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6. Wh-STRATEGIES IN HUNGARIAN

6.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses strategies of long Wh-movement in Hungarian.. Before doing
so, let us first consider some properties of this phenomenon in English.

Compare the following paradigm:
(1) a. You think that Mary sawJohn

b. Who do you think t saw John?
c. Who do you think that Mary saw t?

(la) examplifies a declarative sentence with an embedded that-clause. This clause
contains a subject NP and an object NP, namely Mary and]ohn. In (lb), the former
is questioned, and in (lc) the latter. Observe that the Wh-phrases are fronted into
the matrix sentence. This type of construction has been referred to in the litera~ure

as long Wh-movement.
Generally speaking, it applies only if. the matrix verb is a so-called 'bridge-verb).

Bridge verbs belong semantically to the class of verbs of knowing, saying and
perception. For example, the verb brag, unlike think in (1), does not qualify as a bridge
for long Wh-movement. Compare (lb) and (2):

(2) *Who did you brag t saw John?

So, the questioning of an embedded NP in English takes place by applying long
Wh-movement. The question arises whether other natural languages employ a simi­
lar strategy. Let us therefore turn to Hungarian.

The distribution of long Wh-movement is subject to dialectal variation (cf. sec­
tion 5.3.7.1.). Roughly, there are two dialects, namely Hungarian I and Hungarian
11. For speakers of the former, it is completely acceptable. Speakers of the latter, on
the other hand, accept this phenomenon only quite marginally. It may appear that
this dialectal variation is not so sharp as I suggest. However, a number of native­
speakers consulted have great d~fficulties with overt long Wh-movement. Some of
them reject it entirely. The question arises of course what the grammatical equiv­
alent of long Wh-movement is for those speakers.

fAS~ 1991. XXV-I, 153-253]
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Consider the following pair:

(3) a. Kit gondolsz hogy Janos latott t?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that John saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you think (that) John saw?'

b. Mit gondolsz hogy Janos kit hltott?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you think (that) John saw?'

(3a) is an instance of long Wh-movement. The embedded accusative Wh-phrase
kit is fronted into the matrix clause. (4b) exemplifies the other strategy of question­
ing an embedded NP. This strategy has first been observed in De Meij and Maracz
(1986) who refer to it as the mit-strategy. The main characteristic of this strategy is
that the embedded Wh-phrase in (4b) kit remains in the Focus-position of its own
(embedded) clause. In the matrix sentence, a 'dummy' Wh-phrase appears, mit
'what-ACC', which reflects the scope of the real Wh-phrase.

Hungarian 1 employs long Wh-movement to question an embedded NP, similar
to English. Hungarian 11, on the other hand'~'does this with the help of the mit-stra­
tegy. The following questions can be asked in connection with the two types of Wh­
strategies: What are the consequences of the occurrence of these phenomena for the
grammar of Hungarian and the theory of grammar in general?

I will assume that this dialectal variation is due to a parameter, namely, the one
which is responsible for th~ distinction between languages with overt Wh-move­
ment like English and languages with a Wh in-situ strategy like Chinese and Japa­
nese (cf. Huang 1982, Lasnik and Saito 1984, Chomsky 1986a: 75). Compare:!

(4) +/-move Wh

Hungarian 1 is specified positively for this parameter. Hence, overt Wh-move­
ment applies. Hungarian 11, however, is specified negatively for (4), that is, overt
movement is absent. If this parametric difference is real, we may expect that other
phenomena are intrinsically dependent on the setting of this parameter. I will de­
monstrate that this is the case with the verbal conjugation in multiple long Wh-
movement, the distribution of parasitic gaps and resumptive pronouns. '

The existence of the two Wh-strategies in Hungarian provides empirical evi­
dence for the Correspondence Hypothesis:

(5) Correspondence Hypothesis
Whenever there is a syntactic reflex of the assignment of (wide) scope, the depen­
dency involved and long Wh-movement obey the same conditions on govern­
ment and bounding

A consequence of this a hypothesis is that there is no need to postulate a separate
level for the representation of scope known as Logical Form (LF) in the linguistic
literature. However, the unification between overt long Wh-movement and Wh in­
situ has, somewhat disappointingly, hardly been a major tenet of research in recent
years. Rather, on the basis of the observation made by Huang (1982) that Wh in­
situ in Chinese does not obey locality conditions, it has generally been assu~ed that

(1)1 do not attribute independent status to move a, as I argued in connection with split constituents (cf.
section 4.6.). With Koster (1987: 34), I will assume that move a is essentially a subcase of a general transfer
mechanism which transmits Case and lexical content, but no a-role.
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wide scope-assignment is not restricted by Subjacency. Thus, the fact that this prin­
ciple is not operative at LF has been taken as argument for its independent existence.
Correspondence effects in Hungarian, however, seem to argue against this.

The rest of this chapter is organized as follows. Section 6.2. disc~~ses the proper­
ties of long Wh-movement. Section 6.3. argues that it is a strictly local phenomenon
which applies in a successive cyclic fashion. The following facts will be shown to
support this: Overt long Wh-movement is sanctioned by bridge verbs, it may not
violate island conditions, it leaves a Wh-trace, and it lacks that-trace effects.

Section 6.4. will propose an analysis of long Wh-movement. Section 6.5. deals
with the properties of the mit-strategy. Section 6.6. will present an analysis of this
strategy with its correspondence effects. Section 6.7. investigates some consequences
of these different Wh-strategies. The parameter +/-move Wh empirically involves
some other unbounded dependencies across languages which apply successive cyclicly.
Conceptually itbears on the relation between long distance movement and the Pro­
jection Principle. Finally, section 6.8. presents some remarks about the status of LF
in a theory of grammar.

6.2. Long Wh-movement in Hungarian

This section examiries overt long Wh-movement in Hungarian, as opposed to the
mit-strategy (cf. section 6.5.). I will heavily rely on the observations made in Hor­
vath (1981,1986: chapter four) and E. Kiss (1981,1985,1987: chapter three).

Consider the following sentences:

(1) a. Kit gondolsz *(hogy) t hitta Janost?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that saw-AGR3sg-def John-ACC
'Who do you think (*that) saw John?'

b. Kit gondolsz *(hogy) Janos hitott t?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John saw-AGR3sg-indef
'Who do you think (that) John saw?'

(2) a. Melyikfiut gondolod *(hogy) t latta Janost?
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that saw-AGR3sg-defJohn-ACC
Which boy do you think (*that) saw John?'

b. Melyik flut gondolod *(hogy) Janos hitta t?
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that John saw-AGR3sg-def
'Which boy do you think (that) John saw?'

These examples are instances of long Wh-movement. In (la) and (lb), the indefi­
nite Wh-phrase ki is fronted, and in (2a) and (2b) the definite Wh-phrase melyik NP
is fronted. Note that this phenomenon applies both with the subject (cf. (la), (2a))
and with the object (cf. (lb), (2b») (cf. also section 5.4.2.3.).

The acceptability of these sentences is subject to dialectal variation. In fact, a num­
ber of my informants hardly accept this strategy for forming embedded Wh-questions
at all (cf. also Kom16sy 1986). However, from the literature it is clear that these ins­
tances of long Wh-movement do occur. E. Kiss (1981) points out that this phenome­
non has even been discussed by traditional linguists, for instance by Zolnay (1926).
The occurrence of long Wh-movement is especially frequent in the spoken language
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(cf. also De Groat 1981, Horvath 1981; 1986: ch.4, E. Kiss 1981; 1985; 1987: ch.3,
Szalamin 1978, Szamosi 1976, and Anna Szabolcsi, personal communication).

Let us turn to a discussion of the sentences above: I'will discuss the following
syntactic and semantic properties of long Wh-movement:

(3) A. The obligatory presence of the complementizer
B. The anticipatory pronoun corresponding to the clause from which extraction

takes place may not be spelled out
C. Case change of the Wh-moved subject
D. Morphological adjustment of the matrix verb
E. Long Wh-movement is an instance of long Focus-movement
F. The gap at the extraction site must remain non-overt
G. Long Wh-movement is allowed by bridge verbs
H. The scope of moved Wh-phrases is its S-structure position

(A) In «la), (1 b)) and «2a), (2b)), the embedded nominative subject and the ac­
cusative object Wh-phrase are extracted from the embedded cla1,lse~ With long Wh­
movement in Hungarian the complementizer hogy must be obligatorily present in, or­
der to avoid ungrammaticality (cf. section 5.4.2.3.). In English~ however, the com­
plementizer that must be dropped in case of subject-extraction, whereas the
complementizer is optional with object-extraction (see, section 5.4.2.3. for an anal­
ysis of this dichotomy).2

(B) Consider the underlying repre~entationsof (1) and (2):

(4) a. Gondolod azt [cp hogy ki hitta Janost]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC that who saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

b. Gondolod azt [cp hogy Janos kit latott]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC that John who-ACC ~aw-AGR3sg

c. Gondolod azt [cp hogy melyikfiu hltta Janost]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC that which boy saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

d. Gondolod azt [cp hogy Janos melyikfiut hitta]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC that John which boy~A.CC saw-AGR3sg

The matrix verb gondol subcategorizes for an accusative object, categoriaUy a Cl?~

Hogy-clauses cannot be base-generated in an A-position, b~cause of the CRP (cf.
4.5.(14)). Hence, they are in a non-A-position and linked to a 'dummy' anticipatofY
pronoun that absorbs its Case- and a-features. In (4), the anticipatory pronoun az J~

therefore accusatively marked. Note now that the anticipat.Qry pronoun may not b~

spelled out ~f an embedded NP is long Wh-moved:

(S) a. *Kit gondolsz azt [cp hogy latta J anost
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

b. *Kit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Janos hirott]
who-.ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC that John saw-AGR3sg

(2) Aoun et al. (1987) report that the complementizer is optional in the intermediate clause with subject­
extraction from a multiple embedded Wh-question:

(i) Who do you think [cp (that) Mary said [cp (*that) saw John]]
In Hungarian, however, the complementizer must always be present, also in the counterpart of (i):

(ii) Kit gondolsz [cp *(hogy) Mari mondott [cp *(hogy) hitta Janost]]
Who-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary said-AGR3sg that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
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c. *Melyikfiut gondolod azt [CP hogy hitta Janost]
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

d. *Melyikfiut gondolod azt [cp hogy Janos hitta]
boy-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC that John saw-AGR3sg

(C) In Hungarian, subjects are in general nominatively marked (cf. 3.2. (7a». An
extracted embedded subject Wh-phrase ends up accusatively marked when it is
moved (cf. section 5.3.7.1.). Thus, a nominative Wh-phrase undergoes a morpho­
logical Case change, as may be observed from (la) and (2a). Non-nominative Wh­
phrases, on the other hand, retain their cases during .the derivation like the embed­
ded accusative Wh-phrases in (lb) and,(2b), or Wh-phrases with a lexical phrase:

(6)' a. Kinek gondolod [cp hogy Janos konyvet adott t]
who-DAT think-AGR2sg-def that John book-ACC gave-AGR3sg-indef
'To whom do you think that John gave a book?'

b., Kivel szeretned [cp hogy Mari beszeljen t]
who-INSTR like-COND-AGR2sg-def that Mary speak-SUBJ-AGR3sg-indef
'With whom would you like that Mary should speak?'

c. Kitol gondolod [cp hogy Mari konyvet kapott t]
who-ABL think-AGR2sg-def that Mary book-ACC got-AGR3sg-indef
'From whom do you think Mary got a book?'

In (6a)-(6c), the embedded verbs ad 'give', beszil 'speak', and kap 'get' subcatego­
rize for a lexical dative, instrumental, and ablative..These cases are spelled out on the
extracted Wh-phrases. Thus, no Case change occurs, as with extracted nominative
Wh-phrases.

(D) The Hungarian verb displays two different types of conjugational patterns,
the indefinite and definite conjugation (cf. section 4.2.1.). The descriptive rule 4.2.(2),
here repeated as (7), captures their distribution:

(7) The definite paradigm is triggered in case the accusative object of the verb is de­
finite, otherwise the indefinite paradigm is triggered

We classified who-phrases as (properly) indefinite triggering indefinite conjuga­
tion on the verb, and which-phrases as (inherently) definite triggering definite con­
jugation on the verb. Recall further that embedded clauses and names count as defin­
ite. Consider again (4a) and (4b), here repeated as (8a) and (8b):

(8) a. Gondolod azt [cp hogy ki hitta Janost]
think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC that who saw-AGR3sg-defJohn-ACC

b. Gondolod azt [cp hogy Janos kit hitott]
think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg-indef

The matrix verb in these sentences has definite conjugation because it.s accusative
object is a (definite) embedded clause. The embedded verb in (Sa) also appears in the
definite conjugation because its accusative object is a name, and the embedded verb

. in (8b) has indefinite conjugation because its accusative gbject is a kit-phrase.
Compare now the counterparts of the cases in (8) with long Wh-movement:

(9) a. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy t latt~ )anost]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef' that saw-AGR3sg-defJohn-ACC
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'It is Mary who John wants that Peter gives a book to.'

We may conclude from this paradigm that long Wh-movement is a subcase of
long Focus-movement. Both cpnstruction types display the same properties.3 Henceforth,
I will refer to long distance movement in Hungarian as long WhlFocus-movement.

(F) The counterparts of the sentences in (1) and (2) are ungrammatical with an
overt personal pronoun 0 'he' spelled out at the extraction site:4

(11) a. *Kit gondolsz [cp hogy 0 latta Janost]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that he saw-AGR3sgJohn-ACC

b. *Kit gondolsz [cp hogy Janos hltott t]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that John saw-AGR3sg

c. *Melyik flut . gondolod [cp hogy 0 hitta Janost]
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg that he saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

d. *Melyikflut gondolod [cp hogy Janos hltta ot]
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg that John saw-AGR3sg him

b. Kit gondolsz [Cp hogy Janos latott t]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John saw-AGR3sg-indef

If the indefinite nominative subject or accusative object Wh-phrase is fronted in­
to the matrix sentence, the matrix verb has indefinite conjugation. Hence, the ma­
trix verb in these sentences displays a morphological adjustment.

As a consequence, there is always an agreement correspondence between the matrix
verb and the embedded verb when an accusative Wh-phrase is extracted. In case of a
definite Wh-phrase like melyik flut in (2b), both the matrix verb and the embedded
verb are conjugated definitely, and in case of an indefinite phrase like kit in (9b),
both the matrix and the embedded verb are conjugated indefinitely.

(6) shows that this phenomenon appears only with extracted nominative or accusa­
tive indefinite Wh-phrases but not with extracted Wh-phrases with lexical case. In the
latter cases, the matrix verb keeps its definite conjugation. This dichotomy is another
instance of an asymmetry. Therefore, we may add it to the asymmetries in 5.4.(5).

(E) Wh-moved NPs must land in the Focus-position, left-adjacent to the finite
verb (cf. 2.1.(28d)). In fact, any NP of a hogy-clause may be fronted into the matrix
clause, provided that it lands in this position:

(10) a. [cpjANOST gondolod [cp hogy t latott]]
John-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that saw-AGR3sg-def

'It is John who you think saw me.'
b. [cp MARIT gondolod [cp hogy lattam tll

Mary-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that saw-AGRlsg-def
'It is Mary who you think that I saw.'

c. Janos [Cp MARINAK akarja [cp hogy Peter konyvet adjon tl]
John Mary-DAT want-AGR3sg-def that Peter book-ACC give-SUBJ-

AGR3sg

(3) This is the case in Dutch as well. Compare (ia) which is a case of long Focus-movement, with (ib)
which is a case of long Wh-movement:

(i) a. ]AN denk jij [ep dat ik t zag] b. Wie denk jij [cp dat ik t zag]
JOHN think you that I saw Who think you that I saw

(4) The third person accusative pronoun may only appear with the definite conjugation (cf. section
4.2.1.).Therefore, (lIb) is undetermined with respect to the prohibition on the 'spelling out of the Wh-gap.
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This paradigm shows that the gap at the extraction site must remain non-overt. In
the next section, I will determine whether it is a Wh-trace or a non-overt resump­
tive pronoun.

(G) In Hungarian, like in other languages, long Wh-movement is only possible
in the context of the class of verbs called bridge verbs:5

(12) Allft 'state', akar 'want', elkepzel 'imagine', emlft 'mention', erez 'feel', eszrevesz
'observe', gondol 'think', hall 'hear', hisz 'believe', (meg)fger 'promise', javasol 'pro­
pose', klrdez 'interrogate', kfvan" 'wish', lat 'see', mond ~~ay', remil 'hope', szeret 'li­
ke', szeretne 'would like', jol teszik 'well do', tud 'know', vdrt 'wait'

These verbs semantically belong to the verbs of knowing, saying and perception. It is
a well-known fact that such verbs in other languages belong to the same semantic
classes as well. All the verbs in (12) assign accusative Case to their object. If it is an
embedded clause, this Case is spelled out on the dummy anticipatory pronoun az
'that' (cf. (3B». However, most of these verbs may also select a case-frame with a
lexical-ly marked object. I will return to the latter cases in the following section.

(H) Let us consider now what a felicitous answer to the Wh-questions in (1), (2),
or (6) would be. The answers to (la) and (2a) may be, for instance, Piter 'Peter­
NOM', to (lb) and (2b), for instance, Pitert 'Peter-ACC', and to (6) respectively Pe­
ternek 'Peter-DAT', Piterrel 'Peter-INSTR', or Petert;;l 'Peter-ABL'. From this it fol­
lows that Wh-phrases takes scope over the other cpnstituents in the clause.

(5) There is another set of bridge verbs/predicates in Hungarian which involve the following samples,
among others, nem drt 'not do harm', bizonyos 'be sure', biztos 'be sure' ereje van (nines) '(not) have enough
strength', irtheto 'it is understandable', eszibejut 'come across ones mind', az az irzesem 'it is my feeling', hajs­
zdlon mulik 'it is a near touch', igaz 'be troe', jo' 'be well', jol voina 'it would be good', jobb lenne 'it would be
better', Mr 'be a pity', kell 'need', ugy ldtszik 'seem', k;jziimbbs 'it is indifferent', lehet 'may', lehetetlen 'impossi­
ble', m.integy 'it makes no difference', nyilvdnvalo'it is obvious', nines 'there is no', Orul az ember 'be glad', rigen
(van) 'it is a long time ago', ritkasdg 'it is exceptional', szabad 'may', termeszetesen 'it is natural', ugy tlJnik 'se­
em', valoszlnD 'probable' and van 'be'. These predicates, contrary to the ones in (12), do not allow long Wh­
movement but rather long Left Dislocation (cf. De Groot 1981a, E. Kiss 1987a, Szalamin 1987, and Zolnay
1926). Compare, for example:

(i) Mdria, sokan azt gondoljak . [cp (hogy) megkapja az illast pro]
Mary many that-ACC think-AGR3pl-def that gel-AGR3sg the job-ACC
'As for Mary, many peoble think that she will get the job.'
(E. Kiss 1987a: 149)

This construction displays the following properties, among others:
(ii) a. The fronted NP appears clause-initially

b. The fronted NP is not in Focus
c. The anticipatory pronoun may be spelled out
d. The scope of the fronted NP is restricted to the embedded clause
e. The fronted NP retains always its case marker
f. There is no agreement between the fronted NP and the matrix verb
g. Several NPs may be left-dislocated
h. CNPC may be violated
i. The complementizer hogy may be dropped

From a comparison between (ii) and (3) it appears that long Left Dislocation has different properties from
long WhlFocus-movement. E. Kiss (1987a) argues, following Cinque (1982), that the fronted NP is base­
generated in the left-dislocation position, and that it is linked to a resumptive small pro which provides its
scope-, Case- and a-features. (See also chapter 7, note 25 for the status of the gap in long Left Dislocation).
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There is a difference between English and Hungarian with the- scope of Wh­
phrases in long Wh-movement. Hark (1984) observes that in English it is restricted
to the domain in which it has been base-generated. Hence, in order to determine the
scope of an extracted Wh-phrase with respect to another NP not the position of the
Wh-phrase should be considered but rather the position of its trace.

For example, in the following sentence the extracted Wh-phrase doesn't have
scope over the existential quantifier in the matrix sentence:

(13) Which men did someone say that Mary likes t?
(Hayk 1984: 195)

If this Wh-question has an answer asJohn and Bill, it cannot be verified by states of
affairs in which different persons did the saying, for example, if x said that Mary likes
John and y said that Mary likes Bill, and x is not identical to y. However, an extracted
Wh-phrase may always have scope over an NP of the clause it is an argument of:

(14) Which men did Mary say that some woman loved t?
(Halk 1984: 196)

In this' example, some woman may be in the scope of the plural Wh-phras,e which
m~n. An answer to (14) like John and Bill may be verified by a situation in which
John and Bill are loved by a different woman. Hence, the 'scope of a Wh-phrase in
English is determined by the position of its trace.

. In Hungarian, on the other hand, this depends on the S-structure .position of the-
Wh-phrase itself Consider the Hungarian equivalents of(13) and (14): -

(15) a. Mely ferfiakat mondta valaki hogy Mari szereti t?
which' men-ACC said-AGR3sg-def someone that Mary love-AGR3sg-def
'Which men did someone say that Mary loved?'

b.Mely ferfiakat mondta Mari hogy valaki szereti t?
which men-ACC said-AGR3sg-def Mary that someone love-AGR3sg-def
'Which men did Mary say that someone loved?' ,

In (15a), in contrast to English (13), it is possible that different persons did the say­
ing in case the answer to. the question isJohn and Bill, for example. Kenesei (1986b)
notes that existential quantifiers can never take scope over Wh-phrases, if both phra­
ses are complements of the same predicate. This constraint cannOt, however, interfere
in this sentence because the existential valaki is base-generated in a higher predicative
domain than the Wh-phrase mely ferfiakat. From this dichotomy it follows that in En­
glish Wh-scope is determined by the trace of Wh-movement, whereas in Hungarian
the S-structure position of the extracted Wh-phrase itself is decisive.

(15b) has a reading similar to (14) in English. This is due to the fact that the
moved Wh-phrase in this sentence is in a higher domain at S-structure, the matrix
clause, than the existential quantifier, that is, in the embedded clause. Therefore, it
may include the existential quantifier in its scope.

The following pair also displays this dichotomy between Hungarian and English:

(16) a. Melyik szamot gondolod hogy mindenki
which number-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that everyone
emlekszik hogy v~Hasztotta t?
remember-AGR3sg that chose-AGR3sg-def
'Which number do y,?u think that everyone remembers that he chos~?'
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b. Mindenki emlekszik hogy melyik szamot v~Hasztotta

everyone remember-AGR3sg that which number-ACC chose-AGR3sg-def
'Everyone remembers that he chose which number" .

In (16a), a Wh-phrase is (ronted into the matrix sentence from the most deeply em­
bedded clause. The intermediate clause contains a universal quantifier. In (16b), howe­
ver~ it remains in the domain where it is base-generated. This yields an e<;ho-question.

The English equivalents of these sentences involve a pair-reading listing different
people who remember a particular -number. So, an answer to question (16a) in En­
glish could be: "I think that Peter remembers that he chose 8, Mary remembers that
she chose 6, and so on...". Such a pair-reading is also possible with the English va­
riant of (16b). These pair-readings in English are due to the fact that in both senten­
ces the universal quantifier is base-generated in a higher domain than the Wh-phrase.
So, it may take scope over the Wh-phrase.

In Hungarian, on the other hand, a pair-reading is only possible in (16b). An ans-
·wer to (16a), in which long Wh-movement has applied, involves only one single
number, for instance, 6. I will return to this dichotomy between English and Hunga­
rian in section 6.8. For now, it suffices to observe that Wh-scope is determined in
Hungarian at S-structure after an application of move Wh, whereas in English this ap­
plies after 'reconstruction' of the extracted Wh-phrase to its base-generated position.

Summarizing, long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian displays the properties in
(3). It is clear that a theoretically motivated analysis of this phenomenon has to ac­
count for this cluster of properties. I will elaborate in section 6.4. on Chomsky
(1981), Horvath (1986a), and E. Kiss (1981a). These proposals treat long Wh/Focus­
movement as an instance of successive cyclic movement constrained by locality conditions
(cf. Chomsky 1973). Let us first turn to a discussion of locality effects in Hungarian.

6.3. Locality Effects in Hungarian
In the preceding section, I noted that long Wh/Focus-movement is sanctioned by

bridge verbs, suggesting that it is subject to a locality condition. This section argues
that this is indeed the case.

Therefore, I will determine whether the relation between the Wh/Focus-phrase
and its extraction site is subject to island conditions. I will demonstrate that the fol­
lowing island conditions apply in Hungarian, the Complex NP Constraint (CNPC), the
Sentential Subject Condition (SENSe) and the Adjunct Condition (AC). The Wh-Is­
land Condition (WhIC) is, contrary to English, not operative in Hungarian. Wh/Fo­
cus-phrases may be extracted from a Wh-island·. In section 6.4., I will suggest that
this dichotomy is due to the fact that the CP is recursive within CP in Hungarian.

Further, I will determine the nature of the gap in long Wh/Focus-movement. It
will be concluded that it is trace. Consider first CNPC.

CNPC blocks extraction from clauses with lexically filled nominal heads (cf.
Ross 1967). The following ·sentences exemplify that it holds in Hungarian as well
(cf. Horvath 1986a and E. Kiss 1987a for this observation): .

(1) a. *Kit emlftett(e) [NP azt a tenyt [cp hogy t megcs6kolta Marit]]
who-ACC mentioned-AGR3sg-indef/def that-ACe the fact -ACC that kissed-

*'Who did he mention the fact that kissed Mary?' AGR3sg-defMary-ACC
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b. *Ki biztos [cp hogy t eljon]
who is sure that come-AGR3sg

b. *Kit emlitett(e) [NP azt a tenyt [cp hogy Mari megcsokolt t]]
who-ACC mentioned-AGR3sg-indef/def that-ACC the fact-ACC that Mary kissed-

*'Who did he mention the fact that Mary kissed?' AGR3sg-indef

Long Wh/Focus-movement is also restricted by SENSC. The adjectival predicates
biztos 'be sure' and valoszfnu 'be probable' may subcaregorize for subject complem,ent
clauses which are linked with a nominative anticipatory pronoun (cf. (2a) and (3a)).
Observe that it is not allowed to extract Wh/Focus-ph'rases from these complements
(cf. (2b) and (3·b)):6

(2) a. Az biztos [cp hogy Mari elj{in]
that be sure that Mary come-AGR3sg
'It is slIre that Mary comes.'

(3) a. Az valoszinu [cp hogy Mari eljon] b. *Ki va16szinu [cp hogy t eljon]
that is probable that Mary come-AGR3sg who is probable that come-
'It is probable that Mary comes.' AGR3sg

Another limitation on long Wh-movement is the island;hood of adverbial com­
plements. These complements are introduced by adverbial phrases such as before,
without,.,.etc. The sentences in (4) show that AC is operative in Hungarian as well: .

(4) a. *Mely kO'nyveket letisztitottad volna az asztalt
which books-ACC clean-AGR2sg would the table-ACC
azelott [cp hogy elolvastad volna t]
that-before that read-AGR2sg would
*'Which books would you clean the table before reading?'

b. *Kire megerkeztel az iskohiba anelkiil
who-SUBL perf-arrived-AGR2sg the school-ILL that-without
[Cp hogy gondoltaI volna t]
that thought-AGR2sg would
*'About who did you arrive at school without thinking?'

Chomsky (1981) has argued that the relation between the moved Wh-antecedent
and its gap is constrained by locality conditions. The sentences in (1)-(4) demon­
'strate that this is the case in Hungarian as well. Therefore, it is appealing to analyse
long Wh/Focus-movement as an instance of successive cyclic movement. In order to make
this more precise, let us first determine the nature of the gap involved.

I observed that the extraction site of a moved WhlFocus-phrase muSt remain non-overt
(cf. 6.2.(3F)). It has been argued that the gap of unbounded dependencies can sometimes
be identified as the non-overt pronominal pro in pro-drop languages (cf. Chomsky 1982,
and Cinque 1984; 1986). This would be a case of the resumptive pronoun strategy.

The question is whether the gap at the extraction site in long Wh/Focus-move­
ment is trace or pro. This question is legitimate, because Hungarian is a pro-drop lan­
guage (cf. section 4.2.4.). There are three pieces of evidence bearing on it which fa­
vor the assumption that this phenomenon leaves a trace.

(6) Some predicates, like kell 'be necessary', require a subject complement clause to be in the subjunctive
mood (SUB) (cf. (ia». WhlFocus-movement from such clauses yields a much better result than movement
from subject indicative clauses. Compare the ungrammatical (2b) and (3b) with the grammatical (ib):

(i) a. Az kell [cp hogy Mari eljojjon] b. Ki kell [cp hogy t eljojjon]
that is necessary that Mary come-SUBJ-AGR3sg who is necessary that come-SUBJ-AGR3sg
'It is necessary that Mary comes.' 'For who is it necessary to come?'
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The first two arguments have to do with the environment in which small pro is
licensed. The third argument may be construed by taking the categorial specifica­
tions ofpro into account. It displays distribution 4.2.(34), here repeated as (5): -

(5) The distrihution ofpro in Hungarian
a. Nominative personal pronouns may be dropped in all persons and number
b. Accusative personal pronouns may be dropped only in case they are, singular.

First and second person pronouns may be dropped with the indefinite conju­
gation. Third person pronouns may be dropped only with the definite conju­
gationc. Personal pronouns with lexical case may not be dropped

Recall that the distribution of pro is so specific that it may serve as a diagnostic
for this empty category.
(1) Compare the following pairs:

(6) a. Mely jitikat gondolod [ep hog hltom t]
which boys-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that see-AGRlsg-def
'Which boys do you think that I see?'

a'. (l~n) hitom (ot) I*(oket)
I see-AGRlsg-def him/herlthem
'I see him/herlthem.' (cf. 4.2.(7a))

b. Kiket gondolsz [cp hogy (te) hitsz t]
whq-plur-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that you see-AGR2sg-indef
'Who do you think that you saw?'

b'. (Te) latsz (engem)/*(oket)
you see-AGR2sg-indef me/them
'You see me. t (cf. 4.2.(8b))

c. MINKET gondolsz [cp hogy Janos latott t]
us think-AGR2sg-indef that John saw-AGR3sg-indef
'It is us that you think that John saw.'

c'. (0) hit (engem)/*(minket)
he/she see-AGR3sg-indef me/us
'He/she sees me/us.' (cf. 4.2.(8c))

d. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy J anos latott t]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John saw.-AGR3sg-indef
'Who do you think that John saw?' (cf. 6.2.(lb))

d'. (0) lat (engem)/(teged)/*(ot)
he/she see-AGR3sg-indef me/you/him
'He/she sees me/you.' (cf. 4.2.(8c))

e. Kivel gondolod [cp hogy Janos talalkozott t]
who-INSTR think-AGR2sg-indef that John met-AGR3sg-indef
'Who do you think that John met?'

et. (0) . tahilkozott *(vele)
he/she met-AGR3sg-indef he/she-INSTR
'He met him/her.'

The pairs (a) and (a'), and so on, in these sentences represent cases of long
Wh/Focus-movement and pro-drop respectively. We have omitted examples with a
subject-extraction gap and 'subject pro, since they have exactly the same distribution.
However, with the object, the following three distributional differences between
~hese gaps occur.
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(i) According to (5b), accusative plural pronouns may not be dropped. Therefore,
the phrases (6a').;;,(6c') are ,ungrammatical with pro. However, the corresponding gap
in long Wh/Focus-movement is licensed by a plural Wh/Focus-antecedent.

(ii) A third person accusative pronoun may not appear with a verb conjugated in­
definitely (cf. (5b)). Observe from the comparison.between (6d) and (6d') that a third
person accusative gap is licit in long'Wh/Focus-movement, but not with pro-drop.

(iii) 'Lexically marked proriouns may never be dropped (cf. (5c)). Hence, the ins­
trumental object must be present in (6e'). Note, however, that in the corresponding
case of long Wh/Focus-movemenr (6e), such an object may be extracted.

From (i).:.(iii), it follows that the environment in which a Wh/Focus-gap is allo­
wed is much broader than the environment in which pro may occur. Therefore, we
conclude that the gap of long Wh/Focus-movement cannot be small pro, but trace.

(11) If the gap in long Wh/Focus-movement were a non-overt resumptive pro­
noun, we would expect,that it could circumvent island constraints (cf. Chomsky
1982, Cinque 1986). We noted above, however, that the relation between the
Wh/Focus-antecedent and its gap displays locality effects. This dichotomy can be
illustrated by constructing minimal pairs between long Wh/Focus-movement arid
constructions with non-overt resumptive pronouns. Instances of the former are
exemplified in (6a)-(6e), and instances of the latter are exe~plified in (7a)-(7e):

(7) a. Mely jitikrol gondolod (azt) [cp hogy Janos *latott/latta oketl*pro]
which boys-DELAT think-AGR2sg-defthat-ACe thatJohn saw-AGR3sg-inde£tdefthem
'Of :which boys do you think that John saw them?'

b. *Kikrol gondolod (azt) [cp hogy (te) *latta1/1attad oketl*pro]
who-plur-DELAT think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC that you saw-AGR2sg-indefldefthem
'Of who do you think that you saw them?'

c. ROLUNK gondolod (azt) [cp hogy Janos hitott/*latta minketl*pro]
we-DELAT think-AGR2sg-def that-ACe that John saw-AGR3sg-indef/def us
'It is of us that you think that John saw.'

d. Kirol gondolod (azt) [cp hogy Janos *latott/hitta at/pro
who-DELAT think-AGR2sg-def that that] John saw-AGR3sg-indef/def him
'Of who do you think that John saw him?'

e. Kirol gondolod (azt) [cp hogy talalkozott velel*pro]
who-DELAT think-AGR2sg-defthat that met-AGR3sg-indef~e-INSTR
'Of who do you think that John met him?'

The matrix verb gondol subcategorizes in these sentences for a different case-frame
than in the sentences in (6). In the latter, it subcategorizes for an accusative object
clause. In the former, on the other hand, gondol subcategorizes for a DELAT-ACC case­
frame. The Wh-phrase is assigned delative case, and the embedded clause is connec­
ted to the accusative case (through the linking with the anticipatory pronoun).

Hence, the Wh-phrases in (7), unlike the ones in (6), are direct arguments of the
. matrix verb. Therefore, these phrases are not related to the (non)-overt pronouns by

movement. This hypothesis is supported by the fact that, in contrast to long Wh/­
Focus-movement (cf. 6.2.(3B)), the anticipatory pronoun may be spelled out. This
suggests that the constructions in (7) are not subject to the locality condition which
restricts long Wh/Focus-movement. .-
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Note now that the embedded pronouns in these sentences may only be dropped
in accordance with the restrictions on pro-drop. In (7a)-(7c), the objects are accusa­
tive plural pronouns, in (7d) the object is an accusative third person singular pro­
noun, and in (7e) it is a pronoun with lexical case. Hence, the pronouns in (7a)-(7c)
may not be dropped. The pronoun in (7d) may only be omitted if the verb displays
definite conjugation, and the pronoun in (7e) may not be dropped. These facts show
that pro functions as a resumptive pronoun only if it obeys a strict locality condition.
It must be locally recoverable from AGR. This implies that the gaps in (6a)-(6e)
cannot be resumptive pro because they are licensed in a much broader context.

(Ill) Chomsky (1982; 1986b) suggests that empty categories are specified at D­
structure in terms of the feature-matrix [+I-anaphoric]/[+I-pronominal]. Small pro,
being a pronominal, is specified [+pronominal,-anaphoric]. Furthermore, it is cate­
gorially of the type NP.

Suppose, now, that the gap at the extraction-site in long Wh/Focus-movement is
pro. We would, under the assumption that members of the same chain have identical
(categorial) features, expect that Wh/Focus-antecedents other than NPs cannot sanc­
tion its <P-features. However, long Wh/Focus-movement is allowed with various dif­
ferent categories like time or place adverbs, PPs, APs, and prefixes:

(8) a. Janos HOLNAP szeretne [cp hogy haza menjiink t]
John tomorrow like~COND-AGR3sg-defthat home go-SUBJ-AGRlpl-indef
'It is tomorrow that John wants us to go home.'

b. OTT gondolod [cp hogy hlttarnJanost t]
there think-AGR2sg-def that saw-AGR1sg-defJohn-ACC
'It is there that you think that I saw John.'

c. KI MOGOTY gondolod [Cp hogy alltunk az iizletben t]
who behind' think-AGR2sg-indef that stood-AGR1pl-indef the shop-INESS
'Behind who do you think we stood in the shop?'

d. BUSZKEjANOSRA gondolod [cp hogy voltam tegnap t]
proud John-SUBL think-AGR2sg-indef that was-AGGlsg yesterday
'It is proud ofJohn that you think that I was yesterday.'

e. Janos MEG akarja [cp hogy t hlvjuk Marit ]
John perfwant-AGR3sg-def that invite-AGRlpl-def Mary-ACC
'It is to invite that John wants us Mary.'

In (Se), the prefix meg 'perfectivity marker' of the embedded verb meghfv 'invite'
is extracted from the embedded clause. Prefix-extraction is only allowed when the
bridge verb is an auxiliary that triggers restructuring with infinitival complements
such as akar 'want', for instance (cf. section 5.3.2.).

This paradigm demonstrates that extracted categories may be categorially non­
nominal. These categories can thus not be the antecedent of a pronominal empty categ­
ory. Therefore, we conclude that the gap in long WhlFocus-movement is Wh/Focus-trace.

Summarizing, I argued that long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian displays lo­
cality effects. The CNPC, SENSC and AC may not be violated by the extraction of
Wh/Focus-phrases. Furthermore, the gap in this phenomenon cannot be pro but
must be trace. In order to support this claim, I put forward two sorts of evidence.
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First, the environment in which trace is licensed is much broader than the environ­
ment in which pro is allowed. Second, the gap in long Wh/Focus-movement is cate­
gorially rather heterogeneous. This implies that it cannot be a nominal category.

Small pro may function as a referential or as a resumptive pronoun only if it is
identified by AGR. The ell-features of trace are identified by a Wh/Focus-antece­
dent. Both recovery procedures are subject to locality. Therefore, Hungarian provi­
des evidence for the hypothesis that the ell-features of empty categories must be de­
termined on a strictly local basis. In the next section, I will present an analysis of
long Wh/Focus-movement.

6.4. An Analysis ofLong WhlPocus-movement in Hungarian

This section analyzes overt long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian. Ross
(1967) has observed that unbounded dependencies are constrained by island condi­
tions. Theories of these conditions have been specified in bounding theory. The intui­
tive idea behind this theory is that the distance between the dependent empty el­
ement and the ,antecedent of a dependency relation may not be too large. They are
related stepwise, obeying Jubjacency:

(1) The basic principle of bounding theory is that every link (Xi,Xi + 1) of a chain
(<lb ... ,<ln) must meet Jubjacericy: if «Xi,(Xi+ 1) is a link of a chain, then (Xi+1 is sub­
jacent to (Xi (Chomsky 1986: 30)

In recent literature, inspired by Kayne (198"4), subjacency has been related to gov­
ernment. A category that is ungoverned constitutes an island, a barrier in Chomsky's
(1986b: 15) sense. According to Chomsky, a category may lose its barrierhood if it is
lexically governed by a a-role assigner, if it is L-marked:

(2) a L-marks B iff Cl is a lexical category that a-governs B

Chomsky (1986b) defines the Subjacency Condition as follows:

(3) Subjacency Condition
jJ is n-subjacent to <l iff there are fewer than n + 1
barriers for jJ that exclude a

In general, Wh-movement transfers Case and lexical content but not a a-role. It falls
under what Chomsky (1982: 33) defines as Move-a, which has the following properties:

(4) a. The antecedent lacks an independent 6-role
b. The gap is locally licensed
c. The relation is subject to bo'unding th~ory (subjacency)

Rec'all that long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian displays the properties
6.2.(3), here repeated as (5):

(5) A. The obligatory presence of the complementizer
B~ The anticipatory pronoun corresponding to the clause from whi~h extraction

takes place may not be spelled out
C. Case change of the Wh-moved subject
D. Morphological adjustment of the matrix verb
E. Long- Wh-movement is an instance of long Focus-movement
F. The gap at the extraction site must remain non-overt
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G. Long Wh-movement is allowed by bridge verbs
H. The scope of moved Wh-phrases is its S-structure position

On the basis of our discussion in section 6.3., we may add (l) to the above properties:

(6) 1. Long WhJFocus-movement displays locality effects

It is clear that any analysis of this phenomenon has to account for its properties
in (5A)-(6I). Let us consider how we may derive them in the above framework.

The properties (SE), (5F), (5G), and (61) follow from the assumption that long
Wh/Focus-movement is an instance Move-a. The gap in this construction may not
be spelled out, because, as we concluded in the preceding section, it is trace. A trace
inherits its <P-features from the Wh/Focus-antecedent. This is supported by the fact
that non-nominative Wh/Focus-phrases retain their cases in the course of the deriva­
tion. (I will return to the Case change phenomenon (cf. (5C)) below).

Long Wh/Focus-movement is allowed by bridge verbs only, and it displays loca­
lity effects. This indicates that it is restricted by subjacency. Let us investigate more
closely how this condition operates in Hungarian.

We have to determine whether embedded clauses are barriers for long Wh/Focus­
movement. Two types of embedded clauses occur in these constroctions, (i) hogy-clauses
and (ii) complex NPs. Let us first discuss the structure and position ofhogy-clauses.

Hogy-clauses are CPs with the following structure (cf. section 4.5.1.):

(7) CP
~

Spec C'
~
C XP

I
hogy

Furthermore, CPs are base-generated in a non-A-position because of the CRP (cf.
4.5.(4)). The Case-position of the verb is bound by an anticipatory pronoun to which
they are linked. For example, an accusative hogy-clause appears in the following con­
figuration:

(8) VP
~

VP CP
~

azt V hogy ...

The CP is adjoined to the VP, and the object Case of the verb is spelled out on
the anticipatory pronoun azt 'that-ACC'.

As a consequence,the CP is ungoverned in this configuration. Therefore, it is'not
L-marked by the verb (cf. (2)) and thus it is a barrier for long Wh/Focus-movement,
an instance of l-subjacency. This directly accounts for the fact that SENSC and AC

. must be respected. If CPs -are base-generated in ungoverned positions, then this is also
the case with sentential subject and adjunct CPs. Hence, long Wh/Focus-movement
from these clauses crosses a barrier yielding a violation of the Subjacency Condition.
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Let us consider why complex NPs are barriers. Complex NPs have the following
structure:

(9) NP
~

NP CP

Whether it is i-marked or not, it always constitutes a barrier for long Wh/Focus­
movement. The reason for this is that a complex NP inherites barrierhood from the
CP it dominates (cf. Chomsky 1986b). Hence, a Wh/Focus-phrase extracted from a
complex NP crosses two barriers, a case of l-subjacency. This yields a violation of the
Subjacency Condition.

In sum, the fact that CP and complex NP are barriers immediately explains why
long Wh/Focus-movement obey island constraints like SENSC, AC and CNPC.
These cases are ruled out as subjacency violations. If embedded clauses were always
ungoverned, then this phenomenon could never appear. Therefore, I will assume that
bridge verbs have the ability to govern embedded clauses. The question then arises
how they affect the configurations in (8) and (9).

Long Wh/Focus-movement is always blocked by complex NPs, independent of
the fact whether they are L-marked or not. Hence, they are absolute barriers for mov­
ement. How about CPs?

Suppose that bridge verbs are lexically specified to govern a CP-complement in
the following configuration:

(10) VP
~

CP V

In this configuration, contrary to (8), the CP is itself in a government position,
the accusative object position. As a result, it is L-marked. Hence, (10) yields thus an
instance of O-subjacency avoiding a subjacency violation. This accounts for the fact
that CPs in long Wh/Focus-movement are transparent domains.

The question arises whether there is any empirical evidence for the government
relation between the bridge verb and the CP in this configuration. According to
Kayne (1984), objective Case is assigned in the Spec ofCP to moved Wh-phrases.

Kayne presents the following pair from French:

(11) a. *Je crois [CP [IP]ean etre le plus intelligent]]
b. [CP Quel garfon [IP crois-tu [CP t [IP t etre le plus intelligent]]]]

(Kayne 1984: 5)

The ungrammaticality of (11a) is due to a Case Filter violation,]ean is not Case-mar­
ked. The embedded subject is not assigned Case because there is no suitable Case-assig­
ner present. The embedded infinitive complement lacks an I-node, and French croire, in
contrast to English believe, is not an ACI-verb (cf. section 5.3.5.3. on ACI-verbs).

In (lIb), on the other hand, the extracted subject Wh-phrase is assigned objective
Case. This yields a grammatical result. According to Kayne, the data fall into place, if
croire assigns accusative Case to the [Spec, CP] prior to the application of Wh-mov­
ement. Kayne therefore concludes that this position may be governed by a b~idge verb.
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E. Kiss observes (1985: 43) that this is not only the case in French but optionally
also in English (with whom the following sentence is ungrammatical to most speak­
ers of English):

(12) [cp Who/whom did [IP you suggest [cp t [IP t should be the chairman]]]]

So Case-assignment to the specifier of CP provides an -argument for the claim
that CP is governed by a bridge verb.

Hungarian also supports this hypothesis. The properties (5B), (5e), and (5D) of
long Wh/Focus-movement follow from this government relation.

The prohibition on the spelling out of the anticipatory pronoun indicates that
the CP is' itself in a Case-marked position. The anticipatory pronoun cannot function
as a Case-dummy in that case.

Hungarian displays Case change of an extracted subject. This resembles French
(11) and English (12). Therefore, we may assume that this Case change is caused by
accusative Case-assignment to Spec of CP. It is unclear why the accusative marking
appears only on extracted nominative NPs. Maybe, this has to do with the fact that
the nominative is morphologically unmarked in Hungarian.

Note, incidentally, that accusative Case-assignment to the [Spec, CPl after Wh­
movement poses a problem for the L-model of Van Riemsdijk and Williws (1981).
In that framework, Case-assignment takes place at NP-structure, that is, before Wh­
movement.7

The matrix verb undergoes a morphological adjustment, if an indefinite nomina­
tive or accusative Wh-phrase is fronted into the matrix sentence. Suppose that this is
a reflection, just as Case-assignment to the [Spec, epl, of the government relation
between a bridge verb and the [Spec, CP]. The syntax of ACI-verbs provides inde­
pendent evidence for this claim.

ACI-verbs select a tenseless lP-complement, and they assign to its subject (=
[Spec, IP]) exceptional accusative Case (cf. section 5.3.5.3.). Recall that the definite­
ness of the embedded accusative subject NP determines the conjugation-type of
ACI-verbs (cf. section 5.3.5.3.):

(13) -a. *Litok/hltom [IP )anost vagni a kenyeret]
see-AGRlsg-indef/def John-ACC cut-INFI the bread-ACC
41 see John cut the bread.'

b. Latok/*hitom [jp egy fiut jatszani Marival]
see-AGRlsg-indef/def a boy-ACC play-INFI Mary-INSTR
41 see a boy playing with Mary.'

c. Hallottalak [IP teged kiabalni]
heard-AGRlsg2sg/pl you-ACC shout-INFI
'I heard you shooting.'

These matrix verbs must be conjugated definitely, indefinitely, and with the -lak
suffix. These conjugation-types are triggered by the definite accusative NP janoJt,
the indefinite accusative NP egy flut and the accusative second person pronoun teged,
respectively (cf. section 4.2.1.). This shows that a verb may not only agree with its
accusative direct complement, but also with an NP to which it assigns accusative
Case exceptionally.

(7) if we assume Case checking instead of Case marking (cf. Zwart 1988), Case assignment to [Spec, CP]
is not problematic for Lieber's (1980) Lexical Integrity Hypothesis.
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We therefore conclude that ACI-verbs pattern in the same way as bridge verbs.
ACI-verbs assign structural accusative Case to the Spec of a subcategorized clause,
lP, and display conjugational agreement with the NP in that position. Bridge verbs
assign structural accusative Case to the Spec of their subcategorized clause, CP, and
display conjugational agreement with the NP moved into this position. In both
cases, these phenomena are reflections of the government relation betwee~ the ma­
trix verb and its embedded clause.

Let us now discuss why complementizers are obligatory (cf. (5A)), and why Hun­
garian displays WhIC-violations. Before providing an answer to these questions, let
us first reconsider the derivation of short Wh/Focus-movement (cf. section 2.2.).

Compare the following sentences:

(14) a. [cp Kii hittaj [vp ti [vp Marit tj]]] b. [cp Kiti hitottj [[vp ti tj] Mari]]
who saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC who-ACC saw-AGR~sg Mary

'Who saw Mary?' 'Who did Mary see?'

The finite verbs in these sentences land in C by an application of V-movement.
In (14a), the subject Wh-phrase ki is moved, and in (14b) the object Wh-phrase kit
is moved. These phrases land in the Focus position, i.e. [Spec, CPl. Extraction from
both subject and object position is allowed, because the Wh-traces are bound in
these cases (cf. section 5.4.2.3.).

Let us now discuss long Wh/Focus-movement in more detail.
Consider:

(15) Kit gondolsz [cp* t hogy [cp Janos [cpo hitott [vp t]]]]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that John saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you think that John saw?'

In this sentence, the verb gondol selects a [-Wh] complement clause. Therefore,
the object Wh-phrase kit must be fronted into the matrix sentence.

CP is recursive within CP in Hungarian (cf. 2.2.3.(1)). Hence, all preverbal em­
bedded constituents are in a CP-projection. The complementizer bogy heads the hig­
hest CP, i.e. Cp*, the topicalized subject]anos fills an intermediate CP, and the fin­
ite verb heads the lowest CP, i.e. Cpo.

The question arises now whether long Wh/Focus-movement applies through the
[Spec, CP*] (cf. (16a)) or through the [Spec, CpO] (cf. (16b):

(16) a. Cpo b. Cpo

---------- --------Spec C' Spec C'
Whl· ~ Whl· ~C CP* C CP*

Y ~~ Y ~
Spec C' Spec C'
t· ------- ~lC Cpo C CpO

hogy ~ hogy ~
Spec C' Spec C'

-------- ti ~C JP C yp
y. /~ y. ~

J t. t· J t· t·
1 J 1 J
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Although the [Spec·, CPO] is the canonical landing-site for Wh/Focus-phrases, I
will argue that they move successive cyclicly through the Spec of CP*. Empirical
evidence for this hypothesis involves (1) the obligatory lexicalization of the comple­
mentizer hogy, (11) WhIC-violations, (Ill) the lack of multiple long Wh/Focus-mov­
ement, (IV) the absence of Inversion with prefixed verbs in long Wh/Focus-mov­
ement and (V) the absence of long prefix-movement.

(1) Kenesei (1985) reports that the complementizer hogy may be omitted in the
following two cases.

(i) It may be dropped if the matrix verb is a verb of saying, knowing, or percep­
tion subcategorizing for an accusative complement clause (this class of verbs matches
the set of bridge verbs in (5G)), and if the matrix verb is adjacent to its complement
clause, the anticipatory pronoun is in preverbal position, and if the sentence has un­
marked intonation:

(17) Azt gondolom [cp (hogy) [cp Mari [cp latta )anost]]]
that-ACC think-AGR1sg that Mary saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
'I think that Mary saw John.'

In this sentence, the verb gondol selects a [-Wh] CP. V-to-C movement satisfies
this requirement, since V is a [-Wh] category. Consequently, the complementizer is
superfluous.

(ii) Hogy-drop also applies if the complement clause contains a Wh-phrase:

(18) Tudom [cp* (hogy) [cp Janos [cPO kiti latottj [VP ti tj]]]]
know-AGRlsg that John who-ACe saw-AGR3sg
'I know who John saw.'

In this sentence, the verb tud selects a [+Wh] CP. Wh-movement of kit to the
embedded Focus-position (Spec of CPO), fulfills this requirement. As a result, CP
turns into [+Wh]. Hence, the presence of the complementizer is not demanded.

The verb gondol selects a [-Wh] CP with both long Wh/Focus-movement (cf.
(15)) and ordinary declaratives (cf. (17)). Filling of C by V-movement satisfies this
selectional requirement. Therefore, the presence of hogy is in fact superfluous in both
cases. However, the lexicalization of hogy with long Wh/Focus-movement is obliga­
tory, unlike with declarative sentences.

Suppose that long Wh/Focus-movement applies through the [Spec, CP*] leaving
a trace in this position. An X'-projection always requires a lexical head (cf. also sec­
tion 5.4.3. for this X'-requirement).8 Hence, the spelling out of the complementizer.

(8) The following question-answer pair also provides evidence for this hypothesis:
(i) a. Elloptak [NP Mari konyvet]?

away-stole-AGR3pl Mary book-npAGR3sg-ACC
'Has Mary's book been stolen?'

b. Igen, (NP Mariet] elloptak:
Yes Mary-APS-ACC away-stole-AGR3pl
'Yes, the one ofMary has been stolen.'

Example (ia) contains the accusative possessive NP Mari kiinyvet. The head of this phrase is the noun-pos­
sessed kiinyvet. This is supported by the fact that endocentric categories in Hungarian are left-branching and
Case is spelled out on head-nouns. The possessor NP Mari is in the complement position of the possessive NP
in both (ia) and Ob). The noun-possessed is omitted in (ib). As a consequence~ the possesive NP is without
head. In order to satisfy the requirement that an X'-projection must have a lexical head a 'dummy' suffix (the
anaphora possessive suffix (APS)) -e must be spelled out replacing the noun-possessed.
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This accounts for the dichotomy between long Wh/Focus-movement and declarative
sentences with hogy-drop, and for the absence of that-trace effects in Hungarian (cf.
section 5.4.3.2.).

Note, by the way, that movement through the [Spec, CP*] does not violate the
Subjacency Condition, if we assume that L~containment(cf. 2.2.1. (37» is transitive,
that is, if projection XP L-contains a projection YF, and a projection ZP L-contains .
XP, then ZP L-contains YP. In that case, intermediate embedded CPs do not form
additional barriers.

Let us consider now WhIC-violations in Hungarian.
(11) Horvath (1986a) has noted that WhIC is not operative in Hungarian. Long,

relativization (cf. (19a» and long Wh/Focus-movement (<;f. (19b» may apply from a
Wh-island:

(19) a. Ez volt az a fiu [cp* akinek a gyerekek mondtak [cp* t hogy [cpo Peter ke~dtzte
[cp* t hogy [cp Mari [cpo mit kiildott t]]]]] .
this was that the boy who-DAT the children said:-J\GR3pl that Peter ask~d­

AGR3sg that Mary what-ACC sent-AGR3sg
*'This was the boy to whom the children said Peter ~.ked what Mary had sen~~'

b. Mari kinek tudta [cp* t hogy [cp Peter [cpo mit kiildott t]]]
Mary who-DAT knew-AGR3sg that Peter what-ACC sent-AGR3sg
*(To whom did Mary know what Peter had sent?'
(Horvath 1986a: 226)

These cases are covered if extracted Wh-phrases move through the [Spec, CP*],
and the embedded Wh-phrases are in Focus, i.e. in [Spec, CpO]. Therefore, Hunga­
rian Wh-phrases, unlike their English counterparts, do not form a Wh-island for
long distance movement.

The following sentence displays a similar violation:

(20) A csahid A LEGlDOsEBB PlUT remeli [cp* t hogy [cpo ORVOS lesz [vp t ]]]
the family the eldest son-ACC hopes that .. ' doctor becomes
(It is the eldest son that the family hopes will become a DOCTOR.'
(E. Kiss 1981a: 211)

This sentence exemplifies a Focus-island violation. The embedded object NP a
legidosebb flut is extracted from a Focus-island. The embedded Focus-position is filled
by the NP orvos. If we assume, however, that long Wh/Focq.s-mQvement appl~es

through the [Spec, CP*], and Focus is [Spec, CPO], then the g~rivation i~ ,allowed
yielding ~ grammatical result. Let us discuss the lack of multiple long Wh/Focus~

movement.
(Ill) The impossibility of this phenomenon supports the hypothesis that long

Wh/Focus-ffiovement applies through the [Spec, CP*]: '
(21) a. *Ez volt az a fiu [cp* akinek j a gyerekek mondtak [cp* hogy [cp Peter miti

kerdezett [cp* ti hogy [cp Mari killdott ti tj]]]]]
this was that the boy who-DAT the children said-AGR3pl that Peter what­
ACC asked-AGR3sg that Mary sent-AGR3sg

b. *Mari kineki miti tudott [cp* ti hogy [cp Peter [cp kUlqptt ti tj]]]
Mary who-OAT what-ACC knew-AGR3sg that Peter sept-AGR3sg

These sentences are the counterparts of the ones in (19), e}{cept that multiple
long Wh/Focus-movement has. applied in the latter. The object Wh-phrase mit is ex-
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tracted from the deepest embedded clause. Another instance of long Wh/Focus-mov­
ement, that is, long relativization in (21a) and long Wh-movement in (21b), is not
allowed. If we assume that long Wh/Focus-movement applies through the [Spec,
CP*], then these sentences are ruled out as a trace theory violation. The [Spec, CP*]
is already filled by the trace of mit-extraction.9

Let us consider the absence of Inversion with prefixed verbs in long Wh/Focus­
movement.

(IV) Compare the following sentence:

(22) a. Kit gondolsz [cp* t hogy [cp ]anos [cpo meg szeretett [vp t]]]]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that John perf-loved-AGR3sg
'Who do you think that John fell in love with?'

b. *Kit gondolsz [cp* hogy [cp ]anos [cpo t szeretett [vp t meg]]]]
who-ACe think-AGR2sg that John loved-AGR3sg ,perf

Focussing triggers Inversion with prefixed verbs obligatorily (cf. 2.1. (28e)). In
(22), the object wh-phrase kit is long Wh-moved. If long Wh/Focus-moyement ap­
plied through Focus, i.e. the [Spec, CPO], then we would expect the prefix to be
stranded. However, this does not turn out to be the case, as the ungrammaticality of
(22b) demonstrates.

In the grammatical variant (22a), the verb takes its prefix along, though long
Wh-movement has applied. This implies that the Wh-phrase has not travelled
through the [Spec, CPO] , but must rather travel through the [Spec, CP*].

(V) The following sentence demonstrates that prefixes, may be short Wh/Focus­
moved in Hungarian:

(23) Mari [cPo LEi illt; [vp [v' ti tj]]]
Mary down sat-AGR3sg
'Mary sat down (and not lay down).'

In this sentence, the prefix le of the prefixed verb leiil 'sit down' is moved from its
bas~-generatedV'-position to Focus (Spec of CpO). If long Wh/Foctis-movement ap­
plies through the [Spec, CpO], then we would expect that a focussed prefix could be
fronted into the matrix sentence.

(9) Apparent counterexamples against movement through the [Spec, Cp*] are instances of multiple rais­
ing. For example, E. Kiss (1987a) claims 'that this phenomepon applies in the following sentence (bracketing
is mine):

(i) ]dnosi ket dolgoti hallottarn. [cp* hogy megigert [vp ei [vp ti]]]
John two thing-ACC heard-AGRlsg that promised-AGR3sg
'As for John, it was two things that I heard that he promised.'

Multiple long WhlFocus-movement through the [Spec, Cp*] violates trace theory. This sentence is, how­
ever, grammatical. It seems to me, that it is not a case of multiple extraction. The phrase ket dolgot is Wh/Fo­
cus-moved but}dnos is base-generated in initial-position. This is supported by the fact that}dnos displays the
diagnostics of a left-dislocated NP (cf. note 5).

A real instance of multiple extraction occurs with bridge verbs allowing prefix-extraction (cf. 7.3.(8e)):
(ii) Janos tegnaPi a muzeumotj megk akarta [[cp* hogy hitogassuk] ti ti tk]

John yesterday the museum-ACC perf wanted-AGR3sg that visit-SUBJ-AGRlpl
John wanted us to visit the museum yesterday.'

In (ii), the adverbial tegnap, the accusative object NP a 1f1,UZeu1lZ,ot, and the prefix meg are fronted into the
matrix sentence. I guess an analysis of these constructions can be m~e more easily~ if the phenomenon of 4res­
trucruring t triggered by modal auxiliaries such as akar is properly understood (cf. section 5.3.2.). I will put
aside these cases for further research.
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The following sentence, however, shows that prefixes may not be long Wh/Fo­
cus-moved (see, also Koml6sy 1986):10

(24) *Mari [CPo LEi gondolod [Cp* hogy [CPo ti iiltj [vp [v· ti tj]]]]]
Mary down think-AGR2sg that sat-AGR3sg

The ungrammaticality of this sentence demonstrates that successive cyclic
movement cannot involve the Focus position (Spec of CPO). Therefore, the absence of
this prefix-movement supports the hypothesis that long Wh/Focus-movement ap­
plies through the [Spec, CP*].l1

The question arises why focussed prefixes cannot employ this option to yield an
instance ~f long Wh/Focus-movement, just as Wh/Focus NPs. It seems to me that
Chomsky's (1986b) HMC provide~ an explanation for preventing prefix-movement
through [Spec, CP*]. Prefixes form a constituent with the verb. Therefore, they may
travel along with it when this moves to C (see, section 2.2.1.). Then the prefix may be
focussed yielding (23). It cannot, however, reach the [Spec, CP*] because its head posi­
tion is filled by the complementizer and prefixes do not merge with complementizers.

Recapitulating, I argued that long Wh/Focus-movement in Hungarian is an in­
stance of successive cyclic movement through the Spec of CP. Each link in the chain
between a moved Wh/Focus-phrase and its gap must be O-subjacent. This gap must
remain non-overt because it is trace. CNPC, SENSC, and AC were accomodated as
subjacency violations.

Bridge verbs may circumvent a violation of this condition because they may L­
mark a CP-complement. Empirical evidence for this government relation involves
the obligatory absence of the anticipatory pronoun, exceptional accusative Case-mark­
ing to the Spec of CP, and the morphological adjustment of the matrix verb with
moved indefinite subject and object NPs.

The obligatory lexicalization of the complementizer (the absence of that-effects),
WhIC-violations, the lack of multiple long Wh/Focus-movement, the absence of In­
version with prefixed verbs in long Wh/Focus-movement, and the absence of long
prefix-movement with this phenomenon support successive cyclic movement
through the Spec of CP*.

6.5. The mit-Strategy in Hungarian

In the preceding sections, I have discussed instances of overt long WhI Focus-mov­
ement in Hungarian. De Meij and Maracz (1986) have observed, however, that the
most common strategy to form embedded Wh-questions in Hungarian is to employ
the so-called mit-strategy. I presented the more marked variant of this phenomenon
first because it has, somewhat surprisingly, received more attention in the literature.

Consider the counterparts of long Wh/Focus-movement constructions (cf.
6.2.«1) and (2)) in the mit-strategy: -

(10) This is exceptionally allowed with bridge verbs that trigger restructuring (cf. note.9 and 6.3.(8e) for
examples).

(11) Long prefix-movement is also blocked in Dutch:
, (i) *O~ zei Jan [cp dat ik hem heb t gebeld]

up said John that I him have phoned
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(1) a Mit gondolsz hogy Janost ki latta?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John-ACC who-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def
'Who do you think saw John?'

b. Mit gondolsz hogy Janos kit hitott?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg-indef
'Who do you think that John saw?'

(2) a. Mit gondolsz . hogy Janost melyikfiu hitta?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John-ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg-def
'Which boy do you think saw John?'

b. Mit gondolsz hogy Janos melyik flut hltta?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def
'Which boy do you think that]ohn saw?'

Some native-speakers tend to interpret these sentences as consisting of two parts.
The first part is the matrix clause which contains the matrix verb and its object, the
Wh-phrase mit. This Wh-phrase asks for the contents of thought or communication.
The s~c()nd part is an indirect Wh-question expressing the issue on which an opinion
or statement is being asked. Hence, (la), for instance, could be paraphrased as in (3):

(3) What is your opinion on the following question: what do you think: who saw John?

Properties of (la) in this interpretation indicate that they indeed consists of two in­
dependent clauses. First, an intonational break separates the matrix clause and the em­
bedded clause. Second, the complementizer hogy must be dropped. Third, a Wh-phrase
must be in the initial-position of the second part. Probably, this represents another
-strategy to form embedded Wh-questions. I believe, however, that this strategy does
not belong to sentence-grammar. Hence, I will not discuss it further at this place.

I will examine the following properties of the mit-strategy:

(4) A. The real Wh-phrase remains in the Focus-position of its own (embedded) clause
B. The anticipatory pronoun may not be spelled out
C. The scope-marker mit is assigned accusative case
D. The complementizer hogy 'that' is obligatory
E. The mit-strategy displays locality effects
F. The mit-strategy is allowed by bridge verbs ,
G. The real Wh-phrase takes wide scope

(A) The real Wh-phrases in the mit-strategy remain in the Focus-position of their
own (embedded) clause. This may be observed from the fact that the Wh-phrases ki,
kit, melyik jiu, and melyik flut are left-adjacent to the finite verb of their own clause
in (1) and (2). Now a dummy Wh-phrase mit appears at the surface position of these
Wh-phrases in the overt long Wh/Focus-counterparts, the matrix Focus (cf. 6.2.«1),
(2» and (1) and (2».

(la), for instance, has a structure as in (5):

(5) [cPo Mit gondolsz [cp* hogy [cp ]anost [cPo ki i lattaj [vp ti [vp tj]]]]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John-ACC who saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you think that saw John?'

This sentence exemplifies that the mit-phrase occupies the [Spec, CpO] (= Focus)
of the matrix clause, and the real Wh-phrase occupies the [Spec, CpO] (= Focus) of
the embedded clause.
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The following sentences show that the mit-strategy may not only apply to nomi­
native and accusative embedded Wh-phrases, as in (1) and (2), but also to embedded
complement NPs with lexical case:

(6) a. [cpo Mit gondolsz [cp* hogy Janos [cpo kinek adott konyvet]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that,John who-DAT gave-AGR3sg bOOk-ACC
'To who do you think that John gave a book?'

b. [cpo Mit gondolsz [cp* hogy Mari [cpo kivel beszelt]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that·Mary who-INSTR spoke-AGR3sg
'With whom do you think that Mary spoke?'

c. [cpo Mit gondolsz [cp* hogy Mari [cpo kilol kapott konyvet]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary who-ABL got-AGR3sg book-ACC
'From who do you think Mary got a book?'

The mit-strategy may also apply if the real Wh-phrase is a non-complement like
a pp (cf. (7a)), or an AP (cf. (7b)):

(7) a. [cpo Mit gondolsz [cp* hogy Janos [cpo [pp ki mogott] allt]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John who behind stood-AGR3sg

'Behind who do you think that John stood?'
b. [cpoMit gondolsz [cp* hogy Janos [cPo [AP milyen eros] volt]]]

what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John how strong was
'How strong do you think John was?~

(B) The anticipatory pronoun which is linked with the hogy-clause in declarative
sentences (cf. section 4.5.) may not be spelled out in the mit-strategy. The sentences
with an anticipatory pronoun in (1) and (2) yield an ungrammatical result: -

(8) a. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Janos ki latta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC that John who saw-AGR3sg

b. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Janost kit hitott]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC that John-ACC who-ACC saw-AGR3sg

c. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Janost melyikflu latta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC that John-ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg

d. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Janos melyik flut latta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC that John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg

The'mit-strategy shares this property with overt long Wh/Foclls-movement (cf. '
6.2.(3B)). Hence, an anticipatory pronoun may never occur in long Wh/Focus-movement.

(C) The mit-phrase bears accusative case, like the anticipatory pronoun in declara­
tive sentences and the extracted subject Wh/Focus-phrase in long Wh/Foclls-mov­
ement (cf. 6.2.(9a)):

(9) a. Mit gondolsz [cp hogy Janost ki latta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John-ACC who saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you think saw John?'

b. Azt gondolom [cp hogy Mari latta Janost]
that-ACC think-AGRlsg that Mary saw-AGR3sg John-ACe
'I think that Mary saw John.'

c. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy hitta t Janost]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
'Who do you think saw John.'

(D) The complementizer hogy 'that' is obligatory in the mit-strategy, as in overt
long WhlFocuS-ffiovement (cf. 6.2.(3A)). The counterparts of (1) and (2) without
hogy yield an ungrammatical sentence,:
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(10) a. *Mit gondolsz [Cp Janost .ki latta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg John-ACC who saw-AGR3sg

b. *Mit gondolsz [cp ]anos kit ·latott]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg

c. Mit gondolsz [cp ]anost melyik flu latta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg John-ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg

d. Mit gondolsz [cp Janos melyik flut latta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg

(E) The mit-strategy is sensitive to locality effects. These ·involve (i) island condi­
tions, arid (ii) repetition of the mit-phrase within each clausal domain in multiple
embedded· Wh-questions.

(i) The mit-strategy obeys the same island conditions as overt long Wh/Focus­
movement (cf. 6.3.(1)-(4)). It may not violate the CNPC, SENSC and AC.

The following sentences exemplify that the mit-strategy obeys CNPC:

(11) a. *Mari mit hallott(a) [NP azt
Mary what-ACC heard-AGR3sg-indef/(def) that-ACC
a tenyt [cp hogy J anos kit latottJ]
the fact-ACC . that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg

b. *Mari mit hallott(a) [NP azt
Mary what-ACC heard-AGR3sg-indef/(def) that.-ACC
a tenyt [cp hogy ] anost ki latta]]
the fact-ACC that John-ACC who saw-AGR3sg-def

The ungrammaticality of these sentences shows that the mit-phrase in the matrix
sentence may not be separated from the real Wh-phrase in the embedded clause by a
complexNP.

Observe that the real Wh-phrase may neither be embedded in a sentential subject:

(1.2) a. *Mi biztos [cp hogy' ki jon ell b. *Mi val6sz1nu -[cp hogy ki jon ell
what is sure that who comes what is probable that who comes

These sentences display that SENSC is operative in the mit-strategy.12
Another limitation on this phenomenon is formed by the islandhood of adverbial

clauses. The embedding of the real Wh-phrases in an adverbial clause yields an un­
grammatical result:

(13) a. *Mit tisztltottaJ. volna le az asztalt azel8tt [cp hogy mely k;myveket olvastad volna el)
what-ACC clean-AGR2sg would perf the table-ACC before that which
books-ACC read-AGR2sg would perf

b. *Mit erkeztel az iskolaba anelkiil [cp hogy kire gondoltal volna]
what-ACC arrived-AGR2sg the school-ILL that-without that who-SUBL
thought-AGR2sg would

These sentences display that AC constrains the mit-strategy. Let us now consider
another type of locality effect with this phenomenon.

(ii) Compare the following multiple embedded Wh-questions:
(12) The mit-strategy yields a much better result with a subject subjunctive clause than with a subject in­

dicative clause. Compare (12a) with (i):
(i) Mi kell [ep hogy ki jojjon ell

what is necessary that who come-SUBJ-AGR3sg
'For who is it necessary to come?'

Overt long Wh/Focus-movement displays the same pattern (cf. note 6).
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(14) a. Mit gondolsz (cp hogy Mari *(mit) mondott (cp hogy Janost ki latta}}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary what-ACC said-AGR3sg that John-ACC
who saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you think Mary said saw John?'

b. Mit gondolsz (cp hogy Mari *(mit) mondott (cp hogy Janos kit latott]}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary what-ACC said-AGR3sg that.John
who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you think that Mary said that John saw?'

c. Mit gondolsz [cp hogy Mari *(mit) mondott (cp hogy Janost melyikflu hittaJ}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary what-ACC said-AGR3sg that John­
ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg
'Which boy do you think Mary said saw John?'

d. Mit gondolsz (cp hogy Mari *(mit) mondott (cp hogy Janos melyik flut latta))
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mari what-ACC said-AGR3sg that John
which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg
'Which boy do you think that Mary said that John saw?'

These sentences show that a continuity requirement is operative in the mit-strat­
egy. The Focus-positions from the real Wh-phrase up to the Focus-position of the
matrix clause must be filled with a dummy mit-phrase. Dropping of such an inter­
mediate phrase is not allowed. So a mit-phrase must be repeated from the real Wh­
phrase in each clausal domain of embedded multiple Wh-questions.

WhIC ,may be violated with overt long Wh/Focus-movement (cf. section 6.4.). A
, Wh-phrase may be extracted from an embedded clause with a Wh-phrase:

(15) Kinek gondolod [cp hogy Janos mit adott t)
who-DAT think-AGR2sg that John what-ACC gave-AGR3sg
*'To whom do you think what John gave?'

The question arises whether the mit-strategy displays WhIC-violations as well?
This appears to be the case. The following sentence, which is the counterpart of (15)
in the mit-strategy, shows that it may apply to a Wh-island:

(16) Mit gondolsz (cp hogy Janos kinek mit adott)
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John who-DAT what-ACC gave-AGR3sg
*'To whom do you think what John gave?'

(F) The mit-strategy is possible only with verbs allowing long Wh/Focus-mov­
ement, that is, only with the bridge verbs listed in 6.2.(12).13 For example, the pre­

(13) A superficial investigation learns us that the mi't-strategy yields a better result with verbs of percep­
tion and knowing (cf. (i)) than with verbs of saying (cf. (ii)):

(i) a. Mit hallottaI hogy Janos kit latoer?
what-ACC heard-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
'Who did you hear that John saw?'

b. Mit hiszel hogy Janos kit hitott?
what-ACC believe-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you believe that John saw?'

(ii) a. ?*Mit emli'tettel hogy Janos kit larott?
what-ACC mentioned-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg

'Who did you mention that John saw?'
b. *Mit javasoltal hogy Janos kit lasson?

what-ACC proposed-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-SUBJ-AGR3sg
'Who did you propose that John should see?'

The sentences in (ii) can only be saved if they are interpreted as two separate parts involving the strategy
in (3). However, more fieldwork is required to determine the distribution of the mit-strategy with the verbs
in 6.2.(1~). I will leave this as a task for further r~search.
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dicates elofordul 'appear' and valiiszinll 'be probable' do not belong to this class of .
verbs. Hence, they do not sanction the mit-strategy:

(17) a. *Mi fordul eIB [cp hogy ki hazudik}
what appears that who lies

b. *Mi val6szinu [cp hogy mit javitottakJ
what is probable that what-ACC repaired-AGR-3pl

(G) Long Wh/Focus-movement and their equivalents in the mit-strategy' are ren-,
dered into English similarly. In both strategies, the real Wh-phrases have scope over
the rest of the sentence. A felicitous answer to the sentences 6.2.«1) and (2)) with
long Wh/Focus-movement and the sentences (1) and (2) with the mit-strategy invol­
ves, for instance, Peter 'Peter-NOM', Petert 'Peter-ACC', Peter 'Peter-NOM', and Pe­
tert 'Peter-ACC' respectively. This implies that the topmost mit-phrase- represents so
to speak the scope of the embedded real Wh-phrase. Hence, I conclude that it func­
tions as a scope-marker in the sense of Baker (1970).

Summarizing, I discussed an alternative strategy to form embedded Wh-ques­
tions, the so-called mit-strategy. The most striking property of this strategy is that
the real Wh-phrase remains in the Focus-position of its own (embedded) clause,
while in the Focus position of the matrix clause a dummy Wh:-phrase mit appears.
This phrase indicates the scope of the real Wh-phrase. In the next section, I will pres­
ent an analysis of the mit-strategy.

6.6. Correspondence effects in hungarian

Let us consider again the properties of the mit-strategy 6.5.(4), here repeated in (1):

(1) A. The real Wh-phrase remains in the Focus-position of its own (embedded) clause
B; The anticipatory pronoun may not be spelled out
C. The scope-marker mit is assigned accusative case
D. The complementizer hogy Ithae is obligatory
E. The mit-strategy displays locality effects
F. The mit~strategy is allowed by bridge verbs
G. The real Wh-phrase takes wide scope

It is clear that an analysis of this phenomenon will have to account for these properties.
Overt long Wh/Focus-movement and the mit-strategy have a number of proper­

ties in common (cf. 6.2.(4) and (1)). Therefore, I will assume that the core syntactic
principles that authorize overt long Wh/Focus-movement also authorize the mit­
strategy. If this is correct, then we provide empirical evidence for the Correspond­
ence Hypothesis, here repeated as (2):

(2) Correspondence Hypothesis
Whenever there is a syntactic reflex of the assignment of (wide) scope, the depen­
dency involved and overt long Wh-movement obey the same conditions on go­
vernment and bounding

The conditions on government involved with overt long Wh/Focus-movement
are the selection and L-marking of a CP by a bridge verb, and the principle of baun-­
ding theory involved with this strategy is the Subjacency Condition, to be more pre-
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cise, O-subjacency (cf. section 6.4.). Suppose now that these conditions are also opera­
tive in the mit-strategy.

Let us derive the properties in (1) within this framework. Before we can do so,
consider first Baker's (1970) theory of scope-assignment to Wh-phrases.

Following Baker (1970), I w~ll assume that all cases of scope assignment for Wh­
phrases involve coindexing with an abstract scope-marker Qwhich is base-generated
in t4e [Spec,.CP) position. The representation of overt Wh-~ovement and Wh in-
situ In this system are as follows: .

. (3) a., {cp Qi {Wh-phrase}i {...ti···}} b. {cp Qi {...{Wh-phrase}i···}}

In both, cases, ,scope-assignment to the Wh-phrase depends on the relation with
Q. The difference between (3a) and (3b) is that the content of the Wh-phrase is adja­
cent to Q in the former, but not in the latter.

Within. the local domain any category can be linked to Q. Suppose now that the
local.domain of Wh (CP) can be extended by iterating the indexing to Q (as all other
indexing· can be):

(4) ···{Qi.·.{Qi' ..{CP Qi {...Whi···]}}}···

This representation does not violate bounding theory. Scope is assigned to 'Wh by
coindexing it with a chain of abstract scope-markers. This iterative indexing mimics
overt successive cyclic movement.
. Let us consider now how the properties of the mit-strategy are accounted for. In
analogy with overt long Wh/Focus-movement, I will assume that bridge verbs may
select and·L-mark a CP-complement yielding the following configuration:

(5) CP
~

mit VP
~

CP V
~

hogy Wh

This configuration directly accounts for the fact that the mit-strategy is allowed
by bridge verbs only (cf. (IF)), and for the fact that the anticipatory pronoun may
not be spelled out (cf. (lB)). The CP is itself in an A-position (the object position).
Let us examine now why the mit-phrase is assigned accusative Case (cf. (le)).

A sentence with the mit-strategy has the following structure:
(6) {cpo Miti gondolsz {cp* Qi hogy {cp Janos {cpo kiti hitottj {vp ti tj}}}}}

what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you think that John saw?'

In this sentence, the embedded real object Wh-phrase kit is moved to the Focus­
position of its own clause, that is, to the [Spec, CpO

). It may be coindexed with a
base-generated scope-marker Q in the [Spec, CP*], as an instance of (3b). The
dummy mit-phrase in the matrix clause represents the scope of the real Wh-phrase.
In fact, the scope of kit is extended to a higher domain. This suggests that the mit­
phrase is an overt realization of an iterated abstract scope-marker (cf. (4)).

Bridge verbs have the ability to assign exceptional accusative Case to the [Spec,
CP*) in a configuration like (5) (cf. section 6.3.). Suppose now that this Case is as-



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 181

signed to Q in the (Spec, CP]. Hence, we derive (le). Below I will return to the
question why an iterated scope-marker must be overtly realized.

Let us now turn to a discussion of the locality effects which occur with the mit-strategy.
It displays locality effects (cf. (IF)). Island conditions such as CNPC, SENSC,

and AC may not be violated. Therefore, the real Wh-phrase and the mit-phrase may
not be coindexed across a complex NP, a sentential subject, and an adjunct clause.
This w-ould result "in a subjacency violation. This coindexing is, however, allowed
with bridge verbs, because they L-mark a CP-complement in configuration (5) (cf.
section 6.4.). Therefore, the real Wh-phrase and the mit-phrase are no longer separa­
ted by a barrier. Hence, an instance of O-subjacency preventing a violation of the
Subjacency Condition.

Overt long Wh/Focus-movement exhibits WhIC-violations (cf. section 6.4.).
Wh/Focus-phrases may be extracted from a Wh-island because this phenomenon ap­
plies through the (Spec, CP*J and the embedded Wh-phrase occupies the (Spec,
CPO

] (= Focus). The mit-strategy may also violate WhIC. Consider 6.5.(14), here re­
peated as (7):

(7) Miti gondolsz {cp* Qi hogy {cp J anos [CPl kineki {cPo mit
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John what-DAT what-ACC
adott))]
gave-AGR3sg
*'To whom do you think what John gave?'

An explanation for the grammaticality of this sentence runs along the same lines
as for WhIC-violations with overt long Wh/Focus-movement. The embedded object
Wh-phrase mit is in the embedded Focus-position. Therefore, Q in the {Spec, CPl
remains accessible for coindexing with the Wh-phrase kinek. 14 This circumvents a
violation ofWhIC.

Let us consider now why the complementizer is obligatory in the mit-strategy (cf. (ID)).
Hogy-drop may apply if the complement clause contains a Wh-phrase (cf. 6.4.(18)).

The complementizer in the mit-strategy, however, must be obligat~rily present:
(8) a. Tudod {cp* (hogy) {cp J anos {cpo kit latott)))

know-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
'Do you know who John saw?'

b. Mit gondolsz [cp* *(hogy) [cp Janos [CPo kit latott)))
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John who-ACe saw-AGR3sg
'Who do you think that John saw?'

The distribution of the complementizers in this pair matches the distribution of
complementizers in declarative sentences and long Wh/Focus-movement construc­
tions (cf. section 6.4.). Lexicalization of hogy is obligatory with long Wh/Focus-mov­
ement but not with declarative sentences. This is due to the fact that complementi­
zers provide a [Spec, CP*l position for Wh/Focus-trace in the former.

The explanation for this dichotomy carries over to the pair in (8). But now instead
of a trace a scope-marker Q is present in the {Spec, CP*]. Therefore, the complemen­
tizer must be spelled out in (Bb) with the mit-strategy, unlike in (Sa) with the indirect
Wh-question. In the latter, Q is not have to be present in the [Spec, Cp*}.

(14) The intermediate CPs do not provide additional barriers if we assume that L-containment is transi-
tive (cf. section 6.4.). r
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The lack of multiple mit-strategy also supports the hypothesis of an abstract
scope-marker in the [Spec, Cp*} position with this strategy:

(9) *Miti mitj gondolsz [cp* Q hogy [cp Janos [CPl kineki [cPo mitj adott]]]]
what-ACC what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John what-DAT what-ACC gave-AGR3sg

This sentence is the counterpart of (7), except that another mit-phrase has been
inserted in the matrix clause. The ungrammaticality of (9) shows that multiple mit­
strategy cannot apply. This fact is covered, if we assume the presence of a (single)
scope-marker in the {Spec, Cp*] which is available for iterative coindexing.

Let us consider now why the real Wh-phrase in the mit-strategy takes wide scope (c£ (lG)).
The scope of a Wh-phrase directly corresponds to its position in syntax in long

Wh/Focus-movement (cf. 6.3.(2H)). The scope of the real Wh-phrase in the mit-stra­
tegy, however, is represented at another position than where this phrase is physically
realized. In both strategies, the real Wh-phrases have wide scope. The reason for this
is that scope-assignment to Wh-phrases involves, as Baker (1970) has proposed, two
patterns, namely, an adjunction (cf. (3a)) and an in-situ schema (cf. (3b)).

Overt long WhlFocus-movement is an instance of the former. The Wh-phrase' is ad­
joined to its scope-marker. It is assigned wide-scope by being adjacent to Q. The mit­
strategy is an in~tance of the· latter. The embedded Wh-phrase is bound by its scope­
marker. It is assigned wide scope by this coindexing. This derives then property (lG)).

Let us now consider why an iterated Q must~ be spelled out as an overt mit-phrase.
The canonical landing site of Wh-phrases is the Focus-position, left-adjacent to the

finite verb (cf. 2.1.(28c))'. So all phrases bearing a feature [+Wh] must occupy this
position. The abstract scope-marker receives this feature as well under coindexing with
the real (embedded) Wh~phrase. As a consequence, Q must also land in Focus. The re­
presentation of a multiple embedded Wh-question with the mit-strategy is as follows:

(10) Cpo

---------Spec C'

Qi ---------C Cp*
V ~

Spec C'
Qi ~

C Cpo
hogy~

Spec C'
Qi~

C Cp*
V~

Spec C'
Qi ~

C Cpo
hogy~

Spec C'
Whi~

.C VP
V j /~

ti tj
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Focus is a prominent position in the syntax of Hungarian. It must be visible for
reasons of phonetic interpretation, like for primary stress-assignment. Let us assume
that this visibility requirement is responsible for the spelling out of an abstract
scope marker in Focus as an overt mit-phr~e. (11) yields the following representa­
tion of (10):

(11) Cpo

--------Spec C'
miti~

C Cp*
V~

Spec C'
Qi ~

C Cpo
hogy~

Spec C'
miti~

C Cp*
V~

Spec C'
miti~

C Cpo
hogy~

Spec C'
Whi~

C VP
Vj~

ti tj

Summarizing, I argued that long Wh/Focus-movement and the mit-strategy in­
volve the same core syntactic principles, L-marking and O-subjacency.

This provides empirical evidence for the Correspondence Hypothesis~ In order to
make this hypothesis operative, I adopted the assumption that the mit-phrase is a
scope-marker in the sense of Baker (1970). This accounts also for :the fact why cor­
respondence effects are absent with long Focus-movement, unlike with long Wh­
movement. There is no lexicalised scope-marker with respect to Focus. In the next
section, I will discuss the consequences of the Correspondence Hypothesis for the
grammar of Hungarian and the theory of grammar.

6.7. Some Consequences ofWh-strategies in Hungarian

This section discusses some consequences of the different" Wh-strategies in Hun­
garian. First, I will determine the position of these strategies within the grammar of
Hungarian (cf. section 6.7.1.). Second, I will examine the consequences of correspon­
dence effects for the theory of UG. I will conclude that these effects make the level
of representation called LF superfluous (cf. section 6.7.2.).

6.7.1. Wh-strategies and the Grammar of Hungarian

I noted in section 5.3.7. a dialectal split with respect to overt long Wh-mov­
ement in Hungarian. Hungarian I accepts overt long Wh-movement entirely, and
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Hungarian 11 accepts it only marginally. In the latter, the following accessibility hie­
rarchy (cf. 5.3.7.(4)) is operative:

(1) Accessibility hierarchy for long Wh-movement in Hungarian
Lexical case > structural Case (NOM and ACC)

Extraction of a Wh-phrase with lexical case yields a far better result than extrac­
tion of a Wh-phrase with structural Case. Instead of the latter, speakers of Hunga­
rian 11 prefer the mit-strategy.

I will assume that this dialectal difference is related to the following parameter
(cf. Chomsky 1986a: 75):

(2) +/-move Wh

This parameter states that Wh-movement is optional, as all syntactic movement
rules are. The existence of languages with overt long Wh-movement such as English
and languages with Wh in-situ such Chinese and Japanese provide empirical eviden­
ce for its postulation.

Move Wh is set positively in Hungarian I, whereas it is set negatively in Hunga­
rian 11. If this parameter is real, then we expect that phenomena contingent on" Wh­
movement will diverge in these dialects as well. I will demonstrate that this indeed
is the case with (I) the morphological adjustment of an intermediate verb with the
extraction of an indefinite (nominative and accusative) Wh-phrase from multiple
embedded Wh-questions, and (11) the distribution of parasitic gaps and resumptive
pronouns.

(I) A bridge verb displays agreement with an extracted indefinite no~inative and
accusative Wh-phrase in long Wh/Focus-movement (cf. 6.2.(3D)). I argued in sec­
tion 6.4. that this phenomenon applies successive cyclicly through the {Spec, CP*},
and that the indefinite (nominative and accusative) Wh-phrases trigger the indefini­
te conjugation on the bridge verb. The question arises how the bridge verbs are con­
jugated when an indefinite nominative or accusative Wh-phrase is extracted from a
multiple embedded Wh-question. Consider the following sentences:

(3) a. Kit gondolsz {cp* t hogy [ Mari mondtalmondott {cp* t hogy [ hitta t Janost}]}}
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def/indef that saw­
AGR3sg-def John-ACC
'Who do you think Mary said saw]ohn?t

b. Kit gondolsz [Cp* t hogy [Mari mondtalmondott {Cp* t hogy [Janos latott t]}}]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def/indef that John
saw-AGR3sg-indef
'Who do you think that Mary said that John saw?'

These sentences exemplify the extraction of an indefinite Wh-phrase from the
most deeply embedded clause. In (3a), it is base-generated in the subject position,
and in (3b) it is base-generated in the accusative object position.

If successive cyclic movement through the [Spec, CP } is correct, then we exp~ct

that both the matrix verb and the intermediate verb exhibit indefinite conjugation.
The traces occupy this position and they are indefinite. Hence, they may trigger the
indefinite conjugation.
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This prediction is, however, only borne out in Hungarian I. E. Kiss (1985) has
reported that in multiple embedded Wh-questions, in which the subject or the ac­
cusative object is long Wh-moved from the deepest embedded clause, both the mat­
rix and the intermediate verb are conjugated indefinitely. Hence, speakers of this
dialect realize the matrix verb and the intermediate verb in (3) as gondolsz 'think­
AGR2sg-indef' and mondott 'said-AGR2sg-indef'.

Speakers of Hungarian 11, on the other hand, marginally accept these sentences, if
possible at all, with the definite conjugation on the intermediate verb. Hence, the
intermediate verb must be mondta 'said-AGR3sg-def'.

It is reasonable to assume that this dialectal variation is related to the parameter
+/-move Who Hungarian I behaves as expected. The (indefinite) conjugation on the
intermediate bridge verb is determined 'by the trace in the [Spec, CP*]. This unam­
biguously supports successive cyclic movement through the Spec of CP*.

Hungarian 11 involves successive cyclicity as well. The insertion of the anticip­
atory pronoun yields a completely unacceptable result:

(4) a. *Kit gondolsz {cp hogy Mari mondta azt {cp hogy J atlOS hitott)} ,
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def that-ACC that
John saw-AGR3sg-indef

b. *Kit gondolsz {cp hogy Mari mondta azt {cp hogy hittaJanost))
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def that-ACC that
saw-AGR3sg-defJohn-ACC

Suppose that the relation between the ,Wh-phrase and its gap in these sentences
is not an instance of real successive cyclic movement but rather mimics successive
cyclic movement. Maybe, it involves an analogic form of 'the mit~strategy. As a con­
sequence, no intermediate traces are present. This accounts for the absence of indefi­
nite conjugation on the intermediate verbs.'

Instead these verbs pattern the same as intermediate verbs in multiple declarative
sentences (cf. (5b» or in multiple embedded Wh-questions with the extract~on of a
Wh-phrase bearing lexical case (cf. (5b». They are conjugated definitely. Hence, the
form of the verb is mondta 'said-AGR3sg-def:

(5) a. Azt gondoltarn. {cp hogy Mari azt mondta {cp hogy Janos talalkozott Peterrel))
that-ACC thought-AGRlsg-def that Mary that-ACC said-AGR3sg-def that
John met-AGR3sg-indef Peter-INSTR
'I thought that Mary said that John met Peter.'

b. Kivel gondolod {cp hogy Mari mondta {cp hogy Janos talalkozott}
who-INSTR think-AGR2sg-def that Mary said-AGR3sg-def that John met­
AGR3sg-indef
'With whom do you think that Mary said that John met?'

(11) Hungarian displays parasitic gaps (cf. section 5.3.7.2.):
(6) a. {ep Milyen iratokat tettel [vp el t) {mielott elolvastal volna e))

what papers-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before perf-read-AGR2sg­
indefwould
'Which papers did you put away before reading?'

b. {cp Milyen iratokat tettel {vp el t) {mielott elolvastad volna *(oket))}
what papers-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before perf-read-AGR2sg­
def would them
'Which papers did you put away before reading?'
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(7) a. [cp Milyen iratot tette1 [vp el t] [mielott vegeztel volna e})
what paper-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before finished-AGR2sg-in­
defwould
'Which paper did you put away before finishing?'

b. [Cp Milyen iratot tette1. [vp el t] [mielott vegeztel volna *(vele»))
what paper-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before finished-AGR2sg-in­
def would it-INSTR
'Which paper did you put away before finishing?'

These sentences exhibit short Wh-movement and they contain an -adjunct clause
with a parasitic gap (indicated bye). The (a)-sentences represent the intuitions of
speakers of Hungarian 1 (cf. E. Kiss 1985). The (b)-sentences represent the intuitions
of speakers of Hungarian 11. The gap in the (a)-sentences must remain non-overt.
The gap in the (b)-sentences, however, must be spelled out as an overt pronoun.
Hence, Hungarian I involves a parasitic gap strategy, whereas Hungarian 11 involves
a resumptive pronoun strategy in similar cases.

In Hungarian 1, the gap cannot be pro' because plural accusative personal pronouns
and pronouns with lexical case may not be omitted (cf. 4.2.(34)). In Hungarian 11, on
the other hand, the gap may be pro} as the following sentence demonstrates:

(8) [cp Kivel tahilkoztal [vp t ) [anelkiil hogy *meghfvtdl/meghfvtad volna (ot»)]
who-INSTR met-AGR2sg-indef that-without that perf-invited-AGR2sg­
indef/def would him
'Who did you meet without you having invited?'

A singular accusative pronoun iit may be dropped only if the verb is conjugated
definitely. This matches the distribu~ion of pro (cf. 4.2. (34)). Hence, pro may func­
tion as a resumptive pronoun only if it locally recoverable from AGR.

The following pair shows that long Wh-movement with parasitic gap clauses
patterns the same as short Wh-movement with such clauses:

(9) a. [cp Kiket szeretnel [Cp ha eljonnenek t) [anelkiil hogy meghlvtaI volna e))
who-pl-ACC like-COND-AGR2sg-indef if came-COND-AGR3pl-indef that­
without that perf-invited-AGR2sg-indef would
'Whom would you like if came without you having invitedt

b. [cp Kiket szeretnel [cp ha eljonnenek t} [anelktilhogy meghivtad volna *(oket»)
who-pl-ACC like-COND-AGR2sg-indef if came-COND-AGR3pl-indef that­
without that perf-invited-AGR2sg-def would them
'Whom would you like if came without you having invited?'

Again, in the (a)-sentence a parasitic gap is allowed, and in the (b)-sentence a re­
sumptive pronoun must be spelled out.

In sum, Hungarian 1 allows a parasitic gap strategy, whereas Hungarian 11 em­
·ploys a resumptive pronoun strategy in similar cases. The question then is how do
we account for this difference?

The distribution of empty categories is restricted by the fo~lowing descriptive
condition:

(10) Empty categories must be bound locally
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For example, pro must be bound by a local AGR, and Wh-trace must be bound
by its antecedent in its minimal maximal domain. It is reasonable to assume that par­
asitic gaps obey principle (10) as well. Chomsky (1986b) suggests that these gaps
are bound locally if they are I-subjacent to the real gap, since a parasitic gap is em­
bedded in an adjunct clause.

Suppose now that empty categories must be O-subjacent to their binders in Hun­
garian 11 but not in Hungarian I. Hence, a real gap cannot license a parasitic gap in
Hungarian 11. This yields the absence of parasitic gaps. We have seen that such cons­
tructions may be saved by a resumptive pronoun strategy; .'

Let us summarize the differences between 'Hungarian 1 and 11 in the following
diagram:

(11) Hungarian 1
-accessibility hierachy for
overt long Wh-movement
-preference .of the mit-strategy
-indefinite conjugation on +

intermediate verb in
multiple embedded Wh-questions
-parasitic gap strategy +
-resumptive pronoun strategy

Hungarian 11
+

+

+

The two dialects differ with respect to phenomena intrinsically dependent on the
presence or absence of (long) Wh-movement. I suggested that this involves the par­
ameter +/-move Who I will leave the further exploration of this parameter and the
phenomena contingent on it as a task for further research.

6.7.2. Correspondence Effects and the Theory of Grammar

Correspondence effects effects also appear in languages other than Hungarian. Van
Riemsdijk (1983b) ob~erves that German displays a Wh-strategy quite similar to the
mit-strategy in Hungarian. The scope marker in German is was 'what'. Compare (12a):

(12) a. (cp Was glaubst du (cp was Peter meint (cp wet" heute kommt}]]
what think you what Peter believes who today comes
(Who do you think Peter believes will come today?'

b. *[cp Was glaubst du [cp was Peter meint [cp wer kommt heute]]]
what think you what Peter believes who comes today

The ungrammaticality of (12b) shows that the was-strategy involves a complex
sentence. The finite verb must be in final-position in embedded clauses, since Ger­
man is an SOY-language.

Hiemstra (1986) notes correspondence effects in Frisian:

(13) a. [cp Wa tinke jo (cp dat ik t sjoen ha]]
who think you that I seen have
'Who do you think that I have seen?'

b. {cp Wat tinke jo [cp wa't ik t sjoen haJ]
what think you who-that I seen have
(Who do you think that I have seen?'
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(14) a. [cp Wa tinke jo [cp dat t my sjoen hat]]
who think you that me seen has
'Who do you think has seen me?'

b. [ep Wat tinke jo [cp wa'tt my sjoen hat]]
what think you who-that me seen has
'Who do you think has seen me?'
(Hiemstra 1986: 33)

The (a)-sentences represent instances of overt long Wh-movement. This may
.apply from both the subject position (cf. (14a)) and the object position (cf. (13a).15
The (b)-sentences exemplify the Frisian variant of the scope marker-strategy. The
real Wh-phrases wa move to the [Spec, CP] of their own (embedded) clause in (13b)
and (14b). They merge with the complementizer dat yielding waJt. The Wh-phrases
wat in the matrix clauses function as a scope marker.

Thus, iterative long distance Wh-movement without overt syntactic movement
appears in historically unrelated languages like Hungarian, German <;:>r Frisian. 16

This provides empirical evidence for the Correspondence Hypothesis 6.2.(6), here re­
peated as (15):

(15 ) Correspondence Hypothesis
Whenever there is a syntactic reflex of the assignment of (wide) scope, the depen­
dency involved. and long Wh-movement obey the same conditions on govern­
ment and bounding

This hypothesis states that the grammar of Wh-trace and the grammar of scope
is constrained by the same syntactic principles. If this is correct, then these prin­
ciples have optimal explanatory power. Hence, the Correspondence Hypothesis re­
presents the null-hypothesis.

This unification has not been a major focus of research in recent years. Rather, it
has generally been assumed that wi~e scope-assignment is not restricted by boun­
ding theory. This has been regarded as an argument for the independent status of iF
(cf. Huang (1982), Lasnik and Saito (1984), and Chomsky (1986), among others).

Correspondence effects provide empirical evidence against this posit~on. They
yield a contradiction in the terminology of Chomsky and Huang. Wide scope as­
signment is restricted by subjacency, and consequently this condition holds at iF.
However, according to Chomsky and Huang subjacency does not hold at iF but at
S-structure. Note, incidentally, that it is not appealing to escape this contradiction
by parametrizing bounding theory at iF, as may be clear from Chomsky (1986,
220): "It seems difficult to imagine that rules of the iF component are subject to

(15) Copying of the moved Wh-phrase in the intermediate [Spec, CP] may stress the successive cyclic ef­
fect in Frisian overt long Wh-movement (cf. Hiemstra 1986):

(i) [cp Wa tinke jo [cp wa't t my sjoen hat]]
who think you who-that me seen has

4Who do you think has seen met
This repetition of moved Wh-phrases with overt long Wh-movement appears also in Afrikaans (cf. Du

Plessis 1977) and German (cf. Hohle 1989).
(16) McDaniel reports that Romani, an Indic language spoken in southern Yugoslavia, exhibits corres­

pondence effects as well. The scope marker in this language is so 'what".



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 189

parametric variation since it is unclear what evidence to fix their character would be
available to the language-learner. H

Koster (1987) argues that all grammatical dependency relations display the fol­
lowing properties at S-structure:

(16) a. obligatoriness b. uniqueness of the antecedent
c. c-command of the antecedent d. locality

The assignment of wide-scope does not form an exception. If that is correct, then
a separate representation for the level of scope, iF, is entirely. superfluous. The null­
hypothesis even predicts that locality effects should appear with wide-scope Wh in­
situ in Chinese and Japanese. Pesetsky (1984) has demonstrated that this appears to
be the case.

Interestingly, natural languages also employ syntactic means other than scope
markers to express the successive cyclic effect in long distance dependencies without
overt movement.

According to McCloskey (1979), Irish relative clauses and Wh-questions are div­
ided in two types, those that terminate with a gap, and those that terminate with a
resumptive pronoun. McCloskey notes that the most striking property of the latter
type is that the verb must be preceded by the complementizer aL. In long distance
relativization (cf. (17a)) and long Wh-movement (cf. (17b)), aL must be present in
each clause:

(17) a. An duine [cp aL mheas tu [cp aL chonaic tu t]]
the person Comp thought you Comp saw you
'The person that you thought you saw.'

b. Ce {ep aL mheas tu {cp aL chonaic tu t]]
who Comp thought you Comp saw you
'Who did you think you saw?'

The requirement that aL must be present in each clause suggests successive cycli­
city. This is further supported by the fact that long relativization and long Wh-mov­
ement may not violate island conditions like CNPC and WhIC.

The syntax of long relativization and long Wh-movement in Irish resembles the
syntax of the scope marker-strategy in Hungarian, German or Frisian. Both cons­
truction types lack overt syntactic movement, and they display successive cyclicity.
A complementizer stresses the successive cyclic effect in Irish, and a Wh-phrase does
the same in Hungarian, German, and Frisian.17

'

In conclusion, correspondence effects render an independent level for the repres­
entation of scope, iF, superfluous. Wide scope assignment is subsumed by the same
principles which restrict gramm:atical dependency relations at S-struciure. Long dis­
tance movement is implemented, in the grammar in a successive cyclic fashion. In
Hungarian, the domain of scope is extended in a fascin~ting way by the iteration of
the scope marker mitt '

(17) This is also the case with the iteration of certain types of verbal agreemep.t in some languages. For
,example, Chung (1982) and Georgopoulos (1985) report that this phenomenon occurs with unbounded
(Wh)-dependencies in Chamorro and Palauan respectively. Thrainsson (1976) and Pica (1987) demonstrate
that the i~eration of AGR conditions the occurrence of long distance anaphors in Icelandic. A non-local sub­
ject may bound the reflexive anaphor sig as long as the intermediate verbs are marked with the subjunctive.
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6.8. Concluding Remarks

This chapter examined Wh-strategies in Hungarian. This language has two long
distance Wh-strategies, overt long Wh-movement and the so-called mit-strategy.
These strategies are subject to dialectal/idiolectal variation. I hypothesised that this
variation is associated with the parameter +I-move Wh. Some phenomena appear to
be contingent upon the setting of this parameter such as the conjugation-type of in­
termediate verbs in multiple embedded Wh-questions, the distribution of parasitic
gaps and resumptive pronouns.

The existence of these Wh-strategies yields empirical support for the Correspon­
dence Hypothesis, which excludes the existence of an independent level for the re­
presentation of scope (LF). What principle covers the scope of quantifiers?

1be following universal principle determines the scope ofquantifiers (c£ Reinhart 1983):18

(1) A quantifier c-commands its scope at S-structure

Hungarian is a left-branching language (cf. 2.2.1.(1». This implies that the left­
most constituent has the largest c-command domain. Hence, in accordance with this
principle the leftmost quantifier has widest scope in the following pair:

(2) a. {CPl Mindenki (CPO csak Marit szereti]]
everyone only Mary-ACC loves-AGR3sg

'Everyone is such that he loves only Mary.'
*'Only Mary is such that everyone lov~s her'.

b. [CPo Csak Marit szereti [vp mindenki]]
only Mary-ACC loves-AGR3sg everyone

'Only Mary is such that everyone loves her'.
*'Everyone is such that he loves only Mary.'

The scope of Wh-phrases in multiple Wh-questions is also accounted for by
principle (1). The leftmost Wh-phrase, which has the largest c-command domain,
has the wides~ scope:

(3) a. [CPl Ki {cPo mit mondott]]
who what-ACC said-AGR3sg
'For which x, x a person, for which y, y a statement, x said y'.
*'For which y, y a statement, for which x, x a person, x said y'.

b. {CPl Mit {CPo ki mondott]]
what-ACC who said-AGR3sg

'For which y, y a statement, for which x, x a person, x said y'.
*'For which x, x a person, for which y, y a statement, x said y.'

Long Wh-movement satisfies condition (1) as well. The scope of an extracted Wh­
phrase is determined at its S-structure position, at least in Hungarian (cf. 6.2.(3H».

(18) Exceptions to this rule include donkey-sentences and inverse-linking. For instance, a universal quan­
tifier embedded in an NP may bind a pronoun in the following Hungarian inverse-linking construction:

(i) [[NP Egy olasz varos minden lakosa] azr gondolta [cp hogy (B) nyemi fog]]
an Italian city every inhahitant-npAGR3sg that-ACC thought-AGR3sg that he win will

'Every inhabitant of an Italian city thought that he would win:
Rullman (1988) notes that all exceptions to condition (1) bear on referential dependency. According to

Rullman, a violation of the c-command requirement is avoided in these cases if c-command affects the mot­
her node of embedded quantifiers.
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If the Wh-phrase is not fronted into the matrix sentence, as with the mit.:.strategy, its
scope is represented at S-structure. by the topmost scope marker. Compare:

(4) a. [cp Kivel gondolod [cp t hogy mindenki mondta [cp t hogy Mari taneolt t]]]
who-INSTR think-AGR2s that everyone said-AGR3sg that Mary daneed­
AGR3sg
'With who do you think that everyone said that Mary danced?'

b. [cp Mit gondols2 [cp hogy mit mondott mindenki [cp hogy Mari kivel taneolt }]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that what-ACC said-A.GR3sg everyone that Mary
who-INSTR daneed-AGR3sg
'With who do you think that everyone said that Mary danced?'

In (4a), the Wh-phrase kivel is extracted from the most deeply embedded clause.
In (4b), on the other hand, it remains in the Focus position of its own clause, as an
instance of the mit-strategy. In both sentences, kivel takes ·scope over the universal
quantifier mindenki in the intermediate sentence. This is in accordance with prin­
ciple (1), since kivel is itself (cf. (4a» or its scope marker (cf. (4b» is in a higher
domain, i.e. the matrix clause, at S-structure than the universal quantifier. Hence, an
answer to both questions involves only one single dancer, for instance]ohn. 19

In chapter four, we defined the Projection Principle as follows (cf. (4.7.(1»:

(5) The LS must be represented categorially at each level of representation

This principle requires that each lexically selected argument is recoverable in the
syntactic structure.

Consider the following instance of long Wh-movement:

(6) Who do you think that John saw?

See selects two arguments, a subject and an object. In (6), the object is fronted
into the matrix sentence.

The question then is whether the Projection Principle is directly satisfied by the
moved object Wh-phrase, or is indirectly satisfied by virtue of a trace at its extrac­
tion-site. In other words, is the S-structure representation of (6), (7a) or (7b)?:

(7) a. Who do you think that John saw? b. Who do you think that John saw it?

The Projection Principle is strictly locally satisfied in (7b).
Consider the following instances of long Wh-moverrient in Hungarian from the

embedded object position:

(19) This parallel between overt long Wh-movement and the mit-strategy breaks down if the inter­
mediate universal quantifier binds a pronoun, a pro, in the deepest embedded clause:

(i) a. [cp Kivelj gondolod [cp ti hogy mindenkij mondta [cp ti hogy prOj tancolt till]
who-INSTR think-AGR2sg that everyone said-AGR3sg that he danced-AGR3sg

'With who do you think that everyone said that he danced?'
b. [ep Mit; gondolsz [cp hogy mit; mondott mindenkij [cp hogy prOj kivel; tancolt]]]

what-ACC think-2sgAGR that what-ACC said-AGR3sg everyone that he who-INSTR clanced-AGR3sg
'With who do you think that everyone said that he danced?'

(ib) may also involve a pair-reading, although this reading is harder to get than the one in which the
Wh-phrase has scope over the universal quantifier. It seems to me that in this sentence a connectedness effect
is operative. I will leave the dichotomy between the pair in (4) and (i) for further research.
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(8) a. Kit gondolsz hogy Janos ldtott?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John. saw-AGR3sg-indef
'Who do you think that John saw?'

b. Melyik fiut gondolod hogy Janos ldtta?
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that John saw-AGR3sg-def
'Which boy do you think that John saw?'

These sentences show that the matrix verb always displays the same conjugation­
type' as the .embedded verb when an accusative object Wh-phrase is extracted (cf.
6.2.(3D». The matrix verb and the embedded verb are both conjugated indefinitely
if an indefinite Wh-phrase is moved (cf. (8a), and they are conjugated definitely if a
definite Wh-phrase is extracted (cf. (8b». Hence, the conjugation-type corresponds
with the definiteness of the extracted Wh-phrases.

If the Projection Principle is directly satisfied by the extracted Wh-phrase, then
the agreement correspondence between the upper and the lower verb remains unex­
plainded. If we assume, however, that overt long Wh-movement leaves a trace which
inherites its <I>-features, it is accounted for. Both the Wh-phrase and its trace trigger
the same conjugation-type on their verbal governor. This agreement correspondence
favors a strictly local implementation 'of the Projection Principle. Hence, we have
another argument supporting a definition of the Projection Principle as in (5) (cf.
also chapter four). .



7. THE SYNTAX OF THE pp IN HUNGARIAN

7.1. Introduction

This, chapter examines the syntax of the pp in Hungarian. The results of our in­
vestigations can be summarized as follows.

(i) PPs are head-final configurational categories, like NPs. This provides empir­
ical evidence for ,the claim that all X'-projections are head-final in Hungarian (cf.
2.2.1.(1)).

(ii) Some Ps may be inflected for person-number agreement (AGR) when they select a
pronominal complement. In fact, there are two types of postpositions, including in­
flected Ps, the "dressed" ones, and non-inflected Ps, the "naked" ones. Consequently,
there are ~wo different types of PPs as well, dressed PPs and naked PPs. I will de­
monstrate that there are some syntactic differences between these types of PPs which
correlate with the presence or absence of AGR.

(iii) Possessive NPs contain a realization of AGR as well which is spelled out on
the noun-possessed (cf. Szabolcsi 1981a, Kornai 1984; 1985). By comparing dressed
PPs, naked PPs, and possessive NPs, we can isolate the following properties of AGR.

(1) Properties ofAGR in Hungarian
a. It reflects the person-number features ofthe NP-complement
b. It has no phrase-structural prominence
c. It is not a Case-assigner
d. It does not fut;lction as an accessible subject
e. It identifies pro

(iv) There is also a structural difference between PPs and NPs~ This is due to the
fact that nouns, unlike postpositions, have the ability to combine with a determiner
(D). D determines its own X'-projection, a DP. I will show that this category is res­
ponsible for some striking syntactic differences between PPs and NPs.

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 7.2. discusses the basic syntaX of the
PP. I will first argue that P is an independent category. Furthermore, I will illustrate
that the PP is postpositional. _

Section 7.3. presents a classification of dressed and naked Ps. This has repercus­
sions for the syntax of the maximal projections of these categories. A pronominal
complement may be omitted in dressed PPs but not in naked ones, as an instance of
the Pro-drop Parameter. Dressed Ps assign structural (nominative) Case, whereas naked
Ps assign lexical case. In the demonstrative construction of PP, a dressed P must be
doubled, unlike a naked postposition.
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Section 7.4. compares the pp with the NP. Although these categories have some
properties in common, there are also remarkable differences between them involving
Case theory, theory ofmovement and binding theory.

The complement of a possessive NP, the possessor NP, may appear with a nomi­
native or dative case. The NP-complement of a dressed PP, on the other hand, may
only be marked nominatively. The possessor NP may scramble within the possessive
NP and it may be extracted from this category. The NP-complement of a PP and the
head of this category may however not be separated by movement. Possessive NPs
set up an opaque domain for binding theory. PPs, on the other hand, are always
transparent for binding.

I will argue that these differences are due to the fact that the possessive NP, un­
like the PP, should be analyzed as a DP. This category has its own specifier (Spec)
position which provides a Case-position, and a landing-site or escape-hatch for pos­
sessor-raising. The head of the DP, D, is a structural subject in the sense of Chomsky
(1981: 38). Such a category creates an inaccessible domain for binding.

Finally, section 7.5. investigates the status of AGR in of Hungarian. The status
of this morpheme across languages may vary, yielding a typology of inflected PPs.

In some languages, it is "agreement" in a tr.aditional sense. Its only function is to
reflect the person-number features of the NP-complement on the head of its cate­
gory. In o~her languages, AGR itself is a syntactic complement. With Hale (1988), I
will assume that this typology depends on the level of representation at which the
merging between AGR and a head takes place. For example, it is a lexical rule in
Hungarian, but a syntactic one in Irish. 1s a cqnsequence, AGR may CDoccur with
an overt syntactic complement in Hungarian, unlike Irish.

Let us first consider the basic properties of PP in Hut:lgarian.

7.2. The Basic Syntax of pp in Hungarian

This section discusses the basic syntax of PP in Hungarian. I will first argue that
P is an independent category (cf. section 7.2.1.). Then I will demonstrate that PP is
postpositional (cf. 7.2.2.).

7.2.1. The Category P in Hungarian

This section argues that P is a category on its own, not to be identified. with the
categories prefix, adverb or case. In order to do so, I will develop some grammatical
tests showing that it does not coincide with these categories, although they have his­
torically developed from a common adverbial ancestor (cf. Barczi et al 1978, and
Matai 1971).1

The classification of postposition, prefix, adverb and case has given rise to con­
flicting views in the literature. For example, Horvath (1978) does not acknowledge a
category prefix. According to Horvath, prefixes are intransitive postpositions.

(1) The category of prefixes includes, among others:
(i) be cin', ki 'out'. le 'down'.fellfot cup', meg 'perfectivity marker' and el 'away'

These prefixes often indicate the perfectivity and also the direction of an action denoted by the verb to
which they are prefixed.
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[ +path]

ELAT
DELAT
ABL

ABL

[ +path]

Ackerman (1987b) also takes prefixes and (naked) postpositions together but under
the category verbal modifier (cf. section 4.4.1.).

In my view, the source of all confusion is due to two facts. First,- some postposi­
tions, prefixes, adverbs and cases have the ability to function as a verbal modifier.
They may subcategorize for a verb and form with it a tight lexical and syntactic
unit. Therefore, these categories have the same positional distribution. Second, some
prefixes and (naked) postpositions may appear without complement.

Below, however, I demonstrate that postpositions, prefixes, adverbs, and cases are
categorially distinct.

The strongest evidence for this claim comes from the fact that they have a com­
pletely different distribution with respect to various morpholexical rules. The as­
sumption of a category including postpositions, prefixes, adverbs, and cases would
render the formulation of these rules unnecessaryly complex, if not impossible.

The rules involve, (I) Comparative Formation, (11) Adjective Formation with the Suffix
-i, (Ill) Compounding with the P -fele, (IV) SUBL/DELAT Case-marking and (V) Con­
junction Reduction. Before presenting them, I will first classify postpositions from a
semantic point of view. This will allow us to formulate some of these morpholexical
rules in a much easier way.

In Hungarian, there is an almost perfectly regular system developed for local re­
lations corresponding to the questions to where?, where?, and from where? The case­
system may be divided into subsystems correspondi~g to these three directions. For
example, the illative marker -ba/be 'to where?', the inessive marker ban/ben 'where?'

_and the elative marker -b61lbbl 'from where?' form such a subsystem (cf. 3.2.(5)).
Ackerman (1987b) classifies these tripartite subsystems with the help of seman­

tic features [path], and [goal]:

(1) Semantic Characterization ofMorphological case:

[-path] [+path]
[+goal] [-goal]

'containment' INESS ILL
'surface' SUPER SUBL
'proximity' ADESS ALL

Some postpositions also display a tripartite subsystem, like the cases participat­
ing in (1). For instance, aid 'under' (to where?), alatt 'under' (where?) and alol 'un­
der' (from where?) form such a triple. Each meaning is connected to a separate for­
mal element which is not productive as a case-marker any more, involving respect­
ively -d/e'lative' (LAT), -ttln 'locative' (LOC), -I 'ablative' (ABL). Analogously to the
morphological case forms, I classify these postpositions as follows:

(2) Semantic Characterization ofPostpositions:

[-path] [+path]
[ +goal] [-goal]

'location' LOC LAT

Let us now consider comparative formation in Hungarian.
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(I) A comparative is formed by adding the comparative suffix -(vowel)bb to the
stem. Members of the category P do not have comparatives. Therefore, the following
forms are ungrammatical:2

(3) a. alatt 'under' (dressed P)
a' . *alattabb
b~ eUen 'against' (dressed P)
b'. *ellenebb
c. mogiil 'behind' (dressed P)
c' . *mogiilebb
d. at 'over' (naked P)
d'. *atabb
e. beli.il 'inside' (naked P)
e' . *heliilebb
f. egyiitt'together' (naked P)
f. *egyiitebb

Prefixes and adverbs, on the other hand, can have comparatives quite easily:3

(4) a. ki'out' (prefix)
a' . ki j jebb 'farther out'
h. fei 'up' (prefix)
h'. feljebb 'higher up'

(2) The lative dressed postpositions, except *felebb 'above-comparative suffix', *kiirebb'round-comparative
suffix', and kiizebb 'between-comparative suffix', and the naked postpositions kiviil 'outside' and kiizel 'near'
form an exception to the prohibition ofputting Ps in the comparative:

(i) a. ala 'under' (dressed P) c. ki'viil 'outside' (naked P)
a'. aIabb 'lower down' c'. kivillebb 'more outside'
b. eM 'before' (dressed P) d. kozel 'near' (naked P)
b'. elebb 'more forward' d'. kozelebb 'nearer'

Obviously, these forms have maintained some of their adverbial character.
(3) Istvan Kenesei (personal communication) questions this claim concerning prefixes. Alternatively, they

could be comparatives of adverbs as well. The following argument supports the claim that these comparatives
are indeed categorially pref1Xes.

The verb tesz 'do, make' subcategorizes for an accusative object. This object may not be nominal:
(i) a. Jot tettem b. *Tettem a kepet

good-ACC did-AGRlsg did-AGRlsg the picture-ACC
'I did well'

Pref1Xes may subcategorize for a verb yielding an independent lexical item. For example, the prefix fel
'up' combines with tesz into the complex verb ftltesz 'put up'. This verb has an independent meaning and it
subcategorizes for an accusative object. This accusative object, however, may be nominal, unlike the accusa­
tive object of its unprefixed form. Compare (ib) and (ii):

(ii) Feltettem a kepet
up-put-AGRlsg the picture-ACC
'I put up the picture.'

Note now that the accusative object is nominal as well if the verb tesz cooccurs with the comparative fel­
jebb 'higher up':

(iii) Feljebb tettem ~ a kepet
higher up did-AGRlsg the picture-ACC
'I put the picture higher up.'

If feljebb would not be the comparative of the prefix fel but of an adverb, it would be puzzling why tesz
may have a nominal object in this example but not in (ib). This dichotomy and the parallel subcategorization
features offeltesz and feljebbtesz receive a straightforward. explanation under the assumption that jeljebb is categ­
orically identical to fel.
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(prefix)

(adverb)

(adverb)

(adverb)

c. le'downt

. c'. lejjebb 'farther-down'
d. bent 'inside'
d'. bentebb 'more inside'
e. hamar 'soont

e' . hamarabb 'sooner'
f. lent 'below'
f. lentebb 'more below'

So this yields the following derivational rule capturing Comparative FOrination:4

(5) Comparative Formation: where X = prefix or adverb
X + -:-bb -> Xbb 'comparative of X'

(11) The word-formation component contains the following derivational rule der­
iving adjectives with the h~lp of the suffix _i: 5

(6) Adjective Formation with the Suffix -i: where X = noun,postposition or adverb
X +-i ->' A -

. .

The following examples illustrate that postpositions and adverbs may feed this role:

(7) a. a hId mogottz ut ' (dressed P)
the 'br:idge 'behind-aqj road
'The ,road behind the br~dge'

b., a musor alatti vita (dressed P)
the program under-ad j discussi~n
'The discuSsion during the program'

c. t{z even alilli gyerekek . (naked P)
ten year-SUBL under-adj children
'Children under ten year" .

d. a hazon klvilli viragok - (naked P)
the house~SUBL~utside-adi flowers

- 'The flowers outside the house"
e. a benti 'szoba (adverb) .

the inside-adj room
'The room inside'

f. a feoti magyarazat' (adverb)
the above-adj explanation
'The explanation above'

Adjectives ofpref1xes may no~ be deri~ed by rule (6):

(8) a. *kiji (prefix) b. *leji (prefix)
out-adj . down-adj

(4) The comparatives of the prefixes el 'away' and meg 'perfectivity marker' do not exist: *elehh and *me­
gehh. Istvan Kenesei (personal communication) informs me that the following prefixes do not have compara­
tives either: agyon 'adds to the meaning of the verb 'in extreme', felhe 'incomplete', felre 'aside', and szet 'asun­
der'. It seems to me that these non-existing forms are lexical gaps or semantically impossible.

(5) The lative dressed postpositions and the dressed postpositions with th~ sublative marker -ra/re do not
participate in this rule. Neither do the naked postpositions fogva i as a result of, fogva 'from' (time adverbial),
and kezdve 'from' (time adverbial).
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(Ill) Hetzron. (1982) notes that only prefixes and adverbs with the feature
[+path] in their meaning may be compounded with the element -fele '-ward':6

(9) a. haza 'home' (adverb)
a'. hazajele 'homeward'
b. hatra 'back' (adverb)
b' . hatrafele 'backward'
c. ki 'out' (prefix)
c'. kijele 'outward'
d. fel 'up' (prefix)
d'. fe]ftle'upward'

The attachment of -fele to a prefix or adverb assigns progressive aspect to the ac­
tion denoted by the verb. Compare the difference in aspectual reading between the
following pairs:

(10) a. Be mentem a boltba
in went-AGR1sg the shop-ILL
'I entered· the shop.'

(11) a. Haza mentem
home went-AGRlsg
'I went home.'

b. Bejele mentem a boltba
inward went-AGRJsg the shop-ILL
'I was entering the shop'

b. Hazajele mentem
homeward went-AGRlsg
Cl was going home.'

However, not a single postposition can be suffixed with -fele, not even postposi­
tion which have the feature [+path] inherent in their meaning. Therefore, the
following compounds do not exist:

(12) a. ala 'under' (dressed P)
a'. *alafele
b. mogul 'behind' (dressed P)
b'. *mogilljele
c. at 'over' (naked P)
c'. *atfele
d. keresztiil 'across' (naked P)
d'. *keresztiiljele

The prohibition of -fele compounding with postpositions is probably due to the fact
that fele is itself a postposition. This may then be considered a case of a more general
principle which blocks the attachment of elements to stems with the same category
label, namely, the lexical counterpart of Hoekstra's (1984) Unlike Category Condition:

(13) Unlike Category Condition
At S-structure, no element of [aN, BV] may govern a projection of [a.N, BV]

(6) In standard Hungarian, -fete may only be suffixed to locational prefixes. However, it may also com­
bine with the perfectivity markermeg in the North-Eastern dialect. This compound attributes to the action
denoted by the verb progressive aspect: -

(i) Zard befele az ajt6t mere megfete fagynak az emberek
close-IMP-AGR2sg inward the door-ACC because perf-ward freeze-AGR3pl the people
'Close the door because the people are freezing to dealth:
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The following rule covers the Compounding with the P file in standard Hungarian:

(14) Compounding with the P jeteX[+path] + -fete -> Xjeli'Xward' where X = adverb, orprefix

(IV) Postpositions may be inflected with the sublative case-marker -ra/re and dela­
tive case-marker -ral/rot. These suffixes add the feature [+path] to the P to which they
are suffixed or they make this feature inherent in the meaning ofsuch a P more explicit:7

(15) a. a h(d mogottre (dressed P)
the bridge behind-SUBL
'to behind the bridge' .

b. a hid mogottriil
the bridge behind-DELAT
'from behind the bridge'

c. a hId mogiilrol dressed P)
the bridge behind-DELAT
'from behind the bridge'

(16) a. a h(don atra (naked P)
the bridge-SUPER over-SUBL
'to over the bridge'

b. a hidon atrol
the bridge-SUPER over-DELAT
'from over the bridge'

c. a h(don alulrol (naked P)
the bridge-SUPER under-DELAT
'from under the bridge'

Some adverbs which contain the features [+location] or [+path] in their lexical
meaning may also be suffixed with the sublative and delative marker -ra/re and -ral/rol:

(17) a. bentre (adverb)
inside-SUBL
'to insideJ

b. bentrol
inside-DELAT
'from inside'

c. fentre . (adverb)
above-SUBL
'to insideJ

d. fentrol
above-DELAT
'from inside'

(7) The lative dressed Ps, except jeli!foti <to/above', may not be inflected with a sublative or delative marker:
(i) a. *altira (lative dressed P) c. *miigwe (lative dressed P) ,

under-SUBL behind-SUBL
b. *aldrol d. *miigwol

under-DELAT behind-DELAT
These Ps do neither participate in' Comparative Formation (cf. note 2) or Adjective Formation with the

Suffix -i (cf. note 5). This suggests that they block further morphological suffixation. If we assume that the
lative marker is still acting as a case-marker, then this is covered by'(20a) below. 'Case-markers in Hungarian
may not be inflected further. This then yields a morphological dichotomy between lative dressed Ps and the
other dressed Ps. From a syntactic point of view, however, 'it would be unatractive to propose a further sub­
classification of dressed Ps (cf. section 7.3.).
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Prefixes, on the other'hand, do not have this ability:
(18) a. *lere (prefix)

down-SUBL
b. *lerol

down-DELAT
c. *felre '(prefix)

up-SUBL
d. *felrol

up-DELAT
In sum, the following lexical rule governs the suffixing of the ,sublative and dela­

tive case-marker to postpositio~sand adverbs:
(19) SUBLIDELAT Case-marking

X[+/-path] + -SUBLIDELAT -> XSUBLIDELAT 'to/from X'
where X =postposition ~r adverh

So far, I have discussed the distribution of postpositions, adverbs, and prefixes
with respect to various morp~olexical rules." Let us now turn to a discussion of the
status of case-markers. Case-markers have the following two morphological properties:

(20) Morphological Properties ofcase-markers in Hungarian
a. A case-marker cannot be followed by any other morphological markers
b. A case-marker is a bound morpheme "

(20a) states that a case-marker cannot be further inflected as a result ofderivation­
al or inflectional morphology. Therefore, the adject~vization with the suffix -i of a
noun with a case-marker is blocked, for instance: '

(21) a *a kertbeni VIrag b. *a ]anossali fiu
the garden-INESS-adj flower the John-INSTR-adj boy
'the flower in'the garden' 'th~ boy with John'

It is easy to see that case-markers have a different distribution with respect to the
above morpholexical rules than postpositions, adverbs or prefixes~ Apart from this,
as a consequence of (20b), there are also some syntactic differences between case-
markers and postpositions. .

A case-marker, being a bound morpheme, cannot be deleted or refer to a deleted
NP with Backward Conjunction Reduction (cf. (22a)) or Forward Conjunction Reduction
(cf. (23a)) (cf. Neijt 1979). These rules may freely apply with postpositions (cf.

"(22b) and (23b)):

(22) a. Setaltam a haz*(ban) es a kertben
walked-A,GRlsg the house-INESS and the garden-INESS
'I walked in the' house and the 'garden.' '

b. Setaltam a haz '(mellett) es a kert mellett
walked-AGRlsg the house near and the garden near
'I walked near the house and the garden.'

(23) a. A hdzban es a (*hdz)nal setaltam
the house-INESS and the house-ILL walked-AGRlsg
'I walked in and by the house.'

b. A kert mellett "es (a 'kert) rnogott setaltam
the garden near and the garden behind walked~AGR1sg

"'I walked near and behind ~~e"garden<.", .
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The properties of case-markers in (20) demonstrate that they fundamentally differ from
prefixes, postpositions and adverbs. Hence, case-markers ~ve their own categorial status.

Let us summarize the distribution of postpositions, adverbs, prefixes and cases with
respect to the morpholexical rule (5), (6), (14) and (19) in the following diagram:

(24) Category Comparative Adjective Formation Compounding with SUBUDELAT
Formation with -i the P fele Case-marking

dressed + +

naked P + +

adverb + + + +

prefix + + +

case

This diagram illustrates the following two claims. -First, dressed and naked post­
positions have exactly the same distribution with these morpholexical phenomena.
This provides support for the hypothesis that they belong to the same category.
Second, postpositions, adverbs, prefixes and case-markers display a different distri­
bution with -respect to these rules, supporting the hypothesis that these categories
are categories on their own. Therefore, (5), (6), (14) and (19) may be formulated in
terms of these independent categories.

7.2.2. Hungarian is Postpositional

In the n~utral order, NP~complements have to precede the P which selects them:8

(25) a:. a haz miigijtt (dressed P)
the !louse behind
'b~h~nd the house'

b. *miigiitt a haz

(26) a. a hfdon at (naked P)
t4~ bridge-SUPER over
'over fhe bridge'

b. *at a hidon

This means that Hungarian is postpositional. The structure of pp is therefore as follows:
(27) pp

~
NP P

7.3. Dressed and Naked PPs

This section discusses some differences between dressed and naked PPs. There are
at least three differences between these categories. (i) Dressed Ps may be inflected for
AGR, unlike naked Ps (cf. section 7.3.1.). (ii) Dressed Ps assign structural (nomina­
tive) Case to their NP-complement, whereas naked Ps assign lexical case to their

(8) Inversion of this order is only possible when the pp is naked and when it bears stress. Hence, the
counterpart of (26b) is grammatical, unlike the counterpart of (25b):

(i) a. *M6G6TT a haz b. AT a h(don
BEHIND the house OVER the bridge-SUPER

See Maracz (1986c) for discussion of this dichotomy.
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NP-complement (cf. section 7.3.2.). (iii) A dressed P must be repeated in the de­
monstrative construction, contrary to a naked P (cf. section 7.3.3.)

Before investigating these differences, I will first list both types of Ps together
with their translation:

(1) Dressed Ps
aid 'under' (answers the question 'to where?'), alatt 'under' (where?), alDI 'under'
(from where?), ele 'before' (to where?), elYtt 'before' (where?), elYI 'before' (from
where?), fele 'to' (to where?), /eIYI 'from' (from where?), fote 'above' (to where?),
flllb'tt/felett 'above' (where?), fb"liil 'above' (from where?), kiviil9 'without', ko're
'round' (to where?), kb'riil 'round' (where?), kb'ze 'between' (to where?), kb'zbtt/ko'zt
'between' (where?), ko'zi/:l 'from, out of (from where?), mo'ge 'behind' (to where?),
mbgiitt 'behind' (where?), mogul 'behind' (from where?), altal 'by' (adverbial modi­
fier of means), ellen 'against', helyett 'instead of, irant 'in the direction of, miatt
'because of, nelkul 'without', szerint 'according to', utdn 'after', vegett 'because of,
ellenere 'despite', javdra 'in favor of, letere 'as', reszere 'for' and szdmdra 'for'. 10

(2) Naked Ps
dltal 'over, across, during' (adverb of place and time), alut 'below, under', at 'over,
across, during', belul 'within, inside', egyiltt 'together', felul 'over', innen '(on) this
side', keresztiil 'over, across, during', kiviil 'outside' (adverb of place), ko'zel 'near',
nelkill 'without' 11 , szembe 'opposite to', szemben 'opposite to' (where?), szemkb'zt 'op­
posite to' (where? and to where,?), tul 'over, across, on the other side', vegig 'to the
very end', fogva 'as a result of', fogva 'from' (time adverbial), kepest 'compared to',
kezdve 'from' (time adverb), nezve 'regarding'.

Let us now turn to a discussion of AGR in PPs.

7.3.1. Agreement in pp

This section investigates AGR in PPs. The dressed Ps- in 7.3.(1) may all be in­
flected for person-number agreement when they select a pronominal complement.

Compare, for example, the full paradigms of the tripartite variants of the Hunga­
rian equivalent of English 'behind': miige'to where?' (cf. (3)), miigiitt 'where?' (cE. (4))
and mogul 'from where?' (cf. (5)):12

(9) Although kivul is basically a naked P, it may pattern as a dressed P when it takes a pronominal com­
plement (cf. also section 7.3.4.).

(10) The AGR morpheme of the Ps ellmere 'despite', javdra 'in favor of, letb'e 'as', reszere 'for' and szdmdra
'for' is followed by the sublative case-marker -ra/re. This order matches the order of morphemes in inflected
nominals. Compare, for instance, hdz 'house': hdz-am-ban (house-AGR-INESS) 'in my house'.

(11) Nelkul is the opposite case ofkfvul (cf. note 9). It is in principle a dressed P, but in combination with
a pronominal complement it may pattern as a naked P (cf. also section 7.3.4.).

(12) Ther markers of the nominal (possessive), postpositional~ and case inflection correspond with the mar­
kers of the definite verbal conjugation in Hungarian (cf. 4.2.(1», except for the first and third person plural:

(i) a. person-number agreement for nominal, b. person-number agreement ofthe definite
postpositional, and case stems verbal conjugation

sg pI sg pI
1 -m -unk 1 -m -uk
2 -d -atok 2 -d -atok
3 -a -uk 3 -a -ak

According to Vago (1980), the third person plural marker of these paradigms are allomorphs. Therefore,
the only difference between the paradigms in (ia) and (ib) is the shape of the first person plural marker. Ther
former is identical with the first person plural marker of the indefinite verbal conjugation (cf. 4.2.(1». It re­
mains to be investigated whether the correspondences between (ia) and (ib) are due to a parallel syntactic pro­
perty of the categories which cooccur with these markers.
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(3) a. (en) mogem (4) a. (en) mogottem
I behind-ppAGRlsg I behind-ppAGRlsg
'to behind me' 'behind me'

b. (te) moged b. (te) mogotted
you(sg) behind-ppAGR2sg you(sg) behind-ppAGR2sg
'to behind you(sg)' 'behind you(sg)'

c. (0) mogeje c. (0) mogotte
he behind-ppAGR3sg he behind-ppAGR3sg
'to behind him' 'behind him'

d. (mi) mogenk d. (mi) mogottiink
we behind-ppAGRlpl we behind-ppAGRlpl
'to behind us' 'behind us'

e. (ti) mogetek e. (ti) mogottetek
you(plY behind-ppAGR2pl you(pl) behind-ppAGR2pl
'to behind you(pl)' 'behind you(pl)'

f. (0) mogejiik f. (0) mogottiik
they behind-ppAGR3pl they behind-ppAGR3pl
'to behind them' 'behind them'

(5) a. (en) mogiilem d. (mi) mogiiliink
I behind-ppAGRlsg we behind-ppAGRlpl
'from behind me' 'from behind us'

b. (te) mogiiled e. (ti) mogiiletek
you(sg) behind-ppAGR2sg you(pl) behind-ppAGR2pl
'from behind you(sg)'. 'from behind you(pl)'

c. (0) mogiile f. (B) mogiililk
he behind-ppAGR3sg they behind-ppAGR3pl
'from behind him' 'from behind them'

Naked Ps may not be inflected for AGR. Compare, for example, the ungram­
maticality of the inflected forms of the naked P at 'over':

(6) a. *atam d. *atunk
over-ppAGRlsg over-ppAGRlpl

b. *atad e. *atatok
over-ppAGR2sg over-ppAGR2pl

c. *ata f. - *atuk
over-ppAGR3sg over-ppAGR3pl

In sum, dressed Ps with a pronominal complement, contrary to naked Ps, may be
inflected for AGR. For the time being, I will assume that it is a cliticized morpheme
in PPs. As a consequence, a dressed PP with a pronominal complement has the
following structure:

(7) dressed pp-NP[+pron] P[+AGR]

Below, I will present empirical evidence for the claim that AGR has no phrase­
structural prominence in Hungarian.

The realization of pronominal complements in dressed PPs is optionaL In the un­
marked case, personal pronouns are not spelled out. They are used for reasons for
emphasis only. Compare (4a) and (8):
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(8) EN mogottem
I behind-ppAGRlsg
'behind MEt or 'It is behind me... '

The question arises what the syntactic representation of ~ dressed pp with an
omitted pronominal complement is.

In general, personal pronouns may be dropped in Hunga:rian if agreement is
'rich' enough to license them (cf. section 4.2.4.). This is an in_~tance of the Pro-drop
Parameter. The examples above demonstrate that pro-drop also applies in dressed PPs.
~h.erefore, a more adequate representation of (4a) without the overt pronoun is (9):

(9) pro mogottem
'behind me'

In most cases, the third person plural pronoun is morphologi~a1ly distinguished from
its singular counterpart by the plural marker -k. The following pairs illustrate this:

(10) a. 8. jott-fli b. 8k j6ttek
he came-AGR3sg they cam~-AGR3pl

'He came.' 'They came.'

In (10), the third person pronoun functions as the subject~ The plural variant in
(lOb) is inflected for the plural marker.

This morphological dichotomy occurs also when the third person pronoun func-
tions as the object: ,.

(11) a. Lattam ot b. Lattam 8ket
saw-AGRlsg him saw-AGR1~g them
'I saw him.'- 'I saw them!'

In dressed PPs, however, the third person plural pronoun is homophonous with
its singular counterpart. Compare (3c) and (3f), here repeated as (12a) and (12b):

(12) a. 8 mogeje b. B mogejuk
he behind-ppAGR3sg they behind-ppAGR3pl
'to behind him' 'to behind them'

The equivalent of (12b) in which the nominative third person. plural pronoun is
fully inflected for number is ungrammatical: .-

(13) *Bk mogejuk

This is also the case with other inflected categories like poss~§siye NPs (cf. (14))
and CasePs (cf. (15) (see, section 4.2.5. for CasePs): -

(14) a. az B anyja
the he mother-npAGR3sg
4his mother'

(15) a. B vele
he INSTR-AGR3sg
'with him'

b. az B/*ok afl:yjuk
the they moih~r-npAGR3pl

'their mother'

b. B/*lJk veliik
they INSTR-AGR3pl
'with them'

The opposite of this morphological number-drop has been attested in Turkish.
Kornfilt (1984) reports that the plural marker of the AGR morpheme is omitted but
not the plural marker of the third person plural pronoun subject. Thus, there seems
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.to be a tendency to omit the plurality specification on one of the two connected ele­
ments within a minimal domain. This is probably due to a functional principle of
non-redundancy.

Let us now consider how the pronominal complement of a naked pp is realized.
Instead of the forms in (6), a pronominal complement of a naked P appears with­

in a CaseP. Consider the -full pronominal paradigm of the naked Ps at 'over' (cf. (16))
egyiitt 'together' (cf. (17)) and kepest 'compared to' (cf. (18)).
At subcategorizes for a superessive NP:

(16) a. (en) rajtam at
I SUPER-AGRlsg over
'over me'

b. (te) rajtad at
you(sg) SUPER-AGR2sg over
'over you(sg)'

c. (8) rajtd at
he SUPER-AGR3sg over
'over him'

Egyiitt subcategorizes for an instrumental NP:

d. (mi) rajtunk at
we SUPER-AGRlplover
'over us'

e. (ti) raj tatok at
you(pl) SUPER-AGR2pl over
'over you(pl)'

f. (8) rajtuk at
they SUPER-AGR3pl over
'over them'

d. (mi) veliink . egyiitt
we INSTR:-AGRlpl together
'together with us'

e. (ti) veletek egyiitt
you(pl) INSTR-AGR2pl together
'together with you(pl)'

f. (8) veliik ~gyiitt

they INSTR-AGR3pl together
'together with them'

(1 7) a~ (en) velem egyiitt
I INSTR-AGRlsg together
'together with me'

b. (te) veled egyiitt
you(sg) INSTR-AGR2sg together
'together with you(sg)'

c. (8) vele egyiitt
he INSTR-AGR3sg together
'together with him'

Kepest subcategorizes for an allative NP:

(18) a. (en) hozzdm kepest d. (mi) hozzdnk kepest
I ALL-AGRlsg compared to we ALL-AGRlpl compared to
.'compared to me' 'compared to us'

b. (te) hozzdd kepest e. (ti) hozzdtok kepest
you(sg) ALL-AGR2sg compared to you(pl) ALL-AGR2pl compared to
'compared to you' 'compared to you(pl)'

c. (8) hozzd kepest f. (0) hozzdtok kepest
he ALL-AGR3sg compared to they ALL-AGR3pl compared to
'compared to him' 'co:ffipared to them'

These paradigms demonstrate that a pronominal complement of naked Ps occurs
.within a CaseP. The pronominals may be omitted as an instance ofpro-drop. Hence,
these PPs have the following structure: .

(19) pp
~

CaseP P

---------NP[+pron] , Case[+AGR]



206 LAsZL6 MARAcz

e. mindenki mogott
everyone behind
'behind everyone'

Let us now consider whether PPs may be inflected for AGR when they select ins­
tead of a pronominal complement a nominal one.

The following phrases exemplify the dressed P miigiitt 'behind' with a nominal
complement. This complement has the shape of a full NP, proper name, reflexive
anaphor, Wh-phrase, and a universal quantifier:

(20) .a. a flu rnogott c. maga mogott
the boy behind himself behind
'behind the boy' 'behind himself

b. lanos rnogott d. ki mogott
John behind who behind
'behind John' 'behind who'

These examples demonstrate that overt AGR is not spelled out when the comple­
ment of a dressed PPs is nominal.

The question arises whether AGR has a null-realization or whether it is comple­
tely missing in these cases. In other words, is the syntactic representation of, for in­
stance, (20a) phrase (21a) or phrase (21b)?:

(21) a. a fiu rnogott-~

the boy behind-ppAGR3sg
b. a fiu rnogott

the boy behind

The verbal stem lacks overt subject agreement with the third person singular in­
definite conjugation (cf. section 4.2.)~ In this case, a null-morpheme represents AGR
which has exactly the same status as any other realization of agreement. As a conse­
quence, pro-drop is allowed when a third person pronoun sing~lar subject cooccurs
with the indefinite conjugation:

(22) (0) ad-~ valamit
he/she give-AGR3sg something-ACC
'He/she gives something.'

A dressed P without overt AGR, on the other hand, does not refer to a third per­
son pronoun subject. For example, miigiitt means only 'behind' and not 'behind
him/her'. Hence, it only denotes its lexical meaning. This implies that a dressed P
without overt AGR does not possess a null-realization of this morpheme. It is simply
missing in these cases. The adequate syntactic realization of (20a) thus is (21b).

Consequently, in a strict sense it is not even appropriate to speak about 'dressed'
Ps when nominal complements are involved~ For convenience, however, I will stick
to this terminology in these instances as well.

So a dichotomy appears between dressed PPs with a pronominal complement on
the one hand and dressed PPs with a nominal complement on the other hand. Only
the pronominal complement triggers AGR. The question arises whether further dis­
tributional differences exist between these categories. This turns out to be the case:
(I) Nominal complements, unlike pronominal ones, may appear with a P to which
sublative or delative case-marking has applied, and (11) Pronominal NPs and nomin­
al NPs are case-marked differently within inflected PPs in Turkish.
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d. kin at
who-SUPER over
'over who'

e. mindenkin at
everyone-SUPER over
'over everyone'

(I) The sublative or delative case marking of a P is captured by rule 7.2.(19), here
repeated as (23):

(23) SUBL/DELAT Case-marking
X[+/-path] + -SUBL/DELAT -> XSUBL/DELAT 'to/from X'
where X = P or adverb

The following minimal pairs show that a dressed P feeding rule (23) may not be
inflected for AGR:

(24) a. Janos mogottre (25) a. Jdnos mogottrb"l
John behind-SUBL John behind-DELAT
'to behind John' 'from behind John'

b. *(0) mogottere b. *(0) mogotterol
he behind-ppAGR3sg-SUBL he behind-ppAGR3sg-DELAT

(11) According to Kornfilt (1984), pronominal and nominal complements of Tur­
kish inflected PPs bear genitive and nominative case respectively. Kornfilt accounts
for th{s by assuming the following case-rules:

(26) a [pp NP[+pron] P [+AGR]] -> GEN
b. [pp NP[+nom] P [+AGR]] -> NOM

The following phrases illustrate their application:

(27) a. Ahmet hakk[i]n b. (senin) hakk[i]n
Abmed-NOM about-ppAGR3sg you(sg)-GEN about-ppAGR2sg
'about Abmed' 'about you(sg)'

c. (sizin) hakk[i]n[i]z
you(pl)-GEN about-ppAGR2pl
Cabout you(pl)'

Let us now turn to a discussion of naked PPs in which the pronominal comp­
lement is replaced by a nominal one.

In the following phrases, this complement is a full NP, proper name, reflexive
anaphor, Wh-phrase or a universal quantifier:

(28) a. a hfdon at
the bridge-SUPER over
Cover' the bridge'

b. Janoson at
John-SUPER ovet
'over John'

c. magan at
himself-SUPER over
Cover himself'

These examples show that naked Ps also lack AGR when their complement is nominal.
In conclusion, dressed Ps, as opposed to naked Ps, may be inflected for AGR,

provided their complement is pronominal. F~rthermore, nominal and pronominal
complements of inflected PPs do not only differ with respect to the distribution of
AGR. They also display distributional dichotomies when these categories appear
with a dressed P inflected for sublative/delative case or when they are complements
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of inflected PPs in Turkish. These dichotomies emphasize the relevance of the feat­
l:lres [+I-nominal] and [+I-pronominal] for syntax.

The following diagram summarizes the findings of this section:
(29) complement of AGR on P

dressed P [+pron] +
dressed P [+nom]
naked P [+pron/nom]

Let us now turn to case-assignment in PPs.

7.3.2. Case in pp

Let us consider first this phenomenon in dressed PPs:
(30) a. lanos mogott b. (0) mogotte

John-NOM behind he-NOM behind-ppAGR3sg
'behind John' 'behind him/her'

These examples demonstrate that the NP-complement ofa dressed PP displays
nominative case. It has the unmarked form. The question arises where this case
comes from. .

In the standard approach to Case theory (cf. Chomsky 1981), nominad.ve Case is
assigned by I[+AGR] (cf. 3.2.(7a)). This rule can, however, only cover t~e nomina­
tive Case with pronominal complements as in (30b), because, as I argued above,.only .
these complements cooccur with a realization of AGR. Therefore, I will adopt the
view that the standard nominative Case-assignment rule represents only one of the
structural contexts in which nominative Case is licensed. 13 Let us then assume that
nominative Case in Hungarian is the default case when it appears in a structural gov­
ernment configuration with a lexical head. As a consequence, dressed Ps govern a
structural nominative Case.

Let us discuss case-assignment in naked PPs.
Naked Ps may assign a large variety of cases to their complements involving ins­

trumental, sublative, allative, superessive, adessive and ablative:

(31) INSTR by egyiitt 'together', szembe 'opposite to', szemben 'opposite to' (where?), and
szemkiizt 'opposite to' (where? and to where?), SUBL by nezve 'regarding'; ALL by
kepest 'compared to',- and klizel 'near', SUPER by'altal 'over, across, during', alul
'below, under', at 'over, across, during' belfil 'within, inside', fe/ill 'over', innen­
'(on) this side', keresztill 'over, across, during', kfvill 'outside', tul 'over, across, on .
the other side', and vegig 'to the very end', ADESS by fogva 'as a result of, and
nelkill 'without', ABL by fogva 'from' and kezdve 'from'

Consider an example of each:

(32) a. valakivel szembe
someone-INSTR oPPosite to
'opposite to someone'

b. valamire nezve
someone-SUBL regarding
'regarding something'

d. valamin till
something-SUPER over
'across something'

e. valaminel fogva
something-ADESS as a result of
'as a result of something'

(13) Comapre the references in chapter three, note 12 that support this treatment of nominative Case.
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c. valamihez kozel
something-ALL near
'near something'

f. holnapt61 kezdve
tomorrow-ABL from
'starting tomorrow'

209

Although naked Ps govern various cases, these cases all fall under what I called
lexical case in section 3.2.1. The a-features of the naked Ps determine the choice of
the various instances of lexical case.

In sum, dressed Ps govern structural nominative Case, whereas naked Ps govern
lexical case. This yields the following diagram:

(33)
dressed P
naked P

structural Case (NOM)
+

lexical case

+

b. azt a hazat
Dem-ACC Art house-ACC

Let us consider now the demonstrative construction of the PP.

7.3.3. The Demonstrative Construction of pp

This section examines the demonstrative construction of the PP. Before doing so, let
us first consider the demonstrative construction of the NP. For ease of reference, I
will call the demonstrative construction of the NP, NP'-Dem and the demonstrative
construction of the PP, PP-Demo

In a Hungarian NP-Dem, the demonstrative pronoun (Dem) has to precede the NP,
similarly to English. However, the definite article (Art) must be present in front of the
head noun. Futhermore, the Dem 3:fid the head noun exhibit agreement in case. This
may be expressed with the help of the (X-notation. So, NP-Dem patterns as follows:

(34) NP-Dem
[[Dem+ <Xcase] Art [N+ (lcase]]

The following examples illustrate this scheme:

(35) a. az a haz
Dem-NOM Art house-NOM
4that house'· 'that house'

c. arra - a hazra
Dem-SUBL Art house-SUBL
'onto that house'

Let us turn to PP-Demo -The naked ,PP-Dem is formed by a combination of NP­
Dem and a naked P. The subcategorization properties of the naked P determine ex in
the NP-Dem. Hence, naked PP-Dem has the following structure:

(36) naked PP-Dem
pp--------NP-Dem P

I
[[Dem+<Xcase] Art [N+(lcase]]

The following phrases are instances of (36). Recall that at, egyiitt and kepest subca­
tegorize for a superessive, instrumental, and allative complement:
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(37) a. azon a hfdon at b. azzal a fiuval egyiitt
Dem-SUPER Art bridge-SUPER over Dem-INSTR Art boy-INSTR together
'over that bridge' 'together with that boy'

c. ahhoz a fi6hoz kepest
Dem-ALL Art boy-ALL compared to
'compared to that boy'

Let us now consider the dressed PP-Demo The ungrammaticality of the following
examples shows that the dressed PP-Dem patterns differently from the naked PP­
Dem:

(38) a. *az a haz moge b. *az a haz mogott
Dem-NOM Art house-NOM behind Dem-NOM Art house-NOM behind

c. *az a haz mogul
Dem-NOM Art house-NOM behind

Instead of these phrases, we find that dressed Ps are doubled yielding the ~llow­

ing pattern:

(39) dressed PP-Dem
[[Dem-NOM P] [N-NOM P]]

The grammatical counterparts of (38) have the following shape:14

(40) .a. a moge a haz moge
Dem-NOM behind ~he house-NOM behind
'to behind that house'

b. a miigb"tt a haz mb"go"tt
Dem-NOM behind the house-NOM behind
'behind that house'

C. a mogul a haz mogul
Dem-NOM behind the house-NOM behind
'from behind that house'

Let us now determine the structure of these phrases.
In a dressed PP-Dem, the P is repeated and it merges with the demonstrative

pronoun az 'that'. According to Horvath (1981), merging of az with a lexical head
only applies when the initial sound of the head is a consonant and when az is a com­
plement of that head. This suggests that PP-Dem contains in fact two PPs. The left­
most PP consists of Dem and P, while the rightmost PP dominates a full NP and a
copy of the same P.

(14) Dressed PP-Dems display several stress patterns. Consider the different stressing in (40b) (' indicates
primary stress; " indicates heavy stress):

(i) a. 'a mogott a haz mogott c. a miigiitt 'a hdz mogott
that behind the house behind 'behind that house (and not behind the shop)'
'behind that house' d. "a mogott a haz mogott es nem" e mogott

b. a lmiigott a haz' miiglitt that behind the house behind and not this behind
'behind that house (and not in front of it)' 'behind that house, and not behind this one'

In the unmarked case, Dem is assigned primary stress (cf. (ia)). The doubled postpositions bear primary
stress if the meaning denoted by them is exclusively referred to (cf. (ib). The NP-complement is assigned
primary stress when it is exclusively referred to (cf. (ic». Dem is heavily stressed when its opposite location is
excluded (cf. (id»).



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 211

This hypothesis is also sup'ported by the fact that the sublative. or delative ~ase­

marker must be spelled out on both Ps when a dressed PP-Dem feeds rule (23)::

(41) a. a mogott*(re) a haz mogott*(re)
the behind-SUBL the house behind-SUBL
'to behind that house'

b. a mogott*(rol) a' haz mogott*(rol)
the behind-DELAT the house behind-DELAT
'from behind that house'

The obligatory spelling out of the sublative and delative case-marker in these
cases receive a straightforward explanation if the Ps function as independent lexical
items to which (23) may apply.

In analogy with my earlier claims about the syntactic structure of embedded
clauses, I will assume that the demonstrative pronoun az in.a dressed PP-Dem is as a
kind of anticipatory pronoun (cf. section 4.5.1.). In this construction, however, it is
associated with an adjoined PP resulting in the following structure:

(42) dressed PP-Dem
pp

----------pp PPi
~ ~

Demi P NP P

Of course, this structure does not provide an explanation for the following two
problems. First, why do dressed PP-Dems not pattern the same way as naked PP­
Dems, and the reverse? In other words, why are the phrases in (38) ungrammatical,
and why are the following phrases ungrammatical?:

(43) a. *azon at a hfdon at
Dem-SUPER over Art bridge-SUPER over

b. *azzal egyiitt a fiuval egylitt
Dem-INSTR together Art boy-INSTR together

c. *ahhoz kepest a fi6hoz kepest
Dem-ALL compared to Art boy-ALL compared to

Second, why do the structures in (36) and (42) render the same semantics? Both naked
and dressed PP-Dems yield a demonstrative construction in the English translation.

I hasten to admit that I do not know the solutions of these problems. However,
the structural dichotomy between dressed and naked PP-Dems unambiguously
shows that they have a different distribution. As a working hypothesis, it is reason­
able to suppose that a successful account of this correlates with the factors causing
the other differences between dressed and naked Ps.

7.3.4. Summary

In this section, I classified the Ps in Hungarian into dressed and naked Ps. This
classification is lexically determined. I examined three differences between these cat­
egories and their maximal projections. (i) Dressed Ps may be inflected for AGR
when they select a pronominal complement. As a consequence, pro-drop applies in
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b. (en) nalam neikiii
I ADESS-AGRlsg without
'without me'

. inflected pp~ 'as well. Naked Ps, on the other hand, may never be inflected. (ii) .The
complements ~of dressed Ps appear with the nominative case, whereas the compl­
ements of naked Ps appear with a lexical case. The nominative Case governed by
dressed Ps is a structural default case. (iii) In the demonstrative construction of the
PP, a dressed P must be repeated, unlike a naked P.

The Ps nelkill 'without' and kfviil 'without' are ambiguous between a naked P and
a dressed' P when they select a pronominal complement. These minimal pairs of the
same lexical stems illustrate best that this classification has repercussions for the
syntax of these categories.

Nelkiil is basically a dressed P. This is clear from the fact that nominal compl­
ements of nelkiil appear with the 'nominative case:

(44) ]anos neIkiil
John-NOM without
'without John'

Further, nelkill must be doubled when it app_ears in a demonstrative construction.
Recall that all and only dressed Ps may be 'doubled in demonstrative constructions:

(45) a nelkill a fiu nelkiil
Dem-NOM without the boy without
'behind that boy'

If nelkill selects a pronominal complement, it may pattern either as a dressed P
(cf. (46a» or as a naked P (cf. (46b»:15

. (46) a. (en) nelki.ilem
I without-ppAGRlsg
'without me'

So, if nelkill distributes as a dressed P (cf. (46a», it may be inflected for AGR, its
pronominal complement is nominatively marked, and this complement may be pro.
If nelkill, however, distributes as a naked P (cf. (46b», it may not be inflected, its
pronominal complement is assigned lexical (adessive) case, and this complement ap­
pears within a CaseP.

Consider now kfvill, the opposite case of nelkiil. Kivul belongs basically to the cat­
, egory of naked Ps, because its nominal complement is, assigned lexical case, that is
superessive:

(47) *JanoslJanoson kiviiI
John-NOM/John-SUPER without
'without John'

. Further, in·a. demonstrative construction -kivill patterns as a naked P. It may not
be doubled but it selects an NP-Dem:

(48) a. *a kiwi a fiu kiwi b. azon a fiun kiwI
Dem-NOM without the boy without Dem-SUPER Art boy-SUPER without

'without that boy'

(15) There is some dialectal variation 'with the distribution of ne/kill. Istvan Kenesei (personal communi­
cation) info~ms'me that in his dialect it may only pattern as a dressed P.
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However, if kivill selects a pronominal complement it may distribute as a'dressed
P as well:

(49) a. (in) rajtam kivill
I SUPER-AGRlsg without
'without me'

b. (en) klviilenz . ,
I withou-ppAGRlsg
'without me'

(1)

In (49a), kfviil patterns as a naked P. It is inflected for AGR, its'pronominal com­
plement bears lexical (superessive) case, and this complement is realized within, a
CaseP. In (49b), on the other hand, kivul distributes as a dressed P. It is inflected for
AGR, its pronominal complement is nominatively marked, and this complement
may undergo pro-drop. .

In conclusion, the minimal pairs in (46) and (49) demonstrate that switching of
the lexical classificatio'n of Ps yields different syntactic properties. The next section
discusses a structural asymmetry between p.p and NP and its consequences for the
syntax of these categor.ies.

7.4. pp and NP ,

The categqries NP and PP in Hungarian have some properties in" common. They
are head-final maximal projections and their heads may bear AGR. There is, how­
ever, a striking difference between these categories. Nouns, contrary to postposi­
tions, ,have the ability to combine with a determiner (D). This section argues that this
dichotomy haS also a structural concomitant which is responsible for some syntactic
differences between NP and PP.

7.4.1. A Structural Dichotomy between pp and, NP

Abney (1985) and Fukui and Speas (19.86) have argued that. NP has in fact two
'heads'" a functional head and' a lexical head. D acts as the functional head, and N
functions as .the lexical head. Abney and Fukui and Speas assume that D, similarly to
other XO-categories, determines its own X'-projection, a DP. Therefore, NP has the'
following structure:

DP
~

Spec D'
~

D NP
~~

NP. N

Following these references, I will assume that NPs in 'Hungarian' display this.
structure as well (cf. also Szabolcsi (1986) for this claim). ~ecall that PPs in Hunga­
rian have structure 7.2.(27), here repeated as (2):16

(2) pp
~

NP P

(16) Ps may also select DPs but Ds may not combine' with PPs.
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, Observe from a comparison of (1) and (2) that there is a dichotomy in richness of
structure between NP and PP. The former is embedded in a DP, whereas the latter is
not dominated by another category. In the next section, I will show that this struc­
tural dichotomy has. some implications for the syntax of these categories.

Let us first determine the structure of the possessive NP in Hungarian.
The following phrases exemplify possessive constructions:

(3) a. a fiu haza b. az (en) hazam
the boy house-npAGR3sg the I house-npAGRlsg
4the boy's house' 'my house'

Szabolcsi (1981, and subsequent papers) has observed that the noun-possessed of
a possessive NP is inflected for AGR. For example, hdz in (3a) displays person-num­
ber agreement of the third person singular, and it displays person-number agree­
ment of the first person singular in (3b).

Szabolcsi attributes to AGR phrase-structural prominence. Below I will argue,
however, that it is weak in the sense of chapter two. As a consequence, this morpheme
and the head noun are merged at all levels of representation. Hence, it has no separ­
ate position in phrase structure.

This yields. then the following strufture for possessive NPs:

(4) DP
~

Spec D~

~
D NP
~~

NP N[+AGR]
I I

possessor NP noun-possessed

Let us now turn to a discusssion of some differences between PP and possessive NP.

7.4.2. Some Differences between pp and Possessive NP

This section concentrates on some differences between PP and possessive NP.
These differences bear on Case theory (cf. section 7.4.2.1.), theory of movement (cf. sec­
tion 7.4.2.2.), and binding theory (cf. section 7.4.2.3.).

7.4.2.1. Case Theory

Szabolcsi (1981) has noted that the possessor NP displays two different case-mar­
ked variants. The phrases in (3) exemplify the nominatively marked variant, whereas
the following phrases show that it may also be marked datively:

(5) a. a fiunak a haza b. nekem a hazam
the boy-DAT the house-ll.pAGR3sg I-DAT the house-npAGRlsg
4the boy's house' 'my house'

In the literature (cf. Szabolcsi 1981a, subsequent literature, Kenesei 1985e, and
Kornai 1985), it has been assumed that AGR assigns nominative Case to the posses-
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sor NP. Alternatively, we may also apply the approach of nominative Case argued for
in section 7.3.2.

Nominative is the default case in Hungarian when it occurs in a structural gov­
ernment configuration with a lexical head. In that case, the possessor NP receives its
nominative Case by being in a structural government relation with the head noun.

If AGR has no phrase-structural prominence, then the alternative approach
should be preferred. In general, only lexical items which occupy an independent
position in phrase-structure may govern a Case-position.

As to the status of the dative case, there is no consensus. The following argument
supports the hypothesis that it is assigned to the possessor NP within the possessive N~

A possessive NP with a dative possessor is a single maximal projection, just as a
possessive NP with a nominative ·possessor. This can be verified with the help of the
focussing test. Focussing may only apply to one single maximal projection and it
triggers Inversion with a prefixed verb (cf. 2.1.(28e)).

Compare now the following sentences (F = [Spec, CP]):

(6) a. [cP [F A fiu haza] [cp egett le]]
the boy house-npAGR3sg burned-AGR3sg down

'It was the house of the boy which burned down.)
b. [CP [F A fiunak a haza] [CP egett le]]

the boy-DAT the house-npAGR3sg burned-AGR3sg down
'It was the house of the boy which purned down.'

The prefix le remains stranded with the focussing of both variants of the posses­
sive NP. 17 This implies that the dative possessor NP (cf. (6b)), similarly to the nomi­
native possessor NP (cf. (6a)), forms a single maximal projection with its noun­
possessed. Therefore, it is reasonable to suppose that the dative case, just as the nom­
inative case, originates from a governor internal to the possessive NP.

The leading idea behind Case theory is that there is a one-to-one correspondence
between Cases and gover'nors (cf. Chomsky 1981, and Kayne 1984).18 Each Case is
related to a different governor. Consequently, each Case is assigned in a different
structural position.

The nominative Case of the possessor NP is assigned in the [NP, NP] under gov­
ernment by N. Note that there is still only one position left in which the possessor
NP can get dative case, namely, the [Spec, DP]. Let us therefore assume that the
dative Case of the possessor NP is assigned in this position under government by D.

This is supported by the fact that the order of the possessor NP and the D is re­
versed with the dative variant of the possessor NP. With its nominative variant, the

(17) This parallelism between the two variants of the possessive NP breaks down if the possessor NP is
pronominal. A pronominal dative possessor may not be taken along when the possessive NP is focussed.
Compare (6b) with (ib): -

(i) a. {F Az en hazam]egett le
the I house-npAGRlsg burned-AGR3sg down

'It is my house that burned down:
b. *{F Nekem a hazam] egett le

I-DAT the house-np-AGR1sg burned-AGR3sg down
(18) There are some exceptions to this idealization. For example, Kayne (1984: ch. 5) argues that V and P

in English govern in the same way, that is, both categories may assign Case structurally.' -
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D precedes the possessor NP, whereas it is vice versa with the dative variant (cf. (3)
and (5)). Following Szabolcsi (1986e), I will assume that movement of the possessor
NP from its b~e-generateeJ [NP, NP] into the [Spec, DP] accounts for the order of
these categories with the dative. variant. This moved NP gets the dative Case-feat­
ures in its landing-site (cf. also the next section).

If this approach to the dative-marking of the possessor NP is on the right track,
then we expect that the NJ;l-complement of PP cannot appear with a 'dative case. The'
ungrammaticality of the sentences (7b) and (8b) shows that this is indeed the case:19

(7) a. Janos mogott (8) a. (en) mogottem
John-NOM behind I behind-ppAGR-lsg
'behind John' 'behind me'

b. *Janosnak mogott(e) b. *nekem mogottem
John-DAT behind-ppAGR3sg I-DJ\.T behind-ppAGR3sg

In sum, the possessor NP may be marked both nominatively and'datively, in con­
trast to the NP-complement of a PP. The latter may only appear with the nomina­
tive case. This dichotomy is due to the fact that possessive NPs, unlike PPs, contain
a DP-projection which provides a sep'arate structural position, that is [Spec, DP], for
dative-marking by D ..

Let us now turn to the theory of movement in relation to possessive NPs and PPs.

7.4.2.2. Theory of Movement

Szabolcsi (1981a) has observed that some types of possessor NPs, such as the
Wh-possessor ki 'who' or the NP-Dem possessor, may only occur with a dative case.

Let us first examine the case ofWh~possessor NPs.
(1) Observe the following phrases:

(9) a. *[DP a [NP ki haza]] b. [DP kinek ,a [NP t haza]]
the who house-npAGR3sg who-DAT the house-npAGR3sg

'whose house?' 'whose house?'

According to Szabolcsi (1986e), the Wh-possessor NP ki cannot remain in its
base-generated [NP, NP] (cf. (9a)) but must be moved into the [Spec, DP] (cf. (9b)).

Furthermore, Szabolcsi observes that such -Wh-phrases must land in the Focus-posi­
tion (= [Spec, CP]), that is, in the- canonical position of Wh-phrases in Hungarian (cf.
2.1.(28d). This may be established in two ways. Either the dative Wh-possessor leaves

, its possessive NP stranded (cf. (lOa») or the possessive NP is pied-piped (cf. (lOb)):

(10) a. [cp Kinek gyujtottak meg [DP t a [NP t hazat]]] ,
who-DAT set-AGR3pl on fire perf the house-npAGR3sg-ACC

'Whose house was set on fire?'
b. [cP [DP Kinek a hazat] gyujtottak meg t]

who-DAT the house-npAGR3sg-ACC set-AGR3pl perf
'Whose house was set on fire?J

(19) Some poets and writers in the nineteenth century used a dative marked NP-complement in dressed
PPs. In modern Hungarian, these constructions are no longer productive (cf. Maracz 1986c).
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The derivation of these sentences runs as follows.
Suppose that D L-mar~s NP, where L-marking is defined as in 6~,4.(2), here repe~t­

ed as (11):

(11) L-marking: Cl L-marks B iff Cl is a lexical category that a-governs B

This is not an unreasonable assumption, because. D determ~nes~ for instance, the
definiteness of an NP. In that .case, NP does not constitute a barrier for movement of
the possessor NP into the [Spec, DP]. This then yields (9b). Furthermore, V L­
marks its accusative object. In (10), this is the possessive NP kinek a hazat. Hence,
further movement of the dative Wh-possessor into the [Spec, CP] is allowed. This
covers the grammatical result in (lOa).

In sum, the [Spec, DP] serves as a landing-site and an escape-hatch fot possessor
movement. PPs do not possess such a position. Hence, Wh..:complements of PPs can­
not be scrambled out of their maximal projection (cf. (12a), (13a)). In order to satisfy
the requirement that Wh-phrases must land in Focus (= [Spec, CP]), only the pied­
piping option is available for PPs (cf. (12b), (13b)):

(12) a. *Janos [CP [F min] futkarozott [pp t kiwi]]
John what-SUPER ran-AGR3sg about outside

b. Janos [cP [F [pp min kiviil]] futkarozott -t]
John what-SUPER outside- ran-AGR3sg
'Outside what was John running about?'

(13) a. *Mari [CP [F ki] ~Hlt . [pp t mbgblt]]
Mary who stood-AGR3sg behind

b. Mari [CP [F [pp ki mogiitt]] allt·· t]
Mary _who behind stood-AGR3sg
'Behind who did Mary stand?'

Note, incidentally, that the obligatory. movement of who-possessor NPs does not
apply for logistic reasons like Fiengo and Higginbotham's (1981) Specificity Constraint.

This constraint states that a specific NP may not contain a quantified expression.
However, other quantified possessor NPs may have both a nominative and' a dative
variant such as which-possessor NPs:

(14) a. [Npmelyikfiu anyja]
which boy mother-npAGR3sg

'which boy's mother?'
b. [DP Melyik fiunak az [NP t anyja]]

which boy-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg
'Which boy's mother?'

(11) The NP-Dem possessor may only appear with the dative case, like a who-pos­
sessor NP:

(15) a. *[NP [NP-Dem az a fiu] anyja]
that the boy mother-npAGR3sg

b. [DP [NP-Dem annak a fiunak] [NP t az anyja]]'
that-DAT the boy-DAT ,the mother-npAGR3sg

'that boy's mother'
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Recall that an NP-Dem may not be embedded in a dressed PP. Hence, the un­
grammaticality of7.3.(38b), here repeated as (16):

(16) *[PP [NP-Dem az a haz] moge]
that the house behind

The dative-marking of NP-Dem cannot save this phrase, like in the case of a pos­
sessive NP (cf. (15)). Rather, the grammatical counterpart of a PP-Dem involves
doubling of the P (cf. 7.3.(40b)):

-...- (17) a. *[PP-Dem annak a haznak mogott(e)]
that-DAT the house-DAT behind-ppAGR3sg

b. [PP-Dem a mogott a haz mogott]
that behind the house behind

'behind that house'

The dichotomy between the pair in (15) on the one hand and the pair (16)-(17a)
on the other hand is covered if possessive NPs but not PPs possess a Spec of DP
which serves as a landing-site and which may serve as a Case-position for NP-Dem
possessors.

So in general +NP-complement of a PP may not be separated from its head linearly.
However, in some cases a P and its complement may form a discontinuous category:

(18) Janos at ment a hidon
John across went the bridge-SUPER
'John went across the bridge.'

Following Ackerman (1984), I will assume these categories are not derived by an
application of move-a, but they are the result of a lexical 'restructuring'. This affects
the V and the P yielding a complex verb (V') which subcategorizes for an NP-compl­
ement (cf. section 4.4.). The following arguments provide empirical evidence for this.

(i) This lexical restructuring is dependent on the lexical properties, like subcat­
egorization requirements, of these categories.

The verb megy 'go', which is directional, subcategorizes for a directional PP in
(18). This allows the formation of a complex verb that governs an NP with lexical
superessive. The formation of a complex verb is blocked, however, if the PP is a time
adverbial. As a consequence, the P and its NP-complement cannot be separated:

(19) a. Janos ment [pp egy heten at]
John walked-AGR3sg a week-SUPER for
'John walked for a week.'

b. *Janos [v,at ment] egy hiten
John for walked-AGR3sg a week-SUPER

(ii) The lexical combination of P and V may feed morpholexical rules such as N om­
inalization with the suffix -as/is (cf. 3.3.3.(11)):

(20) a. [NP az atmenes ]a hfdon]]
the across-go-NOMI the bridge-SUPER

'The going across the bridge'
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b. [NP a hi'don val6 atmenes]
the bridge-SUPER be-part.pres. across-go-NOMI

'The going across the bridge'

In (20), the attachment of -es to the complex verb dtmegy turns it into the noun
dtmenes. This noun projects into an NP with its NP-complement to the right (cf.
(20a). The insertion of the dummy participium val6 'being' may transform this
phrase into a left-branching structure (cf. (20b». Note that in both cases the NP­
complement gets a lexical superessive case, similarly to the NP-complement of the
complex verb dtmegy in (18).

(iii) Ackerman (1984) has observed that the verb kerekedik 'arise' and the dressed
P foie 'above' may constitute a complex verb:

(21) a. Peter kerekedett [pp Janos foIe]
Peter arose-AGR3sg John above
'Peter beated John.'

b. Peter [v' fblije kerekedett] ]anosnak
Peter above-ppAGR3sg arose-AGR3sg John-DAT
'Peter got the better ofJohn.'

Observe from the comparison between (21a) and (21b) that the dressed P is in­
flected for AGR of the third person singular, the P-V combination receives an idio­
matic sense and the NP-complement appears with a lexical dative in the complex
verb construction. If this verb would be created by an application of move-Cl, then it
remains puzzling why its base-generated variant cannot exist:

(22) *Peter kerekedett [pp Janosnak fole(je)]
Peter arose-AGR3sg John-DAT above-ppAGR3sg

(iv) Consider the following sentences:

(23) a. Janos [v' neki ment] a falnak
John into went-AGR3sg the wall-DAT
'John run into the wall.'

b. Janos a falnak [V' neki ment]
John the wall-DAT into went-AGR3sg

c. *Janos [v' neki ment] nekem
John into went-AGR3sg DAT-AGRlsg

d. Janos [v' nekem ment]
John DAT-AGRlsg went-AGR3sg
'John run into me.'

The lexical item neki is ambiguous between a prefix 'into' and an inflected dative
CaseP meaning 'to him' (see, section 4.4.2.). In both cases, neki patterns as a VM in
the sense of Ackerman and Koml6sy (1984).

In (23a) and (23b), the prefix neki combines with the verb megy into the complex
verb nekimegy. This verb governs a lexical dative NP. If this NP is a pronominal item,
then the construction yields an ungrammatical result (cf. (22c». However, the spel­
ling out of AGR on neki renders this sentence grammatical (cf. (22d». This implies
that it may satisfy subcategorization requirements when it is inflected for AGR.
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Observe now the f~llowingparadigm with the dressed P miige 'behind':

(24) A fiu [pp az asztal moge] allt
the boy the table behind stood-AGR3sg
'The boy went and stood behin~ the table.'

b. A "fiii [Vi mage aUt]' az asztalnak
the boy behind stood~AGR3sg the table-DAT
'The boy went and stood behind the table.'

c. *A fiu [v· mage allt] nekem
the boy behind stood-AGR3sg DAT-AGR3sg

d. A fiu [v' magem allt]
the boy behind-:-ppAGRlsg stood-AGR3sg
'The boy went an.d stood behind me.'

Moge may form a complex verb with the verb dll (cf. (24b)). This verb assigns its
. NP-complement a lexical dative case. Note that this NP may not be a pronominal
item (cf. (24c)) but it is expressed by.AGR on the P -<cf. (24d)). Hence, an inflected
P patterns the same as an inflected CaseP (cf. (23)). The parallel distribution bet­
ween these categories supports' the hypothesis that moge act as a VM in this para­
digm. Hence, the discontinuous pp in (23b) is the result of a lexical rule.

Summarizing, the possessor NP may be moved within its possessive NP and it
may be extracted from this category, unlike the NP-complement of a: PP. This dicho­
tomy is due to the fact that possessive NPs but not PPs contain aDP-projection
which provides a landing-site and an escape~hatch for the moved possessor NP. An
NP-complement of a PP, however, may get 'scrambled'out of this category only
when its head has already merged with a verb in the lexicon.

7.4.2.3. Binding The.ory

This section examines binding theory with respect to PPs and possessive NPs.
Let us first discuss binding with possessive NPs.

Consider the following sentences:

(25) a. ?*Janos latta [DP a [NP maga anyjat]]
John saw-AGR3sg the himself mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
John saw his mother. J

b. A fiuk lattak [NP egymds anyjat]
the boys saw-AGR3pl each other mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
'The boys saw each other's mothers.' .

These sentences demonstrate that lexical items which meet Binding Principle A
(cf. S.3.4.(3a)) do not pattern alike in the [NP, NP] position of a possessive NF.20

(20) This is also the case in English (cf. (i)) and Dutch (cf. (ii»:
(i) a. *John saw himselfs mother (ii) a. *Jan zag zichzelj's moeder .

b. The boys saw each other's mother John saw himselfs mother
b. De jongens zagen elkaars moeder

Th~ boys saw each other's mother
Reflexives are not ~lowed in the complement position of possessive NPs (cf. the (a)-sentences), in con­

trast to reciprocals (cf. the (b)-sentences).
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Reflexive anaphors are not allowed in' this position (cf. (25a», unlike reciprocal
anaphors (cf. (25b».21

Consider .-now the distribution of lexical items which are restricted by Binding
Principle B (cf. 5.3.4.(3b». .

Compare the, following sentence:

(26) lanos hitta [DP az [NP ?*;ilpro anyjeic]]
John saw-AGR3sg. the he mother.:.npAGR3sg-ACC
']ohn saw his mother.'

This sentence demonstrates· that an overt pronoun yields a rather ungrammatical
result whe~' it is bound in the [NP, NP] position of the possessive NP. This has, how­
ever, nothing to do with restrictions on binding theory but is an instance of the
Avoid Pronoun Principle (cf. section 4.2.2.). An overt pronoun is omitted when it is
recoverable from AGR..

Hungarian is pro-drop in possessive NPs (cf. section ~.3.4.3.). AGR in possesive
NPs has the ability to ~anctionpro in th~ position of the 'possessor NP. Hence, it is
the pronominal item relevant for binding theory. Note that pro may be bound by a c­
commanding antecedent within possessive NPs. This antecedent may also be a
quantified expression (cf. section 5.3.4.3.):

(27) a. Ki hitta [DP az b~p pro anyjat]]
who saw-AGR3sg the' he mother-npAGR3sg-ACC.
'Who saw' his mother?'

b. Mindenki latta [DP az [NP pro anyjeit]]
everyone saw-AGR3sg the his morher-npAGR3sg-ACC
.'Everyone saw his mother.'

The .following descriptive ',generalizations capture the distribution of anaphors
and pronominals in possessive NPs:

(28) a. Anaphors: Reciprocals are allowed in the [NP, NP] position of possessive NPs,
reflexives are 'not· '

b. Pronominal: pro can be bound by an antecedent outside the possessive NP

(21) The reflexive anaphor maga consists of the stem mag-, which originally meant 'body', and person­
number agreement. This phrase can sanction apro,-complement:

(i) (in) magam
I self-AGRlsg
'myself

Instead ofmaga, the anaphor sajdt 'his own, her own' must be employed to render (2Sa) grammatical:
(ii)Jdnos /att4 [DP a [NP sajdt . anyjat))

John saw-AGR3sg the his own mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
']ohn saw his own mother.'

Sajdt may also be inflected for'AGR. The pronoun,:.however, may not be spelle<;l out:
(iii) az (*bz) s,ajatom

the I own-AGRlsg
'my own'

Besides simple reflexive anaphors, like maga and sajdt, Hungarian also possesses some complex anaphors,
such as sajdtmaga (his own-himself, her own-herself) 'he himself, she herself, or iinmaga 'he himself, she her­
self. ':These anaphors often function as intensifiers. Their distribution requires further investigation.
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Let us now discuss binding in PPs. Consider first the case of dressed PPs. Dressed
PPs are only inflected for AGR if their NP-complement is pronominal. Hence, it is
absent with anaphoric complements.

Compare the following sentences:

(29) a. ] dnos lenezett [pp maga melle]
John down-looked-AGR3sg himself beside
'John looked down beside himself.'

b. A jiuk leneztek [pp egymds melle]
the boys down-looked-AGR3pl each other beside
'The boys looked down beside each other.'

These sentences show that both a reflexive (cf. (29a)) and a reciprocal (cf. (29b)
may be bound in dressed PPs.

Let us replace the anaphor by a pronominal. The pronominal item relevant for
the binding theory is pro with dressed PPs, like with possessive NPs. Consider:

(30) a. *]dnos lenezett [pp pro melleje]
John down-looked-AGR3sg he beside-ppAGR3sg
'John looked down beside him.'

b. *Ki nezett le [pp pro melleje]
who looked-AGR3sg down he beside-ppAGR3sg
'Who looked down beside him.'

c. *Mindenki lenezett ' [pp pro melleje]
everyone down-looked-AGR3sg he beside-ppAGR3sg
'Everyone looked down beside him.'

These sentences demonstrate that pro must be disjoint in reference with an ante­
cedent outside the PP. Let us turn to naked PPs. Consider first the distribution of
anaphors:

(31) a. ]dnos becsiiletes [pp magdval szemben]
John honest himself-INSTR opposite
'John is honest with himself'

b. A jitik becsiiletesek [pp egymdssal szemben]
the boys honest each other opposite
'The boys are honest with each other.'

Both the reflexive and reciprocal may be bound in the complement position of a
naked PP. Let us substitute a pronominal for the anaphors:

(32) a. *]dnos becswetes [pp vele szemben]
John honest he-INSTR opposite
*John is honest with him.'

b. *Ki becsi.iletes [pp vele szemben]
who honest he-INSTR oppo·site
*'Who is honest with him.'

c. *Mindenki becsiiletes [pp vele szemben]
everyone honest he-INSTR opposite
*'Everyone is honest with him.'

Note from this paradigm that a pronoun cannot be coreferential with a c-com­
manding antecedent.
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Let us summarize the distribution of binding phenomena with PPs. The follow-
ing generalizations hold both for dressed and naked PPs: '

(33) a. Anaphors: Reflexives and reciprocals may appear in the [NP, PP] position of PPs
b. Pronominal: A pronominal in PPs (pro in dressed PPs and overt pronoun in na­

ked PPs) is disjoint in reference with an antecedent outside the PP

Note from a comparison between (27) and (32) that an anaphor, except the recip­
rocal, is in complementary distribution with a pronominal. A reflexive anaphor, un­
like pro, may not be bound in possessive NPs. In PPs, we find the opposite. How do
we account for this distribution?

Chomsky (1981) characterizes the locality conditions for bound anaphors and
pronominals in terms of the notion gwerning category. We will define governing categ­
ory as follows:

(34) Governing Category: Cl is a governing category for B if and only if Cl is the minimal
IP (CP) or NP containing B, a governor of B, and a SUBJECT accessible to B

SUBJECT includes AGR of finite sentences, the subject of an infinitive sentence
an4 the complement (i.e. genitive specifier) of an NP. Furthermore, it is an opacity
factor for binding theory when it acts -as the accessible SUBJECT~22

The Binding Principles for anaphors and pronominals are the following (cf. sec­
tion 5.3.4.):

(35) a. Binding Principle A: An anaphor must be bound in its governing category
b. Binding Principle B: A pronominal is free in its governing category

These principles reflect the complementary distribution between bound anaphors
and pronominals. An anaphor must be bound precisely in the domain in which a
pronominal is free.

Let ·us first determine what the governing category is for anaphors and pronom­
inals in Hungarian PPs and possessive NPs.

(32) does not distinguish between dressed and naked PPs. In both types of PPs,
an anaphor may be bound by a higher antecedent and a pronominal must be disjoint
in reference with this antecedent. Hence, AGR does not function as an accessible
SUBJECT in PPs. It does not create an opaque domain. This means that the gover­
ning category for bound items in PPs is the finite sentence which contains the PP.
The subject of this sentence funct.ions as the accessible SUBJECT.

From this it follows that the anaphors in (29) and (31) are bound in their gover­
ning category, i.e. CP, satisfying Binding Principle A. Hence, these sentences are
grammatical. The pronominals in (30) and (32) are bound in their governing categ­
ory, i.e. CP, as well. This yields, however, a violation of Binding Principle B render­
ing these sentences ungramrnatical.

(22) Accessibility is based on the following filter
(i) III condition

*[cx...~...] where ex and 13 bear the same index
The notion of accessible is defined as follows:

(ii) CX is accessible to 13 if and only if ~ is in the c-command domain of cx) and assignment to ~ of the index
of CX would not violate (i)
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Let us consider now the governing category for anaphors' and pronominals in pos­
sessive NPs.

Generalization (28a) states that a split occurs between reflexives and reciprocals
in possessive NPs. Reciprocals are allowed, in contrast with reflexives. Hence, the
former pattern in the same way as reciprocals in PPs (cf. (33a)). AGR therefore is not
an accessible SUBJECT in poss.essive N.Ps either.

Note furthermore that the structure of possessive NPs 'with reflexives differs fun­
damentally from the structure of such NPs with reciprocals (cf. (25a) and (25b)).
The former contains a D, unlike the latter. The following sentences show that this
determiner may not be omitted in possessive NPs with reflexives but- it may not be '
spelled out in possessive NPs with reciprocals:

(36) a. *Jdnos hitta [NP maga anyjat]
John saw-AGR3sg himself mother-npAGR3sg-ACC

b. ?*A fluk hittak [DP az [NP egymds anyjat]]
the boys saw-AGR3pl the' each other mother-npAGR3sg-ACC

This suggests that possessive NPs 'with reflexives are DPs but that possessives
with reciprocals are simple NPS.2

3

If D acts as an accessible SUBJECT, the generalizations in (33) fa~l into place.­
The governing category for reflexlves in possessive NPs is, DP, because D may func­
tion as an accessible SUBJECT. Observe now that there is no suitable antecedent·
available in that category, yielding a violation of Binding Principle A. Hence, the
ungrammaticality of (25a). .

The governing category for small pro in possessive NPs is the same as for the refle­
xive. This implies that pro is free in its governing category, that is, DP, satisfying Bin­
ding Principle B. As a consequence, the sentences in (26) and (27) are grammaticaJ.

The governing' category for the reciprocal in possessive NPs cannot be DP. Stmc-'
turally, such possessive NPs are, by absence of D, NPs. Therefore, the finite sentence
containing this NP functions as the governing category for a reciprocal in a posses­
sive NP. In this sentence, the reciprocal can find an antecedent, namely, the subject.
This satisfies Bind'ing Principle, A, yield~ng the grammatical sentence (25b).

So far I have argued that D but not AGR is an opacity factor for binding theory
in Hungarian. The question then arises how we can account for this result without
making ad-hoc stipulations.

Suppose we allow an extension of the notion subject in the, sense of Chomsky (1981:
38). According to this concept, a subject is an NP in a configuration [B NP XP], where
XP stands for any maximal projection. Let us assume now that not only' NPs but all
categories at the position of NP are a structUral subject in, this configuration.

(23)The former claim is also supported by the fact that an anaphor may not appear ~ a dative possessor NP:
(i) *]anas latta (DP maganak az [NP t anyjat]]

John saw-AGR3sg himself-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
This sentence is ruled out as a Binding Principle A violation, because the trace of maga, being anaphoric,

is not bound in its governing category NP. ·
The claim with respect to the structure of possessive NPs with reciprocals is somewhat weakened by the

fact that (36b) improves when the reciprocal appears as a dative possessor NP:
(ii) ?A jiz1k ldttak egymdsnak' (az) anyjat

the boys saw-AGR3pl each other-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
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Therefore, D is a structural subject in possessive NPs. Compare 7.4.(4), here re­
peated as (37):

(37) DP
~

Spec D'
~

D NP

------------NP N[+AGR]
I I

possessor NP noun-possessed

In this structure, D is a sister of the topmost NP. Hence, it is a subject in the ex­
tended sense.

'Let us incorporate this notion of subject into binding theory. In the literature, it
has been claimed that different categories may be opacity factors across languages in­
cluding, among others, I in English (cf. Chomsky 1981), C in Dutch (cf. Koster
1987), and AGR in Turkish IPs, and NPs, (cf. George and Kornfilt 1981). It is of
course rather unattractive from a theoretical point of view to have a list with various

. unrelated opacity factors. The comparison between AGR in Turkish NPs and Hun­
garian NPs may shed some light on what kind ofgeneralization is involved.

Kornfilt (198~) has argued that a full-fledged AGR in Turkish heads the categ­
ory which contains it. As a consequence, AGR assigns (genitive) Case and it ,acts as
an accessible SUBJECT in NPs. AGR in Hungarian NPs, however, does not have
these properties.

Note that these differences correlate with the' fact that AGR in Turkish but not
in Hungarian has phrase-structural prominence, that is, it is a structural subject in­
the extended sense. Suppose now that this category may function as an accessible
subject. Hence, AGR in Turkish NPs is an opacity factor, in contrast with its Hun­
garian counterpart.

This interpretation of accessible subject thus provides some insight into the
question why various types of categories, such as I in English, C in Dutch, D in
Hungarian, and AGR in Turkish may be opacity ,factors. These categories are struc­
tural subjects in the extended sense..

7.4.2.4. Summary

This section examined some differences between PPs and possessive NPs. The
NP-complement of possessive NPs may be marked dative, i~ may be extracted from
its category, and it may not be a reflexive an~phor, unlike the NP-complement of
PPs. These differences originate from the fact that possessive NPs, contrary to PPs,
may contain a DP, the projection of a D. The Spec of DP provides a Case-position in
which dative Case-assignment applies, and it ,serves as a landing-site and escape­
hatch for moved possessor NPs. Furthermore, the D, being external to the NP, is a
structural subject functioning as an opacity factor for binding theory.
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AGR does not- act as an accessible SUBJECT in Hungarian.~4 It cannot turn an
NP or pp into an opaque domain, contrary to AGR in Turkish. Hence, it does not
have phrase-structural prominence, unlike in Turkish. This indicates that we have to
do with a cliticized morpheme in Hungarian. In the next section, I will provide sup­
port for this claim by comparing inflected PPs in Hungarian and Irish.

- 7.5. A Typology of Inflected pp

In the preceding section, I argued that AGR in Hungarian has no phrase-struc­
tural prominence. The question then arises what the status of this morpheme is in
this language.

I will demonstrate that AGR is agreement in a traditional sense. Its function is to
reflect the person-number categories of the NP-complement on the head. I will pro­
vide empirical evidence for this hypothesis by examining a dichotomy between in­
flected PPs in Hungarian and Irish.

In Hungarian, AGR in inflected PPs may always cooccur with an overt comple­
ment, provided that it is a pronominal (cf. section 7.3.1.):

(1) a. (en) mogottem b. (0) mogotte c. Janos mogott
I behind-ppAGR1sg he behind-ppAGR3sg John behind
'behind me' 'behind him' 'behind John'

McCloskey and Hale (1983) have observed that Irish displays so-called 'pronomi­
nal prepositions'. These are simply prepositions inflected for AGR with their pro­
nominal subjects (cf. (2b) and (3b». AGR may not cooccur with an overt comple-
ment in such PPs. Hence, the illformedne!s of (2c) and (3c): -

(2) a. le Maire (3) a. le iad/siad
with Mary with them/they
'with Mary' 'with them'

b. ItS b. leofa
with-AGR3sg with-AGR3pl
'with her' 'with them'

c. *lt~i Maire c. *leofa iad/said
with-AGR3sg Mary with-AGR3pl them/they
(Hale and McCloskey (1984), (41))

These examples show that there is a complementary distribution between an
overt subject NP-complement and AGR in inflected PPs.

(24) CasePs with a pro-complement pattern the same as dressed PPs. A pro subject is disjoint in reference
to a c-commanding antecedent:

(i) a. *Janos beszeit [CaseP pro rola]
John spoke-AGR3sg he DELAT-AGR3sg
*']ohn spoke about him. '

b. *Ki beszeit [CaseP pro rola]
who spoke-AGR3sg he DELAT-AGR3sg

*'Who spoke about him. J

c. *Mindenki beszeit [CaseP pro rola]
everyone spoke-AGR3sg he DELATG-AGR3sg
*.Everyone spoke about him. J

This paradigm also supports the claim that AGR is not an opacity factor in Hungarian.
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Hale (1988) treats this" merging of AGR and P as an instance of Incorporation in
the sense of Baker (1988). The person-number inflection is a pronominal heading a
DP in the complement position of PP. This pronominal head may move to the head
of the PP as an instance of head-movement. Hence, AGR in inflected PPs is iden-
tical with the NP-complement. .

Hale)s analysis immediately accounts for the fact why a complement may not be
overtly present. Incorporation in Irish is the result of a syntactic rule which leaves a
trace in the complement position of the PP. This excludes the realization of an overt
syntactic NP in that position.' '.

If AGR in Irish is affected by a syntactic rule, then this cannot be the case in
Hungarian. Therefore, the merging of AGR and P is a lexical rule in that language.
With inflected PPs, it is conditioned by the feature [+pron]. Only pronominals may
trigger AGR in this category.

AGR in Hungarian does not differ from its counterpart in Irish in terms of the
morphology of incorporation. Lexical and syntactic incorporation, the same morpho­
logical forms. The difference is that lexical incorporation cannot leave a trace, since
only syntactic rules can produce traces. Hence, the possibility of spelling out an
overt NP in Hungarian but not in Irish.

In conclusion, the status of AGR in Hungarian PPs is different from the status of
prepositional inflection in Irish. In the latter, inflection is literally identified with
the argument. It has been incprporated from the complement position in syntax. In
the former, on the other hand, inflection merely agrees with ,the subject complement
and it is already merged with the head in the lexicon.

This then yields a typology of inflected PPs. In languages with a syntactically in­
corporated AGR, the NP-complement may not be spelled out, whereas in languages
with a lexically incorporated AGR, an overt NP-complement may cooccur with this
morpheme. Irish provides an instance of the former type. Hungarian, on the other
hand, is an instance of the latter type.

7.6. Conclusions

This chapter provided empirical evidence for the following claims:
(i) The syntax of PPs and NPs unambiguously demonstrates that m~imal major

categories are specified as 'head-final' in Hungarian with respect to the Head Param­
eter. This supports the hypothesis 'that Hungarian is an SOY-language (cf. section 2.2.).

(ii) PPs and NPs differ in richness of structure. NPs may contain a D which sets
up it own X'-projection, a DP. This is responsible for the fact that (possessive) NPs
pattern differently from PPs in relation to Case theory, the theory of movement, and
binding theory.

(iii) Furthermore, I isol~ted the properties of AGR in Hungarian by comparing
dressed PPs, naked PPs, and possessive NPs. It displays the following properties: '

(a) It has no phrase-structural prominence. In other words, AGR does not func­
tion as the head of the category which contai"ns, it.
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- (i) AGR is not a:structural Case-assigner, because a structural nominative Case
also occurs in dressed PPs where it is lacking (cf. section 7.3.2.). Hence, a rule for

, nominative Case-assignment is -independently required in this context. Further­
more, ifAGR acts as the head of a category it assigns genitive Case, as in-,Turkish
(cf. Kornfilt 1984), rather than nominative Case.

- (ii) AGR does not functiori as an accessible SUBJECT for binding theory
(cf. section 7.4.2.3.). It is 'an opacity factor only when it heads a category, like in-

-Turkish (cf. Kornfilt 1984).

(b) AGR ip Hungari~n is agreement in a traditional sense.

- (i) It merely reflects the person-number features of the subject NP-comple­
ment. AGR is not the argument itself, such as in Irish (cf. section 7.5.). Hence, it
may cooccur with an overt NP. This implies that the merging of AGR and an XO
is a lexical phenomenon.

- (ii) These properties support the hypothesis that person-number complexes are
weak in Hungarian (cf. chapter two). T-hey are bound morphemes that must merge
with a: lexical category. Therefore, these complexes cannot determine an X'-pro­
jection by their own.

(c) AGR identifies a non-overt pro subject.

- Small pro is allowed in dressed but not in naked PPs. This supports Rizzi's
(1986) theory on the local recovery ofpro (cf. section 4.2.4.). The feature specifica­
tion of pro is licit in dressed PPs, because it is recoverable from AGR on the P
(cf. section 7.3.1.). The structural sanctioning of pro is also covered in dressed
PPs. Dressed Ps assign a -structural (nominative) Case to their NP-complements
(cf. section 7.3.2.). Therefore, the following configuration captures the distribu­
tion ofpro-drop in Hungarian:25

(1) XP

~
pro XO[+AGR]

structural Case
where XO =V, dressed P, N or Case

(25) E. Kiss (1987a) assumes that-long Left Dislocation involves a resumptive pro at the empty' argument
position (cf. chapter 6, note 5 for discussiop. of this phenomenon). This occurrence ofpro does' not correspond
with its distribution in Hungarian (cf. (1». Since the antecedent (the long left-disc()lated NP) of this empty
category is not its structural sister. Hence, either Rizzi's (1986) theory of pro is too restrictive or long Left
Dislocation does not involve small pro. I will leave' this problem for further research. -



8. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Up until recently the study of Hungarian has been guided by the view that it is a
language with rather specific properties which do not turn up in other languages. I
will refer to this as the Hungarian-as-a-different-language-doctrine. This doctrine origi­
nates from a mixture of c'ultural, historical and linguistic factors.

Under the influence of romanticism, a national movement arose in nineteenth
century Hungary, which was in search of the own identity of the Hungarian people.
One way to reach this goal was to stress the special character of the Hungarian lan­
guage. This tendency was strengthened by the fact that Hungarian, a language of
Finno-Ugric origin, was surrounded by non-related Germanic, Slavic and Romance
languages.

Staal (1986: 274-275) noted that the western tradition with respect to the study
of language has been word-oriented. Langu-age has been considered as a collection of
words. De Haan (1988), for example, notes that this view has strongly determined
the linguistic research on the West-Germanic language Frisian up till quite recently.

In Hungary, a country belonging to the western cultural sphere, this view has been
popular as well. This may be observed from the fact that grammar books on Hunga­
rian mainly contain long lists of morphological paradigms. It is often claimed that
this covers the whole language-structure.

These cultural historical factors have been reinforced by some striking properties
of Hungarian, such as free word order, its agglutinative nature and the fixed Focus­
position, which are often absent from familiar European languages.

In recent theoretically oriented research, a further pitfall was the fact that it was
confronted almost exclusiv~ly with English. It was, however, overlooked that the po­
sition of English among the Germanic languages is rather unique (cf. Koster 1988).
Only English has 'strong' auxiliaries, no movement of the main verb, and so on. Syn­
tactically, Hungarian resembles rather the Germanic languages Dutch, Frisian and
German. Hence, the comparison of Hungarian with these or the Slavic languages
makes it look far less "exotic".

The Hungarian-as-a-different-Ianguage-doctrine has been most clearly represen­
ted in the work of E. Kiss. According to E. Kiss, the role of phrase structure in H~n­

garian is fudamentally different from its role in English. She claims (cf. E. Kiss
1987a: 25.0) that: "In the type represented by English, phrase structure configura­
tions encode lexical structure, and logical relations are expressed on a virtual level, in
the type of languages represented by Hungarian, phrase structure encodes logical re­
lations, and lexical structure exists merely in the form of a virtual structure (if at
all)." Thus, according to this view, the phrase structure of Hungarian does not ex-
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_' press the familiar structural subject-predicate partitioning of the sentence, as in En­
-glish.

It was argued in this study that the treatment of Hungarian-as-a-different-Ian-
·guage is rather unmotivated for both theoretical and empirical reasons. Therefore,
the setting of "deep" parameters, like Configurationality Parameters, which have the
effect of destroying the structural subject-predicate partitioning of the sentence,
should be rejected.

Our approach was guided by the idea of an abstract and fairly uniform underlying
structure across languages~ This research strategy has proven to be fruitful for the study
of UG. We defended the claim that all languages have a similar phrase structure at
the proper level of abstraction. From this hypothesis an insightful and empirically
motivated analysis of Hungarian phrase structure ensues.

The idea of an abstract and fairly uniform underlying structure across languages
dictates Hungarian to be configurational, because configurational languages are
well-attested. This represents the null-hypothesis, although some of its properties,
like subject-object symmetries, are apparently in conflict with such a structure.

In a configur~tional phrase structure, the subject occupies a different position
than the object. The object is dominated by the VP, whereas the subject is external
to this max~mal projection:

(1) Sentence
~

Subject VP
.~~

Object V

Languages with this structure display subject-object asymmetries. These pheno­
mena also appear in Hungarian (cf. chapter five). This indicates that its phrase struc­

- ture is configurational.
It is rather surprising that subject-object asymmetries have been reported so poor­

ly in the linguistic literature of Hungarian, particularly, if we take into account that
they probably belong to the best documented language-universals.1 E. Kiss (1981c)
observed an asymmetry with reflexive binding, and Horvath (1981) did the same
with WCO. Apart from the cases listed in chapter five, no other c;onvincing subject­
object asymmetry has been discussed. 2 This is, in my view, due to the Hungarian-as­
a-different-Ianguage-doctrine. The idea of an abstract and- fairly uniform underlying
structure, however, leads one to search for subject-object -asymmetries quite natu­
rally. By adopting this approach, it is therefore to be expected that these phenomena
will turn up in all naturallanguages.3

In this thesis, I argued that the real challenge offered by the 'non-configurational'
or 'free' word order languages is' to account for the parallel occurrence of a cluster of
subject-object asymmetries and subject-object symmetries. It is extremely unlikely
that the properties of these clusters will be covered by the parametrization of one
module, because they are heterogeneous in nature and they sometimes affect one and
the same module. Therefore, it seems to me, only an articulated theory of UG will
be able to account for these phenomena.
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For example, in Hungarian subject-object symmetries are found with respect to
superiority effects and that-trace phenomena, although the subject is structurally
prominent to the object in phrase structure. This apparent contradiction may arise,
however, because the binding domain for both subject and object Wh-traces is simi­
lar, namely CP (cf. section 5.4.).

Free word order phenomena have been captured in early generative 'grammar by a
stylistic rule, that is "scrambling", applying at PF (cf. Ross ,1967). This has proved
to be a rather trivial hypothesis. .It cannot explain, for instance, why in som~j' lan­
guages, like Hungarian or Japanese" scrambling applies almost freely, but it is block­
ed in others, such as English or Navajo. Scrambling furthermore suggests that word
order is rather unconstrained in languages in which it applies.

In Hungarian, this is clearly not the case. Hungarian displays all sorts of restric­
tions on word order. It has a neutral SVO-order, a fixed Focus-position, quantifiers
strung together to the left of the verb, complex verbs exhibit a verb-final order, and
maximal projections are head-final (cf. chapter two). Moreover, scrambling as a PF-"
rule has also been falsified empirically. For example, the fact that it affects the inter­
pretation of bound pronouns clearly demonstrates that scrambling is not a PF-role
but a syntactic rule (cf. section 5.3.4.3.).

Horvath (1981) was the first who tried to restrict 'freedom' of word order in
Hungarian by syntactic conditions on operations like adjunction. In this study, I
have added two other sources for freedom of word order, namely CP-recursion and V­
movement. It remains to be investigated whether this is correct and, if so, how fur­
ther restrictions can be made. For example, suppose that the evaluation metric of X'­
syntax determines the directionality of adjunction. In that case, only leftward ad­
junction would be possible in Hungarian.

E. Kiss (1987a:- 187) proposes the following hierarchy to systematize the exten­
sive morphological case-system in Hungarian:

(2) NOM> ACC > DAT > INSTR > ADVERBIAL

E. Kiss assigns this hierarchy a special status in the grammar of Hungarian. Ac­
cording to E. Kiss, it is an auxiliary device which takes over the role of the non-con­
figurational phrase structure when this is unable to account for syntactic relations.

In this study, however, we further elaborated on Van Riemsdijk (1982) who)n
turn relies on the insights of Relational Grammar and Lexical-Functional Grammar~
Van Riemsdijk classifies the above hierarchy in terms of a binary feature-system in­
volving mnemonic labels, like [SUB)] and [OBJ]. Morphological cases should riot
be mapped d'irectly onto abstract Case but through the mediation of this feature-sys­
tem (cf. section 5.4.1.). Consequently, there are no longer "deep" syritactic differen­
ces between English and Hungarian but only at the surface level involving the
morphological encoding of abstract Case.

The Hungarian-as-a-different-language-doctrine has also influenced Horvath's
(1986) treatment of Focus, although Horvath adopts the idea of an ~bstractand

fairly uniform underlying structure across languages (cf. Horvath 1986: introduc- -­
tion).
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Horvath assigns Hungarian main clauses an SVO-order, and embedded clauses an
SOV-order. This matches the distribution of word order in non-English Germanic
languages. In these languages, this phenomenon has been analyzed as 'V-second' (cf.
Koster 1975 and Thiersch 1978, among others).

It has been argued that the order of the embedded clause represents the under­
lying order and that the order of the main clause is derived by movement of the fini­
te verb. Surprisingly, instead of treating Hungarian as an SOV-Ianguage with V­
movement, Horvath takes SVO as the basic order. As a result, its phrase structure
has a special VP-internal position for Focus. This leads to some questionable conse­
quences, like a lowering-transformation with subject focussing or the VP-internal
position of Wh-phrases which is rather exceptional from a cross-linguistic point of
view.4

These problems could have been circumvented, if the underlying SOV-order had
been related to the unmarked SVO-order by V-movement, like in the Germanic lan­
guages with V-second (cf. chapter two). As a consequence, the adjacency require­
ment on Focus could have been treated as the Hungarian manifestation of the V­
second effect.

Chomsky (1986b) argues that V-second appears in the following configuration:

(3) [cp (X") (V-finite) IP]

X" in the [Spec, CP] marks the position of Wh-phrases or some other quantified
expression. The finite verb may land in the [C, CP] position as a result of V-move­
ment.' This yields V-second. Concomitant to this phenomenon is an adjacency effect
involving the category which fills the X"-position and the finite verb.

If focussing in Hungarian is regarded as a V-second effect, then this immediately
explains why the Focus-position must be left-adjacent to the verb. Futhermore, a
striking parallel with English arises.

V-second in English yields I-to-C movement. This is triggered by exactly the
same type of categories which trigger Focussing in Hungarian, namely, quantified
expressions like Wh-phrases, negated phrases and so on. So, the treatment of focus­
sing as a V-second effect not only avoids the theoretical problems which Horvath's
(1986) approach runs into but also makes some interesting parallels available with
other languages.

Let us summarize the most important results of this study. Consider first the con-
cepts which are supported by empirical evidence from Hungarian.

- Hungarian phrase structure has a VP which is supported by the occurrence ,of a
large variety of subject-object asymmetries (cf. chapter five). This provides empirical'
evidence for the hypothesis that the VP is a language-universal, and that these
phenomena appear in all natural languages.
- The Projection Principle maps lexical structure onto syntactic configurations. A
number of unrelated phenomena show that this principle is operative in Hunga­
rian as well (cf. chapter four).
- Hungarian phrase structure exhibits the two characteristic properties of stan­
dard 'grammatical tree-structures, namely, symmetry and recursion. Symmetry ap­
pears in X'-grammar. All endocentric maximal projections are left-branching
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(cf. chapter two). Recursion turns up in two subcomponents involving X'-gram­
mar (cf. cpapter two) and Wh-module (cf. chapter six). CP is recursive within CP
and the scopal domain of Wh-phrases is extended by the iteration of a dummy
Wh-phrase, or by successive cyclic movement of the'Wh-phrase itself.
- We have provided evidence for the theory of empty categories. This theory is mot­
ivated by the idea of an ~bstract and fairly uniform underlying structure par excel­
lence, for there is nothing to see in the overt syntactic representation. Small pro
holds the position of omitted pronouns in Hungarian (cf. chapter four and seven)
and trace fills the base-generated position of moved Wh/Focus-phrases (cf. chap­
ter six).
- Maximal projections may vary in the richness of structure (cf. chapter seven). Ns
b~t not Ps may combine with a D which projects .into a maximal projection, a
DP. As a consequence, an NP is in fact a DP and it is richer in structure than a
PP. This has repercussions for the syntax of these categori~s (cf. chapter seven).
- Languages IIlay differ with respect to the strength of person-number agreement.
AGR or I is 'strong' if it is lexically independent, and it is 'weak' in case it is a
bound morpheme. Only if I or AGR is strong. may it hea4 an X'-projection,
otherwise it must merge with a lexical item. AGR and I are weak in. Hungarian
(ef. chapter two and seven). Hence, they have no phrase-structural prominence.
- The agent and tl)eme role of morphologically unaffected verbs in Hungarian
are always mapped onto the syntactic configurations in accordance with the UT­
HACs (cf. chapter three). The agent role is projected onto the subject position,
and the theme rple is projected onto the object position. This supports the hy­
pothesis that these matching rules are the unmarked c~es of a-assignment.
- Parameter theory is a fruitful way to address questions of language-typology. We
have set the following parameters: lP-parameter (cf. chapter two and five), the
Head Parameter (cf. chapter two and seven), Pro-drop Parameter (cf. chapter four
and seve~), th~ ,,~-Assignment Parameter (cf. chapter three), and the parameter +/-
move Wh (cf. ch~pter six). '
Let us m~e some remarks with respect to the final point, parameter theory. Be-

fore doing ~o, consider a brief review of these parameters. .
I have related some of the typological differences between English on the one

hand and Hungaria~ and other Germanic languages like Dutch, Frisian and German
on the other hanq to the lP-parameter. I is an independent lexical item in English
but not in the other languages. This property has far-reaching consequences for the
syntax of these langp.ages. The lP-parameter establishes a correlation between V-mo­
vement. and subject-object symmetries. If a language has V-to-C movement, it dis­
plays·s~bject-object symmetries.

Hungarian is specified with respect to the Head Parameter as 'head-final'. The
heads of all endocentr~c categories are in final position. This represents one of the
core options of X'-theory. The Head Parameter does not only bear on X'-theory but
also on the grammar of scope. In a left branching language, the leftmost quantifier
has the largest c-command domain, .and thus it has wide scope.

Hungarian realizes the agent and theme role of morphologically underived
(in)transitive verbs in accordance with the UTHACs. The agent corresponds with
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the subject and the theme with the object. In English, these conventions may be
suppressed. Hence, in Hungarian but not in English syntactic NP-movement is
blocked with Passivization, Ergativization, Middle verbs, and Raising Verbs, Dative

.Shift is lacking, and the predicate containing an inalienable body object does not as­
sign a compositional a-role to the subject.

Hungarian exhibits two dialects concerning long Wh-movement, namely +/­
move Who This parameter relates phenomena involving an accessibility hierarchy for
overt long Wh-movement, .preference for the mit-strategy, the conjugation of inter­
mediate verbs, parasitic gaps and resumptive pronouns.

Comrie (1987) distinguishes two types of parameters. Holistic parameters which
may affect the totality of the language-structure, and partial parameters which cover
only a subpart of the language-structure. In our terminology, this means that holis­
tic parameters may bear on several modules, whereas partial parameters are restricted
only to one single module.

According to this typology, the a-Assignment Parameter is a partial parameter.
It refers only to a-theory. The lP-parameter, the Head Parameter, the Pro-drop Para­
meter, and +/- Move Wh, on the other hand, are holistic parameters.

For example, the lP-parameter affects various components of the grammar like
move-a. (V-movement), X'-theory (verb-object adjacency, VP-deletion and topicali­
zation to CP) and Wh-module (the lack of superiority and that-trace effects). Hence,
this parameter connects totally unrelated phenomena and it accounts for the fact
that these phenomena and only these phenomena are interrelated across languages.

It seems to me that holistic parameters make intriguing claims with respect to
. problems of language-typology. Therefore, I do not share Comrie's scepticism with
respect to the setting of such ·parameters. Of course, they should be conditioned. Pa­
rameters must at least be inductive, for reasons of explanatory power, and they
should be easy to discover, because of learnability. The latter requires, for example,
that parameters are related to the lexicon (cf. the lP-parameter), or to surface proper­
ties, such as 'rich' morphology (cf. the Pro-drop Parameter) or surface order (cf. the
Head Parameter). I will leave, however, the further elaboration of these questions for
future research.

Let us consider now the theoretical concepts of standard approaches in generative
grammar which have to be rejected on the basis of empirical evidence from Hunga­
rian.

- Hungarian favors a representational approach over a derivational approach to
grammar. This implies that the theory of movement has no independent status in
the theory of UG. We have supported this claim with evidence from split consti­
tuents (cf. chapter four) and the so-called mit-strategy (cf. chapter six). In both ca­
ses, a derivational theory cannot account for the facts without making ad-hoc as­
sumptions.
- T-he level of representation referred to as 'Logical Form' is superfluous (cf.
chapter six). The scope of quantified expressions in Hungarian can be read off di­
rectly from S-structure. The S-structure counterpart of May's (1977) Quantifier
Raising involves bindir:--g with a scope marker.
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- I have demonstrated that Binding Principle C is not a core principle of VG (cf.
section 5.4.2.7.). It is nqt stable across languages and it is sometimes determined
by non-syntactic phenomena like linearity. Binding Principle C effects with names
can at best be subsumed by a discourse principle. This implies that the core princi­
ples of binding theory are Principle A and Principle B (cf. Koster 1987: chapter 6).
Hence, binding theory.is then a theory only about the properties of dependent
items, such as anaphors and pronouns.
In conclusion, I have argued in this study that the phrase structure of Hungarian

is configurational. This supports the hypothesis that all languages exhibit a configu­
rational core. This result has been achieved by adopting the view that the idea of an
abstract and fairly uniform underlying structure provides a fruitful approach for tac­
kling linguistic puzzles. If we are willing to abstract from surface phenomena, rich
and articulated structures become visible which happen to be rather constant across
languages.
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