, referred to herein as *‘my informant. M.um_.m n.um En.,w\\ﬂ \ sm th Szl
was conducted in the phonetics laboratory at Om,m, E_H.WQ. Mswma“ﬂwwﬁ ,m”mﬁ : M_m M_msnma Emm.
i am most grateful for her assistance. The literatur
Mwoﬁwwswzmo:ana Zomé% (1976, 1981, 1986); Kiss (1977, 1981, 1987, 1995d, 19964,
1996b); Szabolcsi (1981, 1983, 1994, 1995, 1997); and Brody Qooov.. s schoma s the
158zabolcsi uses the term Focus instead of H-Focus. The Pred-Op in this scher .

i -Mod in Szabolcsi (1994). . . .
mmﬁwmwmmm MNMMMMW assumes FP can be iterated, and that 5. cases of ,E.::_.Eo Mwm%_mmwwm
Foci, all of them have been moved into one of these syntactic moo,sm ?_o_mnﬂowm mm mmsnm
a projection of an H-Focus position). And Kiss Coo.ocv argues ::m m he M%mméh jonce
TopP QP FP can recurse, with each Focused H./:u moving to a mmwwo, . Mm: the verb lanc:
ing in the highest F. However, all of the other literature I have considere mmm.: s thas here
is at most one H-Focus, concurring with my data, and I assume the more ¢
coﬂﬁmﬁ_ﬁhﬂwmﬂw Szabolcsi.(1997) argues that instead of the verb moving to F, it ~..:o<mnm _ﬁw M_
distinct functional head that is linearly not separated from [Spec,FP] by any overt material.

“'the prosodic focus.
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8 The string in (20a) isn’t always taken to be a contradiction. With narrow focus on the
subjects of the two clauses and rising intonation at the end of the first, it may be understood
in the same way as (20b). However, I would argue that this involves something like the
“metalinguistic negation” of Horn (1985, 1989), which he argues is unlike logical negation

in that it can be used to negate conversational implicatures, and even conventional impli-

catures, or presuppositions, which are often assumed to be noncancellable (e.g., by Stal-
naker, 1974 and Heim, 1983, 1992).

Szabolcsi (1994) argues that the semantic character of this class provides an explana-
tion for why it cannot occur in H-Focus. That is, exhaustiveness entails that the denotation
of the H-Focus is the maximal set of entities which bear on the property in question. Hence,
only group-denoting DPs (where a group may correspond to a singleton set) can serve as
H-Foci. .

*This interruption is crucial here. Otherwise, only an elliptical reply, Janos a televizio-
Jat, would sound more natural. The informant was specifically instructed to reply under the
assumption of a previous interruption, in order to solicit the full form in (25b).

' Anna Szabolcsi’s (personal communication) Jjudgments differed from my informants
regarding (25): “If a single pair is intended to be exhaustive, the only natural way to answer
(25a) is “Janos a televiziojat’ (with the verb ellided). (25b) as it stands is only acceptable
as an answer to a single question ‘who sold his tv to me.’

*We recorded the informant producing examples of different utterance types (digitizing
them at 8 kHz), and then ran an autocorrelation-based algorithm to compute a fundamental
frequency contour for each utterance. We then used the xwaves program to display the f0
contour along with a wide-band spectrogram, permitting us also to interactively zoom in
on selected portions for listening and examination of the tune and rhythm.

“This was suggested by Varga’s (1983) careful description, and, independently, by Paul
‘Portner and Louise McNally, on the basis of an earlier draft of this chapter.

*The possibility that FV may form a prosodic constituent raises the question of whether
H-Focus and Verb might not form a constituent syntactically as well (contra several of the
analyses cited above), under the common assumption that prosodic and syntactic constitu-
ency are generally closely related. This suggests the further possibility that H-Focus and
PredOp, in complementary distribution and sharing the same prosodic characteristics (so
far as I now know) might share the same syntactic position. Although this is a very inter-
esting possibility, I haver’t the room to explore it further here.

*1do have some reservations about this appro
mentioned in the preceding footnote, that H-Focus and Pred-Op are in the same syntactic
position, and that Pred-Op is not necessarily always an Information Focus. If that were the
case, this position itself couldn’t obligatorily carry the feature Focus. This bears further
investigation,

% As noted above, Roberts (19964, section 2) argues that corrective focus involves a
metalinguistic use of the syntactic structure in the utterance to refer to an earlier utterance
with the same structure, and, like metalinguistic negation, this use overrides any presup-
positions generally associated with the construction, leaving only the presuppositions of

ach, based principally on the possibility,

7 Similarly, Dezso (1982), cited in Harlig and Bardovi-Harlig (1988), claims that it is a

at sentence stress falls on the rheme, drawing particularly on work on
the Uralic-Altaic languages, especially Turkish.
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2 QOne of the striking things about Hixkaryana, according to Derbyshire’s (1985: 1451f)
account, is that the language displays a very strong tendency to move focused constituents,
“new” information, and constituents bearing “contrastive emphasis” to a clause-initial
position, The language is OVS, so the Focus-fronted constituents precede the direct object.
Derbyshire does say that “there is no special stress or intonation on constituents that un-
dergo this process,” (p. 146) but he doesn’t indicate what the (ordinary) stress or emphasis
associated with the resulting construction might be, and the few examples he offers involv-
ing prosody at the clausal level do not include such a Focus-displaced constituent. Clausal
stress is said to be final, not initial, so the prosody doesn’t immediately recall that of Hun-
garian, Still, with no indication of how phrasing works, we cannot rule out the possibility
that prosody marks Focus in Hixkaryana. For example, the language involves extensive
pro-drop, both for subjects and objects, with agreement for both on the verb. Hence, Focus
fronting might possibly be a species of Left Dislocation. Suppose that Hixkaryana is an
edge language and is employing the same kind of strategy as Hungarian for accenting
syntactic constituents which aren’t edge aligned when in situ. Left Dislocated constituents
in many other languages constitute distinct Intonation Phrases from that of their main
clauses. Tf this were the case in Hixkaryana, then a Focus-fronted constituent might also
bear final stress in that phrase, but a stress which would thereby be initial in the entire
construction. Such stress, though neither “special” nor particularly emphatic, might con-
stitute Focus marking in Hixkaryana, Of course, this is purely speculative, but _: illustrates
the sort of questions that one might want to pursue with a native speaker.

By talking about Universal Grammar, I do not mean to make any claims about the
psychological status of principles like (36), nor do I mean to adopt the view that Universal
Grammar, however encoded, determines the set of all possible human language grammars
(e.g., as the set of all possible combinations of parameter settings). Rather, I only mean to
claim that (36) is one of the principles which appear to be encoded in the grammatical
structure of all human languages, like, for example, X-bar theory or the prosodic hierarchy.

30Gee Shieber (1986) for an overview of the notion of unification within grammatical
theory.

31 Note that this does not support Kiss's (1996b) claim that there are two kinds of focus,
one of which, Information Focus, does not display the operator-like behavior of the other.
For example, according to Kiss, even is not a Focus Operator, since it cannot occur in
English clefts or (in translation in Hungarian) in H-Focus. But, as she concedes, even-NPs

do display the same weak crossover behavior as other prosodically focused constituents in -

English, as well as behaving like a focus-sensitive operator in Rooth’s (1985) terms.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The _.mwmw literature on the linguistic encoding of what I will call information
packaging NHE:.NR:.Q:Q (term adapted from Vallduvi, 1992, wozoi.:m QS?,
H.o,\@ contains a number of proposed generalizations about the way such Em:n:n.,
tions are encoded in language, for example, Halliday’s (1967:212) claim that “the
theme 5. what comes first in the clause,” or Greenbaum and Quirk’s (1990 : 394f.)
affirmation A.m%mazav\ inspired by Prague school thinking) that “it is oo:.:doz ﬁ.o
process H.:m information in a message so as to achieve a linear presentation from
low to high information value,” what they call “the principle of END-FOCUS.”
,_,:mmm. attempts to predict the linguistic encoding of information packagin :.7
structions have justly been criticized as circular, difficult to verify, or m:m _m in-
correct .Ammm e.g., Prince, 1988, and the papers in Payne, 1992, for nmomi m=W<w<mv

H.s this chapter, I defend an approach to information packaging m:m:.:omo:m.
i:ow takes them to be conventionally encoded presuppositions in a dynamic se-
EE.:.é (see e.g., Stalnaker, 1978, and Heim, 1983, for such treatments of presup-
position). gs.:a this approach, which I will call an “integrated” mmmaowo% is :wﬁ
new (see sections 2.2 and 3.2), it makes a rather surprising prediction érwor to
my W:o.iwamp has gone unremarked upon: There may be considerable ono,mm-
linguistic variation in the encodings of all types of information packaging instruc-
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