Preverbal foci are syntactically disparate but prosodically uniform
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In many V-final languages, narrow foci appear immediately preverbally, preferentially or
obligatorily (Kim 1988; Kidwai 1999, a.0.). Syntactically, focus-verb adjacency has been
derived (i) either via a functional Spec-Head configuration (= raised), or (ii) via displacement
of intervening material (= in-situ). In (i), the focused constituent moves to a dedicated Spec,
FP, and the verb raises to F°, thereby creating adjacency (Hungarian: Brody 1990; Malayalam:
Jayaseelan 1996; Persian: Karimi 2008). Alignment of focus with nuclear stress, which targets
Spec, FP, has been hypothesized to trigger movement (Hungarian: Szendr6i 2003). In (ii),
focus-verb adjacency results from the displacement of intervening material to the left or right
periphery (Hindi: Mahajan 1990; Turkish: Sener 2010; Basque: Arregi 2002), motivated either
by the information-structural properties of the displaced material (Sener 2010) or by the need
for the focused constituent to carry nuclear stress (Arregi 2002). Whether (i) or (ii) is used in a
given language can be determined based on e.g., scope facts, the position of the focus+verb
string within the clause, and verb-inversion phenomena. The availability of two disparate
derivations suggests that preverbal focus placement is not a grammatical primitive, but instead
represents coincidentally identical outcomes of two different syntactic processes.

In this paper, we offer a unified account of preverbal focus placement of (i) and (ii) types,
rooted in the requirements of prosodic structure. Following Hamlaoui & Szendréi (2015), we
take an Intonational Phrase (1) to correspond to the highest syntactic projection that hosts verbal
material (HVP), including its specifier, which is enforced by ALIGNHVP-L and ALIGNHVP-R
constraints, Optimality Theory-style. Following Féry (2013), we assume that focused
constituents align with -edges (Focus-as-Alignment=FA), via ALIGN-FOC-:-R or ALIGN-FOC-
1-L constraints. Nuclear stress, in languages that have it, in the FA approach is also aligned
with an :-edge, enforced by H-:-R or H-:-L.

Bringing these analytical components together, we propose that preverbal foci in OV languages
are aligned with edges of :. Raised foci, (i), align with the left edge of :, being housed in the
specifier of XP that also attracts the raised verb (ALIGN-Foc-i-L; Féry 2013). There, in
languages that have nuclear stress, they receive prosodic prominence associated with the left
edge of 1 (H-i-L). We illustrate this language type with Hungarian and extend the analysis to
Iron Ossetic (Iranian) and Eastern Armenian. In-situ foci, (ii), align with the right edge of : and
receive prosodic prominence there (ALIGN-FOC-i-R and H-i-R, if applicable). The material
intervening between the focus and the verb is displaced, allowing for the focused constituent
to satisfy ALIGN-Foc-:-R. The verb to the right of the focused constituent routinely undergoes
prosodic integration, and does not interfere with right-alignment of focus (Truckenbrodt 2006,
Biring 2012). We use Turkish as the illustration and extend the analysis to other Turkic
languages (Uyghur, Kazakh) and Georgian (Kartvelian). Overall, bringing together the FA and
HVP approaches allows for a unified account of syntactically disparate preverbal foci — a
theoretical contribution that, to the best of our knowledge, has not been made before.
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