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0. INTRODUCTION

1. The Goal of this Thesis

In this thesis, I would like to defend the hypothesis that Hungarian is a configu-
rational language. There has been much discussion in recent years concerning the
question whether Hungarian is a configurational language or not. It is my conten-
tion, however, that on the basis of empirical evidence presented in this study, Hun-
garian phrase structure has a configurational core. In this chapter, I will first present
an overview of the model of grammar serving as the theoretical framework of this
study. After that, I will briefly summarize the content of the following chapters.

In this study, the achievements and goals of the generative research program will
be adopted.! I will follow a modular approach to the grammar of natural language as
has been defended in a so-called Government and Binding paradigm (cf. Chomsky
1981 and subsequent literature). The phenomena in language fall out from the inter-
action of different subcomponents of the grammar, i.e. ‘modules’. Chomsky (1981:
5) distinguishes the following subcomponents:

(1) a. Lexicon
Syntax {(a) categorial component, (b) transformational component}
c. Phonetic Form (PF)
d. Logical Form (LF)
(2) ' a. Bounding theory
b. Government theory
c. O-theory
d. Binding theory
e. Case theory
f. Control theory

In the following, I will briefly describe the ‘content’ of these subcomponents (see,
for details Chomsky 1981). Furthermore, I will indicate in which chapter(s) they
play a role.

The lexicon specifies the abstract morphophonological structure of each lexical
item and its syntactic features, including its categorial and subcategorization featur-
es. In chapter three, I will take up some questions related to the organization of the
lexicon in general and the lexicon of Hungarian in particular.

(1) By this I mean generative grammar in its widest possible sense, that is, also including linguistic mo-
dels as Lexical Functional Grammar, Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar, Relational Grammar, etc. (cf.
Van Riemsdijk 1982 for a discussion of constructive pluralism). I will use formal definitions such as govern-
ment, governer, governee, c-command, adjacent, sister, etc. only in an intuitive sense, unless specified otherwise. See

for these definitions: Aoun and Sportiche (1982), Chomsky (1975; 1981; and subsequent literature) and Hig-
ginbotham (1985b).
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Syntax exist of two components. The categorial rules specify the hierarchical or-
ganization of heads and their complements. This rule system is called X’-zheory (cf.
Jackendoff 1977). The principles of X’-theory play an important role in chapter two,
and chapter seven in which the phrase structure of Hungarian and the structure of
the maximal projections PP and NP will be determined.

The transformational component has been reduced to one single scheme move 0. The
application of move O/ maps D-structure (a combination of the lexicon and the
categorial component) onto S-structure. This level of representation is interpreted in
its turn by PF, ‘surface structure’ and LF, the level of representation specifying the
‘logical form’ of sentences.

Principles of the subcomponents in (2) have the status of axiomata in the theory.
Bounding theory specifies locality constraints on seemingly unbounded dependencies
or ‘long distance’ relations. I will return to the principles of bounding theory in
chapter six in which unbounded Wh-strategies in Hungarian will be discussed.

The central concept of government theory is the structural relation between the
head of a construction and categories dependent on it. Because of the fact that the
concept of ‘government’ is the fundamental notion of the framework, it will be pre-
sent throughout this study.

O-theory determines the assignment of B-roles such as agent, theme, goal, benef-
iciary, and so on. The relation between principles of 8-theory and syntax will be fo-
cussed on in chapter three where I will examine some of the properties of the lexicon
in Hungarian.

Binding theory specifies the relation of anaphors, pronouns, names and bound var-
iables to possible antecedents. I will rely on the principles of binding theory in chap-
ter five when I analyze the syntactic behavior of referential items in Hungarian.

Case theory determines the assignment of abstract Case and its morphological real-
ization. Thoughout this study, I will often refer to the notions of abstract and mor-
phological case, and to the distinction between structural and lexical or ‘inherent’
case.? The reason for this is that Hungarian has an extensive case system (cf. Antal
1961b). I will return to Case and its surface realization more extensively in chapter
three, and chapter five.

Control theory determines the potential for reference of the abstract ‘invisible’ sub-
ject of infinitival complements. I will take the principles of control theory into ac-
count in the analysis of Hungarian infinitival complements in chapter five.

Although I will adopt the Government and Binding paradigm outlined above, I
will present empirical evidence for a possible simplification. It will be argued that
two of the modules are superfluous. In chapter four, I will demonstrate that the
transformational component, more specifically move @, can be dismissed with as a
separate component of the grammar. The phenomenon of split constituents in Hun-
garian and in other languages as well, such as Warlpiri and German, cannot be ac-
counted for in terms of move O. Further, in chapter six I will argue on the basis of
Wh-strategies in Hungarian that the level of representation referred to as LF is

)1 will indicate abstract Case by upper case, and I will indicate morphological or surface case by lower
case.
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superfluous. It is not necessary to invoke a different level than S-structure in order to
account for the syntactic properties of quantifiers (cf. Haik 1984), and Rullman
1988 for a similar conclusion). Instead, I will refer to the subcomponent of the
grammar which deals with this as guantification theory. Note, however, that this mod-
ule, unlike the LF component of standard generative grammar, does not employ in-
dependent syntactic principles such as licensing conditions for empty categories (cf.
Chomsky’s 1981 Empty Category Principle, ECP).

The idea that a linguistic system is construed as a system of rules and representa-
tions that can be factored into independent but interacting subsystems had the
following consequences, among others. Firstly, it has made possible the study of
language typology from a formal point of view. Secondly, it has stimulated the study of
hitherto badly analysed languages. :

(I) The parametrization of the modules is an initial step towards adressing the
question of language typology, i.e., towards providing a hypothetical answer to the
following question. How can typological differences between languages be classi-
fied? Some of these differences look trivial such as the order of head and comple-
ment, others are quite complex and intricate such as the presence or absence of
parasitic gaps or split constituents in the particular grammars of languages. In this
study, I will propose the following parameters with respect to Hungarian. The
strength of the governor I, the IP-parameter (cf. chapter two), a parameter which spe-
cifies the relation between the lexicon and syntax in terms of 8-roles, i.e. the 0-As-
signment Parameter (cf. chapter three), the Pro-drop Parameter (cf. chapter four), Tmove
Wh (cf. chapter six), and the Head Parameter (cf. chapter seven).

Since Chomsky (1981) different types of languages have been studied in a gen-
erative framework. Consider, for example, the typology of fixed word order languages
versus free word order languages, defining the latter, roughly, as languages allowing
scrambling of theit constituents through the sentence without affecting its meaning
drastically (cf. Ross 1967). Languages belonging to this type are, for example, Warl-
piri, Basque, Georgian, Dutch, German, Japanese, Korean, Turkish and also Hunga-
rian, whereas languages with a fixed word order are for example English, and Nava-
jo. The differences between fixed and free word order languages have been attributed
to the Configurationality Pavameter (cf. Chomsky 1981): 2.8.; and chapter one for an
extensive discussion. In chapter five, I will argue on the basis of empirical evidence
from Hungarian that it is unnecessary to set Configurationality Parameters.

Another typological split which has received much attention in recent years, is
the distinction between languages with rich and poor morphology. We may define a
language with rich morphology, roughly, as a language in which the person and
number features of referential expressions are indicated by the inflectional morpho-
logy on the verb. It has been observed that in languages with rich morphology refer-
ential expressions may be omitted but not in languages with poor morphology. The
first type includes languages such as Italian, Hungarian, and Warlpiri, among
others, whereas the latter type includes languages such as English and Dutch. The
difference in omissibility of pronominals in rich and poor morphology languages has
been incorporated into the grammar as the Pro-drop Parameter (cf. Rizzi 1981: 1986
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for detailed discussion). In chapter seven, I will demonstrate that the Pro-drop Para-
meter is also operative in connection with other inflected lexical items in Hungarian
such as postpositions, nouns, and case markers.

(II) The modular approach to grammar has led to the discovery of a number of
new phenomena in various languages, and it has become possible to study some phe-
nomena in greater depth like for example long distance anaphors, transitivity alter-
nations, ‘split’ or ‘discontinuous’ expressions, abstract lexical items like non-overt
pronouns, and parasitic gaps, the behavior of quantified expressions, and so on. Fur-
thermore, our knowledge of several languages which have hardly been studied so far
has increased tremendously in recent years. A language which comes to mind as an
instance of this, is, Hungarian. Although it would certainly be too early to assign
Hungarian the predicate of a well-studied language, there has been an enormous ef-
fort to study all sorts of subcomponents and principles of Hungarian syntax.> The
most important topics include, among others, the syntax of verbal modifier-verb
projections, quantifier puzzles, the structure of (possessive) NPs and PPs, restructur-
ing phenomena, the role of levels of representation, questions 6f word order, the sta-
tus of the VP-projection, the syntax and semantics of Focus, the omissibility of pro-
nominal elements, predication, types of unbounded dependencies (Topicalization,
Wh-strategies), the Lexical Structure, the system of aspect, the system of auxiliaries,
questions of reference, and the definiteness effect.

Let us now turn to a summary of the mest impottant claims of this thesis.

Chapter one presents an introduction of the configurationality issue in general and
its relation to the syntax of Hungarian. This chapter will serve as a background for
the discussion in this study.

Chapter two elaborates on the phrase structure of Hungarian. I will argue that
Hungarian is an SOV-language. This means that ‘object-verb’ is the basic order of
the VP in Hungarian (ef. chapter five, for arguments that Hungarian has a VP). |
will further argue that the governor C, unlike I, is szrong in Hungarian. If a governor
is strong, it must always be filled lexically. A consequence of a strong C, is, that the
finite verb moves to this position. Herice, we derive the following hypothesis:

(3) V-movement hypothesis for Hungarian
V moves to C

Hungarian has a fixed position for Focus. The Focus position must be left-adja-
cent to the finite verb, A concomitant of (3) is that the structural Focus position ig
identified as the Spec of CP. Consequently, Wh-phrases are in the {Spec, CP} posi=
tion in Hungarian as well, not unlike what we find in other languages. Another pro-
petty of phrase stencture in Hungarian is the following:

(4) CP is recursive within CP

(3) This research has been carried out both inside Hungary and outside Hungary. An Aspects-type of
generative grammar was elaborated in volume VI of Altalinos Nyelvészeti Tanulmdnyok (Studies in General
Linguistics), Budapest, 1969. Until E. Kiss (1978) this line of research was not represented in Hungary. The
reason for this was probably the fact that the small group of Hungarian researchers did not find inspiration in
the linguistic literature which was available at that time. This was based mainly on English," language with
fixed word order (cf. Szabolcsi 1985).
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This ability of the CP accommodates the “stacking” of quantifiers preverbally,
and topicalization phenomena. Further, it will play a prominent role in the analysis
of long Wh-movement (cf. chapter six).

Chapter three concentrates on principles of the lexicon and principles which
mediate between the lexicon and syntactic structure. The Unmarked ©-Assignment
Conventions in the sense of Carter (1976), which belong to the latter type, will play
an important role:

(5) Unmarked O-Assignment Conventions :
a. The theme role is assigned to the object grammatical function
b. The agent role is assigned to the subject grammatical function

The rules in (5) specify the assignment of 0-roles to arguments of basic, i.e.
morphologically underived, verbs. Languages vary depending on the rigidity with
which the rules in (5) are applied. In Hungarian, a nominative-accusative language,
the rules in (5) apply unrestrictedly. This has two consequences for its grammar.
Firstly, it presupposes a subject-predicate partitioning of the sentence. Secondly, if
the rules in (5) apply whenever possible, then, it follows that syntactic transitivity
alternations in Hungarian, that is NP-movement in the sense of Chomsky (1981),
are absent. Before we can do so, I will first outline the structure of the lexical entry.

The lexical entry of a predicator contains a Lexical Conceptual Structure (LCS),
roughly the dictionary meaning of a lexical item, a 0-grid which specifies the num-
ber and the entities belonging to the set of 0-roles, a Lexical Structure (LS) which re-
presents the subcategorization properties of the verb, and a case frame which speci-
fies the lexically selected inherent cases. The relation between the 0-grid and LS is
determined by mapping conventions such as in (5). The introduction of the struc-
ture of the lexicon is necessary for a discussion of transitivity alternations in Hunga-
rian. I will claim thart transitivity alternations in Hungarian, such as Middle Verbs,
Unaccusatives, Passivization, Ergatives, and Raising Predicates are in contrast to
their equivalents in English which may be derived syntactically, lexicz/ in nature.
This difference between English and Hungarlan will be attributed to a parameter in
terms of the rules in (5).

Chapter four discusses the status of the Projection Principle in Hungarian syntax.
The Projection Principle is a guiding principle of the grammar. It specifies the rela-
tion between the lexicon and syntax. Informally, it says that lexical information once
selected in the lexicon must be recoverable in syntax. If it turns out that the Projec-
tion Principle is universally valid, it would have the effect of restticting the number
of available grammars tremendously. Throughout this study, I will adopt the follow-
ing intuitive version of the Projection Principle formulated in Chomsky (1981: 39):

(6) Representations at each syntactic level (i.e., LF, and D- and S-struc-
ture) are projected from the lexicon, in that they observe the
0-marking properties of lexical jtems

I will demonstrate that the Projection Principle holds in Hungarian grammar.
The strongest evidence comes from the presence of non-overt elements in syntax
which fill argument positions of the verb. It will be shown that Hungarian possesses
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non-overt pronouns and Wh-traces. Both types of empty categories are argument
holders to which a O-role and Case is assigned. Another area from which it can be
observed that the Projection Principle in Hungarian is operative, is the syntactic
realization of B-related lexically determined case. The following phenomena, includ-
ing the system of personal pronouns, complex verb constructions, embedded clause
formation and Left Dislocation, demonstrate that inherently selected case must be
realized in syntax. Furthermore, split constituents in Hungarian may appear only
under very specific syntactic and semantic conditions. In fact, an NP may only be
split if a predication relation holds between the split parts. From this it follows that
even though both parts could qualify as a verbal argument only one of them takes
the atgument position. This supports the idea that the Projection Principle is sub-
ject to a biuniqueness condition.

Chapter five focusses on the question whether Hungarian phrase structure has a

hierarchical ordening or not. The empmcal evidence will provide support for the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

(7) Hungarian phrase structure is configurational

-A corollary of (7) is that Hungarian possesses a VP-node. E. Kiss (1987a: 36) ar-
gues that subject-object asymmetries are absent from Hungarian grammar. Accor-
ding to E. Kiss, the subject and the object have the same distribution and are
identically affected by syntactic operations. I will put forward empirical evidence
indicating that subject-objectv asymmetries are present in the grammar of Hungarian.
They show up in various modules of the grammar such as the lexicon, control theory,
binding theory, B-theoty, quantification theory, and Wh-module. These subject-ob-
ject asymmetries, then, support the hypothesis in (7). It is obvious that in view of
overwhelming evidence for this claim, it is highly unmotivated to assign Hungarian
sentence structure a non-configurational phrase structure.

I agree with E. Kiss that some subject-object symmetries appear in Hungarian
where asymmetries occur in English. However, there are two kinds of subject-object
symmetries. Firstly, there are subject-object symmetries which appear in unambi-
guously configurational languages such as Dutch or Frisian as well. This involves the
distribution of sentence adverbs, the absence of some VP-rules, the lack of that-trace
effects, the syntax of idiomatic expressions, compositional 0-assignment and Bin-
ding Principle C symmetries. Hence, instead of relaxing X’-theory or government
theory, it rather must be concluded that these tests do not qualify as legitimate VP-
tests. Secondly, there are subject-object symmetries which also appear in uncontro-
versial configurational languages such as Dutch or Frisian, but they have a somewhat
different shape in in those languages than in Hungarjan. These subject-object sym-
metries include the lack of the superiority effects and the topicalization of universal
quantifiers. I will attempt to demonstrate how subject-object symmetyries may arise
in a configurational phrase structure. It will be suggested that these symmetries fall
out from the interaction of the categorial component with independent modules
such as government theory, X’-theory, and bounding theory.

Chapter six discusses strategies to.form embedded Wh-questions in Hungarian. These
different strategies provide empitical evidence for the Correspondence Hypothesis:
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(8) Correspondence Hypothesis
Whenever there is a syntactic reflex of the assignment of (wide)
scope, the dependency involved and overt long Wh-movement obey
the same conditions on bounding and government

Long Wh-movement in Hungarian is subject to Jocz/ity conditions and it pro-
ceeds successive cyclicly. Therefore, I will conclude that this phenomenon in Hungarian
is constrained by general conditions which restrict this phenomenon in other lan-
guages as well. Furthermore, I will demonstrate that Hungarian possesses an alterna-
tive strategy to overt long Wh-movement, the so-called miz-strategy. This type of
Wh-strategy displays the same conditions on government and bounding as long
overt Wh-movement. This provides support for the Correspondence Hypothesis. As
a consequence, the status of LF as a separate subcomponent of the grammar becomes
questionable.

Chapter seven investigates the syntax of the PP in Hungarian. The PP has two
striking properties. Fitstly, it is a head-final category. Secondly, the PP may contain a
realization of person-number inflection (AGR). These properties have the following
implications for the syntax of Hungarian. The fact that maximal projections such as
the PP, and NP are head-final suggest that Hungarian is specified with respect to
the Head Parameter as ‘head last’, each lexical head follows its complement. This
implies that the underlying order of the VP-node, for example, is ‘object-verb’. Fut-
thermore, the PP gives insight into the syntactic role of AGR. In Hungarian, we can
distinguish two types of postpositions, inflected (dressed) Ps, and uninflected (nak-
ed) ones. It appears that the two types of PPs have their own syntactic properties
concerning X’-theory, Case theory, binding theory, and the Pro-drop Parameter.
These differences thus coincide with the presence or absence of AGR. Hence, by com-
pating dressed PPs with naked ones, we can isolate the syntactic properties of AGR.






1. THE CONFIGURATIONALITY ISSUE

In this chapter, I will introduce the configurationality issue in general (cf. section 1.1.),
and discuss this question with respect to Hungarian in particular (cf. section 1.2.).!

1.1. On Configurationality in General

Before going into details, let me first sketch in short the core problem of the confi-
gurationality issue. In many languages there is direct evidence for a special gramma-
tical relation of swbject and a different one of object. Syntactic rules may apply to a
combination of the object and verb but not to a combination of the subject and verb.
Compare, for example, the VP-rules, such as VP-preposing and VP-deletion, in
English. Languages with such rules are said to display subject-object asymmetries.
The appearance of subject-object asymmetries in a particular language is considered
as evidence for the different positions of the subject and the object in the structure of
the sentence in that language. If we abstract away from surface word order variation,
this may be represented in the following tree diagram:

1 sentence
subject predicate (VP)
/\

verb object

In some languages, there seems to be little or no evidence available for this sub-
ject-predicate partitioning of the sentence. Subject-object asymmetries seem to be
missing in these languages. The question arises whether these languages still diffe-
rentiate subjects and objects in a fundamental way.

While generative grammarians had taken it for granted that in English there is a
syntactic VP-node, and had devised a series of constituency tests to show that there
is a subject-predicate partitioning of the sentence, some linguists discovered that the

(1) See also the introduction of Mardcz and Muysken (1989) for a historical overview of the configuratio-
nality debate, discussion of some proposals, and methodological questions concerning configurationality.
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tests did not carty over easily to non-Indo-European languages. Arguments for a VP-
node were hard to come by in those languages. An example of this is Hinds (1974)
who argued that there was no reason to assume a VP-constituent for Japanese.?

Similarly, syntacticians found it difficult to reconcile the considerable freedom of
word order, in some languages with the mechanism of phrase-structure rules. It was
assumed that phrase-structure rules generated ordered strings of elements only. An
example is Staal’s (1967) work on Sanskrit.® Staal argued that the order of subject,
verb and object was completely.free in Sanskrit, and he proposed to replace the for-
malism of ordered trees of Chomsky (1965; 1977) by that of ‘wild’ or unordered
trees. These trees indicated to what constituent a given element belongs but not the
order of elements within that constituent. Note that Staal did maintain a VP-node
in Sanskrit. Staal’s proposal was, however, not a theoretical improvement, because as
Chomsky (1965: 123-127) argued, set-systems are equivalent to concatenation-sys-
tems.*

The main impulse for work on configurationality came in the late seventies,
when Ken Hale discovered that aboriginal Australian languages such as Warlpiri
were hard to classify in terms of typological notions current until then. He observed
that Warlpiri allows an extremely free word order, that is, any ordering of consti-
tuents will yield a grammatical sentence. The only restriction on word order in that
language is that the auxiliary verb (Aux) must be in second position:

(2) Kurdungku ka maliki  wajilipinyi
child-ERG Aux-pres dog-ABS chase-nonpast
Maliki ka kurdungku wajilipinyi
Maliki ka wajilipinyi kurdungku
Wajilipinyi ka kurdungku maliki
Wajilipinyi ka maliki kurdungku
Kurdungku ka wajilipinyi maliki
“The child is chasing the dog.’

(Hale 1981: 1)

Hale (1981) observed further that the extreme freedom of word order is not only
restricted to the verbal arguments but may also involve constituents which are a sin-
gle semantic unit corresponding to NP in English. Note that the parts of the phrase
two small childyen in Warlpiri is an instance of a ‘split’ constituent. Compare:

(3)  Kurdujarrarluk kapala maliki wajilipinyi  witajarrarly
child-dual-ERG Aux-pres-dual dog-ABS chase-nonpast small-dual-ERG
Maliki kapala kurdujarrariu waijilipinyi witajarrari
Witajarrarly kapala maliki wajilipinyi kurdujarrarin
(etc., any order with Aux in second position)

“The two small children are chasing the dog.’
(Hale 1981: 1)

(2) In those days even some teseachers of Germanic languages did not assume a VP. See, for example, the
treatment of V-raising in Dutch by Evers (1975).

(3) See also Saumjan and Soboleva’s (1963) study on free word order in Russian. They argued that the
phrase marker of Russian could be captured more easily by an unotdered set-system instead of a concatena-
tion-system.

(4) Chomsky (1965: 123-127) acknowledges, however, that freedom of word order cannot be captured in
terms of the theory of transformations at that time.
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Combining the insights of §aumjan and Soboleva (1963), Staal (1967), and
Hinds (1974), Hale (1981; originally written in 1978) proposed to capture these ob-

servations by defining the basic syntactic structures of Warlpiri by the following min-
imal rule:

4) E-—> W+

This rule states that in Warlpiri expressions (E) are formed by stringing words
(W) together. Hale, unlike for example Staal in Sanskrit, did not assume the presence
of a syntactic VP-node in the phrase-structure of Warlpiri.

In Hale (1980), the typological distinction between free and fixed word order
languages conformed to the formalism of X’-theory as outlined in Chomsky (1970)

and developed in Jackendoff (1977). The X’-scheme generates the following endo-
centric rules:

B) a X'>..X..
b. X’ - ..X.. (whereXisN,V,..)

According to Hale (1981), some languages employ both (52) and (5b) for the real-
ization of their endocentric categories, the configurational languages, whereas the syn-
tax of non-configurational languages contains only rule (5b). Rule (5b) expresses three

_things: (i) Each endocentric category has a head, (ii) the order of modifiers is free,
and (iii) constituents are ‘flat’ in that there is no intermediate structure between a
head and its maximal projection.’

Hale (1982) suggested that the difference between configurational and non-con-
figurational languages is not only restricted to fixed versus free word order. Rather,

there is a clustering of so-called non-configurational propertles Hale listed the fol-
lowing ‘diagnostics’:

6) ‘Free’ word ordetr

. The use of split or d1scont1nuous constituents

Free ot frequent pro-drop

. The lack of NP-movement

Lack of expletive elements (like i, there, etc.)

Use of a rich case-system

. Complex verb words

. The lack of VP-rules (like VP-preposing, VP-deletion, etc.)
The lack of ECP-effects®

MR T A0 TR

Hale argued that some of these properties (such as the lack of standard ECP-ef-
fects and pro-drop) could be derived by assuming that in non-configurational lan-
guages, i.e. languages with one-prime categories, the notion government, defined as
a relation between a head and its direct sister, is absent. It turned out, however, that
this list of diagnostics could not characterize the type. Languages classified as non-

(5) Rule (5b) may also specify the relative order of heads and complements. For example, the fact that
heads in Japanese are category-final can be expressed as follows (Japanese was analysed at that time as a non-
configurational language, see Hale 1980 and Farmer 1980):

HX-.X

(6) Diagnostic (6i) has been added by Huang (1982).
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configurational displayed at most only a subset of these properties. For example,
Hungarian and Japanese, which were characterized in the literature as non-configur-
ational, do not possess a ‘strong’ Aux-node such as Warlpiri, or Navajo (cf. 6g). Fur-
thermore, established configurational languages such as Italian or Dutch may also
display a subset of the non-configurational characteristics. For example, Italian has
‘free’ word order, free or frequent pro-drop, and lack of ECP-effects with long Wh-
movement (cf. Rizzi 1982). Dutch exhibits ‘free’ word order, pro-drop with non-refe-
rential expressions, lack of VP-rules, and lack of ECP-effects with long Wh-move-
ment (cf. Koster 1986). Hence, it became less clear what the ‘proper’ diagnostics of a
non-configurational language were.

In the course of this study, I will demonstrate that Hungarian displays a subset of
the diagnostics of non-configurationality, and that these phenomena may be accoun-
ted for without assuming a non-configurational phrase-structure for its syntax. It will
be argued that they may be attributed to independently motivated principles of UG
and properties of Hungarian. ‘Free’ word order is not so free after all. More and more
phenomena have been found which restrict freedom of word order. Hungarian has
even neutral word orders (cf. chapter two). Overt expletives are lacking but there is
some evidence that non-overt expletives may be present (cf. chapter four). Some VP-
rules such as VP-preposing may apply under specific circumstances in Hungarian as
well (cf. chapter five). The occurrence of split constituents is heavily restricted both
syntactically and semantically in Hungarian (cf. chapter four). Free or frequent pro-
drop falls under the Pro-drop Parameter (cf. chapter four). The lack of NP-move-
ment follows from the way O-roles are related to syntactic structure in Hungarian
(cf. chapter three). The lack of standard VP-rules such as VP-deletion is due to the
syntactic properties of I in Hungarian (cf. chapter five). Finally, the lack of ECP-ef-
fects with long Wh-movement is dependent on the fact that the minimal maximal
domain of the subject in Hungarian happens to coincide with that of the object, na-
mely the CP (cf. chapter five).

The modular approach to grammar narrowed the distinction between the gram-
mars of configurational and non-configurational languages. It initiated the search for
subject-object asymmetries in. non-configurational languages. A reasonable hypothesis,
then, was that evidence for subject-object asymmetries would turn up in the mod-
ules of the grammar. Hale (1983) discovered subject-object asymmetries within the
domain of binding theory (reflexive-reciprocae binding) and control theory in Warl-
piri. Notice that after the discovery of subject-object asymmetries in non-configura-
tional languages the term ‘non-configurational’ was no longer a particularly appro-
priate one. Therefore, the configurationality puzzle shifted from the problem of free
word order to the following question. How is the cluster of both subject-object sym-
metries (see, for example (6h), the lack of VP-rules) and subject-object asymmetries
in the grammar of a particular language to be accounted for? An initial answer to
this question was suggested in Chomsky (1981).

Chomsky assumed that all languages are configurational at Lexical Structure (LS),
a subpart of D-structure, which is an abstract, mobile structure representing the hiet-
archical organization of a predicator and its direct arguments, but not at the overt
categorial representation, called Phrase Structure (PS). This latter representation was
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assigned a flat structure in non-configurational languages. As a consequence, the
phrase marker of a sentence in a non-configurational language was represented at
each level of representation as a dual non-isomorphic syntactic structure. Consider:

@) s
N
np vp LS
PN
np v

Chomsky related the dichotomy between LS and PS in non-configurational lan-
guages and the isomorphicity between LS and PS in configurational languages to a
parametrization of the Projection Principle. He hypothesized that in non-
configurational languages the Projection Principle holds only at LS, i.e. ‘Assume a
Grammatical Function (GF), whereas in configurational languages it holds of the
pair (LS, PS). This approach accounted for some of the properties of non-configura-
tional languages.

Free word order was handled by free lexical-insertion and base-generation at PS,
subject-object symmetries were attributed to PS, the representation where the sub-
ject and object are equally prominent, and subject-object asymmetries were attribu-
ted to LS, where a hierarchical division of the arguments of the verb is made.
Chomsky'’s patameter Assume GF has been elaborated in more detail by Hale (1983),
Mohanan (1983) and Zubizarreta and Vergnaud (1982).

Note that a relaxation of the Projection Principle led to an @nomaly in the theory
of UG. Firstly, Chomsky (1981) redefined the core of the generative research pro-
gram. The theory of phrase-structure grammars was eliminated from the theory of
UG, and was replaced by new core principles such as the Projection Principle. By
parametrizing the Projection Principle, Chomsky created an internal conflict in this
research program. Secondly, note that a representation like (7) is not a reduced
phrase marker in the sense of Lasnik and Kupin (1977), because not evety pairs of
nodes dominates or precedes the other in a single phrase marker. Chomsky (1982:
14) states: "It should be clear that the theory of phrase-structure has no standing as a
component of UG”. From this, we may conclude that there is no theoretical objec-
tion against representations like (7). This would, however, imply that the theory of
reduced phrase markers should be given up. Certainly, an undesirable step.

In reaction to such rather radical proposals, other researchers working in the gen-
erative tradition have proposed to account for cases of apparent free word order with
mechanisms that remain much closer to the standard assumptions of generative
grammar. In these approaches to the configurationality puzzle, researchers tried to
account for this typological split'by parametrizing a subcomponent of the grammar.

(7) This idea of double representation led also to the extensive study of the formal properties of phrase
markers. See Zubizarreta and Vergnaud (1982), Higgingbotham (1985), and Speas (1986).
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Stowell (1981) suggests that relaxing the adjacency condition on Case-assign-
ment has the effect of allowing for free word order. In fixed word order languages,
the object, for example, has to remain next to the verb because in those languages
Case-assignment requires adjacency. If the object were anywhere else, it would not
be Case-marked, leading to an ungrammatical result. Consequently, if there is no ad-
jacency requirement on Case-assignment in a language, the order of elements can be
much freer.

Van Riemsdijk (1982) interprets Hale’s observations on Warlpiri in terms of the
difference between the syntactic representations most familiar to us and phonolog-
ical representations. Warlpiri clauses would have no tree structure but they would be
otganized phonologically. They would be subject to adjacency conditions of phono-
logy rather than those of syntax.

In Saito (1982) and much related work, the assumption is made that in a free
word order language such as Japanese the phrase-structure rules create a VP-node
and ordered constituents, but that the possibility of freely adjoining constituents to
the clause they are part of has the effect of atlowing free word order.

Jelinek (1983) and Speas (1986) provide empitical evidence against a parametti-
zation of the Projection Principle. They argue that even in Warlpiri and Navajo, the
Projection Principle is satisfied by fully referential clitic pronouns that serve as ver-
bal arguments. Therefore, they conclude that the Projection Principle is satisfied at
all levels of representation even in non-configurational languages. Note that such a
theory is in fact a notational variant of a theory which assumes a VP-node and the
application of adjunction rules. The linking of ‘dislocated’ NPs in non-A-positions
to the clitic pronouns in the A-positions of Aux is equivalent with the binding of A-
positions by NPs which are in.non-A-positions by the application of adjunction.?

Kuroda (1987) has proposed the Forced Agreement Parameter in order to derive
the main typological differences between English and Japanese:

8) English  Japanese
Visible Wh-movement + -
Scrambling - +
Topic-prominence - +

The Forced Agreement Parameter states that complements and heads in English,
unlike in Japanese, must display agreement. As a consequence, the subject NP in
[Spec, IP] in English, contrary to Japanese, must agree with the head of IP, i.e. I(nfl).
The presence of an NP in this position blocks movement from the [Spec, VP] to the
[Spec, IP] in English. Hence, the lack of scrambling in that language. In Japanese,
on the other hand, nothing prevents the movement of an NP from [Spec, VP] to
[Spec, IP]. This yields, then, scrambling in Japanese.

In sum, it seems to me that the configurationality puzzle consists of the study of
the internal structure of the clusters of subject-object asymmetries and symmetries,

(8) Such a state of affairs happens more often as Chomsky (1981: 346) notes: “It is quite possible that al-

ternative approaches that appear superficially to be quite different may fall together, when the proper level of
abstraction is identified and clarified.”
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their relation and their position in a theory of UG. The focus of research has shifted
from the superficial diagnostics of (6) towards the position of these clusters in a the-
ory of UG. There are two possibilities to approach these questions:

Scenario I

The asymmetries are taken as the unmarked cluster, that is, they are generated by
the subcomponents and principles of UG. The presence of this cluster in a patticular
grammar is taken as an indication that all languages are configurational, and conse-
quently have a VP-node. This represents the na/l-bypothesis, because of the existence
of established configurational languages such as English. The puzzle for proponents
of this position can be phrased as follows: How is the cluster of symmetties covered
in a theory of UG?

Scenario IT

The cluster of symmetries is the unmarked one in the sense that it is generated
by the phrase-structure of a particular language. This option is problematic from the
point of UG. In the light of the existence of uncontroversially configurational lan-
guages it is rather ad-hoc. The questions to answer for proponents of this position are
the following: What is the position of the cluster of symmetries in a theory of UG,
and how is the cluster of asymmetries to be accounted for in the grammar of a pat-
ticular language?

1.2. Configurationality and the Grammar of Hungarian

Much work in Hungarian syntax deals with the position of Hungarian with res-
pect to the Configurationality Parameter. As we will point out in the next chapter,
Hungarian allows ‘free’ word order. This, taken together with the absence of the
most direct evidence for a configurational phrase-structure, has led some researchers
to classify Hungarian as a non-configurational language. This position has been
most clearly defended in the studies of E. Kiss (cf. E. Kiss 1981a, and subsequent
literature). According to E. Kiss, the propositional part of the sentence is flat. She
distinguishes between non-A-positions hierarchically ordered on the ‘periphery’ of
the sentence (Topic, and Focus) and A-positions in S, and claims that move-o affects
arguments by shifting them to any of the two peripheral positions in (1):

(1) s
/\
Topic S
/\

Focus S
vV x> x™

Topic may contain several maximal major categories, while Focus is restricted to
a single constituent. Furthermore, the phrases in S may be scrambled. This structure
lacks a VP-constituent. Hence, the subject and object have the same distribution
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structurally. This hypothesis lead to the discovery of subject-object symmetries in
Hungarian where in English asymmetries appear (cf. E. Kiss 1982a). These subject-
object symmetries occur in several modules, like X’-theory (position of sentence ad-
verbs, and absence of VP-rules), Wh-module (the lack of superiority effects), and
quantification module (Topicalization of universal quantifiers). I will return in chap-
ter five to an extensive discussion of subject-object symmetries and their position in
Hungarian syntax. Note that the approach just discussed has a somewhat crude em-
piricist flavor.®

This approach supposes that hypotheses about how to cover variation in word or-
der and the presence of subject-object symmetties should spring directly out of the
way the data initially look to the investigator. E. Kiss proposes to account for the
properties of Hungarian by postulating a special type of phrase structure, namely,
the one depicted in (1). Since languages like English lack variation in word order
and subject-object symmetries, they are assumed to have a quite distinct grammar
(cf. E. Kiss 1982a; 1987c).

An alternative configurational approach to Hungarian syntax in line with scena-
rio I above has been proposed in Horvath (1981; 1986a)."* Horvath regards Hunga-
rian as having a basic SVO-order and exhibiting much of the configurational charac-
ter of, say, English in the operation of NP-movement, and hierarchical clause struc-
ture. A D-structure like (2) must be affected by various instances of move-0,
including movement to Comp, Topicalization, Subject Postposing (a VP-adjunction
rule), downgrading movement, scrambling, movement in LF, and so on in order to
produce all the possible varieties of strings of constituents:

) S
/\
Comp S
T~
NP Infl VP
— T
V' NP
PN
Xmaxy

The X" under V’ provides for various preverbal constituents in neutral sentences
such as verbal prefixes, determinerless nouns, predicative adjectives, and so on, and
is vacated if some other constituent of the sentences is to occupy that position. This
constituent will then receive Focus-interpretation at LE. Although the assumption of
a VP-node represents the null-hypothesis and is thus preferred over the more im-
pressionistic approach, Horvath’s elaboration faces several problems. Elsewhere, I

(9) Gazdar et al. (1983: 5) refer to this type of approach as ‘neo-empiricism’.

(10) In the literature, there are other pairs of competitive analysis concerning the configurational status
of one and the same language. For example, a configurational versus non-configurational analysis has been
proposed by: Eguzkitza (1986), Ortiz de Urbina (1986), and Salaburu (1985) versus Abaitua (1985), Azkara-
te et al. (1981), and Rebuschi (1985) for Basque; Den Besten (1982), Fanselow (1987), Kostet (1986), and
Webelhuth (1985) versus Halder (1985; 1986), Sternefeld (1984), and Tappe (1982) for German; Saito and
Hoji (1983) versus Farmer (1980), Farmer et al. (1986), and Hale (1980) for Japanese; and Choe (1985) ver-
sus Yang (1982; 1984) for Korean.
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have attempted to demonstrate that some of her actual tests on subject-object asym-
metries suffer from empirical and theoretical shortcomings (cf. Maricz 1988a).

The following tests are incomplete, including the distribution of sentence ad-
verbs, Quantifier Float, VP-deletion, and the distribution of bound pronouns (Weak
Crossover effects). Other tests make the wrong predictions under the theoretical as-
sumptions adopted by Horvath, like Subject Postposing as an instance of VP-ad-
junction, mixed configurational categories, Quantifier Float, and Weak Crossover ef-
fects (WCO). I will return to a more extensive discussion of these VP-tests and their
theoretical consequences in the sections 4.6., 5.3., and 5.4.

An initial justification for the approach dictated by the null-hypothesis came
from the observations made in Horvath (1981: 210) and E. Kiss (1982). They noted
that subject-object asymmetries in Hungarian occur in the domain of WCO and re-
flexive binding. Since then the list of subject-object asymmetries has rapidly grown,
involving various other modules of the grammar. I will catalogue these subject-ob-
ject asymmetries in chapter five. The problem of Hungarian syntax became not only
how to account for variation in word order but also how to account for a cluster of
subject-object asymmetries and symmetries in the grammar?

Following Chomsky’s (1981) suggestions on configurationality, some of these
questions were tackled in Mardcz (1986a). A serious disadvantage of the approach to
assign the phrase marker of a sentence a dual representation (cf. 1.1.(7)), is, as I
pointed out above, that it involves a drawback from a theoretical point of view. It
leads to an relaxation of the theory of UG." On the other hand, this hypothesis sti-
mulated the following lines of research. Firstly, it initiated the search for subject-ob-
ject asymmetries in Hungarian. Secondly, it made it necessary to reconsider the
question of the mapping between LS and PS. These lines of research led to the dis-
covery of other subject-object asymmetries in the domain of binding theory unam-
biguously showing that subject and object have a different distribution in Hunga-
rian as well.

Elsewhere (cf. Maridcz 1987c), I have proposed that the mapping of LS onto PS in
Hungarian has the following four properties (cf. Koster 1987):

(3) a. Obligatoriness b. Biuniqueness
c. Identity d. Locality

Obligartoriness is supported by the fact that all lexically selected verbal argu-
ments are present at surface structure. Hence, no lexically selected arguments may
be lost during the derivation. The relation between LS and PS is biunique, that is,
each argument at LS corresponds to exactly one constituent at PS. The relation bet-
ween LS and PS is subject to an identity requirement involving either structural pos-
itions or morphological markers. Furthermore, the relation between LS and PS obeys
a general locality constraint, i.e., the PS-constituent (or its place holder) appears in
the domain of the verb whose LS contains the argument to which it is related. An
approach which assumes that the mapping between LS and PS is restricted by the

(11) Compare also Horvath (1987) for this point.
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properties in (3) is a notational variant of the theory which falls under scenario I of
the preceding section. In that case, the VP-node remains visible at all levels of repre-
sentation. In chapter four, I will discuss the mapping between LS and syntax in more
detail and the status of the Projection Principle in Hungarian.

Although I think that enormous progtess has been made in recent years, a num-
ber of empirical arid theoretical questions concerning the syntax of Hungarian re-
main controversial. A more careful examination than hitherto is, in my view, requir-
ed to account for freedom of word order, the properties of phrase-structure, and the
parallel presence of clusters of subject-object asymmetries and symmetries. In the
chapters to follow, I wish to make a modest contribution with respect to the settle-
ment of these questions. The grouping of phenomena and their analysis is motivated
by the theory of UG outlined in the introduction. It is my hope that this study will
contribute to the definite solutions of the puzzles discussed above, and so will yield a
deeper insight into the structure of Hungarian and the structure of UG.




2. THE PHRASE STRUCTURE OF HUNGARIAN

In the following sections, I will develop a theory for the phrase structure of Hun-
garian. Recently, some generalizations on word order in Hungarian have been ob-
served. In section 2.1., I will discuss these generalizations. Furthermote, in section

2.2., these generalizations will serve as the basis for a theory of Hungarian phrase
structure.

2.1. Descriptive Generalizations on Word Order in Hungarian

Hungarian has traditionally been regarded as a free word order language.' This
freedom of word order is, however, only restricted to the sentential clause. As I will
demonstrate below, other maximal projections, like NP and PP, have a fixed word
otder. In this section, I will consider some phenomena that are related to the ques-
tion of word order. These phenomena have in common that they put restrictions on
the sentential word order variation involving (A) the neutral word order, (B) linear
restrictions on complex verb constructions, (C) the fixed Focus-position, (D) the pos-
ition and interpretation of quantifiers, and (E) linear and hierarchical restrictions on
maximal projections other than the clause. Let us consider (A) first.

(A) In the literature on Hungarian word order, there is no general agreement on
the question whether Hungarian has a neutral sentence-order. The position that
Hungarian lacks a neutral word order has been defended in E. Kiss (1981a; and sub-
sequent literature), whereas Kiefer (1967), Horvath (1981; 1986), and Kélmén et al.
(1986) hold the opposite view. It seems to me that the position in the latter referen-
ces is the correct one. Hence, I will assume that Hungarian has a neutral sentence-
order, namely, SVO. Let us consider, however, the position of E. Kiss first.

E. Kiss claims that the sentence has no neutral order, and that the only fixed part
is constituted by the verb (cf. E. Kiss 1987: 39). The postverbal constituents may be
scrambled around freely. In preverbal position, E. Kiss distinguishes two consecutive

(1) The following studies on word order in Hungarian have been undertaken by, among others, Acker-
man and Komlésy (1983), Dedk (1988), Dezs§ (1965), Horvath (1986a), Hunyfzdi (1985), Kdlmén (1985a;
1985b), Kilmin et al. (1986), Kenesei (1985¢c; 1986b), Kiefer (1967; 1970), E. Kiss (1986b; 1987a), and
Pléh (1982). ’
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types of categories associated with different structural positions: An unstressed cons-
tituent, anda constituent immediately preverbal bearing primary stress. She presents
the following taxonomy of word order variation in a transitive sentence (* indicates

2.

primary stress, Janos ‘John’, Mdridt ‘Mary-ACC, szereti ‘loves’):

1) 1 11 11 v
Jénos ‘Miriat szereti
Jénos Mdridr ‘szereti
Mairidt ‘Janos szereti
Mariar Janos. ‘szereti
Janos ‘szereti Maridt
‘Janos szereti Maridc
Miridc ‘szereti Jénos
‘Miridt szereti Jénos
‘Szereti Jénos Miridc
‘Szereti Miridt Janos

(E. Kiss 1987: 39)

E. Kiss (1987: 39) claims further that this grouping of the complements has also
a semantic-communicative function. The copstituents in position I present the infor-
mation which is known both to the speaker and hearer. According to her, these cons-
tituents possess Topic (T) function. Therefore, she calls this position the Topic-posi-
tion. The constituent in position II bears primary stress, and it displays a fall in
pitch. E. Kiss claims that this constituent is not only phonologlcally but also seman-
tically the most prominent constituent of the sentence. It is the so-called Focus (F)
of the sentence. Therefore, she calls this the Focus-position.

Contrary to E. Kiss, Kiefer (1967), Horvath (1981; 1986), and Kilman et al.
(1986) claim that sentences with a neutral order do exist in Hungarian. The order in
such sentences is SV0. Kélmadn et al. (1986: 130), for example, distinguish the fol-
lowing two types of sentences in Hungarian: (i) Corrective sentences, and (i) neutral
sentences. The first type coincides with the sentence type E. Kiss has studied. Kal-
min et al. (1986: 132) claim that “In every Hungarian corrective sentence there is
what we refer to as an ‘eradicating stress’, i.e,, a main stress that is not necessarily
stronger than a normal stress, but which ‘eradicates’ all subsequent stresses, and
thus, cannot be followed by any more main stresses”. So, according to Kédlmién et al.
sentences with a single main stress may appear in Hungarian but they have a rather
marked status. The unmarked order is represented by the sentence type which they
call zeutral. This type of sentence has no single prominent stress, and displays a
‘level-prosody’ pattern from an intonational point of view. Kdlmdn et al. claim that
in corrective sentences all orders are possible, although there is a difference in inter-
pretation associated with the various orders. Neutral sentences, on the other hand,
allow only an SVO-order.> Compare the corrective sentences in (2) with their neutral
counterpart in (3) (‘ indicates normal stress):

(2) There are a number of studies on the Focus-position in Hungarian including, among others, Farkas
(1986), Hetzron (1966), Horvath (1976, 1986a), Hunyadi (1981b; 1981c¢), Jékel (1984), Kiefer (1967; 1981;
1986), E. Kiss (1981a; 1981b; 1981d; 1986b; 1987a), Kenesei (1985c 1986b), Komldsy (1982a; 1986), and
Szabolcsi (1980; 1981b; 1981c; 1983d).

(3) See for discussion of intonational and stress patterns in Hunganan: Kilmin (1985a; 1985b), Kdlmin
and Kornai (1985), Kenesei and Vogel (1986; 1987), E. Kiss (1987a), Komlésy (1986), Nidasdy (1985),
Prészéky (1985), and Varga (1979; 19814; 1981; 1983; 1985).
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(2) a. ‘Péter ‘megvirta Marit a klubban
Peter perf-waited Mary-ACC the club-INESS
‘Peter DID wait for Mary at the club.’
b. ‘Péter ‘Marit virta meg a klubban

‘It is Mary that Peter waited for at the club.’
c. ‘Péter ‘virta meg Marit a klubban

“There has been an occasion when Peter waited for Maty at the club.’
d. ‘Péter a ‘klubban virta meg Marit

‘It is at the club that Peter waited for Mary.’
e. ‘Péter virta meg a klubban Marit

‘It was Peter who waited for Maty at the club.’
f. ‘Péter virta meg Marit a klubban

‘It was Peter who waited for Mary at the club.’

(Kilmain et al. 1986: 131)

(3) a. ‘Péter ‘megvirta ‘Marit a  ‘klubban
Peter perf-waited Mary-ACC the club-INESS
‘Peter waited for Mary at the club.’
b. *'Péter ‘Marit ‘vdrta ‘meg a ‘klubban

I will consider this distinction to be observationally adeguate. Therefore, follow-
ing Kiefer (1967), Horvath (1981; 1986), and Kédlmén et al. (1986), I will assume

the following descriptive generalization on the newtral word order in Hungarian sen-
tences:

(4)  The neutral order is SVO

In the next section, I will argue that this order is derived from the underlying
SOV-order by V-movement. Let us now consider the position of verbal modifiers in
the sentential clause. .

(B) Ackerman and Komlésy (cf. Ackerman 1984; 1987a, Ackerman and Komlésy
1983, and Komlésy 1985) observe another restriction on sentential word order in
Hungarian. According to Ackerman and Komlésy, verbal modifiers must appear left-
adjacent to the finite verb in neutral order. In such instances, the verbal modifier
and the verb constitute a complex verb (cf. section 4.4.). The group of verbal modi-
fiers which has this property is categorially rather heterogeneous and includes,
among others, verbal prefixes (cf. (52)), determinerless complements of the verb (cf.
(5b)), and predicative adjectives and nominals (cf. (5¢)). Consider:

(5) a. Mari be dobta a labdit a téba

Mayry into threw-AGR3sg the ball-ACC the lake-ILL
‘Mary threw the ball into the lake.’

b. Jénos fdt vagott az erdoben c. Beteg lett
John wood-ACC cut-AGR3sg the forest-INESS sick became
‘John was wood-cutting in the forest.” ‘He became sick’

(Ackerman 1984: 66)

These sentences support the following generalization on the position of verbal
modifiers in their neutral order:

(4) See Kiefer (1982) for the role of verbal prefixes in the aspectual system of Hungarian.
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(6) Verbal modifiers precede the finite verb in their neutral order

Note that the neutral order with a determinerless object is SOV (cf. (5b)). How-
ever, this is only an apparent violation of (4). In section 5.3.1., I will argue that such
cases fall under the phenomenon of Noun-Incotporation which is conditioned by the
absence of the definite or indefinite article. Let us now turn to a discussion of the
syntax of Focus. '

(C) Hungarian syntax is constrained by a fixed position for Focus-interpretation.
With Kiefer (1967), among others, I will assume the following descriptive rule for
this phenomenon?’

(7) 'The Focus-position is left-adjacent to the finite verb

That rule (7) is indeed operative in Hungarian may be observed from the Inver-
sion between the verb and the verbal modifier when a constituent, apart from verbal
modifiers themselves, is focussed. Focussed NPs and verbal modifiers are in comple-
mentaty distribution.® Compare the minimal pair (3a) versus (2b), here repeated as
(8a) and (8b):

(8) a. Péter ‘meg virta ‘Marit a ‘klubban .
Peter petf-waited-AGR3sg Mary-ACC the club-INESS
‘Peter waited for Mary at the club.’
b. ‘Péter ‘Marit vérta meg a klubban
‘It is Mary that Peter waited for at the club.’

In the neutral (82), the verbal modifier, the prefix meg ‘perfectivity marker’, pre-
cedes the verb, whereas in (8b) in which the accusative NP is focussed, it must be
postponed.

Other NPs with quantificational content trigger also Inversion. Wh-phrases in
Hungarian occupy the Focus-position, because they must be left-adjacent to the fin-
ite verb. As a consequence, with Wh-questions the verbal modifier has to be post-
poned:

©) a. *Ki meg litta Marit? b. Ki  litta meg Marit?
who perf- saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC ‘Who did notice Mary.’
(“Who did notice Mary.")

These sentences support the following descriptive generalization on the position
of Wh-phrases:

(10) Wh-phrases appear in the Focus-position

E. Kiss (1981b: 189) lists some other NPs with quantificational content which
have to appear in Focus-position obligatorily involving, among others, constituents

(5) This descriptive statement is incorporated into a formal approach by E. Kiss (1981) and Horvath

(1986). E Kiss puts this restriction into her phrase structure rules of Hungarian, while Horvath assumes that
" each Hungarian verb is associated with a Focus-feature which is assigned to. the maximal projection to the left
of the verb under strict local government.

(6) E. Kiss (1981b) refers to the category of verbal modifiers as ‘reduced’ complements. According to E.
Kiss, reduced complements are in Focus. On the other hand, Ackerman and Komlésy (1983) point out, cor-
rectly in my view, that although verbal modifiers and focussed constituents are in complementary distribu-
tion, this does not imply that the verbal modifiers occupy the Focus-position in their neutral order.
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modified by a negative particle, or by csz£ ‘only’. Consequently, they also trigger In-
version between a finite verb and a verbal modifier. Compare:

(11) a. *Nem Jinos meg litta Marit b. Nem Jénos litta meg Marit?
not John perf- saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC ‘Not John did notice Mary.’
(‘Not John did notice Mary.”)

(12) a. *Csak Janos meg litta Marit b. Csak Jdnos litta meg Marit?

only John perf- saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC ‘Only John did notice Mary.’
(‘Only John did notice Mary.”)

Hence, Inversion is captured by the following generalization:
(13) Focussing triggers Inversion between the finite verb and its verbal modifier

Let us consider now the position of quantified expressions in Hungarian.

(D) Quantifiers prefer a position to the Jgf? of the finite verb (see, for example
Hunyadi 1981a, among others).” So, not only focussed NPs have to be to the left of
the finite verb but in fact any constituent with a quantificational content. Kenesei
(1986) regards these phenomena as subcases of the same restriction on word order in
Hungarian. According to Kenesei, elements with a quantificational content, such as
negated NPs, inherent quantifiers, Wh-phrases, focussed NPs, and so on, occupy a
“field” to the left of the verb. Kenesei distinguishes the following four fields in the
Hungarian sentence:

(14) Initial Field Quantifier Field Verb Postverbal Field
non-operators even/no-phrases > non-operators, #o-phrases/
(i.e. ‘Topics’, negation > univer- universal Q, existential Q,
existential Q, sal Q > only- even-phrase
downgraded phrase/ Wh-phrase/
universal Q Focus

(Kenesei 1986: 148)

In (14), the slant lines stand for a disjunctive relationship and the ‘greater than’
(‘>) sign for a strict left-to-right order. Kenesei claims that the order of constituents
is rather free in the Initial Field and the Postverbal Field but that it displays a linear
ordering in the Quantifier Field. Furthermore, he observes that scope-interpretation
is a function of linear order. Kenesei postulates the following ad-hoc descriptive de-
vice to capture scope-readings:®

(15) Given quantifiers Q; and Q, where Q; precedes Q», Q1 has scope over Q>

(7) There is a lively discussion in this atea of Hungarian grammar. The outcome of this debate might have
important consequences for theories on the relation between syntax and semantics. Compare, among others,
Biénréti (1982), Hunyadi (1981a; 1981b; 1984; 1985; 1986a; 1986b; 1987), Kenesei (1985b; 1985¢; 1986b;
1987; to appear) Kiefer (1981; 1986), E. Kiss (1986b; 1987a), Mardcz (1985a; 1986a), Ruzsa (1986), Sza-
bolcsi (1980; 1981b; 1981c; 1983d; 1986a; 1986b), and Varga (1980).

(8) (14) does not cover several scope-readings. For example, a stressed universal quantifier in the Postver-
bal Field may have scope over a quantified expression in the Quantifier Field (‘ indicates stress). Compare:

(i) Csak Jdnost szereti ‘mindenki

only John-ACC loves  everyone
‘For every x, only for y=John, x loves y’
*'Only for y=John, for every x, x loves y’
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Observe that the scope-readings in (16) are covered by (15):

(16) a. Mindenki csak Mdriit szereti
everyone only Mary-ACC loves
‘Everyone is such that he loves only Mary.’
*'Only Mary is such that everyone loves her.’
b. Csak Mdridt szereti mindenki
*Everyone is such that he loves only Mary.’
‘Only Mary is such that everyone loves her.’

Kenesei notes some further restrictions in the Quantifier Field. For example,
Wh-phrases cannot be preceded by any NP with quantificational content other than
another Wh-phrase. This is illustrated in the following pair:

(17) a. Mit/*valakit/*mindenkit/*egy férfit/*csak téged ki
what-ACC/someone-ACC/everyone-ACC/a man-ACC/only you-ACC who
latott?
saw-AGR3sg
‘Who saw what?’

b. Ki mit latott valakit/mindenkitlegy férfiticsak téged?
‘Who saw what/someone/everyone/a man/only you?’
(Kenesei 1986: 153)

In order to make this descriptive generalization more explicit, Kenesei (1986:
153) formulates schemes which have the effect of restricting rule (15):
(18) *[S NP[-Wh]...NP>[+Wh]] where NP; is in the scope of NP;

Summarizing, quantifiers in Hungarian appear preferably “stacked” to the left of
the finite verb (cf. (14)). Their scope-interpretation is determined by the linear order
in which they appear in the sentence (cf. (15)). This may further be restricted by the
content of the quantifiers (cf. (18)). It goes without saying that both the position
and the interpretation of quantifiers heavily constrain the freedom of word order.

Let us consider now the word order in maximal projections other than the sen-
tential clause. '

(E) In general, maximal projections other than the sentential clause are bead-fi-
nal. Within a single maximal projection complements precede their heads. There-
fore, we may formulate the following descriptive generalization on the relative order
of complement and head:

(19) Endocentric categories are head-final

Observe, for example, that an NP, a PP, and a participle construction, which is an
NP in Hungarian, have their head on the right periphery:’

Furthermore, scope is not determined by word order with the existential quantifier valaki ‘someone’:
(ii) Valakit mindenki szeret

someone-ACC everyone loves

‘For every x, for some y, x loves y’

‘For some y, for every x, x loves y’

It is easy to see that the first reading is not predicted by rule (15). From these examples, I conclude that
(15) can be overridden by phonological and lexical factors. This implies also that it does not give a complete
picture in itself of scope-assignment in Hungarian (cf. Hunyadi 1981a and Kenesei 1986 for suggestions).

(9) Studies on the NP include, among others, Dezs§ (1967; 1971; 1982a), Gasl (1978), Kenesei (1985¢),
Kornai (1985), Szabolcsi (1981a), and Tompa (1968). For discussion of the PP compare Maricz (1983; 1984;
1985¢; 1986c), Papp (1963), and Sebestyén (1965). In chapter seven, I will return to the structure of NPs
and PPs in more detail.
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(20) a. A piros hdz b. A hdz migore
the red house the house behind
“The red house.’ ‘Behind the house.’

c. A sarkon allé hdz

the corner-SUPER stand-pres.part. house
‘The house which stands at the corner.’

Observe that (19) holds only for endocentric categories which are a projection of
the expansion of their heads. Furthermore, from (19) it follows that maximal projec-
tions ate left-branching.

Let us consider another example of an endocentric category in Hungarian, the
possessive NP.

Szabolcsi (1981a) has observed that this construction displays two variants. A var-
iant in which the possessor NP is marked nominatively, and a variant in which the
possessor NP appears with the dative case. In both constructions, the possessor NP
precedes the noun-possessed, the head of the possessive NP. The noun-possessed
bears an person-number agreement (glossed as npAGR).** Compare:

(21) a. A fid hdza b. A fitnak a hiza
the boy house-npAGR3sg the boy-DAT the house-npAGR3sg
“The house of the boy’ “The house of the boy’

Szabolcsi (1981a) has observed some further syntactic differences between these
variants. _

(?) The definite article a(z) invariably precedes the nominative possessor NP (cf.
(21a)), whereas it invariably follows the dative possessor NP (cf. (21b)).

(#) The nominative possessor may not be separated from the head noun. The dat-

ive possessor, on the other hand, may scramble freely around in the sentence. Con-
sider:

(22) a. *A fid leégett [# hdza]
the boy down-burned house-npAGR3sg
“The house of the boy burned down.’
b. A fidnak égett le [t a héza]
the boy-DAT burned down  the house-npAGR3sg
“The house of the boy burned down.’

From this minimal pair, Szabolcsi concludes that the dative possessor NP, unlike
the nominative possessor NP, does not have to be in construction with its noun-pos-
sessed.

(###) Wh-phrases may only occur as a dative possessor NP:

(23) a. *A ki vendége b. Kinek a  vendége
the who guest-npAGR 3sg who-DAT the guest-npAGR3sg
‘Whose guest’

The question arises what happens when a right-branching category is embedded
in a left-branching endocentric category? This can only happen if Hungarian had

(10) See for studies of the Hungarian possessive NP, among others, Biermann (1985), Gail (1978), De
Groot (1983b), Kenesei (1985¢), Kornai (1984; 1985), Mel'cuk (1973), and Szabolesi (1981a; 1984; 1986¢;
1986d; 1986¢; 1986g; 1987¢).
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right-branching exocentric categories. Kenesei (1984) argues that relative clauses are
such. Compare:

(24) a. [neNPcp... 1] b. [np A fii[cpaki a sarkon A0
the boy who the corner-SUPER stands
‘The boy who is standing at the corner.’

Consider now the output of embedding a relative clause in a possessive NP (cf.

(25)), or PP (cf. (26)):

(25) a. *[[np A fit [cpaki a sarkon 4ll]] kopenye]
the boy who the corner~-SUPER stands cloak-npAGR3sg
b. [[xp A satkon allé fiq] kopenye]

the corner-SUPER stand-pres part boy cloak-npAGR 3sg
“The cloak of the boy who was standing on the corner.’

(26) 2. *[pp[Np A hdz [cp amely a sarkon 4ll]] mogoet]
the house  which the corner-SUPER stands behind
b. [pp [np A sarkon 4116 bdz] mégoee]

the corner-SUPER stand-part.pres. house behind
‘Behind the house on the corner’

These sentences demonstrate that in left-branching endocentric categories no
right-branching categories may appear. In the grammatical variants, the relative
clause has been transformed into a left-branching category by an adjectivizing stra-
tegy. This category is headed by the present participle which modifies the comple-
ment of the noun-possessed or postposition. With respect to the possessive NP, there

exists another strategy to save configuration (25a), namely, by marking the possessor
NP with dative case:

27) Inp A fitmzk [cp aki a sarkon 411t]] véres volt[ra képenye]
the boy-DAT who the corner-SUPER stood bloody was the cloak-npAGR3sg
“The cloak of the boy who was standing at the corner was bloody.’

Recall, however, that a dative possessor NP may be scrambled out of its posses-
sive NP yielding a discontinuous constituent. This suggests that generalization (19)
holds if and only if the head and its complement are in construction. Therefore, a dat-
ive possessor NP, which is separated from its noun-possessed, may head a right-bran-
ching structure.

Recapitulating, in this section I have discussed the following descriptive general-
izations on word order in Hungarian:

(28) a. The neutral order is SVO (cf. (4))

. Verbal modifiers precede the finite verb in their neutral order (cf. (6))

The Focus-position is left-adjacent to the finite verb (cf. (7))

. Wh-phrases appear in the Focus-position (cf. (10))

Focussing triggers Inversion between the finite verb and its verbal modi-
fier (cf. (13))

Quantifiers are stacked preverbally (cf. (14))

. Given quantifiers Q1 and Q> where Q1 precedes Q-, Q1 has scope over Q2 (cf. (15))
h. Endocentric categories are head-final (cf. (19))

o0 T

0 ™
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In the next section, I will rely heavily on these descriptive generalizations in the
development of a theory for the phrase structure of Hungarian.

2.2. Theory

In this section, I will present a theory for the phrase structure of Hungarian.
Following Chomsky (1986a), I will assume that the categorial component of the
grammar universally generates the following phrase structure:

1) Ccp

P

S
Spec T
PN
I VP
T
Spec V’

Let us consider then how the descriptive generalizations of the preceding section
fit into (1).

2.2.1. Hungarian is an SOV-language

In chapter five, I will argue on the basis of various subject-object asymmetries
that Hungarian has a VP-node. The next question to anwer is what the basic order
of this category is.

Recall that endocentric categories in Hungarian are head-final (cf. 2.1.(28h)) and
that these categories may not contain right-branching substructures. This implies
that the general directionality of branching in Hungarian is leftward in its endocen-

tric projection. Therefore, I propose the following uniformity condition on the direc-
tionality of branching of X’-categories:

(1) Uniformity Condition on Branchingness of X’—Cétegories
Endocentric categories are left-branching in Hungarian

This principle is due to a core principle of the X’-component which generates
only right- or left-branching categories in a particular language (cf. Stowell 1981).

The following phenomena also illustrate that (1) is operative in Hungarian.

(D Apart from NP and PP, the VP is head-final as well, although in contem-
porary Hungarian (Hungarian is historically an SOV-language (cf. Bérczi et al.
1978) the OV-order does not surface in finite sentences for reasons having to do with
V-movement (see the next section for discussion). However, constructions with non-
finite verbs, like participle constructions, are unambiguously head-final (cf.
2.1.(25b) and 2.1.(26b)).

(II) Left-branching categoties may not contain right-branching substructures, as
the ungrammaticality of 2.1.(252) and 2.1.(262) indicates. Hungarian employs seve-
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ral adjectivizing strategies to circumvent this type of embedding. For example, by
inserting ‘dummy’ verbal participles (cf. the case of embedded relative clauses dis-
cussed in 2.1.(25a) and 2.1.(262)) or by adjectivization with the suffix -7 (cf. also
Laczké 1985 and section 7.2.1.).

Nominalization is also an instance of the former strategy. The verbs 4zke/ ‘cross
over’ and fartoz ‘belong to’ may be nominalized by suffixing of -ds/és (NOMI). Atkel
subcategorizes for an NP with a lexical superessive case (cf. (2a)) and zartoz subcate-
gorizes for a lexical allative case (cf. (3a)). Nominalizations with -4s/és are instances
of passivization (cf. chapter three):

(2) a. NP itkel a hidon
NP cross-AGR3sg the bridge-SUPER
‘NP crosses over the bridge.’
b. [np [np az dtkelés] [Np2a hidon]]
the cross-NOMI  the bridge-SUPER
‘The crossing over the bridge’
(3) a. NP tartozik a csoporthoz
NP belong-AGR3sg the group-ALL
‘NP belongs to the group.’
b. [np [Npa tartozds] [Npa csoporthoz]]
the belong-NOMI  the group-ALL
“The belonging to the group’

The (b)-phrases demonstrate that a nominalized verb may take an NP to its
right. This NP is case-marked similarly as the NP-complement of the unmodified
alternant in the (a)-phrases.

The following examples show that the insertion of adjectivers, like the verbal
participles /6 ‘being’ of the verb van ‘be’ and tirténo ‘happening’ of the verb tirténik
‘happen’, may transform the right-branching structures in the (b)-phrases into left-
branching structures. (V/d is a stative present participle and #érténo is a dynamic pres-
ent participle):

(4) a. [xpa hidon torténd dtkelés]

the bridge-SUPER happen-part cross-NOMI
“The crossing over the bridge’
b. [Npa csoporthoz valé tartozas]
the group-ALL  be-part  belong-NOMI
“The belonging to the group’

Another strategy to create left-branching structures is by adjectivization with the

suffix -7 (adj). Consider the following phrases:

(5) a. [np [npa liny] [np Budapestrol]] b. {nplnpa folyé] [ppa hid  alatt]]
the girl Budapest-DELAT the river  the bridge under
“The girl from Budapest’ “The river under the bridge’
¢. [np [np J4nos kémkedése] [pp2 fondk utin]]

John spy-NOMI-npAGR3sg the boss after
‘John’s spying upon the boss’
In the above phrases, a (possessive) NP takes an NP (cf. (5a)) ot a PP (cf. (5b) and
(50)) to its right. These phrases may be turned into left-branching categories by suf-
fixing the latters with the adjectivizer -7 :
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6) a. [npa [np budapest]; ldny]] b. [xpa [pp hid  alatt];  folyé]]
the Budapest-adj girl the  bridge under-adj river
“The girl from Budapest’ “The river under the bridge’ -

c. [npJdnosnak [pp a f6nék utin]; kémkedése] o
John-DAT  the boss after-adj spying-NOMI-3npAGR
‘John's spying upon the boss’

Laczké (1985) reports that the types of adjectivization in (4) and (6) are quite
common and that they are preferred over their right-branching counterparts.

The cross-category generalization in (1) has far-reaching implications for the
phrase structure of Hungarian. As I pointed out above, the VP is underlyingly OV.
This implies that Hungarian is an $OV-language. Furthermore, the VP cannot con-
tain right-branching substructures. Therefore, Horvath’s (1981, 1.6.3.) argument for
a right-branching V” based on Emonds’ restriction on surface recursion, must be re-
jected on conceptual grounds (cf. Ackerman 1984). Let us now consider how the
neutral SOV-order is covered (cf. 2.1.(28a)).

2.2.2. V-movement and the IP-parameter

I will assume that the neutral §VO-order is derived from the underlying SOV-or-
der, analogously with the rule which yields the V-second effect in Germanic lan-
guages. In these languages, the verb is in final position in embedded clauses, but it
is in the second position in root clauses.

Let us consider an example of V-second in Dutch:

(1) a. Jan dacht dat Peter hem gisteren opbelde
John thought that Peter him yesterday up-phoned
b. Peter belde hem gisteren op
Peter phoned him yesterday up

In (1a), the verb opbellen ‘to phone up’ is in its base-generated position in the em-
bedded sentence. In (1b), on the other hand, the finite verb appears in the second
position of the root clause and it leaves its particle stranded in base-generated pos-
ition. It has been argued that V-second is derived by V-movement in root clauses (cf.
Koster 1975, Thiersch 1978, Haider and Prinzhorn 1986, and Platzack 1982,
among others). V-second yields the following configuration:

(2) V-second

CP
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Note that the C position acts as the landing site for the moved finite verb. The
question is then what triggers V-movement.

Koster (1986) argues that this has to do with the status of C in Germanic lan-
guages. According to Koster, the governors I and C have different properties from
ordinary lexical govetnors. Henceforth, I will refer to them as functional governors.

Normally, lexical governors, like V, N, P, or A, determine a syntactic minimal
maximal domain, i.e. VP, NP, PP and AP, and control a Case-position. Functional gov-
ernors do not always display these properties.

The projections of these governors, CP and IP, are auxiliary projections to VP.
This entails, among other things, that the local domain of categories governed by V
is not necessarily VP but may be CP, for example. Lexical governors assign argument
status to the NPs they govern, unlike the functional governors. Neither C, nor I as-
signs a B-role to any NP. I is usually assumed to be associated with nominative Case,
but C does not even need to assign Case.

Because of this dichotomy between lexical governors on the one hand and func-
tional governors on the other hand, Koster argues that the CP- and IP-projections
should not be treated on a par with the projections of lexical governors. Lexical gov-
ernors are always szrong in the sense that they determine a projection, and may con-
trol a Case-position. However, the ‘strength’ of functional governors may vary. C or I
can be strong or weak. With Koster (1986), I, will hypothesize that the strength of
governors is defined as in (3a), and that strong governors have the syntactic proper-

ties in (3b):

(3) a. A governor is strong if it can be lexically filled, otherwise it is weak
b. A strong governor determines a projection, and controls a Case-position

Furthermore, I will hypothesize that at least one of the functional governors must
be strong. This is probably due to the requirement that a clause must be complete
functionally. Outside the VP, there must be a position available for the external ar-
gument, the subject. This can only be guaranteed if either CP or IP is present. This
implies then the following:

(4) Either C or L is a szrong governor

So in order to determine the strength of a governor, we must check whether there
is independent lexical material available to fill the position of that governor. Let us
consider the strength of the functional governors in the Germanic languages."

In all Germanic languages, C is strong because these languages possess lexical
complementizers. As a consequence, all these languages realize a CP-projection, at
least in embedded clauses. What, on the other hand, is the strength of I? It is gen-
erally assumed that I is lexically filled in English by auxiliary verbs, like do, modal
verbs, such as can or may (cf. Steele 1981)."2 Hence, it is sttong in English. If it is
strong, I creates its own domain, namely IP, and it assigns nominative Case to the

(11) In this chapter, I will restrict myself to Dutch, English, Frisian, and German. See for a discussion of
V-movement in Scandinavian Koster (1986) and Platzack (1982; 1987), among others.

(12) Koster (1986) observes two appatrent exceptions to the claim that I is always lexically filled in
English.
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subject. In the other Germanic languages, however, thete are no independent lex-
ical items for the I-position available. Hence, I is weak. This yields the following
patameter:

(5)  IP-parameter ,
a. Lisstrong in English; b. Iis weak in Dutch, Frisian, and German

Let us consider some implications of the IP-parameter for the syntax: of these
languages.

Both C and I are weak in the root clauses of the other Germanic languages, be-
cause they remain lexically unfilled. Note that this state of affairs violates principle
(4). How do these languages escape this conflict?

Following Koster (1986), I will assume that movement of V to C turns C into a
strong governot, for C gets lexically filled by the moved verb. This yields the V-
second effect. Hence, there seems to be a tight relation between V-movement and
the strength of the governor in which it lands. V-movement is triggered by a strong
governor. The question, then, is why V-to-C movement does not occur in English.

V-to-C movement must proceed stepwise, as required by Chomsky’s (1986a)
Head Movement Constraint which I will define as follows:

(6)  Head Movement Constraint (HMC): An X° may move into a Y° that governs it

Because of (6), V must first move to I before it can reach C. In English, I cannot
function as an extraction-site for V-to-C movement, since I is always filled lexically.
As a consequence, C remains unfilled in English root clauses.”> Note, however, that
this does not violate (4). So V-to-C movement applies only under the following
conditions:

(7)  V-to-C movement applies if and only if C is strong and I is weak

Let us now determine the strength of the functional governors in Hungarian. In
Hungarian, there are no independent lexical items, such as auxiliaries of modals in
English, to fill I. Hence, I is weak. C, on the other hand, is strong, for Hungarian
possesses lexical complementizets, like bogy ‘that’. Hence, we derive the following:

(8) a. Cisastrong governot, and; b. Iisa weak governor in Hungarian

(i) Sentences without I-fillers, like (ia):
(i) a. They beat horses
b. They do not beat horses
Koster argues, however, that in the D-structure representation of (ia), I is filled with &b, similar to its
negative counterpart (ib). Do is, however, deleted at S-structure in (ia).
(i) C must sometimes be filled by the movement of I:
(ii) a. *[CP What [IP he has done?]]
b. [cp What has; [1p he t; done?]]
These sentences show that Wh-movement to [Spec, CP] triggers I-to-C movement. This is probably due
to the requirement that a position in a projection is only available if the head of this projection is lexical or a
trace of a lexical item.
(13) Except for the case of Subject-Aux Inversion. With this phenomenon, C is filled by the movement of
I to C. See note 12(ii) and section 5.4.3.1. for discussion of I-to-C movement in English root clauses.
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. Observe that the functional governors have precisely the same strength in Hun-
garian as in Dutch, Frisian, or German. If V-to-C movement in these languages is
triggered by a strong C and not blocked by a weak I (cf. (7)), then it follows that
V-to-C movement applies in Hungarian as well. Hence, this yields the following
hypothesis:

(9)  V-movement Hypothesis for. Hungarian: V moves to C in finite sentences

Below, I will argue that V-movement is ‘generalized’ in Hungarian. It does not
only apply in root clauses but also in embedded clauses. This is allowed because, as I
will attempt to demonstrate, CP is recursive within CP. Let us first consider some
empirical evidence for (9). '

(I) The fact that the neutral order in Hungarian is SVO indicates that (9) is opera-
tive. The application of V-movement to the underlying SOV-order and movement of
the subject to the [Spec, CP] position y1elds an SVO-order (cf. 2.1.(28a)). This is de-
picted in the following diagram:

(10) CP
Spec C
N
C IP
N
Subject VP
|

Objec  V

(I) If V-to-C movement results in a V-second effect in Germanic languages, then
we expect such an effect in Hungarian as well. A property of Hungarian which re-
sembles V-second is the adjacency requirement on the Focus-position (cf. 2.1.(28c)).
Recall that Focus must be left-adjacent to the finite verb. Let us interpret this requit-
ement as the Hungarian manifestation of V-second. Hence, a sentence with a filled
Focus-position has the following configuration:

(11) CP
Spec C
Focus/Wh /\
C 1P
I
VP
/\
. A\
— |

Note from (11) that under this approach Focus equals the [Spec, CP] position. A
wellcome consequence of this is that Wh-phrases in Hungarian occupy also the
[Spec, CP] position (cf. 2.1.(28d)), similarly to Wh-phrases in Germanic.

A concomitant of V-second is that particles of particle-verb combinations must
remain stranded in their base-generated position (cf. (1)). We expect then that with
the V-second effect in Hungarian, i.e. Focussing, verbal particles may not be moved
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along with the verb. This turns out to be the case. Recall that Inversion between the
finite verb and its verbal modifier, including particles, prefixes, and so on, is oblig-
atory under Focussing (cf. 2.1.(28e)). Hence, “Inversion” is due to movement of the
verb leaving its verbal modifier stranded.

(I1I) Apart from V-second, Dutch has another instantiation of V-movement, name-
ly, V-raising (cf. Evers 1975). This type of V-movement adjoins an infinitival clause
without a complementizer that is base-generated on the left-hand side of the verb of
the next higher clause to the right of this verb. This yields the following configura-
tion:

(12) V-raising

IP 1P
T — T
NP VP NP VP
/\ -
IP Vi - 1P Vi
NP VP NP VP Vi V;
T N~
Vj e %

The following sentences exemplify some instances of V-raising:

(13) a. *Ik geloof [cpdat [1p Jan [1p Nederlands te leren]] begint]

I believe that John  Dutch to learn  begins
b. Ik geloof [cpdat [1p Jan [p Nedetlands #]] begint ze lerenj]
I believe that John Dutch begins to learn

Van Riemsdijk and Williams (1986) report that the local character of V-raising
manifests itself with (A) adjacency effects and (B) restructuring phenomena. Let us first
discuss (A). ‘

(A7) Consider a V-raising construction with a verb combining with a particle and
selecting a left-hand infinitival complement:

(14) ..[IP ... V] Particle V...
An example of this configuration is (15):

(15) *Ik geloof [cpdat [1p Jan [;p Nederlands #]] aanvangt ze Jeren;]
I believe that John Dutch starts to learn

V-raising is blocked in configuration (14). The reason for this is that the particle

. aan of the verb agnvangen ‘to start’ intervenes between the higher verb and the V-

raised verb. Hence, the adjacency requirement on V-raising is violated.
(Aii) Certain PPs in Dutch, may optionally be extraposed to the end of the clause
in which they appear. Compate:

(16) a. Ik geloof dat Jan probeert [1p de schuur [pp mer een spraydoos] groen te
I believe that John tries the barn with a a spray can green to
schilderen]
paint
‘I believe that John is trying to paint the barn green with a spray can.’
b. Ik geloof dat Jan probeert [1p de schuur groen te schilderen [pp met een spraydoos]]
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When this PP-extraposition occuts in a left-hand complement of a V-raising
verb, a structure like (17) occurs:

17) ..[IP..VPP]V ..
Note that V-raising cannot apply to this structure:

(18) *Ik geloof dat [1p Jan [1p een schuur groen ¢ [pp met een spraydoos|]] wil schilderen;
I believe that John a barn green with a spray can wants to paint

The ungrammaticality of (18) demonstrates that V-raising is sensitive to an ad-
jacency requirement.

(Aiii) If V-raising is conditioned by an adjacency requirement, then we expect
that the mirror-image of the D-structure order is derived when several left-hand side
infinitival complements are embedded within each other. The following pair shows
that chis turns out to be the case:

(19) a. Ik geloof dat Jan [yp [1p PRO [vp [ PRO [vr [1p PRO [vp dit boek lezen;]] leren;]]
probetens]] zal4]

I believe that John this book read learn try will
‘I believe that John will try to learn to read this book.’
b. Ik geloof dat [IP Jan dit boek] zal4 proberen; te leren, lezen,.

(B) Let us now consider the restructuring phenomena. So, in V-raising construc-
tions, a V-head of a complement clause is adjoined to the V of the next higher
clause. As a result, a complement clause without a complementizer may become
transparent with respect to government. For example, Koster (1987: chapter three)
discusses the following restructuring effects involving, among others, NP-raising,
Exceptional Case Marking, Obligatory Control, Transparency, R-movement, Adver-
bial Scope, and Clitic Climbing. Let us discuss, for instance, Clitic Climbing.

Koster reports that clitics, like Dutch ber ‘it’, can be moved across subjects in V-
raising complements:*

(20) Ik denk dat hij hes; [1p Peter [1p # 4] hoorde zingen;]
I think that he it Peter heard sing
‘I think that he heard Peter sing it.”

Note that ber has been moved from its object position in the complement clause
across the subject constituent Peter of the embedded clause. According to Koster,
this is a striking fact, because normally bet cannot be moved actoss a subject. This
kind of “clitic climbing” is possible only from V-raising complements. It is never
possible to move Aet out of an extraposed om-complement. Hence, the ungrammat-
icality of (21b):

(21) a. Ikdenk dat Peter probeerde [cp om [ip ber aan Mary te geven]]
I think that Peter tried COMP it to Mary to give
‘I think that Peter tried to give it to Mary.’
b. *Ik denk dat Peter et probeerde [cp om [1p # 2an Mary te geven]]
I think that Peter it tried COMP to Mary to give

(14) Pollowing Koster and May (1982), I will assume that infinitival phrases are clauses and that tensed
and infinitival clauses share the same phrase structure. Hence, they are IPs.
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It has been observed in the literature (cf. Evers 1982 and de Haan 1982, among
others) that V-raising appeats in languages-with a V-second effect. Moreover, Evers
(1982) even argues that these types of verb movements are different instantiations of

the same principle. In any case, we therefore may postulate the following implic-
ation:

(22) Ifalanguage X displays V-raising, then X also displays V-movement

From this it follows that the occurrence of V-raising in a patticular language pro-
vides an indirect argument for V-movement in that language. Let us consider then V-
raising appears in Hungarian.

Kélmén et al. (1986) have observed that Hungarian has two groups of vetbs
which may select infinitival complements, namely awxiliary verbs and main verbs. The
former group includes, among others, #kar ‘want’, bér ‘can’, fog ‘will’; kell ‘have to’
(impers.), kezd ‘begin’, kivin ‘wish to’, lebet ‘it is possible to; one can’ (impers.), mer
‘dare’, méltdztatik ‘be pleased to; one can’ (impers.), probdl ‘try to’, szabad + copula ‘it
is permitted to’ (impers.), szandékozik ‘wish to’ (no definiteness agreement), szeretne
‘would like to’, szokort ‘used’, tetszik ‘be pleased to’ (auxiliary of polite verb forms,
impers.), and t#d ‘can’. The group of main verbs includes, among others, 74/ ‘hate’,
imdd ‘adore’, elfelejr ‘forget’, szeret ‘like to’, enged ‘allow’, megy ‘go’, and vél ‘believe’.

Consider the following examples:

(23) a. J4nos [ip tsznil akart (auxiliary)

John  swim-INFI wanted-AGR3sg
‘John wanted to swim.’

b. J4nos im4dott [rp sétdlni Marival]  (main verb)
John loved-AGR3sg  walk-INFI Mary-INSTR
‘John loved to walk with Mary.’

c. Péter [ip jitszani] ment (main verb)
Peter  play-INFI went-AGR3sg
‘Peter went to play.’

Sentence (23a) shows that in neutral order an infinitival complement occurs on
the left-hand side of the auxiliary verbs. Sentence (23b) demonstrates, however, that
the infinitival complements occur on the right-hand side of main verbs in their neu-
tral order, except with the verbs megy ‘go’ (cf. (23¢)) and vé/ ‘believe’.

From the examples in (23) V-raising cannot be proved. One could argue that the
finite verbs in (23a) and (23c) remain, for some reason, in their base-generated order,
and the finite verb in (23b) skips over its infinitival complement by V-movement
(cf. (8)). Note therefore the following sentences:

(24) a. Jénos [pel 1] akart dszni;
John  away wanted-AGR3sg swim-INFI
‘John wanted to swim away.’

b. J4nos im4dott [1p elsétdlni Marival]
John loved-AGR3sg  away-walk-INFI Mary-INSTR
‘John loved to walk away with Mary.’

c. Péter [1p #; beiratkozni] ment az  iskoldba;
Peter in-register-INFI went-AGR3sg the school-ILL
‘Peter went to register with the school.’



42 LASZLO MARACZ

Auxiliaries induce “Aux-splitting” when they select an infinitival complement
which is itself modified by a verbal modifier. The auxiliary #kzr must obligatorily
appear between the prefix ¢/ and the infinitive #szni of the particle-infinitive
combination eldszni ‘to swim away’ (cf. (24a)). Main verbs, on the other hand, do not
trigger Aux-splitting. Let us concentrate on the infinitive constructions with auxi-
liary verbs.

Aux-splitting cannot be derived by movement of the finite verb into the infinit-
ival complement, because this would violate the c-command condition on traces. If
this option is ruled out, then the only possibility to derive Aux-splitting is by V-
raising as indicated in (24a). V-raising of the infinitive leaves the particle stranded in
its base-generated position. Hence, Hungarian displays V-raising.

Above, I noted that V-raising has two sorts of diagnostics. It exhibits locality and
restructuring effects. In section 5.3.2., I will argue that restructuring phenomena
with V-raising appear in Hungarian as well. These phenomena involve, among
others, some auxiliaries displaying person-number agreement with the object NP of
their infinitival complement, and obligatory subject control.

Adjacency effects are much harder to prove with V-raising in Hungarian, because
it allows scrambling. For example, a sentence adverb, like zegnap ‘yesterday’, may in-
tervene between the auxiliary verb and a V-raised infinitive. Compare the countet-
part of (24a):

(25) Janos [pel 7] akart tegnap  Gszni;

John away wanted-AGR3sg yesterday swim-INFI
‘John wanted to swim away yesterday.’

Locality effects, however, appear with the stacking of V-raised infinitives. Recall
that the order in which V-raised infinitives are attached to the higer verb is precisely
the opposite of the D-structure order (cf. (19)). Kenesei (1985¢) has observed that
this also appears in Hungarian. Consider the following sentences:

(26) a. Jénos [ve [1p PRO [vp [1p PRO [vp a biciklit szétszedni;]] tudni>]] fogjas]
John the bike-ACC apart-take-INF] can-INF] will-AGR3sg
‘John will be able to take apart the bike.’

b. Jénos [vp [1p'szét] fogjas tudnis szednij] a biciklit
¢. *Jénos [vp [1p szét] fogjas szednij tudni,] a biciklit

In (26a), V-raising obligatorily applies yielding Aux-splitting. The deepest em-
bedded infinitive may not occur in the derived structure between the auxiliary and
the infinitive which is directly embedded under this auxiliary at D-structure (cf.
(26¢)). Only the reversed order is grammatical (cf. (26b)).

This locality effect is demonstrated even more persuasively in (27). Note that in
these sentences the embedded infinitives are both prefixed. The infinitive prébdini ‘to
try’ is prefixed with the perfectivity marker meg and the infinitive #Zszni ‘to swim’ is
prefixed with ¢/ ‘away’. Compare:

(27) a. Jdnos [ve [1p PRO [ve [1p PRO [vpa parttél eldszni]]

) John the beach-ALL away-swim-INFI
megpt6balniz]] akarts]
pref-try-INFI  wanted-AGR3sg
‘John wanted to try to swim away from the beach.’
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*Jénos [ve [ip el] akarts megprébilni, Gszni;] a parttédl
*J4dnos [vp [1p el] akart; dszni; megprébélniz] a parttdl
*J4nos [vp [1p meg] akarts eldszni; prébalnis] a parteél
Jénos {vp [1p meg] akart; prébélni, eltisznii] a parteél

® o0

Structure (27a) represents the underlying order of this paradigm. V-raising has to
apply, because these infinitives have a prefix. Note now that only the prefix of
the deepest embedded infinite may remain stranded and that the derived order must
be the mirtor-image of the D-structure order. Hence, only (27e) yields a grammati-
cal result.

In conclusion, the locality effects in the paradigms of (26) and (27) strongly sug-
gest that V-raising applies in Hungarian. If that is correct and implication (22)
holds, then we provided an argument for the existence of V-movement.

So far I did not discuss generalization 2.1.(28b) which states that verbal modi-
fiers precede the finite verb in their neutral order. Let us consider how this fits into
the system outlined above.

With V-movement in Dutch, the particle remains obligatorily stranded in its
base-generated position. This is illustrated by the following pair:

(28) a. Peter beldej hem gisteren op t; b. *Peter opbelde; hem gisteren t;
Peter phoned him yesterday up

In Hungarian, on the other hand, verbal modifiers, including prefixes, must pre-
cede the finite verb in their neutral order. Therefore, I will assume that verbal modi-
fiers in Hungarian move along with the finite verb, contrary to Dutch. Therefore,
the Hungarian counterpart of (28b) is grammatical:

(29) Jdnos felhivtaj ot tegnap
John up-phoned him yesterday
‘John phoned him up yesterday.’

The phenomenon that a verb takes along its prefix under movement is not so ex-
ceptional. Observe from (27) that this may also appear with V-raising. The following
pair demonstrates this optionally applies with V-raising in Dutch as well:

(30) a. Ikheb [1p Jan op tj] willen bellen; b. Ikheb [;p Jant] willen gpbellen;
I bhave Johnup  will phoned I bave John  will up-phoned

The reason for this dichotomy between V-movement and V-raising in Dutch is
not clear to me. However, the Hungarian cases in which the prefix moves along can
be accounted for much easier.

Suppose that the prefix may be incorporated by the verb at D-structure before
movement applies. Incorporation of verbal modifiers is a quite general phenomenon
in Hungarian (cf. the sections 4.4. and 5.3.1.). Hence, the tight connection beween
the prefix and verb in the neutral order is a subcase of 2 much broader phenomenon.
Furthermore, if incorporation takes place at D-structure, we expect that the complex
verbs reflect the D-structure order. This appears to be the case. In all such cases, the
verb is in final position.
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Let us now turn to the consequences of the IP-parameter for the phrase structure
of English, Dutch, Frisian, and Hungarian. Consider first English, a language with a
strong L.

In languages with a strong I, an independent lexical I-item fills the I-position.
This yields the following phrase structure for English:

(31) English P
Subject r
I VP

Object v

Observe from (31) that I governs the subject, and that V governs the object.
Consequently, the minimal maximal domain of the subject does not coincide with
the minimal maximal domain of the object. The domain of the subject is IP, the pto-
jection of its governor, whereas the domain of the object is CP, the projection of the
verb.”” Hence, we derive the following assumption:

(32) Assumption 1: In languages with strong I, the minimal maximal domain of the is
: IP but the minimal maximal domain of the object is CP

Let us now consider the phrase structure of languages with weak I. First of all, a
weak I is a bound morpheme which has to satisfy the following condition:

(33) . A bound morpheme may not remain stranded

This principle can be satisfied in several ways. Either I itself attaches to a host
word, like C or V, or another lexical head, such as V, is moved to I. Let us examine
how principle (33) is satisfied in Dutch, Hungarian and Frisian.

Bennis and Hoekstra (1987) have argued that in Dutch the V moves first to I be-
fore the V/I complex lands in C. Note that the merging of V and I in the I-position
satisfies principle (33). A consequence of V-to-I movement is that I is lexically sup-
ported. Therefore, it may project into an IP (cf. (3)). Hence, Dutch has the following
phrase structure:

(34) Dutch CP
Spec 9%

C IP
A7 S N

Subject r

VP I
T
Object v

(15) As regards the second claim, I will follow Koster (1987). According to Koster, CP and IP, are aux-
iliary ptojections to VP. This implies, among other things, that the local domain of categories governed by V
is not necessarily VP but may be CP.
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The V/I complex leaves a trace in 1. By virtue of this trace, the verb govetns the
subject as well. Consequently, the minimal maximal domain of the subject is the
same as the minimal maximal domain of the object, namely CP.

For Hungarian, I will assume that I-to-V movement satisfies principle (33). There
are two pieces of evidence supporting this assumption. Fitst, besides referential sub-
ject pro-drop, Hungarian also displays referential object pro-drop (cf. section 4.2.4.).
According to Rizzi’s (1986) theory on pro-drop, which I will follow here, referential
overt pronouns may only be omitted if and only if they are governed by a Case-assig-
ning head equipped with the relevant AGR-features. Hence, a proper context for ob-
ject pro-drop can only be created if I lowers to V in Hungarian.

Second, infinitives in Hungarian may be optionally inflected for person-number
agreement. However, this is only allowed in case the verbal governor does not host
these features. For example, the auxiliary verb ke// ‘has to’ may only be inflected for
Tense but not for AGR (see, section 5.3.2. for details). Compare:

(35) Jdnosnak menni(e)  kell/kellece
John-DAT go-AGR3sg has to/had to
‘John has/had to go.’

This sentence has the following D-structure:

36) IP
Jdnosnak r
VP I

VP v
| kell

v

menni

I cannot attach to £e//. In order to avoid a violation of (33) two options are avail-
able. The infinitive moves to I, or I lowers to infinitive. The former option is ruled
out, because of the HMC (cf. (6)). This principle forces menni to move through the
position of the auxiliary but this is already lexically filled by ke//. So I must lower to
the infinitive to avoid a violation of (33). Hence, I-to-V movement derives the phen-
omenon of inflected infinitives in Hungarian.

Let us consider the implications of I-to-V movement for the phrase structure of
Hungarian. I will assume that moved bound morphemes do not leave a trace. As a
consequence, the IP-projection is bereft of its head. Following Chomsky (1973), I
will assume that the minimal condition for domain distinctedness is that a domain
must have a head. If this is not fulfilled, L-containment applies, which I will define as
follows:

(37) L-containment: Projection XP L-contains projection YP if and only if YP directly
dominates XP and YP does not contain a Y°
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So, in the following configuration XP L-contains YP:

(38) YP XP
PN S
XP - . XP
PN N\
. X° X°
Hence, we derive the following phrase structure for Hungarian:
(39) Hungarian CP
—
Spec C
C VP
Vi1 /\
Subject VP
/ ~—
Object v

Note from (39) that VP L-contains IP. As a consequence, the subject is adjoined
to VP. The question then is what the governor of the subject is.

Following Chomsky (1982: fn.14), I will assume that an adjoined category is gov-
erned by the head of the category to which it is adjoined. This can be accommodated
within Aoun and Sportiche’s (1982) theory of government as follows:

(40) X governs Y if and only if
a. Xisan X°and

b. X c-commands Y if X and Y are X”, X # Y and for V @ a maximal projection,
® dominates X — ® dominates Y where ® includes all member-nodes of ®

Therefore, in configuration (39) V governs the subject. This implies that the min-
imal maximal domaim of the subject is the projection of V, that is, CP. Again, just as
in Dutch, the minimal maximal domain of the subject is the same as the minimal
maximal domain of the object in Hungarian,

Hoekstra and Mardcz (1989) argue that I moves to C in Frisian independently of
V. Note that this satisfies (33). Empirical evidence for I-to-C movement may be ob-
tained from the fact that Frisian possesses inflected complementizers. Compare:

(41) Ik tink [cp datst {ip (do) jtin komst]]

I think that-AGR2sg  you tonight come-AGR2sg
‘I think that you will come:tonight.’ '

If I moves independently to C without leaving a trace, then L-containment of the
IP-projection applies, like in Hungarian. This yields the following structure:

(42) Frisian _ CP
/\
Spec C
C VP
vi /\
Subject VP

Object v
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Observe from (42) that in Frisian, like in Hungarian, the governor of the subject
is V, and consequently the minimal maximal domain of the subject is CP. |
In sum, there are several possibilities to satisfy principle (33) in languages with
weak 1. Either V moves to I, like in Dutch, or I moves to a host word, like C in Fri-
sian or V in Hungarian. As a result, the subject in this type of language gets into the
government domain of V. The minimal maximal domain of the subject is therefore
identical with the mininal maximal domain of the object, namely CP. Hence, we de-
rive the following assumption:
(43) Assumption 2: In languages with wezk I, the minimal maximal domain of the subject
is similar to the minimal maximal domain of the object, that is, CP
Both in languages with strong I and in languages with weak I the subject is
sttucturally prominent over the object. However, in languages with weak I the min-
imal maximal domain of the subject is identical with the minimal maximal domain
of the object, unlike in languages with strong I. In chapter five, I will argue that
this covers the fact that subject-object asymmetries arise in both Dutch, English,
Frisian, and Hungarian but that sometimes subject-object symmetries appear in
Dutch, Frisian, and Hungarian where English displays subject-object asymmetries.
Let us consider now what the position of topicalized NPs, or quantifiers preced-
ing Focus in the Hungarian phrase structure is (cf. 2.1.(28f)).

2.2.3. CP is recursive within CP

In the preceding section, I concluded that the Focus-position is identical to
[Spec, CP]. If topicalized NPs and other quantifiers may precede Focus, then these
phrases must be embedded under CP as well. Because of the fact that there may be
infinitely many constituents in front of Focus, I will assume that CP is recursive wit-
hin CP. This yields the following property of phtase structure in Hungarian:

(1) CP is recursive within CP

Let us consider whether we can find further empirical support for (1).

Indirect Wh-questions in Hungarian may be introduced by the complementizer
hogy ‘that’. For example, the verb rxd ‘know’ may select a [+ Wh] CP. Compare:

(2) Nem tudom hogy kivel taldlkozott Jénos
Not know-AGR1sg that who-INSTR met-AGR3sg John
‘T do not know who John met.’

Sentence (2) demonstrates that a complementizer may precede an indirect Wh-
question in Hungarian, unlike in English. This demonstrates that the CP is recur-
sive within CP in such embedded clauses:

3) Cp*
—
Spec C

Cp°
bogy /\
Spec
Focus/Wh /\
VP
V[+ﬁmtc]
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Observe from (3) that the upper CP, CP*, is headed by the complementizer, and
that the lower CP, CP°, serves as a landing-site for V-movement. Topicalized NPs
can intervene between CP* and CP° requiring further recursions of CP:

(4) Nem tudom [cp* hogy [cp Janos [cp tegnap [cp Aivel taldlkozott]]
not know-AGR1sg that  John yesterday who-INSTR met-AGR3sg

‘I do not know who John met yesterday.’

A consequence of (1) is that it also allows V-movement in embedded clauses with
a lexical complementizer. Hence, we may say that V-movement in Hungarian is gen-
eralized. It does not only apply in root clauses, like in Dutch, but also in embedded
clauses. Below I will demonstrate that V-movement in Frisian is sometimes also
allowed in embedded clauses with a lexical complementizer. In that case, these
clauses contain multiple CPs.

Property (1) of the Hungarian phrase structure is not so exotic as it looks at first
sight. The phenomenon of multiple CPs has been attested in other languages as
well. For example, it also appears in Spanish and Germanic.

Plann (1982) reports that in Spanish the complementizer gue ‘that’ can occur be-
fore an indirect question after certain verbs of communication. In the following sen-
tences, gue precedes a Wh-phrase, similarly to Hungarian. Compare:

(5) a. Te preguntan [cpx que [cp para qué quieres el préstamol]]
you ask-AGR3pl  that for what want-AGR2sg the loan
‘They ask you what do you want the loan for.’
b. Pensé e+ que [cp cudles serfan adecuados]]
thought-AGR3sg that  which ones would be appropriate
‘He wondered which ones would be approppriate.’

Let us discuss now some examples of multiple CPs in Germanic.

Hooper and Thompson (1973) have observed that the phenomenon of multiple
CPs in English arises with embedded main clauses. Such clauses are embedded
clauses to which root transformations in the sense of Emonds (1969) apply. For ins-
tance, objects may be topicalized in embedded main clauses:

(6) He said [cp+ that [cp: such people [IP he doesn’t like t]]]

This embedded clause may be represented in the following tree-structure:

@) CP*
T
Spec C

C Cp°

that /\

Spec C

such people /\

C IP

Note that [C, CP°] may not be filled in English by a lexical complementizer. The
reason for this is that English does not allow a head of CP and its specifier to be fil-
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led simultaneously (cf. Chomsky and Lasnik’s (1977) doubly-filled COMP Filter).
This is, however, a language-particular restriction, because in Dutch, for instance,
topicalized objects may intervene between CP* and a CP° headed by a lexical com-
plementizer. Compare:
(8) Ikdenk [cp+dat die mensen [cp dat [IPdie gek zijn£]]]
I think that those people  that  those crazy are
‘I think that those people are crazy.’

This embedded clause has the following structure:

)] CP*
—
Spec C
—
C CP°
dat / \
Spec C
die mensen /\
C IP
dat PN

De Haan and Weerman (1986) discuss the occurrence of multiple CPs in Frisian.
De Haan and Weerman note that V-movement is not only restticted to root clauses
but may also apply in embedded clauses with a lexically filled C.** However, this is
not allowed freely. Such embedded clauses must be complements of verbs denoting
statements, feelings or observations.'” Compare the following pairs:

(10) a. Ikleau [cpdat hy him wol rédde kin]
I believe that he himself take care of can
‘I believe that he can take care of himself.’
b. Ik leau [cp* dat [cp- hy &in [him wol rédde ¢]]]
(11) a. Iksei [cpdat hy my sjoen hie] b. Ik sei [cp* dat [cp hy bie [my sjoen t]]]
I said  that he meseen had
‘I said that he had seen me.’

Recall that the landing-site of a moved finite verb is C in Germanic. Hence, the
(b)-sentences in (10) and (11) must contain a multiple CP. Therefore, the embedded
clause of (11b), for instance, has the following structure:

(12) CP*
/\
Spec C

C VP
hie

(16) Hoekstra (1987) argues this is also the case in the Frisian Imperativus-pro-Infinitivo.
(17) De Haan (1983) reports that there are further restrictions on V-movement in clauses with a lexical
complementizer. The matrix verb must be factual, it cannot be negative or modalized.
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This phenomenon may also appear with adverbial degree clauses:

(13) a. Hy is sa meager [cp dat hy wol efter in reid skdlje &in]
he isso skinny  that he behind a cane hide can
‘He is so skinny that he can hide behind a cane.’
b. Hy is sa meager [cp+ dat [cp- hy £in [wol efter in reid skiilje t]]]

De Haan and Weerman provide the following pieces of evidence which demorn-
strate that the clauses embedded under the complementizer of the (b)-sentences in
(10), (11), and (13) have the same structure as root clauses.

() The distributional property of the subject clitic er ‘he’, a variant of the non-
clitic 4y. This clitic subject optionally appears after lexical complementizers such as
dat, but it cannot appear sentence-initially. Compare:

(14) a. Hysei [cp dat hy/er my sjoen hie] b. [cp Hy/*er hie my sjoen t]
he said thathe me seen had He had me seen
‘He said that he had seen me.’ ‘He had seen me.’

Note that in clauses with a lexical complementizer and V-movement, the clitic
subject er cannot appear immediately after the complementizer:

(15) Hy sei [cpdat [cp hy/*er hie my sjoen #]]
Hesaid that he  had me seen

(#7) Consider the following sentence:

(16) Douwe [cpdy woe net-komme 7]
Douwe  that wanted not come
‘Douwe, he did not wanted to come.’

This sentence demonstrates that Left Dislocation may apply in root clauses. Note
now that this phenomenon is blocked in regular embedded clauses (cf. (17a)) but it
is allowed in embedded clauses with V-movement (cf. (17b)):

(17) a. *Hysei [cp dat Douwe dy net komme woe]
he said that Douwe that not come wanted
b. Hy sei [cpdat Douwe [cp dy wee  net kommen t]]
He said that Douwe that wanted not come

So embedded clauses with lexical complementizers and V-movement pattern the
same as root clauses with Left Dislocation.

De Haan and Weerman conclude from these 51mxlar1t1es that root clauses and
embedded clauses with V-movement have, at least partly, a similar structure. Accor-
ding to De Haan and Weerman, this suggests that embedded clauses with a lexical
complementizer and V-movement have a double CP. The upper CP is filled with the
lexical complementizer, and the lowest CP serves as a landing-site for V-movement.

Hoekstra (1987) provides an additional argument for a double CP in such
clauses.

(#17) Hoekstra observes that embedded clauses with a lexical complementizer and
a moved verb have syntactic properties different from regular embedded clauses. The
latter allow long Wh-movement of the object (cf. (18a)), whereas the former block
this type of movement:
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(18) a. Hokker boek, seist [cpdat se f; 1ézen hie]
which book said-you that she read had
“Which book did you say she had read.’
b. *Hokker bock; seists [cp dat [cp se bie; [#; 1ézen 7]]]

Hoekstra suggest that this difference is due to the fact that the embedded sen-
tence in (18b) contains an extra CP-node which serves as a barrier in the sense of
Chomsky (1986a)."

Recapitulating, in embedded clauses with lexical complementizers root transfor-
mations may apply involving Topicalization of objects (English, Dutch), and V-mov-
ement (Frisian). Furthermore, such clauses may contain indirect Wh-questions (Spa-
nish). These phenomena require a recursion of CP. This demonstrates that multiple
CPs appear in other languages than Hungarian as well, although it certainly is more
restrictred in these languages.

It has been observed in the literature (cf. Hooper and Thompson 1973, De Haan
1983, and Plann 1982) that embedded main clauses exist only under certain condi-
tions. First, these clauses must be introduced by the complementizer that, and se-
cond the verb of the matrix sentence governing the embedded main clause must ha-
ve an asserted reading. The categorial component of Hungarian generates CPs much
more freely. It must be admitted that the ultimate rationale behind this is unclear at
the present state of research. I will leave this problem for further research.

A further consequence of (1) is that the universal condition on scope-interpretation
(cf. Reinhart 1983) covers the descriptive generalization on the scope-interpretation
of quantifiers (cf. 3.1.(28g)):

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

The recursion of the CP vs'/ithin_'(;P- treates binary branching structures to the left
of the verb which may accommodate the Quantifier Field. In a left-branching phrase
structure, the leftmost constituent has the largest c-command domain. Therefore, in
correspondence with (19), the leftmost quantlﬁer in Hungarian has wide scope. A
separate condition on scope in terms of linearity is thus superfluous (cf. also chapter
six for discussion of scope phenomena).

2.2.4. Summary

I argued in this chapter that the underlying order of Hungarian is SOV, and that
C is a strong and I is a weak governor in this language. Because strong governors
must be lexicalized at S-structure, V-to-C movement applies. I presented empirical
evidence for this type of movement involving the neutral SVO-order, V-second phen-
omena (Focussing, Inversion between finite verb and its modifier, and the phrase-
structural position of Wh-phrases), and V-raising.

(18) In Chomsky'’s (1986b) theory, extraction out of embedded clauses with multiple CPs is allowed. The
lower CP is not an argument. Therefore, 2 moved category may adjoin to it and subsequent movement of this
category crosses one barrier only. Hence, no violation of Subjacency arises. The ungrammaticality of (18b)
can, however, be accounted for under the assumption that the complementizer L-marks the lower CP. In that
case, it becomes an argument and it can no longer act as an adjunction-site. Hence, extraction out of this
category results in a violation of the Subjacency Condition. (See also chapter six for discussion of extraction
with multiple CPs in Hungarian).
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Further, I argued that CP is recursive within CP. Evidence for this was provided
from various languages including Spanish, Dutch, English, Frisian and Hungarian.
Repetition of CP appears untestrictedly in Hungarian but not in the other lan-
guages. Multiple CPs accommodate indirect Wh-questions introduced by lexical
complementizers, Topicalization and the position and intetpretation of quantifiers.
Furthermore, a recursive CP allows generalized V-movement. It may also apply in
embedded clauses with multiple CPs. Hungarian shares this phenomenon with Fri-
sian precisely when this language exhibits multiple CPs.

The phrase structure of Hungarian elaborated in this chapter resembles the
phrase structure of Germanic languages, like Dutch, Frisian or German. C and I are
the same in strength. C is strong and I is weak. We expect then that Hungarian and
these languages will have several syntactic properties in common that are not shared
by English. In this chapter, I concluded that languages with a strong C and a weak I
display V-to-C movement. Furthermore, in chapter five I will show that some sub-
ject-object symmetries in Hungarian, including the absence of verb-object adja-
cency, the lack of that-trace effects, the absence of VP-deletion, and the lack of super-
iority effects, are caused by the fact that C is strong, and I is weak in this language.
What is more, the very same propert1es turn also up in Dutch, Frisian, and German,
but not in English.



3. THE LEXICON AND ASYMMETRIES

3.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses some properties of the lexicon and principles which me-
diate between lexical properties such as 8-assignment and syntactic structure.! I
would like to argue for the following two claims:

I. In-Hungarian the Unmarked 8-Assignment Conventions are operative

II. The realization of the Unmarked 8-Assignment Conventions is parametrized

Consider first the Unmarked 0-Assignment Conventions (cf. Carter 1967):

(1) Unmarked 8-Assignment Conventions (UTHAC)
a. The theme role is assigned to the object GF
b. The agent role is assigned to the subject GF

These conventions mediate between lexical properties of verbal predicators and
“syntactic structure. I will demonstrate that the assignment of O-roles is guided by
the principles in (1) in Hungarian. If these conventions are operative, then, this im-
plies a subject-object asymmetry, that is, the subject and object GFs are discriminated
structurally. This subject-predicate dichotomy of the sentence will be empirically
supported by the following phenomena:

() An inventarization of the case frames which may be associated with basic ver-
bal predicators in Hungarian. The cases selected by a verbal predicator and their cor-
responding 0-grids, that is, the set of O-roles selected by that verbal predicator
shows that Hungarian is a nominative-accusative language. The agent role of a basic
verb is always related to the subject, i.e. the nominatively marked argument, and the
theme role is always associated with the object, i.e. the accusatively marked argu-
ment. Hence, an interplay of the principles of Case theory, 8-theory, and the UT-

(1) See for studies of the lexicon in generative grammar: Bresnan (1982), Chomsky (1970; 1981), Guers-
sel et al. (1985), Hale (1983), Hale and Laughren (1983), Jackendoff (1972), Levin (1983), Marantz (1984),
Ostler (1980), Perlmutter (1984), Simpson (1983), Stowell (1981), Williams (1981), and Zubizarreta (1985).
These studies also discuss the relation between and the universal status of case-systems, 0-roles, and GFs.
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HACs provide support for the subject-predicate dichotomy of the Hungarian sen-
tence (cf. section 3.2.).

(II) Subjects may be assigned a 0-role compositionally but not objects. This is also
the case in Hungarian, alchough ambiguities with predicates containing inalienable
. body part objects are absent from this language (cf. section 3.2.2. and 3.2.3. for dis-
cussion).

(I1I) Hungarian displays transitivity alternations such as the middle, unaccusative,
ergative, and passive alternation (cf. section 3.3.). In spite of the fact that these alter-
nations ate Jexscal in nature, i.e. they can only be triggered by adding morphology to
basic verbs, they provide evidence for a subject-predicate partitioning of the sen-
tence. The following question then arises. Why are syntactic transitivity alternations
in Hungarian absent but present in English?

Hale and Keyser (1985) argue that transitivity alternations are the result of the
interaction of properties that enter into the lexical tepresentation of basic verbs with
both universal principles, such as formulated in Chomsky (1981), and language-spec-
ific rules. It may be clear that the absence versus presence of syntactic transitivity al-
ternations with morphologically unaffected basic verbs in Hungarian and English
respectively is due to a language-specific rule.? I will attribute this difference bet-
ween Hungarian and English to a parameter, namely, to the 0-Assignment Parameter:

)  O-Assignment Parameter (THAP)
+ apply the UTHAGCs in the syntactic representation of basic verbs

I will argue thac Hungarian is specified positively for this parameter, whereas
English may be specified negatively for it.

It has been claimed that the absence of syntactic transitivity alternations, i.e.
NP-movement in Chomsky’s (1981) sense, like syntactically derived middle verbs,
ergatives, passives, and raising verbs is a diagnostic for a non-configurational sen-
tence structure (cf. section 1.1.(6d) and E. Kiss 1987: 75). Since non-configurational
languages do not distinguish the subject and object GF structurally, function-depen-
dent operations cannot be executed in the syntax.’ Below, I will demonstrate how
the positive value of the THAP provides a straightforward answer to the question
why in nominative-accusative languages, such as Hungarian, syntactically derived
transitivity alternations might be missing in the syntactic representation of basic
verbs. This will, then, compensate this diagnostic of non-configurationality without
giving up the subject-predicate dichotomy of the sentence.

Let us, first, turn to a discussion of some properties of the lexicon. In section 3.2.,
I will introduce the subcomponents of which the lexical entries are composed.

3.2. The Structure of Lexical Entries

Following Hale and Keyser (1985), I will assume that in addition to its mor-
phophonological and categorial features a lexical entry of a verb contains two parts

(2) See for transitivity alternations in other languages: Burzio (1981), Guerssel et al. (1985), Hoekstra
(1984), Levin (1983), and Marantz (1984).

(3) Thoughout this study, I will adopt the position that GFs are structurally encoded (cf. Chomsky 1965:
68-74; 1981: 10). .
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which are relevant for its syntactic realization. The first part is the Lexical Conceptual
Structure (LCS), roughly its dictionary meaning, from which the 0-grid, that is, the
inventory of 0-roles can be derived (cf. Stowell (1981)). The second part is the subcat-
egorization frame or Lexical Structure (LS), an abstract syntactic projection of the ver-
bal lexical item, embodying the basic syntactic organization of its arguments. For
example, the English dyadic verb cxz has the following lexical entry:
(1) a. LCS for English ‘cut’:
{x produce linear separation in the material integrity of y, by sharp edge com-
ing into contact with y}
b. 8-grid for English ‘cut’: (agent, theme)
c. LS for English ‘cut’: [; arg [, atg v 1]
(Hale and Keyser 1985: 16)

The entities in the 0-grid belong to a universal set of o-roles such as agent, theme,
goal, path, etc. (cf. Gruber 1965, Fillmore 1968, and Jackendoff 1972). They are in-
troduced by the participants involved in the action denoted by the verb. In the case
of English cx#, these participants are represented in the LCS of that verb by means of
the variables x and y. These variables are projected into the 0-grid of the associated
verb. In this way, for example, x and y of (1a) are represented, respectively, by the 6-
roles agent and theme in the 0-grid (1b) of the verb cur.

In Chomsky (1981: 36) the following condition on the realization of 8-roles is
formulated. Chomsky supposes that all 8-roles selected by a verbal predicator must
be assigned to its arguments, the so-called O-criterion:*

(2) ©-Criterion a. Each argument bears one and only one 0-role, and
b. Each O-role is assigned to one and only one argument
(cf. Chomsky 1981: 36)

In (1c), the LS-projection of the transitive verb cuz is depicted. Following, Hale
and Keyser (1985), I will take (1c) to be a syntactic representation in the relevant
sense. In particular, it represents the fact that the transitive verb governs an object,
and that the subject is external to the VP’ With respect to its configurational pro-
perties I assume, in agreement with Chomsky (1981), that LS is universal.

The next question to answer is: how are the 8-roles in the 8-grid associated with
the syntactic arguments in the LS of the verb? Hale and Keyser (1985) adopt the
view that in syntactically nominative-accusative languages, verbs like transitive cuz,
which select both agent and theme 0-roles, assign the theme to the internal argu-
ment (the grammatical object) and assign the agent to the external argument (the
grammatical subject). According to Hale and Keyser, this is the unmarked linking rel-
ation. They suppose that each of these conventions of 0-assignment is a genuine
principle of UG, representing the unmarked case:*

(4) See for reformulations of the 0-Criterion: Hale and Laughren (1983), Higgingbotham (1985a),
Rothstein (1983) and Williams (1983).

(5) The fact that the subject is always external to the VP is due to the operation of Predication. Compare
Williams (1980) and Rothstein (1983) for details.

(6) Several authors, for example, Jackendoff (1972), Ostler (1980) and Carrier-Duncan (1985) have pro-
posed a O-hierarchy with a universal status:

(i) agent > theme > path (goal, source, location)

Observe that this hierarchy is rendered in structural terms by the UTHAG: in (3).
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(3)  Unmarked 0-Assignment Conventions UTHAC)
a. The theme role is assigned to the object GF
b. The agent role is assigned to the subject GF

These conventions become operative regularly where possible, i.e., where their
application is not precluded for some reason, such as the prior application of some
other convention or conventions, or the operation of other general principles of
grammar.

The full lexical representation, which will be referred to as Predicate Argument
Structure (PAS), of for example the verb cuz indicates the projection of the agent and
theme of the 0-grid, which are represented as the x- and y-variable respectively in
LCS, onto the external and internal argument position of LS respectively. These con-
nections will simply be indicated with the help of an association line. Compare:

(4)  PAS for Transitive cut
s

arg  vp
PN
v arg
[x CUT 4]

The question is whether Hungarian is a nominative-accusative language. To ans-
wer this question, we will check whether the UTHAC: are operative in Hungarian.

This will be done by inventarizing the case frames and 0-grids associated with some
basic verbs.

3.2.1. Case Frames and O-Grids in Hungarian

Before an inventory of case frames and 0-grids in Hungarian can be presented, I
will first discuss its case-system. Among Hungarian linguists, there is no agreement
about which suffixes should be considered inflectional and which should be included
into the set of case-markers.” The classification below follows Antal (1961b). Accor-
ding to Antal, case-markers are the markers that may be attached to each of the 14
different stems of the Hungarian noun. Consider:

) Case marker® Conjugation of the noun fid ‘boy’
©~  a. NOM -@ fifh (subj)
b. ACC -t fitiz (obj)
c. DAT -nak/nek fidnak ‘to the boy’
d. INSTR -val/vel : fidwal ‘with the boy’
e. ILL -ba/be fidba ‘into the boy’
f. SUBL -ralre fitira ‘onto the boy’
g. ALL -hoz/hez/héz fidhoz ‘near the boy’
h. INESS -ban/ben . fiddan ‘in the boy’
i. SUPER -on/en/6n fiiz ‘on the boy’

(7) Kiefer (1988), for example, argues that Hungarian may have 18 cases if the following criterion is
decisive:

(i) A bound morpheme is a case-marker if and only if it appears in a case frame.

(8) The alternants in this array are subject to the phonological rule of Vowel Harmony (cf. Vago 1980).
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j. ADESS -ndl/nél fitindl ‘at the boy’

k. ELAT -bél/bél fitbé/ ‘out of the boy’
l. DELAT -r61/t8l fitirgl ‘of the boy’

m. ABL -t6l/tdl fitzg] ‘from the boy’
n. CAUS -ért fitdérz ‘for the boy’

o. TRANS/ESS -va/vé;-ul/iil fitws4 ‘become a boy’
p. . FORMV/ESS -ként;-képp;-ul/iil fitkén? ‘like a boy’

q. TERM -ig fitég ‘up to the boy’

Case-markers in Hungarian may have the following three main syntactic uses: ()
they may function as argument relators, (i7) as argument taking predicates (ATP), or
(#i) as attribute relators.’ In the use of argument relators, they mark the relation bet-
ween an ATP and one of its arguments. The nominative and accusative cases are ex-
clusively used as argument relators. The cases (c)-(q) may have both the function of
argument relator signaling a thematically selected argument and of an ATP in which
they subcategorize for a nominal complement yielding a ‘free’ or adverbial argu-
ment. The terminative case indicates that the NP to which it is attached is an adver-
bial argument.

I will discuss the use of case as attribute relator in section 4.6."

Let us turn to an overview of the case frames and corresponding 0-grids of basic
predicates in Hungarian appearing with respectively one argument (monadic), two
arguments (dyadic), and three arguments (ttyadic). I delay the introduction of deriv-
ed predicates until section 3.3. Here I will not present a complete list of case frames
but rather concentrate on the generalizations which may be derived from this sam-
ple."* Consider:

6) Veb Case frame
0-roles
Monadic Verbs
Jur ‘NOM run’
agent
sétdl ‘NOM walk’
' agent
Dyadic Verbs
lar - ‘NOM see ACC’
agent - theme
szeret ‘NOM love ACC’
agent - theme
beszél . ‘NOM speak to DAT’
' agent - goal
vdg ‘NOM cut with INSTR’
agent - instrument
megy ‘NOM go into ILL
agent - goal

(9) See section 7.2.1. for the semantic-thematic classification of morphological case-markers in
Hungarian. .

(10) See Ackerman (1984) and Komlésy (1985) for further discussion of the functions of case-markers in
Hungarian.

(11) A more extensive list of the Hungarian case frames can be found in: De Groot (1981a; 1984; to ap-
pear) Horvath (1983), Kiroly (1982), E. Kiss (1982a), Komlésy (1985), and Molnir (1966; 1967; 1973).
These references discuss also some theoretical problems associated with case frames.
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mutat
all

megy

all
Jon
lelep
elfut

Tryadic Verbs
ad

drkit
bedob

dob

csarol
akadilyoz
kivesz
beszed
beszé]
beszé]

beszél

‘NOM point to SUBL
agent - goal

‘NOM stand in INESS’
agent (theme?) - goal
‘NOM go on SUPER’
agent - path

‘NOM stand at ADESS’
agent (theme?) - path

‘NOM come out of ELAT’
agent - source

‘NOM steps off from DELAT’
agent - source

‘NOM run away from ABL
agent - soutce

‘NOM give ACC to DAT’
agent - theme - beneficiary/goal
‘NOM bind ACC with INSTR’
agent - theme - instrument
‘NOM throw ACC into ILL
agent - theme - goal

‘NOM throw ACC onto SUBL
agent - theme - goal

‘NOM attach ACC to ALL
agent - theme - goal

‘NOM hinder ACC in INESS’
agent - theme - goal

‘NOM take ACC out of ELAT’

_agent - theme - source

‘NOM withdraw ACC from ABL

agent - theme - source

‘NOM speak to DAT about DELAT’
agent - goal - source

‘NOM speak with INSTR about DELAT’
agent - instrument - source

‘NOM speak to ALL about DELAT’
agent - goal - source

If an agent is present in the 0-grid of a basic verb it is always associated with the

nominative case, while a theme when present is always associated with the accusative
case. These associations are rather fixed and they conform to a general rule of Hun-
garian grammar. For example, basic transitive verbs such as /4 ‘see’ of the agent-
theme semantic class occur always with a NOM-ACC case frame. This generalization
is further supported by the association between case and 0-roles with active intran-
sitive verbs. For example, the agent role of the active intransitive (unergative) verb

fut ‘run’ is connected to the nominative case.
Languages in which the agent corresponds to the nominatively marked comple-

ment of a basic verb, while its theme to the accusatively marked complement are
classified as nominative-accusative languages in the literature (cf. Marantz 1984:
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198, among others). Hungarian, then, is a nominative-accusative language. These cot-
respondences are established by an application of the UTHACs (cf. (3)). This implies
that such languages recognize a structural subject-predicate partitioning since the
GFs subject and object are defined as [NP, IP] and [NP, VP] respectively

(cf. Chomsky 1965; 1986b). The structural configuration mediates between cases
and O-roles.

The nominative and accusative cases are assigned to the subject and object res-
pectively by the Case-assignment rules for nominative-accusative languages (cf.

Chomsky 1981; 1986b). Therefore, I will assume that Hungarian obeys the follow-
ing Case-assignment rules as well:"?

(7)  Case-Assignment Rules for Nominative-Accusative Languages
a. Nominative Case is assigned to [NP, IP] under government by I[+ AGR]
b. Accusative Case is assigned to [NP, VP] under government by V

As a result of the properties of nominative-accusative languages a classification of
the overt morphological realization of Case in Hungarian may be set up. The nom-
inative and accusative cases ate structurally assigned under government and may
henceforth be called structural Case, whereas the other cases in (5) are thematically
dependent on verbal predicators.

(12) The nominative Case assignment rule (7a) is not general enough. It holds only from right to left.
This follows from the fact that nominative Case may be assigned without a governing I[+AGR]. Koster
(1986: 258) presents examples with nominative topics from German and Dutch. The topic positions in (ia)
and (ib) are not governed by I[+ AGR]:

(i) a. Der Hans, mit dem spreche ich nicht mehr

the Hans-NOM with him-DAT talk I not More
‘Hans, I don’t talk to him any longer.’

b. Hif eenhuis kopen, wie had dat kunnen denken
he-NOM a house buy ~ who had that can  think
‘He buying a house, who could have imagined that.’

In Hungarian, too, nominative Case may appear without being governed by I[+AGR]. Consider, for
example, the following two constructions:

(i) The complement of a nominalized verb is in the unmarked or nominative case (see also section
5.3.1.2. on Noun-Incorporation):

(i) fa - vagas

wood-NOM cut-NOMI
‘wood-curting’ . .

(ii) Some PPs in Hungarian may display person-number inflection with pronominal complements (cf.
section 7.3.1.). Consider:

(iii) § mogéte

he-NOM behind-ppAGR3sg
‘behind him’

The pronominal complement of these PPs bear nominativa case. This nominative Case assignment may
be subsumed under (7a).

Nominal complements in such PPs appear also in the nominative case:

(iv) a fia mogodte

the boy-NOM behind
‘behind the boy’

Note, however, from the minimal pairs in (iii) and (iv) that these complements do not trigger person-
number inflection on the P. )

Following Borer (1986), Taraldsen (1984), and Zwart (1988), I will assume that the nominative Case
without being governed by I[+AGR] is a default Case. See chapter seven for the determination of the struc-
tural conditions on default Case in Hungarian.
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For example, the three variants of the tryadic verb leszé/ ‘speak’ in (6) demons-
trate that the case assigned to the non-nominative arguments is determined by them-
atic or lexical factors in a rather arbitrary way. Goal, instrument, goal and source co-
rrespond to the dative, instrumental, allative, and delative case respectively. A spec-
ific O-role goes together with a particular case. Therefore, I will refer to the
morphological cases in (5¢)-(5q) as lexical case.

In order to formulate the principles of Case theory as strongly as possible it
would be necessary to specify a unique structural position for lexical case as well.
The determination of such a position and its relative structural prominence with res-
pect to the positions of structural Cases is an empirical matter. In chapter five (see
especially section 5.4.1.), I will return to these issues in more detail.

If the Hungarian sentence displays indeed a subject-predicate partitioning as is
witnessed by the fact this language is a nominative-accusative language in which the
UTHAG:s apply, it is to be expected that a subject-object asymmetry occurs with
respect to the assignment of 0-roles. Chomsky (1981) suggests that objects (internal
arguments) are assigned their 0-roles directly by their governing verb, whereas sub-
jects (external arguments) are assigned a O-role compositionally by the VP of which
they are predicated. In the following section, I will discuss whether this asymmetry
appears in Hungarian as well.

3.2.2. The Asymmetric Nature of 0-Role Assignment

Chomsky (1981: 104) has argued that a sentence like John broke bis arm is ambi-
guous, depending on whether the subject bears the agent role or the patient role, in
contrast to sentences such as _Jobn broke the window in which Jobn has only an agent
reading. Chomsky accounts for these readings by arguing that the subject but not
the object may be assigned a 0-role compositionally, that is, by the VP."* The differ-
ences in the kinds of B-assignments to the subject in the above sentences are clearly
dependent on the choice of a different direct acgument for the verb brezk.

Marantz (1984: 22-30) further elaborates on this asymmetry. Marantz presents
two other pieces of empitical evidence for his hypothesis. First, he shows that simple
transitive verbs in English express a wide range of predicates depending on
the choice of the direct object but the predicates of transitive verbs remain unaffec-
ted by the choice of the subject. Second, Marantz argues that idiom frames in
English are nearly always object-verb combinations but hardly ever of a subject-verb
combination.

Evidence for a selectional subject-object asymmetry on the basis of the Hunga-
rian equivalents of Chomsky’s (1981) original examples cited above and the syntax
of idiom frames does not easily carry over to Hungarian. Below I will attempt to
make clear why compositional B-assignment in Hungarian is more restricted than in
English. However, discussion of idiom frames will have to wait until section 5.2.1.2.

- Let us discuss first the selectional asymmetry between the (grammatical) subject of
the predicate and the direct arguments of the verb.

(13) Jan Koster (personal communication) brings to my attention that facts about the world such as his
arm and the window should not change rules of syntax. Although this position seems to me correct in essence,
it must be noted that knowledge of the world such as ‘agent of’, ‘theme of’, etc. is mediated by ©-theory.

Therefore, it should be not too surprising to find precisely in this domain interaction of structural conditions
with knowledge of the world.
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Horvath (1987) atgues, convincingly in my view, that Hungarian exhibits selec-
tional subject-object asymmetries. Horvath notes (cf. Horvath 1987: 150): “That sel-
ection of subjects by verb-object, but not selection of objects by verb-subject is quite
systematically in Hungarian can be demonstrated by picking any common transitive
verb, examining the variety of predicates it can produce with its objects, and con-
trasting this with the lack of parallel phenomena between the same verb and its sub-
ject”. In order to support her claim, Horvath presents the following examples with
lexical variants of the verb vesz ‘take’, i.e. elvet ‘take away’, kivert ‘take out’, and 42-
vett ‘take over’ respectively. Compare:

(8) a. NP elverze a konyvet az asztalrdl

away-took the book-ACC the table-DELAT
‘NP took the book from the table.’

b. NP elverre a pénzt c. NP elverze Marit
away-took the money-ACC away-took Mary-ACC
‘NP accepted the money.’ ‘NP married Mary.’
d. NP elveste a kedvemet az utazédstél

away-took the mood-npAGR1sg-ACC the trip-DELAT
‘NP spoiled my interest in the trip.’

(9) a. NPkivette a levelet a zsebébd
out-took the letter-ACC the pocket-npAGR3sg-ELAT
‘NP took the letter out of his pocket.’
b. NP kiverte a szobat
out-took the room-ACC
‘NP rented the room.’
c. NP kiverte a részét a munkabél
out-took the share-npAGR-3sg-ACC the work-ELAT
‘NP did his share of the work.’

(10) a. NP dtverre = a dijat b. NP 4tvette  az irdnyitdst
over-took the prize-ACC over-took the direction-ACC
‘NP received the prize.’ ‘NP took charge.’
c. NP dtverre a hdzifeladatot Marival

over-took the homework-ACC Mary-INSTR
‘NP went through the homework with Mary.’
(Horvath 1987: 11)

Horvath notes that the 0-roles assigned to the subject NP in these sentences vary
considerably, due to the wide range of predicates the verb produces with different
objects (and other direct arguments). She proceeds to note that no corresponding
variation in the interpretation of the object can be induced by varying the subject in
the same case. The options for the assignment of O-roles remain unaffected by the
choice of subject:

(11) ( A tanir

Egy bolond elvetce
Mindenki l kivette] NP.
Az apim dtvetce

k A csapat

[ The teacher
A fool away-took

{ Everyone out-took
The father-my over-took

L The team




62 LASZLO MARACZ

Obviously, Horvath presented clear instances of selectional subject-object asym-
metries. From them it is apparent that the B-role of the subject is affected by the
choice of the direct argument of the verb but the choice of subject does not influence
the assignment of the 0-role to the object of the verb. Therefore, it must be conclud-
ed that the subject-predicate partitioning of clauses is well-established and that
Hungarian does not form an exception to this hypothesis. Let us consider now
compositional 0-assignment in English and Hungarian.

3.2.3. Compositional ©-Assignment

In the preceding section, I noted that some arguments concerning selectional
subject-object asymmetries in English do not easily catry over to Hungarian. Consi-
der again the sentences on which Chomsky (1981: 105) based an argument in favor
of the idea that the VP assigns a 0-role to the subject of which it is predicated:

(12) a. John broke the window b. John broke his arm

According to Chomsky, the subject Jobn in (12a) is normally understood as the
active participant of the action. The sentence in (12b), however, has an additional in-
terpretation, its more normal interpretation, in which Jobn represents the passive
participant in the sentence. Chomsky attributes this ambiguity to the fact that the
subject is assigned a O-role compositionally by the VP, i.e., by a combination of the
verb and its direct arguments. The choice of the different internal arguments is res-
ponsible for the different readings in (12b). According to Hale and Keyser (1985), it
seems to be quite generally the case in English that a VP of the form [V X’s NJ,
where X is an anaphor and N is a body part, can assign the experiencer role to the
subject.”

Of course, the ‘literal’ reading of sentences like (12b) is also available. In this case
the compositional 6-assignment of the VP to the subject is regular. The agent is as-
sociated with the subject subsumed under the UTHAC (3b).

From pairs as in (12), I conclude that the assignment of the agent role of a transi-
tive verb to its subject might be suppressed in English in favor of the assignment of 0-
role determined by the content of the predicate.

Let us consider the Hungarian equivalents of the sentences in (12):

(13) a. Jdnos eltérte az ablakot b. Jinos eltorte a karjit
John broke the window-ACC John broke the arm-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘John broke the window.’ ‘John broke his arm.’

In contrast to the English pair, the subject J4nos in the Hungarian sentences may
only have an active reading. '

In Hungarian, the two readings associated with the English (12b) are disambi-
guated. They are associated with two different lexical forms of the verb eltir ‘break’.
The active reading is expressed by the basic unaltered form e/tor which is of the

(14) I will discuss some selectional subject-object symmetries in section 5.2.2. and I will evaluate their
theoretical consequences in section 5.4.2.6.

(15) Chomsky (1981) refers to this 0-role as patient. Here I will follow Hale and Keyser (1985) in label-
ling this role as experiencer.
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agent-theme semantic class and is associated with a NOM-ACC case frame. The pas-
sive reading associated with (12b) is expressed by employing the intransitive variant
of the verb eltir by adding the verbal suffix -i&, as we will see below an instance of
passive morphology, to the basic transitive verb stem eltiir.'¢ Compare:

(14) Jénos karja eltorott
John arm-npAGR3sg broke

The verb in (14) has only one argument which is a possessive NP that consists of
the experiencer, the possessor NP, and an inalienable body part, the noun-possessed.
This possessive NP is marked nominatively.

The question is now: what should we conclude from the strategies employed by
Hungarian in order to derive the readings of sentence (12b)? One could argue that
the subject in Hungarian is not assigned its 8-role compositionally but relies on
another kind of mechanism. This answer cannot be correct, however, because as we
have noted in the preceding section the predicate of Hungarian transitive sentences
may assign the subject a compositional 6-role as well. A more reasonable hypothesis
is rather that a basic Hungarian transitive verb of the agent-theme semantic class
realizes its O-roles according to the UTHAG:s (cf. (3)). Therefore, the subject of a
clause which contains a morphologically underived transitive verb of this semantic
class receives always an active reading.

Obviously, the connection between the agent and subject is not so tight in
English. It may be overruled by other grammatical factors. This dichotomy between
English and Hungarian exemplifies that there is a difference in the application of the
UTHACs between these languages. In the following section, I will discuss.some

instances in the domain of transitivity alternations which are due to this difference
as well.

3.3. Transitivity Alternations in Hungarian

In the preceding section, I have presented evidence for the claim that the Unmar-
ked 8-Assignment Conventions 3.2.(3), here repeated as (1),

(1) Unmarked ©-Assignment Conventions (UTHAC)
a. The theme role is assigned to the object GF
b. The agent role is assigned to the subject GF

apply in Hungarian. Recall that a language in which these prmc1ples hold is defined
as a nominative-accusative language.

Suppose now that the UTHACs apply unrestrictedly in a particular nominative-
accusative language. As a result of this, the D-structure thematic relations would be
mirrored at surface structure. We expect then that in such a language no transitivity
alternations would occur with morphologically unaffected basic verbs other than the
ones made possible by the above rules. Transitive verbs of the agent-theme semantic

(16) The morpheme -7k itself appears only in the third person present tense: e/zirik ‘break-present tense-
AGR3sg’. In the past tense, the transitive and the intransitive alternant can be kept apart, because they are
conjugated differently. The transitive variant takes the definite conjugation, whereas the intransitive variant
takes the indefinite conjugation. (See for a discussion of these verbal conjugations section 4.2.).
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class will only have an agentive alternant, while non-agentive basic intransitive
verbs cannot exist, because their subject position would remain empty yielding a
violation of the universal requirement that all sentences must have a subject (the Ex-
tended Projection Principle of Chomsky 1982).

In this section, I will attempt to demonstrate that in Hungarian, as distinct from
English, the UTHAGC: hold unrestrictedly. I will relate this difference to the follow-
ing parametet, i.e. the 0-Assignment Parameter:

(2)  O-Assignment Parameter (THAP)
+/- apply the UTHAG: in the syntactic representation of basic verbs

Hungarian takes the positive value of this parameter, whereas English may take
its negative value. In Hungarian, the UTHAGCs apply whenever it is possible. In En-
glish, the application of these rules may be suppressed, although rule (1a) applies
more rigidly than rule (1b). The theme role is nearly always associated with the ob-
ject GF (but see section 3.3.6. on the Dative Shift Alternation), the realization of the
agent role in English is more ‘liberal’.

This parameter accounts for the fact why syntactic transitivity alternations, i.e.
NP-movement in Chomsky’s (1981) terminology, might be absent from the gram-
mar of a purely nominative-accusative language. Because Hungarian is specified posit-
ively for (2), it is not possible to derive syntactic transitivity alternations which do
appear in English, such as the Middle Alternation, the Causative/Inchoative Altern-
ation, the Passive Alternation, Experiencer Verbs, Raising Predicates, and the Dative
Shift Alternation. The difference in application of the UTHACs produces, then,
superficial differences within the nominative-accusative languages yielding a typolog-
ical difference, namely, the presence or absence of NP-movement.

Languages in which these conventions hold unrestrictedly, such as Hungarian,
represent the #nmarked case. The equivalents of the syntactic transitivity alternations
in English can only be derived in Hungarian by carrying out a morphological
operation which has the effect of #ltering the substructures in the lexical entty of a
basic verb.

This section is organized as follows. First, I will discuss transitivity alternations
which have a transitive and an intransitive alternant involving the Middle Altern-
ation (cf. section 3.3.1.) and the Causative/Inchoative Alternation (cf. section 3.3.2.). It
appears that in Hungarian the transitive alternant is always the basic one. Then, I
will deal with transitivity alternations which can be derived in Hungarian only with
the help of morphological markers, like the Passive Alternation cf. (section 3.3.3.),
Experiencer Verbs (cf. section 3.3.4.) and Raising Predicates (cf. section 3.3.5.). Finally,
section 3.4.3.6. will focus on the presence versus the absence of the Dative Shift Al-
ternation in English and Hungarian respectively. This difference will be attributed to
the fact that the theme role in English can be assigned by the structural position
[NP, VP] but not in Hungarian.

3.3.1. The Middle Alternation
Consider the following sentences:

(3) a. John cuts the bread b. The bread cuts easily
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Some basic transitive verbs like cut, slice, kill, bribe, crush, assemble, maim, discour-
age, convince, corrupt, etc. of the agent-theme semantic class may optionally undergo a
process of detransitivization yielding the Middle Alternation (3b).” In the literature,
two analyses are proposed for its derivation.

(D) Keyser and Roeper (1984) argue that this alternatmn may be derived from an
interaction of Case and O-theory. Some verbs are lexically specified to lose their abil-

ity to assign accusative Case to their object. In accordance with Burzio’s Generaliz-
ation which states:. :

(4) Bwrzio’s Generalization: If some NP governed by V is assigned no Case, then the VP
-~ of which Vi is the head assigns no 0-role (cf. Burzio 1981)

The verb or the VP fails to assign its subject a 0-role. Hence, for examplé, the D-
structure object brezd is moved to the subject position of (3b) in order to escape a
violation of the Case Filter. The Case Filter is defined as:

(5)  Case Filter: Every NP with phonological content must receive Case
(cf. Chomsky 1983: 6)

(IT) Hale and Keyser (1985) present an alternative analysis of the middle cons-
truction. Their approach is similar to that of Keyser and Roeper in that this altern-
ation is the result of the interaction of independent modules and principles. Accor-
ding to Hale and Keyser, the external position in English is not a canonical agent
position. The mapping of the agent onto the external position is optional, in con-
trast with the theme which is steadily linked to the D-structure object position.
Hence, (1b) is not a core rule of English grammar.

They assign basic transitive verbs which participate in the middle alternation the
following PAS (cf. also Guerssel et al. 1985):

(6) PAS for Middle cxr s

/\
arg vp

v arg

}

[«CUTy]

The theme role represented by the y variable in the LCS of the verb c#z is associat-
ed with the internal position in LS by (1a). Hale and Keyser assume the projection of
the agent role onto the subject position to be optional in such cases. In case the
agent role represented by the variable x is assigned to the subject the Transitive Al-
ternatit (3a) is derived, whereas if it fails to pro]ect the Middle Alternant (3b) is det-
ived. In the latter case, the theme argument is moved in the syntax to the subject
position as an instance of the Extended Projection Principle which states:'®

(17) The obligatory presence of an adverbial in the middle construction is not well understood yet. See
Hale and Keyser (1985) for suggestions.

*(18) This principle is responsible for the appearance of expletive ¢ in the subject position of weather verb
‘constructions (cf. (i2)) (see Chomsky 1981: 27, and in constructions with a preliminary subject 7 and a clause
as a real subject (cf. (ib)) (see Stowell 1981):

(i) -a. Itrains b. 1t is clear that he will come



66 LASZLO MARACZ

(7)  Extended Projection Principle (EPP): Clauses must have subjects
. (cf. Chomsky 1982: 10, Perlmutter 1984)

Under both analyses, the theme argument receives its Case-features in the sub-
ject position. This is, of course, only possible if the agent role is not present in the
subject position, otherwise a violation of the O-criterion would arise. Therefore, both
analyses presuppose a relaxation of principle (1b) with respect to the realization of
the agent role. '

In section 3.2.3., I presented empirical evidence for the claim that the UTHACs
apply unrestrictedly in the syntactic representation of basic Hungarian transitive
verbs of the agent-theme semantic class. If that is correct, then we expect that there
is no possibility in Hungarian for deriving syntactically middle constructions. This
turns out to be the case. In order to derive this construction Hungarian necessarily
employs an alternative strategy.

The transitive variant is always the basic alternant similar to English. The Mid-
dle Alternation is derived by morphological operations on these basic verbs. There are
several morphological suffixes which have the effect of forming Middles. For exam-
ple, the complex suffix -batd (cf. (8b)), which consists of a combination of the poten-
tialis suffix (POT) -bat and the suffix of the participle present (pres.part.) -4, or the
reflexive suffix (refl) -4dik (cf. (9)) (see Karoly (1982) for a classification of transit-
ivity morphology in Hungarijan): ’

(8) a. Janos vigja a kenyeret b. A kenyér kbnnyen vighats
John cuts the bread-ACC the bread easily  cut-POT-pres.part.
‘Tohn cuts the bread.’ the ‘bread can be cut easily (lit.)

“The bread cuts easily.’

(9) a. Az emberek kdnnyen megvesztegetnek biirokratdkat
the people easily bribe-AGR3pl  burocrats-ACC
‘People easily bribe burocrats.’
b. A biirokratdk kénnyen megvesztegetidnek
the burocrats easily  bribe-refl-AGR3pl
‘Burocrats bribe easily.’

An analysis for the Jexically derived Middle Alternation in Hungarian may be elab-
orated along the lines of Chomsky (1981: 126). According to Chomsky (1981),
morphological processes may absorb the assignment of a 0-role to the subject (for
example passive morphology). Suppose, then, that the suffixes triggering the Middle
Alternation have exactly this effect. They wbsord the assignment of the agent role to
the subject. Further, parallel to the English equivalents the theme argument in
Hungarian is promoted to the subject position. This can be seen from the fact that it
appeats in nominative Case (cf. 3.2.(72)). This movement to the subject position
may then be the result of avoiding a violation of the Case Filter or the EPP." Hence,
the attachment of passive morphology to a basic transitive verb in Hungarian has the
following consequences:

(19) Koster (1986; 1987: 262-266) acgues that the obligatoriness of NP-movement in the case of passiv-
ization cannot be attributed to the Case Filter, because Case absorbed objects can remain in-situ in Dutch. Ac-
cording to Koster, this follows from the fact that the underlying object in passives appears both to the right
and to the left of an immobile indirect object. In the former case it is in a VP-internal position. Consider:
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(10) The Properties of Passive Morphology:
a. It absorbs the assignment of the agent role to the subject, and
b. The theme role is realized in susface subject position

Although Hungarian has no ovett.syntactic NP-movement, this rule may be
triggered in the lexicon by adding passive morphology to a basic transitive verb.

3.3.2. The Causativellnchoative Alternation

Let us turn to the causative/inchoative alternation referred to in the theoretically
otiented literature as ‘ergative’ alternation (cf. Burzio 1981) or ‘unaccusative’ alter-
nation (cf. Perlmutter 1984). Some of the verbs belonging to this class are: bresk,
close, open, tighten, collapse, drop, slide, happen, arrive, appear, etc. An example of the syn-
tactic alternation at stake is provided by the folléwing pair: '

(11) a. The glass broke b. John broke the glass

The single argument in the intransitive alternant here denotes a passive partici-
pant in the event or process depicted by the verb (cf. Burzio 1981, Perlmutter 1984,
among others). The theme role is assigned to the D-structure object in correspon-
dence with (1a). Therefore, we may set up the following PAS of the verbs belonging
to this class (cf. Hale and Keyser 1985 and Guerssel et al. 1985):

(12) PAS for Inchoative break s
T
arg vp
' N

v arg

[y come to be BROKEN]

The NP bearing the object relation comes to bear the subject relation under the
application of move-0.. By the Case-marking rule 3.2.(7a) this argument is assigned
nominative Case ensuring that the Case Filter is met. The theme argument is, of
course, also the passive participant in the related transitive variant (11b).

Jackendoff (1983) hypothesizes that the intransitive and transitive variant of this
alternation are related by means of a cawsative rule. The principal observable effect of
this rule in English is to embed the monadic LCS of the intransitive alternant as the
complement of the causative function, which is itself dyadic, possessing an agentive
argument as well as the complement it receives, as a result of the causativization
process. Thus, for example, if the LCS of bresk is, roughly, [yBREAK], then the der-
ived causative is, approximately, [fxCAUSE(YBREAK)]. This rule is fully productive
in English and applies to verbs which take an LCS of the form y come 0 be 2 STATE.

(1). a. dat_ bem het boek gegeven werd b. dat her bock hem__ gegeven werd

that him the book given  was
‘that he was given the book.’

Koster concludes that the obligatoriness of NP-movement in English cannot be caused by the Case Filter
but by the EPP. This difference between English and Dutch, then, is related to the satisfaction of the EPP in
these languages. In English NP-movement applies, wheteas in Dutch the subject position may be filled op-
tionally by the insertion of small pro (cf. Koster 1986).
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Guetssel et al. (1985) assign the followmg PAS to the Causative Variant of the
verb break:

(13) PAS for Causative break | s
arg vp
v arg

A

[x CAUSE[y come to be BROKEN]]

Verbs participating in the middle alternation are basically ransitive introducing
an active and ‘passive participant in the action denoted by them. The passive variant
of the middle is derived by preventing the realization of the agent argument in the
syntax. The inchoative alternation, on the other hand, is basically inzransitive having
a single passive participant.” The transitive variant of the inchoative construction,
the causative alternant, is derived by adding an agentive role to the LCS of the in-
choative verb which may then be projected onto the syntactic subject position.

In relation with the Hungarian equivalents of the examples in 3.2.(12), I already
noted that the agent of a basically transitive verb in Hungarian may not be wiped
out from its position by a rule assigning compositionally another 8-role to the sub-
ject. The verb involved in those examples belongs to the class of verbs. which under-
go the Causative/Inchoative Alternation. Recall that in Hungarian the Causative va-
riant is the dasic variant, that is, morphologically underived, whereas the Inchoative
Alternant involves the suffixation of the passive morpheme -7 Compare the Hun-
gatian equivalents of the sentences in (11):%

(14) a. Az iiveg eltdrote b. J4nos eltbrte az iiveget
the glass broke-AGR3sg-indef John broke-AGR3sg-def the glass~ACC
“The glass broke.’ ‘John broke the glass.’

In Hungarian as distinct from English, the ‘Causative’ Alternant is the basic al-
ternant which realizes its agent and theme role according to the UTHACs; whereas
the Inchoative Alternant is the derived one.? Its derivation involves the same effects
as noted with respect to the derivation of the Middle Alternant (cf. (10)). The as-

(20) Compare Keyser and Roeper (1984) for the claim that there is an implicit agent in the middle cons-
truction but not in the inchoative (ergative) construction.

(21) See for the different types of conjugations in these sentence note 16.

(22) Hungarian has a morphological causative which may be derived by adding the suffix (CAUSAT)
-(2)at/(t)et to verbal stems. If the verb is intransitive, then the original agent becomes the causee accusatively
marked, while the causer is marked nommatwely

(i) a. Jinos sétal : . b. Mari sétl tatja Janost
John walk-AGR3sg . Mary walk-CAUSAT-AGR3sg John-ACC
‘John walks.’ R ", ‘Mary makes John walk.’

If the verb is transitive, then the original agent becomes the causee instrumentally marked, while the
causer is marked nominatively in this construction as well (cf. (ii)):

(ii) a. A- szabd varrja a ruhit ¢ b. A szabéval vartztom a ruhdc
the tailor sew-AGR3sg the dress-ACC the tailor-INSTR: sew-CAUSAT-AGR 1sg the dress-ACC
“The tailor sews the dress.” ‘I make the tailor sew the dress.’

See Hetzron (1976) for an extensive discussion of the morphological causative in Hunga.nan.
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signment of the agent role to the subject is blocked and the theme role is realized in
the surface subject position. Korponay (1980) and Kiroly (1982) observe that the
following suffixes may yield Inchoative Alternations in Hungarian, like the reflexive
suffix -ddik/ddik, -ul/iil and -adled. These suffixes take a transitive base or a base uns-
pecified for transitivity and add the syntactic properties in (10) to these stems.”

Compare an example with the suffix -ddik. The inchoative verb becsukddik ‘close’
(cf. (15a)) is formed by the suffixation of the morpheme -d7& to the morphologically
unaffected variant becszk ‘close’ (cf. (15b)):

(15) a. Az ajté becsukddott b. Mari becsukta az ajtét
the door closed-refl-AGR3sg Mary closed-AGR3sg the door-ACC
“The door closed.’ ‘Mary closed the door.’

In sum, the syntactic properties of the Hungarian equivalents of the Incho-
ative/Causative Alternation show that the transitive variant, unlike its equivalent in
English of the agent-theme semantic class, is the basic alternant. The unmarked case
involves the core case of the generahzatlon in (1). The Inchoative Alternant is der-
ived by morpholexical operations. Adding passive morphology results in the syntac-
tic. properties specified in (10),

A subgroup of the inchoative verbs (erganves) is formed by the unaccusative alter-
nation. An unaccusative verb, like an inchoative vetb, assigns its O-role to the object
NP which appeats as the surface subject under application of NP-movement. How-
ever, an unaccusative verb, unlike an inchoative, has no transitive counterpart.*
Compare the following examples:

(16) a. Three men arrive b. A problem arises c. Several solutions exist

In Hungarian, Unaccusatives bear pas.rz've morphology, like the suffixes -k,
-0dik/8dik, -ulliil and -adled. Recall that passive morphology involves the syntactic
properties in (10). (10a), which states that the agent role is not assigned to the
subject, applies vacuously because these verbs are inherently monadic selecting only
a theme role. Property (10b), however, also holds with Unaccusatives. This is clear
from the fact that the undetlying theme object appears as the surface subject, in the
nominative Case (cf. 3.2.(7a)). Consider the Hungarian equivalents of the sentences

in (16):»

(23) Hungarian has also a set of transitive morphology which has the oppositie effect of passive morph-
ology. (i) The subject is assigned an agent role and (ii) a (verbal) root is turned into an accusative Case assigner.
The suffixes of passive and transitive morphology often occur in oppositional pairs. For example -6478/6dik
(pass.) versus ~¢ (tr.), -#l/#l (pass.) versus -#¢ (tr.) and -ad/ed (pass.) vetsus -asztfeszt (tr.). These suffixes may be
added to transitive and intransitive verbal bases respectively, and to verbal bases which are unspecified for
transitivity such as.adjectives or nouns. Compare: fehéredik ‘whiten’ (pass.) versus febériz ‘make white’ (tr.),
barnul ‘get brown’ (pass.) versus barnit ‘make brown’ (tr.) and fakad ‘spring’ (pass.) versus fzkaszt ‘cause to
spring’ (tr.). See Bdnhidi and Jékay (1960), Korponay (1980), Kiroly (1982) and De Groot (to appear) for
more examples of such oppositions.

(24) See Perlmutter (1978) and Hale and Keyser (1985) for distributional differences berween ergatives
and unaccusatives. For example, Unaccusatives (cf. (ia)), unlike Ergatives (cf. (ib)) may participate in the rule
of There-insertion:

(1) a. There arrived three guests b. *There closed a door

(25) See Szabolcsi (1986e; 1986f; and 1986g) for the participation of Unaccusatives in the definiteness ef-
fect in Hungarian. -
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(17) a. Hirom ember érkezik b. Egy probléma adddik
three man arrive-AGR3sg a problem arise-AGR3sg.
c. Tobb megoldis létezik
several solution exist-AGR3sg

3.3.3. The Passive Alternation

So far I have investigated the effect of passive morphology on a transitive base or
on an inherently intransitive base. It was concluded that the verbs derived in this
way lack agentive arguments. The standard case of Passivization in English, however,
allows the realization of an agentive argument as a demoted subject. Compare:

(18) a. The enemy beats the army b. The army is being beaten by the enemy

In (182), we have the transitive verb best of the agent-theme semantic class. By
adding passive morphology -en to this verb the passive participle beater is formed.
The attachment of passive morphology has the properties in (10). The agent role is
blocked from being assigned to the subject, and the undetlying theme object is mov-
ed to the subject position where it can be assigned nominative Case by 3.2.(7a)). Note,
however, that the agent role may be realized as a prepositional &y-phrase.”® The
question arises whether passive morphology in Hungarian yields a two-place passive
construction. In the literature, two instances of the passive alternation have been
discussed.

(D) According to Kiroly (1982), the Passive Alternation is passing out of use but is
entirely productive.” It may be formed by attaching to a transitive verb stem of the
agent-theme semantic class the suffix (PASS) -tatik/tetik. Compare the Hungarian
equivalents of the sentences in (18):

(19) a. Az ellenség megveri a sereget
the enemy beated-AGR3sg the army-ACC
b. A sereg megveretik az ellenségrol/ellenség 4ltal

the army beated-PASS-AGR3sg the enemy-ABL/ enemy by

The D-structure object is realized as the sutface subject, and the demoted sub-
ject is expressed by a constituent marked ablatively or similarly as in English by a

by-phrase.

(D Kiss 1982a and Laczké 1985a observe that Deverbal Nominalization with the
suffix (NOMI) -é&/ds patterns like passivization in Hungarian. Compare, for example:

(26) Compare Hoekstra (1986), among others, on the status of the demoted subject and passive morph-
ology with passivization.

(27) Since the nineteenth century the passive formed with the suffix -(#)azik/tetik is not used any longer
in active speech. To avoid this construction several kinds of strategies are employed. For example, it may be
circumvented by either an impersonal infinitive construction:

(i) Ttr dolgozni  kell!

here work-INFI must

‘Here one must work!’
or by a third person plural missing person construction (cf. section 4.2.4.1. for an analysis of this construc-
tion): '

(i) a. Eteék a levest b. Itt magyarul beszélnek

ate-AGR3pl the soup-ACC here Hungarian speak-AGR3pl
“The soup was eaten.’ ‘Hungarian is spoken here.’
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(20) a. Az ellenség megveri a sereget
the enemy beats-AGR3sg the army-ACC
“The enemy beats the army.’
b. A sereg megverése az ellenségrol/ az ellenség 4ltal
the army beat-NOMI-npAGR3sg the enemy-ABL/ the enemy by

Again, the D-structure theme is realized as the surface subject and the D-struc-
ture agent appears as a demoted subject assigned ablative case or as a PP.*

3.3.4. Experiehcer Verbs

In section 3.3.2., I discussed the syntax of Unaccusative Verbs in Hungarian.
These vetbs lack an underlying agent subject. Two other verb classes in Hungarian
also display this property, namely, Experiencer Verbs and Raising Predicates. The former
are dyadic verbs which select a theme and an experiencer role and the latter are mon-
adic verbs having a theme role in their 0-grids. Let us first consider Experiencer
Verbs.

Compare, for example an experiencer verb construction with zetszik ‘please’:

(21) Jénos tetszik Marinak
John please-AGR3sg Mary-DAT
‘Mary likes John.’

‘Most of the Experiencer Verbs, like tetszik ‘please’, hidnyzik ‘is missing’, and so on
are inberently passive displaying passive morphology such as the suffix -7k Conse-
quently, they trigger (10b) as can be seen from the fact that the D-structure object
theme is realized at surface structure in the nominative Case. The experiencer role is
assigned to the dative complement (cf. Fiiredi 1976; E. Kiss 1982a and Pléh 1982).%

3.3.5. Raising Predicates

Raising Predicates in English as seem, certain and so on may select either an infin-
itival complement clause (cf. (22a)) or a tensed embedded complement (cf. (22¢)):

(22) a. — seems [1p John to be sad] b. John seems [1p — to be sad]
c. It seems [cp that John is sad]

The embedded complement clause in (22a) lacks a fully specified I-node. Accord-
ing to Chomsky (1981), the D-structure subject in this clause cannot be assigned

(28) The suffix of the past participle -(¢)t (cf. (ic)) follows the pattetn of passive morphology, whereas the
present participle -4 (cf. (ib)) leaves the transitive pattern of a verb of the agent-theme class unaffected (cf.
(ia)) (see also Laczké 1985):

(i) a Az ellenség elszigetelte a hajéc b. A hajéc elszigeteld ellenség
the enemy isolated~-AGR3sg the ship-ACC the ship-ACC isolate-pres part enemy
‘The enemy isolated the ship.’ “The enemy isolating the ship.’

c. Az ellenségtél/ellenség dleal elszigetelr hajé
the enemy-ABL enemy by isolate-past part ship
“The ship isolated by the enemy.’
(Laczké 1985: 93)
(29) Consider Pléh (1982) for the behavior of Experiencer Verbs with Switch Reference in Hungarian (cf.
also section 5.3.4.).
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Case, which results in a violation of the Case Filter.*® However, the grammar provi-
des for a way out of this conflict. ,

Raising predicates do not assign a B-role to their subjects as can be seen from the
realization of an expletive in (22¢). Therefore the matrix subject position in (22a)
qualifies as a landing site for NP-movement. So, the embedded D-structure subject
of the infinitival complement may move to this position in order to receive a Case-
feature of the matrix I. This results in the licit S-structure representation (22b).

As distinct from D-structure representation (22a), in (22¢) a fully specified I is
present in the embedded complement. Therefore, it assigns (nominative) Case to the
embedded subject. An expletive is realized in the subject position of the matrix
clause. _

It has been observed that Raising Predicates in Hungarian, such as /étszik ‘seem’
and tinik ‘appear’, do not trigger NP-raising (cf. E. Kiss 1987a: 64). Hence, the
construction analogous to (22b) is lacking in Hungarian. In the equivalent of (22c),
the Raising Predicate selects a tensed complement clause in which there is a null
realization of the verb van ‘be’ (cf. Kiefer 1968) which acts as a nominative Case-as-
signer. Compare:

(23) (*Az) ldrszik [cp hogy Jénos szomori]
it seem-AGR3sg that John sad

From a closer investigation of some of the Raising Predicates it appears that
morphologically they belong to the -i%4 class which we met already with
Causative/Inchoative Alternation for example (cf. section 3.3.2.). As noted above, lex-
ically raising predicates are monadic predicates which select a theme role. A result of
the fact that they bear passive morphology is that this 6-role is realized in the sub-
ject position of these predicates. This can be seen from the fact that the anticipatory
pronoun «z ‘that’ which is a representant of the embedded clause in the LS of the
matrix verb (cf. section 4.5.) appears in the nominative Case.* Therefore, a cons-
tituent cannot be raised from the embedded clause into the matrix clause without
violating the O-criterion (cf. 3.2.(2)).>* Hence the absence of (22b) in Hungarian.

(30) Koster (1987: 262-265) argues that Raising Predicates are Unaccusatives in English and Dutch, and
that the iz expletive in raising predicate constructions (cf. (22¢)) is an underlying theme object. This object
represents the embedded clause in the LS of the verb. NP-movement of iz to the subject position is then due
to the EPP. In Dutch, the expletive bet does not have to be present in raising predicate constructions:

(i) a. He schijnt zeker dat Jan ziek is b. Dat Jan ziek is schijnt zeker -

it seems sure that Johnill is
‘It seems to be sure that John is ill.”

Similar to passivization, the subject position in Dutch may be filled optionally by smal pro (cf. note 19).
These parallelisms between passive and raising predicates suggest that NP-movement is not caused by the
Case Filter but rather by the EPP.

(31) Note, however, that in this case the anticipatory pronoun must be replaced by small pro (cf. chapter
four).

(32) Raising Predicates may select not only an-embedded clause but also a small clause:

) a seems [s John sad] b. Johnseems[s____sad]

The difference with the infinitival complement in (22), is, that in these sentences the predicate is an AP
instead of 2 VP. What (ia) shares with (22a) is that the embedded D-structure subject cannot be assigned Case
because there is no suitable Case assigner present. By raising it to the matrix subject position it can receive a
(nominative) Case from I. Compare the Hungarian equivalent of (ib): )
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3.3.6. The Dative Shift Alternation

The transitivity alternations discussed so far were all related to UTHAC (1b). In
Hungarian, the agent is always connected to the subject, unless passive morphology
specifies otherwise. In English, on the other hand, this mapping convention is not so
strictly obeyed. Concerning the theme role, we have hypothesized so far that in both
languages this B-role is connected to the object. The question arises whether this is

always the case. Marantz (1984) discusses the Dative Shift Alternation exemplified in
the following pair:

(24) a. John gives a book to Mary . b. John gives Mary a book

(24a) is an example of the unshifted alternant, whereas (24b). reptesents an in-
stance of the shifted one.

Marantz presents the following analysis of this alternation. 6-roles may not only
be assigned by lexical predicators and case-markers but also by structural positions.
Further, Marantz assumes, adopting Chomsky’s (1981) O-criterion, that verbs may
only assign one B-role. He captures this restriction in his One role/One assigner
principle. Marantz assigns the English verb give the following 6-grid:

(25) (theme, goal) -

In (24a), the verb give assigns the theme role. According to the One role/One as-
signer principle, some other 0-role assigner must assign the gos/ role. Marantz ar-
gues that this is done by the preposition zo. In (24b), however, the goa/ role is assig-
ned by the verb. Hence, according to the One role/One assigner principle the zheme
role must be assigned by another 8-role assigner. Marantz claims (1984: 168) that
the structural position [NP, VP] in English may qualify as a #heme role assigner.

In Hungarian only the equivalent of the unshifted variant, that is, (24a) appears:

(26) Jénos adja a konyvet Marinak
John gives the book-ACC Mary-DAT
‘John gives the book to Mary.’

From the meaning of the verb 44 ‘give’, it follows that this verb selects the same
0-grid as its English equivalent. Ad itself licenses the theme role, as is the case with
the English variant (24a), whereas the dative marker has a similar function as the
preposition zo, namely, the assignment of the goa/ role.

The question is now of course: why is the shifted variant absent from Hungarian?
If the analysis of the Dative Shift Alternation proposed in Marantz (1984) is correct,
then, there might be two possibilities. Either Hungarian verbs do not assign a gos/,

T () Jénos szomorinak ldtszik
John sad-DAT  seem-AGR3sg
According to Komlésy (1985), the small clause complement is fully incorporated into the LS of the verb
and forms a complex verb with it (cf. section 4.4.) in which the adjective is assigned dative case. It is unclear
why Hungarian displays ‘restructuring’ in these cases (cf. also section 5.3.6.2. for the. discussion of (ii) as an
instance of secondary predication). Restructuring also applies with Raising Predicates which may select an in-
finitival complement (cf. Kdlmaén et al. 1984):
(iii) Jénos futni l4eszott
John run-INFI seemed-AGR3sg
‘John seemed to be running.’
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or the structural object position [NP, VP] does not qualify as a licit theme role assig-
ner. The fitst option is clearly incorrect as can be seen from the list in section 3.2.(6).
Compare for example the verb megy ‘go’ which may select a goal argument:

(27) Jénos a konyhdba  ment
John the kitchen-ILL went
‘John went into the kitchen.’

Therefore, the latter option remains. The fact that the [NP, VP] position does not
qualify as a B-role assigner may be attributed to the strict application of the UT-
HACs. The [NP, VP] position in Hungarian may not be a theme role assigner because
it is assigned this role #tself whenever possible. Again, the application of such a con-
vention seems to be more relaxed in English, although the association theme-object
is more stable than agent-subject in that langunage.

3.4. Conclusions

In this chapter, I discussed some properties of the lexicon in general and the lexi-
con of Hungarian in particular. We have adopted the position that the lexicon con-
tains several subcomponents such as LCS, LS, and a 0-grid. Further, we have adopted
the Unmarked 6-Assignment Conventions, here repeated as (1), which mediate bet-
ween lexical properties and syntactic structure:

(1) Unmarked ©-Assignment Conventions (UTHAC)
a. The theme role is assigned to the object GF
b. The agent role is assigned to the subject GF

From the assumptions of LS and these conventions, it follows that the sentence in
Hungarian recognizes a subject-predicate divisioning.

This hypothesis has been supported, first, by the fact that Hungarian is a nomin-
ative-accusative language. Since the agent of underived transitive verbs of the agent-
theme semantic class and of active intransitive verbs is associated with the subject,
i.e. the nominatively marked argument, and the theme of underived transitive verbs
of the agent-theme semantic class is associated with the object, i,e. the accusatively
marked argument. '

Secondly, the assignment of B-roles is subject to a subject-object asymmetry. The
subject but not the object may receive its 8-role compositionally in Hungarian as well.

Thirdly, Hungarian displays morpholexically induced transitivity alternations.
These phenomena are instances of NP-movement which apply at D-structure. This
can be seen from the fact that the D-structure theme object may appear in the sub-
jective (nominative) Case of morpholexically derived Middles, Ergatives, Unaccusat-
ives, Passives, Nominalizations, Experiencer Verbs and Raising Predicates.

I have further demonstrated that although Hungarian and English are both
nominative-accusative languages, there are some differences in the domain of compgs-
itional B-assignment by a predicate which contains an inalienable body part object,
and in the domain of transitivity alternations.

In Hungarian, the subject may not be assigned the 8-role experiencer by a predic-
ate which contains an inalienable body part with a transitive verb of the agent-
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theme semantic class. The agent role of basic transitive verbs in Hungarian may not
remain unrealized as in the English Middle Alternation, the agent role in Hungarian
may not be introduced as with the case of the English Causative/Inchoative Altern-
ation, and the theme in Hungarian may not be assigned by a structural [NP, VP]
position as in the English Dative Shift Alternation.

These differences between Hungarian and English can be accounted for by a di-
chotomy in the application of the UTHAGC:. It is attractive to associate this dicho-
tomy with a parameter. Intuitively, it is plausible to suppose that languages may dis-
play parametric variation in the way 0-roles and syntactic positions are related. There-
fore, I will set the 0-Assignment Parameter as follows:

(2) O-Assignment Parameter (THAP)
+/- apply the UTHAC: in the syntactic representation of basic verbs

If we assume that Hungarian takes the positive value, of this parameter, and En-
glish may take its negative value the differences between these languages discussed
above are accounted for. Thus, Hungarian is much stricter in the application of (1)
in the syntax of basic verbs than English.

Transitivity alternations in Hungarian have in fact a fairly simple structure. The
core cases are produced by the UTHAGs, whereas the #/ternants such as Ergatives,
Unaccusatives, Passives, Nominalizations, Experiencer Verbs and Raising Predicates
are derived by adding passive morphology to the basic verbal stems. These morpho-
lexical rules operate on the subcomponents of the lexical entries of these verbal
stems, and have the effect of 3.3.(10).

It has been claimed that the absence of syntactic transitivity alternations (NP-
movement), such as the lack of syntactically derived middle verbs, ergatives, pas-
sives, and raising verbs is a diagnostic for non-configurationality,’ since in non-con-
figurational languages the GFs subject and object cannot be distinguished struc-
turally and hence function-dependent operations cannot apply in syntax. I have
suggested, however, that a possible source for the absence of these alternations in
nominative-accusative languages lies in the strict application of conventions (1).

Reineke Bok-Bennema (personal communication) points out to me that there is
no one-to-one correspondence between overt syntactic NP-movement and the mot-
phological encoding of transitivity alternations. According to her, in Spanish, for
example, all transitivity alternations which are instances of NP-movement cooccur
with a motphological reflex. Hence, it could be claimed that all morpholexically in-
duced transitivity alterpations in Hungarian are cases of NP-movement as well.
Above I have shown that there is indeed some evidence for this hypothesis.

Rather, the problem of this chapter is formed by the following implication, If
overt syntactic NP-movement is absent with transitive basic verbs, then it can only
apply with the help of morpholexical means. This statement holds from left-to-right
but not the reverse. Further, it also implies that a strict application of the UTHACs
in a language L and the lack of the motrphological means to manipulate them would

(33) The appearance of transitilvity alternations in a particular language is an argument in favor of the
configurational structure of such a language. Levin (1989) argues that Basque must have a subject=predicate
dichotomy on the basis of the syntactic properties of Unaccusative Verbs in that language.
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predict L to be active. Mary Laughren (personal communication) informs me that
Warlpiri is such a case. It has no transitivity alternations such as Causatives, Pas-
sives, Anti-Passives, and so on. The only transitivity alternation appearing is the
Causative/Inchoative Alternation, which is encoded morphologically.




4. THE PROJECTION PRINCIPLE IN HUNGARIAN

4.1. Introduction

It has been argued that the Projection Principle in non-configurational languages
is satisfied only at LS.! In these languages, constituents may be base-generated freely
at PS as a consequence of this parameter, and the relation between LS and PS may be
either one-to-null, or one-to-many (¢f. section 1.1.). The way in which the Projec-
tion Principle applies in non-configurational languages accounts for some of their
properties, such as free word order, extensive use of nuil pronouns and split consti-
tuents.

In this chapter, I will present some empirical evidence for the hypothesis that the
Projection Principle holds in Hungarian at #// levels of representation. This implies
that Hungarian is a configurational language and that the “non-configurationality”
diagnostics above must be derived without making reference to a pararnetnzanon of
the Projection Principle.

The intuitive sense of the Projection Principle may be stated as follows:?

(1) The 8-marking properties of each lexical item must be represented categorially at
each level of representation: at LF, S-structure, an D-structure (cf. Chomsky 1982: 8)

In section 3.2., we pointed out.that the 8-marking properties of each lexical pre-
dicator ate assoc1ated with an LS. Therefore, this formulanon of the Projection Prin-
ciple may be replaced by (2):

(2)  Projection Principle: The LS must be represented categorially at each level of repre-
sentation (cf. Chomsky 1986a: 84)

" (1) See Chomsky’s (1981) parameter Assume @ GF, Hale's (1983) Configurationality Parameter, Mohanan's
(1983) distinction between Lexical Structure and Configurational Structure and Zubizarrera and Vergnaud’s
(1982) dichotomy between Virtual Structure and Actual Structure (cf. section 1.1. for discussion).

(2) See Chomsky (1981; 1986a), Bresnan (1982), Marantz (1984), and Pesetsky (1983) for discussion of
the Projection Principle and its status within UG.
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This principle specifies the relation between the PAS of a lexical predicator and
its syntactic realization. The determination of this relation is a fundamental problem
of any syntactic theory.> Note that (2) puts the strongest possible constraint on rela-
tions at different levels in the syntactic analysis of a sentence. The above formulation
states that the relation between PAS and phrase structure is a structure-preserving
isomorphism. Hence, syntactic configuration is projected from the. lexicon. Conse-
quently, the phrase structure rules become superfluous.

The relation between PAS and phrase structure has the following characteristics:

() a. identity b. biuniqueness c. obligatoriness d. locality

The Projection Principle determines that this relation is one of identity. The
structural relations established by 0-assignment and subcategorization frames are
preserved in the course of the derivation.

Identity between PAS and phrase structure does not affect word order. The linear
ordening of constituents is relevant only at surface structure. Language particular di-
rectionality principles, like the Hezd Parameter (cf. Chomsky 1988) which specifies
the order of heads and complements, yield surface word order.

The relation between PAS and phrase structure is biunigque in the sense that each
argument selected by a lexical predicator has precisely one countetpart in phrase
structure. This excludes the possibility of having, for example, one-to-null or one-
to-many relations. So, all the arguments of a lexical predicator are visible at surface
structure. :

Consider, for example, the following pair:
(4) 'a. John eats a cake b. John eats

Sentence (4a) contains the transitive verb esr of the agent-theme semantic class.
In sentence (4b), the object NP is missing. The question arises now whether there is
a null pronoun present in the phrase structure and whether the object NP is truly
missing. The former option is ruled out by the fact that English is not a pro-drop
language, it has no morphological means to license non-overt pronouns. The latter
option is not allowed by the Projection Principle, since the mapping between PAS
and phrase structure would be one-to-null in that case. From this it follows that
verbs such as esz in English are specified in the lexicon as intransitive, and may op-
tionally also be realized as transitive Vs.

The obligatoriness of the mapping between PAS and phrase structure has the fol-
lowing two consequences. Firstly, we observed that Hungarian has two types of cases
(cf. section 3.2.1.), involving (§) structural Case (nominative governed by I[+AGR]
and accusative governed by V) and (#) lexical case, which is assigned under 0-go-
vernment (cf. (3)-(16) of 3.2.(5)). Recall, furthermore, that both types of cases might
function as argument relators indicating the dependency relation between the NPs
which bear them and an argument taking predicates (ATP). As a consequence of the
Projection Principle, NPs with these cases must be present at S-structure and surface

(3) Most linguistic frameworks incorporate something comparable to the Projection Principle. For exam-
ple, in Montague grammar there is a homomorphism from syntax to semantics. This means that the mapping
between semantic values and syntactic categories is structure-preserving (cf. Dowty et al.1981).
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structure. Secondly, Chomsky (1985: 84) notes that if some element is “understood”
in a particular position, then it is there in the phrase structure, either as an overt cat-
egory that is phonetically realized or as an empty category assigned no phonetic
form. This means that when NPs are missing from the phrase structure their posi-
tion is filled by an empty category. :

A further property of the relation between PAS and phrase structure is that it
obeys a locality constraint. This constraint arises from the fact that the structural
government relation between a head and its atrgument determines the LS. An NP in
the phrase structure must be in the local domain of the verb of which the LS con-
tains the argument to which that NP is related.

This locality requirement has consequences for the analysis of unbounded depen-
dencies. For example, long Wh-movement fronts a Wh-phrase from its base-generat-
ed position in the embedded clause to the matrix sentence. The locality constraint
on the mapping from PAS onto phrase structure dictates that in the embedded
clause an empty category must be present which satisfies the 0- and subcategoriz-
ation-features of the embedded verb. Empirical suppott for the local implementation
of the Projection Principle will be postposed until chapter six, in which I will dis-
cuss long Wh-movement in Hungarian.

In this chapter, I will discuss the following phenomena from Hungarian bearing
on the Projection Principle. These involve the system of personal pronouns (cf. section
4.2.), Left Dislocation (cf. section 4.3.), complex verb constructions (cf. section 4.4.), em-
bedded clause formation (cf. section 4.5.) and split constituents (cf. section 4.6.). The pro-
perties in (3) characterizing the Projection Principle figure in all these phenomena.

Section 4.2. investigates the system of personal pronouns in Hungarian. This sys-
tem is determined by a morpholexical and syntactic split between the
nominative/accusative personal pronouns (pronouns assigned structural Case) on the
one hand, and the personal pronouns with lexical case (cf. (3)-(16) of 3.2.(5)) on the
other hand. The former have a constant lexical stem which is declined as an ordinary
noun, whereas the latter have a stem which is often homophonous with the corres-
ponding case-suffix. In order to derive a fully specified personal pronoun in these
cases, person-number agreement must be added to the case-stem.

In accordance with the Projection Principle, the personal pronouns with lexical
case may not be omitted when they function as a verbal complement. Personal pro-
nouns assigned structural Case, however, are used for reasons of emphasis only and
are preferably omitted in neutral contexts. Therefore, Hungarian is a so-called pro-
drop language (cf. Chomsky 1981). As a consequence of the Projection Principle, an
empty category must be present in the phrase structure of pro-drop languages. I will
attempt to demonstrate that this empty category is small pro (cf. Chomsky 1982),
because it displays the diagnostics of pro:

(5) a. It is recoverable from AGR

b. It is a non-anaphoric pronominal with independent (deictic) reference, and
c. It is free in its governing category

The Projection Principle is also operative in Left Dislocation. Section 4.3. shows
that in Hungarian a pronominal item marks the complement position of a verb to
which the left-dislocated NP is related.
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Section 4.4. discusses complex verb constructions in Hungarian. The verbal
prefixes involved are homophonous with personal pronouns bearing lexical case.
The vetbal prefixes receive an argumental interpretation if a verbal complement is
selected.

Section 4.5. demonstrates that embedded sentences in Hungarian are always ac-
companied by a dummy pronoun which has a syntactic function comparable to ex-
pletive 7t in English. It holds the syntactic complement position of an embedded
clause in order to satisfy the Case- and O-features of a verb.

Section 4.6. analyzes split constituents in Hungarian. I will conclude that split
constituents with NPs are highly restricted by syntactic and semantic conditions. If
split constituents were not constrained, this phenomenon would constitute a counter-
example against the Projection Principle. The mapping between PAS and phrase
structure would be one-to-many in such cases.

4.2. The System of Personal Pronouns in Hungarian

In this section, I will discuss the system of personal pronouns in Hungarian and
its relation to the Projection Principle. Not all the personal pronouns trigger the
same conjugational pattern when accusatively specified. Hence, I will first have to
introduce the two different conjugational patterns of the Hunganan verb, the so-cal-
led indefinite and definite conjugation.

4.2.1. The Indefinite and Definite Conjugation of the Hungarian Verb

Hungarian verbs may be conjugated with two different types of conjugations in
all tenses and moods, the so-called indefinite and definite conjugation. Consider, for
example, the indefinite and definite paradigm of the verb /4 ‘see’ in the present tense:*

1) indefinite conjugation definite conjugation
© 1sg. ldtok ' 1sg. litom
see-AGR 1sg-indef see-AGR 1sg-def
2sg. ldtsz : 2sg. latod
see-AGR2sg-indef see-AGR2sg-def
3sg. lat.¢ 3sg. litja
see-AGR3sg-indef see-AGR3sg-def
1pl. litunk 1pl. litjuk
see-AGR 1pl-indef see-AGR1pl-def
2pl. ldttok 2pl. l4tjacok '
see-AGR2pl-indef see-AGR2pl-def
3pl. ldtnak 3pl. ldtnak
- see-AGR3pl-indef seeAGR3pl-def

The question arises: when are these patterns used? Roughly, the choice of these
‘conjugational patterns depends on the definiteness feature of the accusative object of
the verb. This may be captured by the following descriptive statement:’

(4) Hungarian personal suffixes are subject to Vowel Harmony (cf. Vago 1980).

(5) Szamosi (1976) argues that the indefinite pattern is the basic one and that the definite pattern is deri-
ved by Clitic Doubling. According to Szamosi, the definite pattern obeys the cross-linguistic condmon on
this rule. It takes place with all and only those diréct objects which are definite.
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(2) The definite paradigm is triggered in case the accusative object of the verb is
definite, otherwise the indefinite paradigm is triggered

The next question to answer is: what counts as an indefinite or definite object?
At this place I will not give an exhaustive answer to this question. The reason
for this is that there is no unique criterion available to determine grammatical
definiteness.

A classification of grammatical definiteness might be related to the (in)definite
status of the entity denoted by the NP in the discourse. From this point of view two
classes of objects may be distinguished. Firstly, objects which are indefinite or def-
inite in the discourse, and consequently trigger indefinite or definite conjugation
respectively. In these cases there is a perfect match between the (in)definite status of
the entity denoted by the object and the conjugation it triggers. I will call NPs
belonging to this group properly (in)definite. Secondly, the conjugational pattern trig-
gered by an object cannot be related to the (in)definite status of the entity denoted
by it. Such cases arise when it is impossible to determine whether a certain linguistic
object denotes an (in)definite entity in the discourse, or when an NP connected to a
definite entity in the discourse triggers indefinite conjugation and vice versa. There-
fore, I will refer to the NPs in this class as inberently (in)definite. Consider first some
examples of propetly (in)definite NPs:

(3) properly indefinite
- NPs modified by the indefinite article egy ‘2’

- indefinite quantifiers: valaki ‘someone’, (egy) néhdny ‘a few’, and semmi ‘nothing’
- Wh-phrases: ki ‘who’, and m: ‘what’

properly definite

- NPs modified by the definize article 2z ‘the’

- quantifier: dsszes ‘all’, valamennyi ‘all of , mindnydjuk ‘we’, and mindnydjatok ‘you all’
- proper names: Mari ‘Mary’, Janos ‘Jobn’, and so on

- noun-possessed: az anyfa ‘his mother’, 2z apja ‘his father’, and so on

- demonstrative pronouns: az ilyen ‘such’, and 2z 4(z) ‘that’

- reflexive pronoun: maga ‘himself’

- reciprocae pronoun: egymds ‘each othet’

Consider now some NPs which belong to the class of inherently (in)definite ex-
pressions:

(4) inberently indefinite

- personal pronouns: accusative lsg, 2sg, 1pl, and 2pl

- velative pronouns: aki ‘who’, and emi ‘which’

- demonstrative pronouns: egy amolyant ‘one of that kind-ACC’, ugyanilyent ‘the same
kind-ACC’, and egy ilyen ‘such’

- quantifiers: mindent ‘everything-ACC’

- demonstrative pronouns and universal quantifiers with partitive interpretation: azt ‘some
of-ACC’, valamennyi ‘all’ in the sense of ‘some of’
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inberently definite

- personal pronouns: accusative 3sg, and 3pl

- velative and intervogative pronouns ending in -ik:® melyik ‘which’, valamelyik ‘some-
one’, and amelyik ‘whichever’

- embedded clauses

Compare the following pairs exemplifying the distribution of the indefinite and
definite conjugation in Hungarian:

(5) a. Litok egy lanyt a’. Litom a ldnyt

see-AGR1sg-indefa girl-ACC see-AGR 1sg-def the girl-ACC
‘I see a gitl.’ ‘I see the gitl.’

b. Litok valakit b’. Litom Marit
see-AGR 1sg-indef someone-ACC see-AGR 1sg-def Mary-ACC
‘I see someone.’ ‘T see Mary.’

c. Kit latok? c’. Melyiket litom?
who-ACC see-AGR 1sg-indef which-ACC see-AGR 1sg-def
‘Who am I seeing?’ ‘Which one do I see?’

d. Litsz engem? d’. Litom ot
see-AGR2sg-indef me see-AGR 1sg-def him
‘Do you see me?’ ‘I see him.’

e. Litlak téged ¢’.Litom magamat
see-AGR 1sg-indef you-ACC see-AGR 1sg-def myself~ACC
‘I see you.’ ‘I see myself.’

Observe from the comparison between (5a) and (52°) that a properly indefinite
and definite NP trigger the indefinite, and definite conjugation respectively. Mo-
ravesik (1984) notes, however, that modification by a definite article is a sufficient
condition for triggering the definite conjugation, whereas modification by the in-
definite article is not always a sufficient condition for triggering the indefinite con-
jugation: ’

(6) a. Litom az egyiket b. Egy mdsikat _is ldtom
see-AGR 1sg-def the one of-ACC  an other of them-ACC also see-AGR 1sg-def
‘I see one of them.’ ‘I sée another of them also.’

The indefinite and definite conjugation is triggeted also in the pair ((5b), (5b’))
in which the properly indefinite quantifier vz/zki ‘someone’ and a properly definite
name appear, respectively.

As noted above, however, in a number of cases there is no direct relation between
definiteness in the discourse and the grammar. In the case of Wh-phrases there is
even a split between who-phrases and which-phrases. Note from the comparison bet-
ween (5¢) and (5¢) that accusative who-phrases trigger indefinite conjugation but ac-
cusative which-phrases trigger definite conjugation. According to Comrie (1975), the
difference in the conjugation type between who-phrases and which-phrases in Hunga-
rian is not controlled by definiteness in the strict sense, but by the related notion of

(6) Pronouns ending on -7& trigger the definite conjugation, except mdsik ‘the other’. Compare:
(i) Kérek/*kérem misikat
ask-AGR1sg-indef/def other-ACC
‘I want the other.’
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vestricted superset. In the case of which-phrases, the speaker presupposes that both speak-
er and hearer can identify the restricted set from which the choice is to be made,
whereas with who-phrases this choice is completely free.

Pesetsky (1987) observes another split between who-phrases and which-phrases in
English. Which-phrases in-situ fail to exhibit superiority effects, unlike who-phrases in-
situ. Pesetsky relates this to the fact that which-phrases ate discourse-linked whereas
who-phrases are not. It would be worth exploring whether the split in the categoty of
Wh-phrases in Hungarian is connected to discourse-linking.

In some cases the conjugational pattern triggered by the accusative object is the
reverse of what we expect on the basis of relations in the discourse. The first and se-
cond person, i.e. the speaker and hearer in discourse, are referentially unique and
hence count as definite. The third person, on the other hand, is assigned reference in
discourse only. Therefore it counts as indefinite. Notice, however, that from a comp-
arison between ((5d), (5e), and (5d°), it appears that exactly the opposite is the case
concerning the conjugational-type. First and second person accusative objects trig-
ger indefinite conjugation, whereas third person accusative objects trigger definite
conjugation.

Summarizing, for our purposes it is sufficient to keep in mind that the conjug-
ational pattern of the Hungarian verb is determined by the definiteness feature of the
accusative object. By and large the descriptive statement in (2) captures the distrib-
ution of the indefinite and definite paradigm. Let us turn now to a discussion of the

system of personal pronouns in Hungarian starting with the nominative and accus-
ative personal pronouns.

4.2.2. The Nominativel Accusative Personal Pronouns

Consider the following paradigms:

(7) a. (En)litom (ot)  I*(oket) b. (Te) litod (or) I*(oket)
I  see-AGR1sg-def him/herlthem you-sg see-AGR2sg-def him/herlthem
‘I see him/herlthem.’ “You see him/herlthem.’
c. (O litja (ot)  I*(oket) d. (Mi) ldtjuk (or)  I*(oket)
he/she see-AGR 3sg-def him/her!them we see-AGR1pl-def him/herlthem
‘He/she sees him/herlthem.’ ‘We see him/herlthem.’
e. (Ti) ldtjarok (ot)  I*(oket) f. (Ok) ldtjak (or)  I*(oket)
you-pl see-AGR2pl-def him/herlthem they see-AGR3pl-def him/herlthem
‘You see him/herlthem.’ ‘“They see him/herlthem.’
(8) a. (En)latlak (téged)/*(titeket)
I see-AGR1sg2sg/pl-indef you-sg/you-pl
‘I see you.’
b. (Te) létsz (engem)/*(minket)

you-sg see-AGR 2sg-indef me/us
“You see me/us.’
c. (O lit-@ (engem)/*(minket)l(téged)/*(titeket)
he/she see-AGR 3sg-indef me/us lyou-sg/you-pl
‘He/she sees me/us/you.’
d. (Mi) latunk (téged)/*(titeket)
we see-AGR1pl-indef you-sg/you-pl
‘We see you.’
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e. (Ti) ldctok (engem)/*(minket)
you-pl see-AGR2pl-indef me/us
“You see me/us.’
f. (Ok) litnak (engem)/*(minket)l(téged)/*(titeket)
they see-AGR3pl-indef me/us /you-sg/you-pl
‘They see me/us/you.’

In (7) and (8), the full definite and indefinite paradigm of the transitive verb /4t
‘see’ is listed. Overt pronouns marked nominatively and accusatively are used in
Hungarian for reasons of emphasis only. In a neutral context, they are usually omit-
ted. Mostly personal pronouns are recoverable from verbal inflection, which specifies
person and number. Therefore, the behavior of these pronouns is subsumed by
Chomsky’s (1981) Avoid Pronoun Principle. Below I will return to an extensive discus-
sion of the omissibility of overt nominative and accusative personal pronouns.

Let us first determine the insrinsic features of personal pronouns in Hungarian,
that is the so-called ¢-features, such as number, gender, etc. Observe from the glosses in
(7) and (8) that personal pronouns are specified for person and number, similarly as
their counterparts in English. Note, however, that personal pronouns in Hungarian
are not specified for gender. The personal pronoun of the third person & (cf. (7c), (8c))
may be translated in English with be or she. This means they are neutral with res-
pect to the feature gender. Further, recall that personal pronouns in Hungarian, in
their accusative forms, are specified inherently for definiteness (cf. (4)). These pro-
nouns of the first and second person are [+definite], and the personal pronouns of

the third person are [+definite]. Hence, personal pronouns in Hungarian have the
following ¢-features:

(9)  O-features of personal pronouns in Hungarian: person, number, and definiteness

Lqp us turn to the personal pronouns corresponding to the cases (c)-(p) in 3.2.(5),
i.e. the personal pronouns bearing lexical case.

4.2.3. Personal Pronouns with Lexical Case

Elsewhere (cf. Mardcz 1984), I observed that the fully specified forms of the per-
sonal pronouns with lexical case differ from those of the nominative and accusative
personal pronouns and other kinds of pronouns, like demonstrative pronouns,
interrogative pronouns, etc. The latter group of pronouns have a constant lexical
stem, i.e. the pronoun #zself, which may be declined as an ordinary nominal such as
fii ‘boy’ in 3.2.(5). The stems of the personal pronouns with lexical case are, how-

ever, not constant lexical items but are often homophonous with the corresponding
case-suffix:

(10) Stems of personal pronouns with lexical case:

DAT nek- SUPER raji-
INSTR vel- ADESS ~ ndl-
L bele- ELAT belol-
SUBL vd- DELAT rol-

ALL bozz- ABL 10l-
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In order to receive a fully specified personal pronoun, person-number agreement
must be added to the case-stems in (10). Compare, for example, the paradigms of the
dative (cf. (11)) and sublative personal pronouns (cf. (12)):

(11) a. nekem (12) a. rim
DAT-AGR1sg SUBL-AGR1sg
‘to me’ ‘on me’

. neked . rad
DAT-AGR2sg SUBL-AGR2sg
‘to you (sg)’ ‘on you (sg)’

. neki . 13-
DAT-AGR3sg SUBL-AGR 3sg
‘to him’ ‘on him’

. nekiink . rink
DAT-AGR1pl SUBL-AGR1pl
‘to us’ ‘on us’

. nektek . rdtok
DAT-AGR2pl SUBL-AGR2pl
‘to you (pl)y’ ‘on you (pl)y

. nekik . rijuk
DAT-AGR3pl SUBL-AGR3pl
‘to them’ ‘on them’

Obviously, case-stems are lexically specified for selecting AGR. Other lexical cat-
egories, such as nouns or the so-called dressed postpositions, also display this pro-
perty (cf. chapter seven). AGR is “tich” enough to sanction the omission of an overt
nominative pronoun in these constructions. An overt nominative personal pronoun
is spelled out only when it expresses emphasis. Compare the paradigm of an inflec-
ted dative case-stem with the nominative pronouns:’

(13) a. (én) nekem d. (mi) nekiink

I-DAT-AGR1sg we-DAT-AGR1pl
‘to ME’ ‘to US’

b. (te) neked e. (ti) nektek
you (sg)-DAT-AGR2sg you (pl)-DAT-AGR2pl
‘to YOU (sg)’ ‘to YOU (ply

c. (o) neki f. (o) nekik
he-DAT-AGR3sg they-DAT-AGR3pl
‘to HIM” ‘to THEM’

Therefore, nominative personal pronouns in combination with inflected case-
stems behave like nominative and accusative petsonal pronouns in combination with
verbal agreement. In neutral contexts, they are omitted, and they are recoverable
from person-number agreement. Therefore, I will assume that the nominative petson-
al complements of a case-stem fall under the Avoid Pronoun Principle as well. (See
the following section and chapter seven for a discussion of the syntactic role of AGR.

(7) The nominative third person plural pronoun (cf. (13f) is homophonous with the nominative third per-
son singular pronoun (cf. (13¢)). Regularly, the nominative third person plural pronoun is % ‘they’. The
omittance of - in (13f) is due to a functional principle of redundancy, because AGR already marks plurality.
This phenomenon appears also in inflected NPs and PPs (cf. section 7.3.1.).



86 ) LASZLO MARACZ

in Hungarian). The projection of an inflected case-stem with a nominative personal
pronoun may be represented in the following tree-diagram:

(14) CaseP
/\
(pronoun) Case[+AGR]

Anna Szabolcsi (personal communication) points out that the existence of the
forms in (13) make possible an alternative analysis of personal pronouns with lexical
case. Instead of taking the case-suffix as the stem of a personal pronoun with lexical
case, it would be a regular case-ending attaching to the constant lexical stem provid-
ed by the personal pronoun marked nominatively. Note that under this proposal,
personal pronouns with lexical case would have a morphological structure identical
to other inflected lexical items such as nouns. There are, however, two arguments
against this position.

First, if a nominative personal pronoun is the stem of the lexical case forms of
personal pronouns instead of a case ending, it would be unclear why the suppletive
forms rajt- and belol- of the superessive and the elative case appear with fully inflec-
ted forms and not the corresponding regular case endings -7 and -4d. So, why do we
not find (15b) and (16b) instead of (15a) and (16a)?:

(15) a. (én) rajrtam (16) a. (én)belolem
I SUPER-AGRIlsg I ELAT-AGRlsg
‘on me’ ‘out of me’
b. *énen b. *énbol
I-SUPER I-ELAT

Second, Vago (1980: 97) formulates a phonological rule capturing the behavior of
the v~ of the instrumental case-suffix -va//vel and the translative suffix -v#/vé. The
initial sound of these suffixes undergoes otal assimilation with a preceding consonant
of the stem to which these suffixes are added:

(17) v-Assimilation
C+v
1235121 |
Compare, the phonetic realization of the instrumental form of the noun #é ‘old

>

one:

(18) vén + -pel — vénnel

If the nominative personal pronoun é ‘I’ were the stem of the instrumental pes-
sonal pronoun, the conditions of »-Assimilation would be met. We would expect,
then, the initial »- to assimilate to the preceding -#, resulting in:

(19) én + -vel = *énnel

However, this form does not exist. The grammatical form énvelem (I INSTR-
AGR1sg) ‘with me’ suggest that not the personal pronoun but the case-marker is
the stem.

If we compare the case-markers in 3.2.(5) with the personal pronouns with a
case-stem in (10), it appears that the translative, essive, formalis, and terminative are ab-
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sent in the latter. Thus, we do not find the following personal pronouns, among
others: ' :

(20) a. *(én) kéntem c. *(én) vém
I TRANS-AGR1sg I FORM-AGR1sg
‘becoming me’ ‘like me’
b. *(én) iilém d. *(én) igem
I ESS-AGR1sg I  TERM-AGRlsg
‘like me’ ‘until me’

According to Komlésy (1985), the primary function of these cases is to mark se-
condary predication. They indicate that the arguments to which they are attached are
referentially bound to another argument of the predicate. NPs with translative, for-
malis, or essive function as constants with an idiomatic sense (cf. section 5.3.6.2.).
An intrinsic property of personal pronouns, however, is that they may have indepen-
dent reference. Hence, this explains why these cases do not have pronominal forms.
The terminative case is the only case-suffix which marks exclusively non-selected, ad-
verbial NPs. The cases which serve as stems for personal pronouns, however, may
function both as argumental and adverbial case. Obviously, this is a necessary con-
dition for being a member of the group in (10). This accounts, then, for the fact that
the personal pronouns of the terminative case do not exist.

Paradigms (7) and (8) in the preceding section demonstrate that the personal
pronouns of the nominative and accusative may be omitted. The question arises
whether this occurs with the personal pronouns with lexical case as well. Consider
the following examples with argumental lexical pronouns:

(21) a. Beszélek *(neki)/*(nekik) b. Virok *(rd)/*(rdjuk)
speak-AGR1sg he-DAT/they-DAT wait-AGR1sg he-SUBL/they-SUBL
‘T am speaking to him/them.’ ‘T am waiting for him/them.’

c. Taldlkoztam *(vele)/*(veliik)
met-AGR1sg he-INSTR/they-INSTR
‘I met him/them.’

The verbs beszél ‘speak to’, vdr ‘wait for’, and talélkoz ‘meet’ may select an in-
herent dative, sublative, and instrumental case, respectively. Observe that the pro-
nominal forms of the lexical cases may »ot be dropped. This contrasts, as we have not-
iced above, with the behavior of nominative and accusative personal pronouns.

The personal pronouns in the sentences (21a) and (21b) may sometimes be omit-
ted. However, in those cases the meaning is not preserved. So, if the personal pro-
nouns ate dropped these sentences mean I am speaking and I am waiting. The reason
that verbs such as spezk or wait may have two grammatical variants is related to the
fact that these verbs may be specified in the lexicon both as transitive and intransit-
ive. Thetefore, in case the pronominal forms of lexical cases are missing, they are
truly missing. Let us turn now to a discussion of the conditions on the omission of
personal pronouns in Hungarian.

4.2.4. Pro-drop in Hungarian

In this section, I will discuss the restrictions on omission of personal pronouns,
that is pro-drop, in Hungarian. The question arises whether the syntactic position of a
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dropped pronoun remains empty or is filled by a »#// pronominal. Chomsky (1982)
identifies the missing pronominal in such cases as the empty category small pro. Ac-
cording to Chomsky, prs has the following properties:

(22) a. It is recoverable from AGR
b. It is a non-anaphoric pronominal with independent (deictic) reference, and
c. It is free in its governing category
The presence of null pronominals is guaranteed in case of pro-drop by the Projec-

tion Principle in combination with the O-criterion. These principles are supported
empirically if evidence can be provided for the claim that the non-overt counterpart
of a full pronoun is present in the syntactic representation. First, I will attempt to
demonstrate that in case personal pronouns are dropped in Hungarian, pro is actually
present (cf. section 4.2.4.1.). After we have settled this, I will formulate the condi-
tions-on the distribution of pro in Hungarian (cf. section 4.2.4.2.).

4.2.4.1. Is There pro in Hungarian?

Above we noted that nominative and accusative pronouns are usually omitted in

a neutral context (cf. the paradigms (7) and (8)). Consider again clause (7a), here re-
peated as (23): :

(23) (En) ldtom (o)
I see-AGR1sg-def him/her
‘I see him/het.

First of all, observe that omission of the overt pronoun does not affect the inter-
pretation of the clause. This implies that a non-overt item with independent deictic
reference must be present in the syntactic position of the overt pronoun.

Of course, one could atgue that verbal agreement takes over this function of per-
sonal pronouns when they are omitted. Hence, I will present more sophisticated evi-
dence for the presence of a null pronoun in the case of pro-drop. This evidence comes
from: (I) the parallel distribution of overt and null pronominals (with syntactic prin-
ciples such as the Binding Principles), and (II) the different distribution between
overt and null pronominals in various syntactic phenomena. Let us first turn to a
discussion of the cases in (I).

(I) Recall that binding theory specifies the relation of referential expressions to
possible antecedents. The conditions on which I will rely in the argumentation be-
low are the Binding Principles B and C (cf. Chomsky 1981: 188). These conditions
specify the environment in which a pronominal and a name may be bound:

(24) a. Binding Principle B
A pronominal (a category that may be referentially independent or may de-
pend upon an antecedent for its reference, and thus includes the classes of pro-
nouns) is free in its governing category
b. Binding Principle C
An R-expression (a category that is referentially independent, and it includes
all other NP-types, for example names and Wh-traces) is free

A parallel distribution between an overt pronoun and pro shows up with struc-
tural conditions on coreferentiality between (i) a pronoun and another pronoun or name,
and (77) between a pronoun and a Wh-irace. Let us first consider (7).
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(7) Compare the following sentences:

25) a. *(O) licea ©0) c. *Mari ltea ©0)
he saw-AGR3sg him Mary saw-AGR3sg her
*'He/she saw him/ber.’ *'Mary saw ber.’
b. *(O) ldtta Marit d. (O litea az (8) anyjét
she saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC she saw-AGR3sg the she mother-npAGR3sg
*'She saw Mary.’ -ACC
‘She saw her mother.’
e. Az (0) anyja latta (ot)

the she mother-npAGR3sg saw-AGR3sg her
‘Her mother saw her.’

The ungrammaticality of a coreferential reading in the clauses (25) is accounted
for by either Binding Principle B or C. Disjoint reference in the English equivalents of
the clauses (25a)-(25c) is covered by Binding Principle B (cf. (25a), and (25¢)) and
Binding Principle C (cf. (25b)). In (252a) and (25c¢), the object pronoun is bound in
its governing category, that is the sentence, and in (25b) the name in object position
is not free, because it is bound.

The Hungarian countetparts exemplifying disjoint reference may be ruled out
with the help of the Binding Principles in a similar fashion. Observe now that with
respect to the coreferential interpretations in (25a)-(25¢) there is no substantial differ-
ence between an overt and non-overt pronoun: This suggests that if overt pronouns
are dropped in Hungarian null pronouns are present at their positions in syntax.

The pairs in (25d)~(25€) illustrate a similar point. Both the subject and object
pronominals and the pronominals embedded in the possessive NPs in (25d) and
(25e) are free in their governing categories. The clause counts as the governing cate-
gory for the subject and object pronominals, and the possessive NP counts as the gov-
erning category for the embedded pronominals (cf. section 7.4.2.3. for this claim).
So, a grammatical reading under coreferentiality of the personal pronouns is allowed
by Binding Principle B both in (25d) and (25e¢). The grammaticality of these sen-
tences remains #naffected in case one of the overt pronouns ot both overt pronouns ate
omitted. '

(#7) Horvath (1987: 140) presents an argument for the presence of pro and Wh-
trace in the syntactic representation based on Binding Principle C. Horvath discusses
the following pair:

(26) a. *Kitol gondoltad hogy (0) gyanitotta hogy Mari
who-DELAT think-AGR 2sg that s(he) suspected-AGR3sg that Mary
ellopott egy kényvet t?
stole-AGR3sg a  book-ACC
*'From who did you think that s(be) suspected that Mary had stolen a book t?’
b. Ki mondta hogy (0) gyanitotta hogy Mari ellopott

who said-AGR 3sg that s(he) suspected that Mary stole-AGR3sg
tole egy konyvet?
he-DELAT a book-ACC
‘Who said that s(be) suspected that Mary had stolen a book from her/him?’

Horvath argues that (262), unlike (26b), is a case of Strong Crossover (SCO), that is,
a Binding Principle C violation with Wh-traces. According to Horvath, the trace of
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Wh-movement in the deepest embedded clause of (26a) may not be coindexed with
a pronoun in the intermediate clause. This follows from the requirement that Wh-
traces fall under Binding Principle C, and thus have to be free. The grammaticality
of (26a) and (26b) does not change in case the pronouns in the intermediate clauses
are dropped. Horvath concludes, then, that SCO yields an argument for both Wh-
trace and small pro in Hungarian (cf. the sections 5.2.3. and 5.4. for SCO effects).

(II) The null-hypothesis is that non-overt pronouns have the same set of ¢-feat-
ures as overt pronouns. However, I will demonstrate that overt pronouns in Hunga-
rian clearly have different grammatical features than non-overt pronouns. If correct,
then, this would provide an argument for their independent existence in the gram-
mar. I will illustrate this by investigating the following phenomena. including (7)
the weather verb construction, (ii) coreference with third jﬁérson pronouns, and (#i7) the im-
personal passive construction.

(#) Consider an instance of a weather verb construction in English:

(27) It rains

The Extended Projection Principle (cf. 3.3.(7)) is responsible for the appearance
of expletive 7z in this type of construction (cf. Chomsky 1981: 27). With Chomsky
(1981:325), I will assume that weather verbs assign a quasi-¢-role to their subject
NP. In Hungarian, overt expletives such as the demonstrative pronoun #z ‘that’ may
not appear in weather verb constructions.® Compare:

(28) a. (*Az)esik c. (*Az) locsog
that rains that plashes
‘It rains.’ ‘It is plashing with rain.’
b. (*Az) zuhog d. (*Az2) villimlik
that pours that lightens
‘It is pouring with rain.’ ‘It is lightning.’

e. (*Az) dorbg
that thunders
‘It is thundering.’

The question arises now whether there is a non-overt expletive pronoun present
in the syntactic representation of these phrases. The noun undergoing the action in
weather verb constructions may be spelled out in Hungarian (cf. Molnir 1967):

(29) a. Esik az e c. Locsog az €50
: rains the rain plashes the rain

‘It rains.’ ‘It is plashing with rain.’

b. Zuhog az es0 d. Villimlik az ég
pours the rain lightens the sky
‘It is pouring with rain.’ ‘It is lightning.’
e. Dorog az ég
thunders the sky

‘It is thundering.’

(8) This pronoun may function as an expletive anticipatory pronoun holding the syntactic position of em-
bedded clauses (cf. section 4.5.).



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN . 91

Observe from (28) and (29) that weather verb constructions consisting of the pre-
dicate only and weather verb constructions with a subject NP have the same mean-
ing. In the phrases of (29), the subject NP bears the quasi-0-role which is assigned
by the weather verb. The null-hypothesis is, therefore, to postulate a null expletive
pronoun in the subject position of (28) which absorbs this 6-role. The weather verb
constructions with an overt expletive is ruled out by the fact that the demonstrative
pronoun #z ‘that’ must be assigned a referential 0-role. Note, then, that there is a
distributional difference between expletive small pro and its overt counterpart zz.
The latter may not appear in the subject position of weather verb constructions.

Empirical evidence for this hypothesis is provided by investigating Binding
Principle C effects with these constructions. Consider the following sentences:

(30) a. Esik (#z es0) csak dgy zuhog (*42 ar_{c;)
rains the rain just as pours the rain
‘It is pouring with rain.’
b. Esik (#z es0) csak tgy locsog (*zz es0)
rains the rain just as plashes the rain
‘It is plashing with rain.’ '

In these expressions, the subject of the matrix clause is intended to be coreferen-
tial with the subject of the embedded clause. The predicate of both the matrix clause
and the embedded clause is a weather verb which may appear independently with an
overt NP (cf. (28b)-(28c) and (29b)~(29¢)). Note that under the coindexing in (30)
the overt NP #z ef6 in the embedded clause may not be spelled out.

This fact may be accounted for along the following lines. The NP #z e50 is an R-
expression. Hence, its distribution when it is coreferent with another NP is determin-
ed by Binding Principle C. If the subjects of both the matrix clause and the embed-
ded clause are overt NPs, 2z ¢50 in the embedded clause may not be spelled out. This
is due to the fact that it is bound by the subject NP of the matrix clause. This yields
then a Binding Principle C violation. Nor may #z es0 be spelled out in the subject
position of the embedded clause when the subject NP of the matrix clause is omit-
ted. In order to account for the ungrammaticality of a coreferential reading in this
case, I will hypothesize that an expletive pro is present when there is no overt subject
present. Under this assumption these sentences display a configuration which is ru-
led out by Binding Principle C as well.

This parallel distribution between overt NPs and their non-overt counterparts
with Binding Principle C resembles the parallel distribution of overt and null pro-
nominals with principles of the binding theory discussed under (I) above. The as-
sumption of an expletive pro in Hungarian weather vetb constructions also explains
why a coreferential reading in (30) is possible when 4z es6 in the embedded clause is
dropped. If its position is occupied by small pro no binding theory violation appears.
Small pro, being a proneun, is subsumed under Binding Principle B. Embedded pro
in (30) is free in its governing category, the embedded clause. This provides support
for the assumption that null expletive pro is present in weather verb construction.

(32) Coreference of third person pronouns also indicates that overt pronouns and their
non-overt counterparts do not have the same distribution. Kenesei (1985: fn.6). ob-
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serves that the nominative third person personal pronouns o ‘he/she’and the accusat-
ive third person pronoun ¢ ‘him/her’, can only have [+human] referents. The de-
monstrative pronoun 4z ‘that’ refers to [-human] referents. The dropped versions of
the nominative and accusative third person personal pronouns, however, may refer
both to [+human] and [-human] referents. Compare:

(31) a. Mari litta a konyvet, de nem olvasta (az))I(*50)
Mary saw-AGR3sg the book-ACC but not read-AGR3sg that-ACC/him
‘Mary saw the book, but she didn’t read it.’
b. Mari l4tta a konyvet, de nem irt *(?*arrdl)/*(rila)
Mary saw-AGR3sg the book-ACC but not wrote-AGR3sg that-DELAT/it-DELAT
‘Mary saw the book but she didn’t write about it.’
(Kenesei 1985: 163)

This shows that the coreference with nominative and accusative third person pro
has a wider range of antecedents than its overt nominative and accusative counter-
parts.

(#i1) The impersonal passive construction in English is formed by means of the rule of
there-insertion. Consider:

(32) There is ringing

Hungarian employs a different strategy. The impersonal passive construction is
tendered by a third person plural missing subject construction. The subject personal pro-
noun must be dropped. Otherwise the sentence would receive an active interpret-
ation with the pronoun functioning as a referential expression. Compare:

(33) a. Ok csengetnek b. Csengetnek
they ring-AGR3pl-indef “There is ringing.’
“They are ringing.’

In accordance with the Extended Projection Principle (cf. 3.3.(7)), I will assume
that small pro is present in the subject position of (33b) which absotbs the agent role
of the verb csengez ‘to ring’. Clause (33b) may be translated, in fact, more correctly as
someone is ringing. So, the difference between (33a) and (33b) does not lie in an active-
passive dichotomy but rather in that the overt pronoun is sperified, whereas small pro
is unspecified. The latter yields the impersonal passive construction in Hungarian.
This implies that a subjective third person plural pro need not have an overt countet-
part.

Recapitulating, I have presented two types of arguments in favor of pro in the
syntax of Hungarian. (I) The parallel distribution of overt and their non-overt coun-
terparts with Binding Principles B and C. A non-overt pronoun must be assumed in
the position of omitted ones in otder to account for the identity of coreference possi-
bilities. (II) Overt pronouns and their non-overt counterparts may have a different
distribution. Null expletive pro may function as the subject in weather verb
constructions. Nominative and accusative third person pronouns may only refer to
[+human] antecedents, whereas their non-overt counterparts may also corefer with
[-human] antecedents. Small pro but not an overt third person plural pronoun may
be the subject of an impersonal passive construction. This division of functions bet-
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ween overt and non-overt personal pronouns provides an argument for the indepen-
dent status of pro in the grammar. Having provided evidence for the presence of this
category in the syntax of Hungarian, let us determine its distribution.

4.2.4.2. The Distribution of pro in Hungarian

The conditions under which personal pronouns can be dropped have been cap-
tured in the Pro-drop Parameter (cf. Chomsky 1981; among others). Informally, this
parameter states that personal pronouns may be omitted in a language if that lan-
guage possesses “rich” person-number inflection. Theories about the licensing of pro
rely on the concept of local recovery. This involves two subparts, namely the condi-
tions specifying its structural sanctioning and conditions specifying its ¢-features.
Rizzi (1986), which I will follow here, proposes a theory of licensing conditions of
pro. The structural sanctioning of pro is linked to the presence of a Case-assigning
head. This head may belong to a language-specific set, like I[+AGR] in Romance.
The feature specification of pro is licit only when it is recovered through a binding
relation with a head bearing AGR-features. Rizzi further argues that a successful re- -
covery of the person and number features is a necessary condition for functioning as
a referential NP.

The phenomenon of pro-drop in Hungarian is more extensive than in Romance. As
we have observed above not only nominative pronouns but also accusative pronouns
may be dropped. The phenomenon is further conditioned by the distribution of the
conjugation-type of the verb. Recall that first and second person accusative pronouns
trigger indefinite conjugation, whereas third person accusative pronouns trigger de-
finite conjugation.

Observe from the paradigms in (7) and (8) that nominative personal pronouns
'may be dropped in all persons and numbers both in the indefinite and definite con-
jugation. Accusative personal pronouns, on the other hand, may only be dropped in
the singular. (This is also the case with the verbal suffix -/z&, which signals that the
nominative subject is first person singular and the accusative object is second person
singular or plural (cf. (8a)). Recall that pronominal forms of the lexical cases may not
be dropped. Summarizing, pro-drop in Hungarian has the following distribution:

(34) The Distribution of pro in Hungarian
a. Nominative personal pronouns may be dropped in all persons and numbers
b. Accusative personal pronouns may be dropped only in case they are singular.
First and second person pronouns may be dropped with the indefinite conjuga-
tion. Third person pronouns may be dropped only with the definite conjugation
c. Personal pronouns with lexical case may not be dropped

Let us determine how the distribution of pro in Hungarian is related to Rizzi’s
(1986) theory of pro-drop.

The question is how pro is licensed in Hungarian. Stracturally, nominative and ac-
cusative pro may be licensed by I[+AGR] and V respectively, which are both Case-
assigning heads (cf. 3.2.(7)). If we assume that the licensing of pro is related to
structural Case, it is obvious why pronouns with lexical case (cf. (21)) may not be
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dropped. Recall that lexical case is thematically governed (cf. section 3.2.1.). This
yields the following genetalization on pro-drop in terms of Case theory:

(35) Pronouns in Hungatian may only be dropped if they are assigned structural Case

The licensing of the content of pro is connected to the AGR-features on the ver-
bal head.” An apparent problem for this hypothesis is the absence of overt AGR in
the case of the indefinite conjugation third person singular (cf. (8¢)). Note, however,
that in this case as well I has discrete grammatical features. The gap in the indefinite
patadigm is unambiguously marked by absence of all other phonetically represented
members of the relevant paradigm. Therefore, the zero-realization in (8c) has exactly
the same status as any other realization of AGR.

As may be clear from (34), asymmetries show up between the nominative subject
and the accusative object with respect to the licensing of pro. The AGR-features of
both the definite and the indefinite pattern are “rich” enough to recover the features
of non-overt nominative pronouns but obviously cannot license all persons and num-
bers in the accusative paradigm. If no additional constraints were operative we
would end up with ambiguities in cases as (7) and (8). However, the outranking of
plural by singular in both conjugational patterns, and the prominence of first person
singular over the second person singular and plural in the case of the verbal suffix
-lak suggest that there is an association between the phenomenon of pro-drop and
discourse. '

The discourse helps to reduce ambiguities. The restrictions in discourse which
condition the “filling in” of the content of pro have the form of individuation hierar-
chies (cf. Timberlake 1975). According to Timberlake, individuation is the degree to
which the participants are characterized as a distinct entity or individual in dis-
course. Timberlake proposes the following individuation hierarchies (cf. also Silvers-
tein 1985): ‘

(36) Individuation hierarchies
a. 1>2>3 b. sg > pl

So, first person is higher on the scale than second or third, in the sense that its re-
ferent is more highly individuated than second and third person. First and second
person are more highly individuated (the speaker and hearer are uniquely referential
in the clause) than third person which is assigned reference only in discourse. Singu-
lar has a higher degree of individuation than plural.

Therefore, we formulate the following rule which applies at the interface between
syntax and discourse:

(37) If structural and morphological conditions do not sanction pro unambiguously,
then apply pro-drop in agreement with the hierarchies in (36)

For example, verbal morphology and structural configuration cannot disambi-
guate accusative pro-drop. The feature number of accusative personal pronouns is not

(9) Besides the licensing of pro by AGR, Huang (1984) observes that in languages such as Chinese, Japa-
nese, ot Korean pro may be licensed by an antecedent in discourse. Huang argues that this type of pro-drop is
a subcase of 2 more general property of those languages, namely the property of being discourse-oriented.
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recoverable. Hence, in accordance with (37) only object singular pronouns may be
omitted. I will leave the elaboration of the precise relation between pro-drop and dis-
course strategies as a topic for further research.

Whatever the exact principles are which determine pro-drop in Hungarian, the
rather specific, not to say bizarre, distribution of pro in Hungarian (cf. (33a) and
(33b)) provides an excellent diagnostic for “knowing” when there is a small pro pre-
sent in the syntactic representation.

4.2.5. Summary

The system of personal pronouns in Hungarian provides two pieces of evidence in
favor of the Projection Principle. Firstly, I noted that the nominative and accusative
personal pronouns may be dropped. The presence of a pronominal empty category in
such cases is provided by the Projection Principle together with the O-criterion. Evi-
dence from the distribution of overt and omitted pronouns has shown'that this is in-
deed the case and that this pronominal empty category is Chomsky’s (1982) small
pro. Burther, I have specified in (34) the distribution of pro. The conditions under
which pronouns in Hungarian may be omitted depend on structural configurations,
verbal AGR-features, and individuation hierarchies in discourse. Secondly, I obser-
ved that the stem of personal pronouns with lexical case is often homophonous with
the corresponding case-suffix. It follows from this property and the requirement that
pronouns with lexical case may not be dropped (cf. (34¢)) that an argumental prono-
minal with lexical case is always visible at surface structure. This is in agreement
with the Projection Principle. The ®-features of the personal pronoun with a case-
stem are specified by adding AGR to the case-stem.

4.3. Left Dislocation in Hungarian
Consider the following clauses:

(1) a. Mari, 6/az  szereti Imrét
Mary she/that loves Imre-ACC
‘Mary, she loves Imre.’

b. Marit, ot/azt szereti Imre
ACC she-ACC/that-ACC loves Imre
‘Mary, Imre loves her.’
c. Marinak, nekilannak nem adtam semmit

Mary-DAT she-DAT/that-DAT not gave nothing-ACC
‘Mary, I did not give her anything.’

d. Marival, velelazzal taldlkoztam tegnap
Mary-INSTR she-INSTR/that-INSTR met yesterday
‘Mary, I met her yesterday.’

e. Marira, rdlarra sokat gondoltam

Mary-SUBL she-SUBL/that-SUBL a lot  thought
‘Mary, I have thought a lot of her.’

f. Maritdl,  solelastdl kaptam egy konyvet
Mary-ABL she-ABL/that-ABL got a  book-ACC
‘Mary, I got a book from her.’
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The above clauses ate instances of Left Dislocation in Hungarian. The left-dislocat-
ed NP is pronounced with a rising intonation and is separated from a clause by a
pause indicated by a comma in (1).

The pronoun has the following properties. (7) It bears stress. (i) The pronoun co-
referential with the left-dislocated NP may appear either as a personal or as a de-
monstrative pronoun. This personal pronoun/demonstrative-switch is subject to dia-
lectal variation. Anna Szabolcsi (personal communication) informs me that in her
dialect only the demonstrative pronoun is used. (#77) The pronoun must be right-ad-
jacent to the left-dislocated NP, that is, in clause-initial position. (#) It may not be
omitted even when it is associated with AGR and satisfies the diagnostics of pro-
drop (cf. (34)).”° (») It bears the lexical case assigned by the verb. Note that the verbs
ad ‘give’, taldlkoz ‘meet’, gondol ‘think’, and kap ‘get’ subcategorize for a lexical Zat-
ive, instrumental, sublative, and ablative in (1¢)-(1f) respectively.

At this place, I will not present an exhaustive analysis of this phenomenon (cf.
De Groot 1981b for discussion) but I will rather concentrate on the question why a
pronoun is present in the clause.

In the licerature on Left Dislocation (cf. Van Riemsdijk and Zwarts 1974; Koster
1987; among others), it has been argued that clauses such as:

(2) That book, I won't read it

are not derived by an application of move-0O. Instead the left-dislocated NP rbat
book is base-generated outside the clause in a non-A-position which is adjoined to the
sentence. The left-dislocated NP depends for its Case- and 8-features on the pronoun
with which it is coreferential, in (2) zz.

Left Dislocation in German indicates that this rule may not only transfer 6-but
also Case-features, as has been pointed out in Koster (1987: 65). Consider:

(3) Den Hans,  ichhabe ibn gestetn  gesehen
the John-ACCI have him yesterday seen
‘John, I saw him yesterday.” -

(Van Riemsdijk 1978: 175)

Folllowing Koster (1987: 65), I will assume that Left Dislocation is non-transfor-
mationally derived and has the properties discussed in connection with the clauses
(2) and (3). Having settled this, let us return to the Hungarian cases in (1) and pro-
vide an answer to the question put forth above.

We observed that the anaphoric pronoun in the sentence satisfies the Case- and
0-requirements of the verb which are transferred to the connected NP in left disloca-
tion position. The presence of the pronoun in the local domain of the verb, i.e. the
clause, can only be guaranteed if the Projection Principle is operative which maps lex-
ical requirements onto the overt syntactic representation.

(10) Anna Szabolcsi (personal communication) reports that Counterfocus is an instance of Left Disloca-
tion with pro instead of an overt pronoun (cf. Szabolcsi 1981b; 1981c, and Kenesei 1984c¢ for the phonetics
and semantics of this construction):

(i) Marit, pro SZEreti lmre

Mary-ACC her loves  Imre
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4.4. Complex Verb Constructions in Hungarian

In this section, I discuss the syntactic behavior of lexical items in Hungarian
which may function either as personal pronouns or as Verbal Modifiers (VM). In the for-
mer case they have an argumental interpretation, whereas in the latter case they have
a non-argumental one. This difference is due to an interaction of lexical properties
and the Projection Principle. Before determining how the Projection Principle ope-
rates in these cases, let us first discuss complex verb constructions in Hungarian.

4.4.1. The Structure of Complex Verb Constructions

I noted briefly in chapter two that Hungarian possesses a productive strategy to
-form complex verbs. According to Ackerman and Komlésy (1983), these verbs consist
of a VM and a V, and may be represented categorially as V’:
ey v
T
VM v

Verbal prefixes may also function as VMs. Ackerman and Komlésy argue that
verbal prefixes have no independent O-role and therefore they treat them as affixes in
the sense of Lieber (1980). Such affixes may subcategorize for other morphemes. The
lexical entries of affixes indicate both the category of items to which they attach and

the category of items produced. The verbal prefix meg ‘perfectivity marker’ has the
following subcategorization frame: '

2 meg [V'-[V]]

Context-free rewrite rules and feature percolation conventions guarantee that a
complex verb is formed and that it receives a new category label.

Ackerman and Komlésy present the following evidence for this V’-constituency.
Firstly, the word order of the [VM-V] combination is restricted. In their neutral order,
VMs must appear immediately in preverbal position (¢f. (32)). The neuttal order is
characterized by a level-prosody intonation in the sense of Kdlmdn et al. (1986). On
the other hand, the verbal prefix must be postposed in non-neutral orders, like in
(3b) in which the accusative NP bdzat is focussed.! Compare:

(3) a. Mari meg vette a hdzat
Mary perf bought-AGR3sg the house-ACC-
‘Mari has bought the house.’
b. Mari a hdzat vette meg
‘It was the house that Mary has bought.’

Secondly, the VM and the V may not be separated by sentence adverbs (cf. also
Horvath 1981). Therefore, strings with these adverbs (ADV) and [VM-V] combina-
tions pattern in the following manner:

(4 a ..ADVVMV .. b. ..VMV ADV ... c. *.. VMADVYV ..

(11) See for derivation of the inverse-order of the [VM-V] section 2.2.
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Consider an example with the sentence adverb remélberbleg ‘hopefully’.”?

G) a. A fia reme’lbetgleg be fejezte a feladatot
the boy hopefully  perf-finished the assignment-ACC
‘Hopefully, the boy has finished the assignment.’
b. A fid befejezte remélhetoleg feladotot
c. *A fit be remélhetoleg fejezte a feladatot

Thirdly, [VM-V] combinations may interact with the morpholexical component of
the grammar. They may be input to derivational processes which create verbs and
nominals from a [VM-V] sequence. Consider for example the following derivations:

b &«

©6) a. gy‘o‘z ‘win’ c. *gyozodik
b. meggyoz ‘convince’ d. meggyozodik ‘be convinced of’

The verb gyoz in (6a) may be prefixed with the VM meg ‘perfectivity marker’ deriv-
ing the verb meggyoz (cf. (6b)). As may be observed from the ungrammaticality of
(6¢), gyox cannot be suffixed with the verbal derivational suffix -adik, a passivizer
with the properties in 3.3.(10)). This suffix relates for example the verbs nye/ ‘swal-
low’, and nyelodik ‘is swallowed’. The derived lexical item meggyﬁz‘édik in (6d), how-
ever, contains both the prefix meg and the suffix -adik.

The question is now how it is derived? The input to this verbal item cannot be
(6¢) because gyoz to which -adik is attached is a lexical gap. Another possibility is
that (6d) is formed by attaching -adik to the verb meggyoz in (6b). If this derivation
takes place in the lexicon, then the prefix meg must be attached to the verb gyoz al-
ready in the lexicon.

Fourthly, [VM-V] combinations may have different substructures in their Predic-
ate Argument Structure (PAS) than the basic verb which participates in the complex
verb construction. The reason for this difference is that the attachment of VMs may
affect the substructures in the lexical entry of a basic verb. The fact that the PAS of
complex verb constructions is already determined in the morphological component
of the lexicon demonstrates that they are already merged into a V' in this component
of the grammar. For example, the verb 7o/ ‘push’ is a tryadic verb subcategorizing for
a NOM-ACC-ILL case frame (cf. (7a)). However, when combined with the verbal
prefix meg ‘perfectivity marker’ it turns into a dyadic verb with a NOM-ACC case
frame (cf. (7b)). Compare:

(7) a. Jdnos a sarokba tolta a szekrényt
John the corner-ILL pushed the cupboard-ACC
‘John pushed the cupboard in the corner.’
b. Jinos meg tolta a szekrényt
John perf-pushed the cupboard-ACC
‘John has pushed the cupboard.’
c. *Jdnos meg tolta a szekrényt a sarokba

(12) The fact that sentence adverbs may be interposed between the verb and its accusative object will be
discussed in section 5.2.1.1. and 5.4.
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4.4.2. Complex Verb Constructions and the Projection Principle

This section discusses complex verb constructions consisting of a verbal prefix and
a verb. I will focus on the following four prefixes:

(8) a. meki ‘(in)to c. rd‘on’
b. ele ‘into’ d. hozzd ‘to’

The reason we isolated these prefixes is that they are homophonous with the dative,

illative, sublative, and allative personal pronouns of the third person singular.
Compatre:

) a. neki b. bele
DAT-AGR3sg ILL-AGR3sg
‘to him/her’ ‘into him/her’
c. vd d. hozzd
SUBL-AGR3sg ALL-AGR3sg
‘on(to) him/her’ ‘to him/her’

The double-faced nature of these items offers an excellent opportunity for provid-
ing insight into the application of the Projection Principle in Hungarian.

The verbal prefixes in (8) may select a verb of the semantic class of /inear motion.
Compare, for example, the lexical entry of the Hungarian verb f## ‘run’ which con-
tains the following substructures, among others:

(10) LCS for Hungarian ‘run’: {x moves along a path rapidly}
0-grid for Hungarian ‘run’: (agent)

Because the variable x undergoes a change of location it could also be defined as
the theme of the action denoted by the verb (cf. Hale and Laughren 1983). However,

whatever the exact 0-role is of the argument selected by the verb, it always appears
in the nominative case:

(11) Mari futott
Mary ran-AGR3sg
‘Mary has run’

Attaching the prefixes in (8) to the verb f#z ‘run’ has the following consequences
for the substructures of its lexical entry. In the LCS an entity is added corresponding
to the place into/to/at/on which the agent is going. This entity is associated with the
goal. From this it follows that these VMs introduce an extrz argument. Therefore,
these prefixes function as argument taking predicates (ATP). The argument added is
assigned dative, illative, sublative, or ablative depending on whether neki, bele, rd, or
hozzd is prefixed respectively to the verbal stem f## ‘run’. Further, LCS indicates how
the goal is affected by the agent. Compare some of the substructures of the lexical
entry of the complex verbs formed by the verb fu# and these prefixes:

(12) a. nekifut:
LCS for nekifut: {x moves along a path rapidly toward y such that it comes into
contact with y}
0-grid for nekifut: (agent, goal)
case frame for nekifut: NOM run into DAT
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b. belefut:
LCS for belefut: {x moves along a path rapidly toward y such that it comes to be
internal to y}
0-grid for belefut: (agent, goal)
case frame for belefut: NOM run into ILL

c. vdfut:
LCS for rdfat: {x moves along a path rapidly toward y such that it gets on the
surface of y}

O-grid for rdfut: (agent, goal)
case frame for r4fut: NOM run on SUBL
d. hozzdfur:
LCS for hozzdfut: {x moves along a path rapidly toward y such that it comes in-
to facinity to y}
O-grid for hozzdfur: (agent, goal)
case frame for hozzdfut: NOM run to SUBL

Observe the following sentences with the verb rdfuz (cf. (12¢)). This choice does
not affect the course of the argumentation below. In fact, examples with any of these
verbs could have been chosen. Compare:

(13) a. R4 [ATP] futott a  hegyre [ARG] b. *R4 [ATP] futott
onto ran~AGR3sg the mountain-SUBL onto ran~-AGR3sg
‘He ran onto the mountain.’ ;
c. *Ri [ARG] futott a hegyre [ARG]

it-SUBL  ran-AGR3sg the mountain-SUBL
d. *Rim [ARG] futott a hegyre [ARG] e. RZ[ARG] futott

I-SUBL  ran-AGR3sg the mountain-SUBL 1t-SUBL  ran-AGR3sg
‘He ran onto it.’
f. A hegyre[ARG] futott g. Rdam [ARG] futott
the mountain-SUBL ran-AGR3sg I-SUBL ran-AGR3sg
‘He ran onto the mountain.’ ‘He ran onto me.’

As already noted, the prefixes in (8) are homophonous with the dative, illative,
sublative, and allative personal pronouns of the third person singular. Further, we
noticed that these prefixes may function as ATPs, whereas they may be argumental
(ARG) as personal pronouns.

In (13a), #4 ‘onto’ functions as a prefix and the NP a begy ‘the mountain’ is asso-
ciated with the sublative argument in the case frame of r4fuz. The ungrammaticality
of (13b) shows that the sublative argument may not be omitted. The sentences in
(13¢) and (13d) exemplify that 4 ‘it-SUBL and 74m ‘I-SUBL respectively may not
receive an argumental interpretation when another sublative argument, i.e. a begyre
‘the mountain-SUBL, is present in the sentence. The reason for the ungrammatic-
ality in (13¢) and (13d) is not caused by the absence of a verbal prefix, for the sen-
tences in (13e)-(13g) demonstrate that the verb f## ‘run’ may always surface with an
optional sublative NP which receives an argumental interpretation.

From this paradigm, we may draw the following conclusions. The comparison of
(13a) with (13b) demonstrates that the mapping of LS onto phrase structure is 0b/i-
gatory. Argumental NPs, selected, may not be omitted. Further, the sentences (13a)
versus (13c) or (13d) show that the relation between LS and phrase structure is also
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restricted by a biuniqueness condition. In case 74 or one of its inflected alternants
and a full referential NP are present, the sentence receives only a grammatical read-
ing if it is possible to interpret 74 as a verbal prefix, such as in (13a). In (13d), this is
impossible because 74 is inflected for the first person singular. Therefore, (13d) has
no grammatical counterpart.

4.5. Embedded Clause Formation in Hungarian

In this section, I will discuss the formation of embedded clauses in Hungarian. I
will conclude that their shape supports the hypothesis that the Projection Principle
is operative in Hungarian. Before discussing some /inear restrictions on the forma-
tion of embedded clauses, let us first turn to a discussion of their structure.*

4.5.1. The Structure of Embedded Clauses

Hungarian distinguishes two types of swbordination. Embedded clauses may either
be related to a constituent of the matrix sentence, or may appear freely in the matrix
sentence.' In the present context only a discussion of the former type is relevant.

Kenesei (1985) observes that the NPs to which embedded clauses are related may
be of two types: they are either lexical or pronominal (‘anticipatory’). This pronoun is
homophonous with the non-proximate demonstrative pronoun #z ‘that’, or with the
third person singular personal pronoun. In this section only examples with the de-
monstrative anticipatory pronoun will be presented, postponing the discussion of
embedded clauses related to a personal anticipatory pronoun until the following sec-
tion. These two types of constituents may be used in the formation of both relative
and that-clauses in Hungarian. Compare:

(1) a. Relative, lexical NP
Az a darab, amit Péter ldtott, érdekes  volt
that the play what-ACC Peter saw-AGR 3sg interesting was
The play that Peter saw was interesting.’
b. Relative, anticipatory pronoun
Az, amit Péter litott, érdekes volt
that what-ACC Peter saw-AGR3sg interesting was
‘That what Peter saw was interesting.’
(Kenesei 1985f: 145)

(2) a. That-clause, lexical NP
Az a kédé, hogy mit l4tott Péter, érdekes
that the question that what-ACC saw-AGR3sg Peter interesting
“The question of what Peter saw is interesting.’

(13) Anna Szabolcsi (personal communication) brings to my attention that there is an alternant of the sub-
lative, illative, and allative third person singular pronoun which dissolves the syntactic ambiguity between
the verbal prefix and personal pronoun function. By adding the suffix -ja//e of the third person possessive
agreement to r4, bele, and hozzd, they are turned unamblguously into personal pronouns: 74z ‘on him/her’,
beléje “into him/her’, and hozzdja ‘to him/her’.

(14) To the latter type belong embedded clauses introduced by complementizers such as mzvel ‘since’, bir
‘though’, and free relatives. (See Kenesel 19852, 1985f and section 5.4. for these cases of subordination with
pronominal noncoreference).
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b. That-clause, anticipatory pronoun
Az, hogy mit latote Péter, érdekes
that that what-ACC saw-AGR3sg Peter interesting
‘What Peter saw is interesting.’
(Kenesei 1985f: 146)

Two theories on the structure of embedded clauses are possible.

() Kenesei (1984a) assumes that embedded clauses of the above type have the fol-
lowing structure:

3) XP
/\

X(P) CP

The head of this structure is the X(P) in which X may be substituted by N, A, or
P. In the embedded clauses (1) and (2), the position of (X)P is either filled by a lex-
ical NP or by an anticipatory pronoun. Both constituents are categorially of the type
N. This implies' that ‘ordinary’ that-clauses in Hungarian are complex NPs under
this hypothesis.

(D) A second analysis of embedded clauses in Hungarian relies on the syntactic
position embedded clauses may occupy. In general, embedded clauses cannot be in a
Case-position, because of the Case Resistance Principle (cf. Stowell 1981). This prin-
ciple states:

(4)  Case Resistance Principle (CRP)
Case may not be assigned to a category bearing Case-assigning features

Stowell assumes that the feature-matrix of CP contains the feature [+Tense]. This
feature is a a Case-assigning feature (cf. Chomsky 1981). Hence, CPs cannot be in a
Case-position but must be dislocated.

The question arises what the role of the anticipatory pronoun is under this hypo-

thesis. Compare some other examples with zbat-clauses in which the anticipatory
pronoun appears:'®

(5) a. Kideriilt (#2) [cp hogy J4nos nem olvas]
out-turned-AGR3sg-indef that  that John not read-AGR3sg
‘It has turned out that John doesn’t read.’

b. Tudom (azt) [cp hogy Jénos nem olvas]
know-AGR 1sg-def that-ACC that John not read-AGR3sg
‘I know that John doesn’t read.’

c. Hiszek *(abban) [cp hogy Gjra taldlkozni] fogunk
believe-AGR 1sg-indef that-INESS that again meet-INFI will-AGR1pl
‘I believe that we will meet again.’

d. Szdmitok *(arra) [cp hogy Mari beteg lesz]
count-AGR 1sg-def that-SUBL that Maryill will-be
‘I expect that Mary will be ill.’

e. Tudok *(arrél) [cp hogy J4nos nem olvas]
know-AGR1sg-indef that-DELAT  that John not read-AGR3sg
‘I know that John does not read.’

(15) Embedded clauses are inherently definite. In (5b), the embedded clause is associated with the accus-
ative position in the LS of the verb. Hence, the definite conjugation on ther verb.
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f. Péter haragszik *(a2ért) [cp hogy Mari megérkezett]
Peter be angry-AGR3sg-indef that-CAUS that Mary atrived-AGR3sg
‘Peter is angty because Mary arrived.’

In (52)-(5f), the verbs kideril ‘turn out’, tud ‘know’, hisz ‘believe’, szdmit ‘count
on’, tud ‘know about’, and haragszik ‘be angry’ appear with a NOM, NOM-ACC,
NOM-INESS, NOM-SUBL, NOM-DELAT, and NOM-CAUS case frame. If embed-
ded clauses are in a non-A-position, as we hypothesized above, then the Case- and 0-
features of the verb cannot be satisfied by the CP. Therefore, they are absorbed by
the anticipatory “dummy” pronoun 4z, which is base-generated in an A-position and
linked to the CP.* This covers the fact that the above anticipatory pronouns bear no-
minative, accusative, inessive, sublative, delative, or causalis case.

It seems to me that the analysis of embedded clauses in (II) should be prefetred
over the one in (I), because it is related to general principles of the grammar. As a
consequence, the function of #z is comparable to the function of English ¢ and
Dutch bet with a postverbal CP. Compate:

(6) a. Ik betreur ber [cp dat Jan ziekis] b. It surprised me [cp that John is ill]
I regret it  that John ill is

Bennis (1986: ch.2) and Koster (1987: ch.5) argue that ber and iz are referential
expressions in an A-position carrying a propositional O-role. This analysis accounts
for the fact that extraction may not take place from postverbal embedded clauses,
since they are in adjunct position. Adjunct clauses usually form islands for extrac-
tion. Hence, the ungtammaticality of the following sentence:

(7) *Wat betreurde jij het [cp dat hij had gezegd]?
what regretted you it that he had said :

If CPs in Hungarian are in an adjunct position and their position in the LS of the
verb is occupied by #z, then we expect that extraction from embedded clauses will
be ruled out. In chapter six, I will demonstrate that this is indeed the case. There-
fore, this provides further support for the analysis adopted here.

Before I discuss some /inear restrictions on the position of embedded clauses in
Hungarian, let us first consider the omissibility of anticipatory pronouns in (5).

The nominative and accusative anticipatory pronoun may be dropped (cf. (5a),
(5b)) but not the anticipatory pronouns with lexical case (cf. (5¢)-(5f)). Note that
this cotresponds with the distribution of small pro in Hungarian (cf. 4.2.(34)). There-
fore, I will assume that the anticipatory pronoun is replaced by pro when omitted (cf.
also Kenesei 1984a; 1985d for a similar claim). This implies that there are no free
that-clauses in Hungarian.

(16) There are 2 number of anticipatory pronoun-complementizer pairs which introduce adjunct embed-
ded clauses, like embedded clauses of time such as the pairs akkor-amikor ‘then-when’ and #24latt-mialatt ‘dus-
ing it-while’, or embedded clauses of place such as o##-ahol ‘there-where’, etc. Compare:

() a. Azalatt mialast Jénos keményen tanule Péter linyokhoz jdrt

it-during while John hard studied Peter girls-ALL went

‘While John was studying hard, Peter went to meet girls.’
b.Osr  ahol soka titkos rendor nem j6  lakni

there where lot the secret agent not good live-INFI

‘Where a lot of secret agents are, it is not good living.’
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4.5.2. Linear Restrictions on Embedded Clauses

In the preceding section, I examined the structure of embedded clauses in Hun-
garian. Let us turn now to a discussion of /inear restrictions on their position in the
sentence. Although embedded clauses may be scrambled around freely, the following
linedr restrictions may be observed:

(D) Kenesei (1984a) observes that that-clauses and the lexical NP or the anticipat-
oty pronoun to which they are related may be separated by intervening material.
The sentences in (8) are the contiguous counterparts of the sentences in (2) (bracket-
ing is mine):

(8) a. Az a kédés  érdekes [cp hogy Péter mit latott]
that the question interesting that Peter what-ACC saw-AGR3sg
b. Az édekes [cp hogy Péter mit ldtott]

that interesting that Peter what-ACC saw-AGR3sg

Kenesei notes furthermore that the CP and its related lexical NP or anticipatory
pronoun must be non-adjacent obligatorily when the embedded clause is focussed.”
Compare:

(9) a. *[p Az & kérdes [cp hogy Péter mit litote]] érdekes
b. [p Az a kérdés] éedekes [cp hogy Péter mit litott]
‘It is the question what Peter saw that is interesting.’
c. *[g Az [cp hogy Péter mit latott]] érdekes
d. [r Az] érdekes [cp hogy Péter mit latott]
‘What Peter saw IS interesting.’

In accordance with the analysis of embedded clauses argued for above, the lexical
NP or the anticipatory pronoun is in the Focus position, and the CP is base-gener-
ated postverbally.

(II) Another linear restriction on embedded clauses has been discussed in Kenesei
(1984a; 1985d). According to Kenesei, thete are positional restrictions on the occut-
rence of the anticipatory pronoun. If the order ‘thar-clause...V... demonstrative pro-
noun’ occurs, the third person singular personal pronoun must replace its correspon-
ding demonstrative anticipatory pronoun. This pronoun always has the same Case-
marking as the anticipatory pronoun. Compare the scrambled variants of the
sentences in (5):

Demonstrativelpersonal pronoun - that-clause - V

(10) a. *(Az)/*6 [hogy Jénos nem olvas] kideriilt
that/he that John not read-AGR3sg out-turned-AGR3sg
b. *(Az)/*0t [hogy Jdnos nem olvas] tudom
that-ACC/he-ACC that John not read-AGR3sg know-AGR1sg
c. Abban/*benne [hogy Gjra taldlkozni fogunk] hiszek
" that-INESS/it-INESS that again meet-INFI will-AGR1pl believe-AGR 1sg
d. Arra/*vd [hogy Mari beteg lesz  szdmitok]

that-SUBL/it-SUBL that Mary ill  will-be count-AGR 1sg

(17) Compare for discussion of Extraposition E. Kiss (1981a) and Kenesei (1984a). Compare, further-
more, Kenesei (1985¢) for the interaction of constituent embedding and the uniformity condition on the
branching of X'-categories (cf. 2.2.1.(1)) yielding Extraposition obligatorily.
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(11)

12)

(13)

(14)

Arvél/*véla [hogy Jdnos nem olvas] tudok
that-DELAT/it-DELAT that John not read-AGR3sg know-AGR1sg
Azért/*érte. [hogy Mari megérkezett] Péter haragszik

that-CAUS/it-CAUS that Mary arrived-AGR3sg Peter is-angry

That-clause - 'V - demonstrative/personal pronoun

a.

b.

C.

[Hogy Jinos nem olvas] *(a22)/*G kideriilt

that John not read-AGR3sg that/he out-turned-AGR3sg

[Hogy J4nos nem olvas] *(azt)/*ot tudom

that John not read-AGR3sg that-ACC/he-ACC know-AGR1sg

[Hogy Gjra taldlkozni fogunk] abban/*benne hiszek

that again meet-INFI will-AGR1pl that-INESS/it-INESS believe-AGR 1sg

. [Hogy Mari beteg lesz]  arra/*rd szdmitok

that Maryill will-be that-SUBL/it-SUBL count-AGR 1sg

[Hogy Jénos nem olvas] arrdl/*rila tudok

that John not read-AGR3sg that-DELAT/it-DELAT know-AGR1sg
[Hogy Mari megérkezett] — azérs/*érte Péter haragszik
that Mary arrived-AGR3sg that-CAUS/it-CAUS Peter is-angty

Demonstrative/personal pronoun - V - that-clause

a.

b.

C

*(Az)/*0 kideriilt [hogy Jdnos nem olvas)

that/he out-turned-AGR3sg that John not read-AGR3sg

*(Azp)/*ot tudom [hogy J4nos nem olvas]

that-ACC/he-ACC know-AGR1sg that John not read-AGR3sg
Abban/*benne hiszek [hogy djra  taldlkorni fogunk]
that-INESS/it-INESS believe-AGR1sg that again meet-INFI will-AGR1pl

. Arral*vd szdmitok [hogy Mari beteg lesz]

that-SUBL/it-SUBL count-AGR1pl that Maryill  will-be
Arrdl/*vila tudok [hogy Jdnos nem olvas]
that-DELAT/it-DELAT know-AGR1sg that John not read-AGR3sg
Azért/*érte Péter haragszik [hogy Mari megérkezett]
that-CAUS/it-CAUS Peter is-angry that Mary arrived-AGR 3sg

That-clause - V - demonstrativelpersonal pronoun

a.

b.

C.

[Hogy Jdnos nem olvas] kideriilt (*az)/(*0)

that John not read-AGR3sg out-turned-AGR3sg that/he

[Hogy Janos nem olvas] tudom (*azt)/(*ot)

that John not read-AGR3sg know-AGR1sg that-ACC/he-ACC

[Hogy Gjra taldlkozni fogunk] hiszek *abban/benne

that  again meet-INFI will-AGR1pl believe-AGR 1sg that-INESS/it-INESS

. [Hogy Mari beteg lesz]  szdmitok *arralrd

that Maryill will-be count-AGR1sg that-SUBL/it-SUBL

. [Hogy Jénos nem olvas] tudok *arril/rdla

that  John not read-AGR3sg know-AGR1sg that-DELAT/it-DELAT
[Hogy Mari megérkezett]  Péter haragszik *azzért/érte
that Mary arrived-AGR3sg Peter is-angry  that-CAUS/it-CAUS

V - demonstrativel personal pronoun - that-clause
Kideriilt (az)/(*6) [hogy Jénos nem olvas]
out-turned-AGR3sg that/he that John not read-AGR3sg

. Tudom (azt)/(%62) [hogy J4nos nem olvas]

know-AGR1sg that-ACC/he-ACC that John not read-AGR3sg
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c. Hiszek abban/benne -[hogy Gjra taldlkozni fogunk]
believe-AGR 1sg that-INESS/it-INESS that again meet-INFI will-AGR1pl

d. Szimitok arralri [hogy Mari beteg lesz]
count-AGR1sg that-SUBL/it-SUBL that Mary ill  will-be

e. Tudok arrdllréla [hogy Jénos nem olvas]
know-AGR1sg that-DELAT/it-DELAT that John not read-AGR3sg

f. Péter haragszik azért/érte [hogy Mari megérkezett]

Peter is-angry that-CAUS/it-CAUS that Mary arrived-AGR3sg

V - that-clause - demonstrativelpersonal pronoun

(15) a. *Kideriile [hogy Jdnos nem olvas] azlo

out-turned-AGR3sg that John not read-AGR3sg that/he

b. *Tudom [hogy J4nos nem olvas] (azt)/(0)
know-AGR1sg that John not read-AGR3sg that-ACC/he-ACC

c. *Hiszek [hogy djra taldlkozni fogunk] abban/benne

' believe-AGR1sg that again meet-INFI will-AGR1pl that-INESS/it-INESS

d. *Szdmitok [hogy Mari beteg lesz]  arra/rd
count-AGR1sg that Mary ill  will-be that-SUBL/it-SUBL

e. *Tudok [hogy J4nos nem olvas] arréliréla

believe-AGR1sg that John not read-AGR3sg that-DELAT/it-DELAT
*Péter haragszik [hogy Mari megérkezett]  azért/érse
Peter is-angry  that Mary arrived-AGR3sg that-CAUS/it-CAUS

™

The paradigm (10)-(1 5) has the following properties

anticipatory pronoun must be replaced by its corresponding third person singular
personal pronoun (cf. (13)). This switch is optional when both the that-clause and
the demonstrative pronoun are postverbal (except for the nominative and accusative
anticipatory pronoun) (cf. (14)). Note, however, that in such cases the pronoun may
not be in final-position (cf. (15)). Note, further, that only the demonstrative pro-
noun is allowed preverbally (cf. (10)-(12)).

The following questions arise in connection with this demonstrative/personal
pronoun-switch: What is the reason for this phenomenon and what is the status of
the personal pronoun in case it replaces the demonstrative pronoun? Kenesei (1984a;
1985d) suggests that the reason for this pronoun-switch has probably to do with a
general condition on anaphora in Hungarian. The linking between the demonstrat-
ive anticipatory pronoun #z and an embedded clause may be understood as an anap-
horic relation Obviously, backward anaphora with a demonstrative pronoun is bloc-

quently, only a personal pronoun may be related to a clausal antecedent in those
cases. It ‘must be admitted, however, that the conditions governing this pronoun-
switch need further investigation.!®

(18) Kenesei (1985a) reports some exceptions to this phenomenon of pronoun-switch.

(1) If the anticipatory pronoun has no corresponding pronominal form with lexical case such as in the case
of translative, essive, formalis, and terminative (cf. section 4.2.3.), the anticipatory pronoun may not be replac-
ed. This yields an ungrammatical variant in case the demonstrative pronoun-personal pronoun switch is obli-
gatory, that is, in the order “#hat-clause...V...anticipatory pronoun’. Compare:
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The personal pronoun has the same syntactic status as the demonstrative antici-
patory pronoun in (13)-(14). It represents the Case- and O-features of the embedded
clause in the LS of the main verb. First, observe that it does not function as a deictic
expression with independent reference. Second, consider the following sentence:

(16) a. El akarok menni  azért/*érte [cp hogy lathassalak]
away want-AGR1sg go-INFI that-CAUS/it-CAUS that see-SUBJ-AGR1sg2sg
‘I want to go in order to see you.’

b. [cp Hogy lithassalak] el  akarok menni  *azért/*érte
that see-SUBJ-AGR1sg2sg away want-AGR1sg go-INFI go-INFI
that-CAUS/it-CAUS
The case-marker on the anticipatory pronoun, i.e. the causalis, is not selected by
the main verb complex. Hence, the embeddedd clause is not a direct argument of this
complex. Observe that the phenomenon of pronoun-switch is not possible in (16).
Not even in the context ‘?hat-clause... V...anticipatoty pronoun’ in which regularly
this phenomenon is obligatory (cf. (13)). This implies that the personal anticipatory
pronoun is base-generated in an NP-position to where a dislocated clause may be
linked. Formally, this relation may be expressed by coindexing the agreement mat-
ker of the personal pronoun with the embedded clause. The Case- and B-features of

(i) a. Eljutottam 2ddig, [cp hogy engedélyt kaptam]

reached-AGR 1sg that-TERM that permission got-AGR1sg
‘I reached to get permission.’
b. * [cp Hogy engedélyt kaptam] eljutottam addig

(II) The pronoun-switch with the superessive case sometimes behaves irregularly. It may not apply in a
context where this phenomenon is usually allowed, for example, in the order ‘V...anticipatoty pronoun... zhat-
clause’. Compare an example with the verb aggddik ‘worty about’” which subcategorizes for a superessive argu-
ment:

(i) Aggédtam azon/*rafta [cp hogy Mari beteg volt] .

worried-AGR 1sg that-SUPER/it-SUPER that Mari ill =~ was
‘I was worried about the fact that Mary was ill.’

In some idiomatic expressions the demonstrative/personal pronoun-switch may even take place prever-
bally with the superessive:

(iii) Azon/raijta leszek [cp hogy ...

that-SUPER/it-SUPER be-AGR1g that
‘I will do my best to ...’

(III) When a complex verb construction contains a prefix that is homophonous with a personal pronoun
bearing lexical case, that is, with the lexical items in 4.4.(8), then the demonstrative anticipatory pronoun
may not be replaced by a personal pronoun. Compare an example with the verbal prefix bele ‘into’ which is
homophonous with the third person singular illative pronoun el ‘into it’.

(iv) a. Jdnos bele ment abba/*bele [cp hogy elj6jjon]

John into went that-ILL/it-ILL that come-SUBJ-AGR3sg
‘John consented in coming.’
b. [cp Hogy eljsjjon] Jénos bele ment *zbba/*bele

If the prefix in (iva) is postposed from its preverbal position because some other constituent is focussed, it
is better to omit the demonstrative anticipatory pronoun entirely. Compare:

(v) [rJdnos] ment bele (abba) [cp hogy eljsjjon]

I will assume that a small pro is present in the syntactic representation if the demonstrative anticipatory
pronoun is absent. This pro is then sanctioned by the verbal prefix.

The sentences in (iv) and (v) support the conclusion which we reached in section 4.4.2., namely, that the
syntax behavior of the double-faced lexical items is determined by the Projection Principle. If bele would be
present twice in these sentences, it would be impossible to decide which one is the verbal argument.
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the verb may be shared under this coindexing by the personal pronoun and the em-
bedded clause.

(#7) Note that the overt nominative and accusative personal pronouns may not
participate in the pronoun-switch (cf. (10)-(11)), only their non-overt pro counter-
parts. This reason for this is, as pointed out in Kenesei (1985d), that the ovett nomin-
ative and accusative personal pronouns may have only [+human] referents (cf. also
section 4.2.4.2.).

(777) In the preceding section, I noted that the demonstrative anticipatory pro-
noun may be dropped in accordance with the distribution of pro in Hungarian (cf.
4.2.(34)). There ate, however, two apparent exceptions to this genetralization with
anticipatory pronouns.

(A) The nominative and accusative anticipatory pronoun may never be dropped
in preverbal position (cf. (10)-(13)). This has probably to do with the fact that prag-
matic functions such as Topic and Focus are assigned preverbally. These functions are
marked phonetically (cf. section 2.1.). It is reasonable to suppose that phonetic mar-
kers may only be assigned to overt elements.

(B) Kenesei (1985b: fn.7) notes that some verbal and adjectival predicates allow
pro-drop with a demonstrative/personal anticipatory pronoun bearing lexical case.
This would constitute a counterexample to generalization 4.2.(34c), which states
that pronouns with lexical case may not be dropped. Such predicates include, among
others, oriilik ‘be happy’ subcategorizing for a dative argument, kivdncsi lenni ‘be cur-
ious about’ subcategorizing for a sublative argument, f& ‘be afraid of’ which subcate-
gorizes for an ablative argument, and kezeskedik ‘be sure of that subcategorizes for a
causalis argument. Compare, for example:

17) Orilsk (annak)l(neki) [cp hogy joreél]
be happy-AGR1sg that-DAT/it-DAT  that came-AGR 2sg
‘T am happy that you came.’

It is not clear why these predicates permit a violation of 4.2.(34c). Note that se-
mantically they belong to the same category. These predicates express an emotive
state. Maybe this is worth exploring further.

4.5.3. Summary

Recapitulating, in this section I have presented empirical support from the for-
mation of embedded clauses in Hungarian for the hypothesis that the Projection
Principle maps lexical information onto phrase structure in a one-to-one fashion.
Embedded clauses may not appear in an A-position, because of the CRP. I have at-
gued that despite this, Case- and O-features assigned to embedded clauses by a ver-
bal predicator are always represented in the overt syntactic representation. These lex-
ical properties may be carried by a demonstrative anticipatory pronoun, or its person-
al pronoun alternant. The switch between a demonstrative anticipatory pronoun and
a personal anticipatory pronoun seems to be determined by a sort of anaphoric pro-
cess, which requires further investigation.
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4.6. Split Constituents in Hungarian

The Projection Principle specifies a one-to-one correspondence between LS and
syntactic representations. For each argument selected at LS there is a corresponding
constituent present in syntax. In this section, I will focus on split constituents in Hun-
garian. This phenomenon apparently violates the one-to-one matching between LS
and syntactic representation. I will demonstrate, however, that this is not the case.
Split constituents in Hungarian are conditioned by highly specific syntactic and se-
mantic restrictions.

Syntactically, the parts of split constituents involve a predication relation signal-
ed by identity of morphological features such as case, number and so on. Semant-
ically, the parts of split constituents express simple conjunction. These restrictions
show that split constituents ate rather marked. They cannot appear freely. This is in
accordance with the Projection Principle.

Split constituents constitute a subcase of noun modification. In section 4.6.1., I
will first discuss the syntax of noun modification. Section 4.6.2. examines its seman-
tics. In section 4.6.3., I will present an analysis of split constituents which is in cor-
respondence with the Projection Principle. Finally, in section 4.6.4., I will investigate
split constituents appearing in other languages, such as Warlpiri and German, and
conclude that this phenomenon favours a representational approach to grammar over
a derivational one.

4.6.1. The Syntax of Noun Modification

Roughly, modifier noun constructions may appear in two patterns in Hungarian.
Either the combination of the modifier and noun forms a single constituent (cf. (1a),
(2a)) or the parts may be separated resulting in a so-called split constituent (cf. (1b),
(1¢)) and (2b), (2¢)):

(1) a. Mari (a) kéc biciklit - (J4cta)/ldtote

Mary (the) two bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def/indef
‘Mary saw (the) two bikes.’

b. Mari biciklit  latott kettor
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg two-ACC
“What Mary saw two of were bikes.’

c. Mari biciklit  litotr, kettor
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg two-ACC
‘Mary saw only bikes and there were two of them.’

(2) a. Mari (@) nagy biciklit  (l4tta)/ldtott

Mary (the) big  bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def/indef
‘Mary saw (the) big bikes/(bike).’

b. Mari biciklir  latott nagyot
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg big-ACC
‘Mary saw bikes such that they were big.’

c. Mari biciklit  larott, nagyot
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg big-ACC
‘Mary saw only bikes and they were big/big ones.’



‘

110 ' LASZLO MARACZ

Superficially, the variants in (1) and (2) have similar properties. On closer investig-
ation, however, it turns out that there are subtle syntactic and semantic differences
between them. Because of the fact that intuitively these variants are “connected” a
linguistic approach which unifies them seems to be justified. In section 4.6.3., I will
consider two such analyses. Let us first discuss the syntactic properties of the above
constructions.

(I) As appears from (1a) and (2a) attributive modifiers in single NPs are on a /Jeft
branch in Hungarian, whereas in split constituents the modifier is sgparated from the
head noun, see ((1b), (1¢)) and ((2b), (2¢)). Thus the modifier in single NPs is
usually in construction with its head. The parts of split constituents, however, may
be scrambled around in the sentence® freely.

(IT) Modifiers in single NPs are uninflected (cf. (1a), (2a)). Modifiers in split cons-
tituents, on the other hand, are case-marked (cf. (1b), (1c), (2b) and (2¢)). Note that
there is congruence between the case of the head noun and the modifier.

(IIT) Single NPs may be modified by a determiner (cf. (1), (2a)). The parts of split
constituents, however, must be bare:

(3) a. *Alegy biciklic  latram kettot
the/a bike-ACC saw-AGR1sg two-ACC
b. *Biciklit ldttam alegy nagyot
bike-ACC saw-AGR1sg the/a big-ACC
c. *Alegy biciklit  ldttam alegy nagyot
the/a bike-ACC saw-AGR1sg the/a big-ACC

(V) If modifiers expressing quantity, like numerals or quantifiers, are in cons-
truction with the head noun they always require this head to be in the singular. There-
fore, (4a) is grammatical, unlike (4b). This restriction does not have to be obeyed
with split constituents. The head noun may sometimes appear in the plural as well

(cf. (40), (4d)):

(4) a. Littam két anyulat b. *Littam két nyulakat
saw-AGR1sg two rabbit-sg-ACC saw-AGR 1sg two rabbit-pl-ACC
‘I saw two rabbits.’
c. Nyulat ltcam kettor  d. Nyulakat  ldttam kettot

rabbit-sg-ACC saw-AGR1sg two-ACC rabbit-pl-~ACC saw-AGR 1sg two-ACC

If a plural marker is attached to a non-numeral modifier with split constituents,
then the head noun must be in plural too:

(5) a. Littam nagy biciklit b. Lidttam nagy bicikliket
saw-AGR1sg big bike-sg-ACC saw-AGR1sg big bike-pl-ACC
‘I saw a big bike.’ ‘I saw big bikes.’
c. *Biciklit  ldttam nagyokat  d. Bicikliket littam nagyokat

bike-sg-ACC saw-AGR1sg big-pl-ACC  bike-pl-ACC saw-AGR 1sg big-pl-ACC

Observe from the comparison between the pairs in ((4¢), (4d)) and ((5¢), (5d))
that there must be full morphological concord between the parts of split cons-

(19) There is some uncertainty among native-speakers whether the singular count noun bicikli ‘bike’ in
(1b) and (1c) is in F-position, in the preverbal modifier position, or may be in both positions. Here I will
follow Szabolcsi (1983c) who presents only examples in which the head noun is focussed.
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tituents with a non-numeral modifier but not with a numeral modifier. The reason
for this difference is due to the fact that numerals are morphologically singular (cf.
*kestik ‘two-pl’) but are semantically specified for plural (except egy ‘one’), whereas
non-numeral modifiers can always be accompanied by a plural marker.

(V) Not all types of noun modifiers may participate in split constituent. For
example, only adjectives, numerals, and some quantified constituents, but not de-
monstratives or universal quantifiers, are allowed. It appears that in split cons-
tituents only N’-complements, that is, sisters of the head noun, may occur. Hence, a
split constituent with the nominal demonstrative pronoun #z ‘that’ yields an
ungrammatical result:

(6) a. Littam azt a biciklit b. *Biciklit littam azt

saw-AGR1sg that-ACC the bike-ACC bike-ACC saw-AGR1sg that-ACC
‘I saw that bike.’

This explains also why an NP with #z over which a relative clause is predicated
may not be split (cf. (7a), (7¢)), unlike an NP which contains its adjectival variant,
i.e. the N’-complement olyan ‘such’ (cf. (7b), (7d)):

(7) a. Littam azt a biciklit aminek piros volt a kereke
saw-AGR1sg that-ACC the bike-ACC which-DAT red was the wheel-npAGR3sg
‘I saw the bike which had a red wheel.’
b. Littam olyan biciklit  aminek piros volt a kereke
saw-AGR1sg such bike-ACC which-DAT red was the wheel-npAGR3sg
‘I saw a bike which had a red wheel.’

c. *Biciklit ldttam azt aminek piros volt a kereke
bike-ACC saw-AGR1sg that-ACC which-DAT red was the wheel-npAGR3sg
d. Biciklit lttam olyar aminek piros volt a kereke

bike-ACC saw-AGR1sg such-ACC which-DAT red was the wheel-npAGR3sg
‘I saw bikes such which had a red wheel.’

(VI) Modifiers in split constituents are nominals, more precisely nominal predic-
ates. This is supported by the following two pieces of evidence.

(?) Modifiers in split constituents are case-marked (cf. (II) above). In Hungarian
only members of the category N may bear a case-marker (cf. section 3.2.1.).

(77) Some modifiers have two lexical alternants, an attributive and a predicative al-
ternant. These alternants have a different distribution. The attributive alternant may
occur only attributively, that is in a single NP. The predicative alternant may be
used both attributively and predicatively. In the latter case, it heads an NP or is the
predicate of a predicative sentence.

Consider, for example, the Hungarian counterparts of the modifiers small and
two. The attributive alternant of the modifier small is kis, and its predicative variant
is kicsi. The attributive alternant of the numeral modifier zwo is £é, and the predicat-
ive variant is ketto.

Note that only kicsi and kerzo may be the head of an NP which is modified by a
determiner:

(8) a. a *kis/kicsi b. a *két/ketto
the small the two
‘the small one’ ‘the two people, pieces, etc.’
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Attributively, both Ais and kicsi may be used, although the former is more com-
mon (cf. (92)). In predicative sentences, however, only kicsz yields a grammatical
result (cf. (9b)). Note now that the modifier with split constituents has exactly the
same lexical shape as the predicative part of the predicative sentence (cf. (9c)):

9) a. A kis/kicsi fia b. A fit *kis/kicsi
the small  boy the boy small
“The small boy.’ ‘The boy is small.’
c. Fiae lattam *kist/kicsit

boy-ACC saw-AGR1sg small-ACC

Both Aét and ketti may be combined with a head noun, although there is a seman-
tic divergence. Attributively kettd has a specific reading (cf. (10a)). Only kez#6, how-
ever, may be the predicate in a predicative sentence (cf. (10b)). Again, the modifier

with split constituents has the same lexical form as the modifier in a predicative sen-
tence (cf. (10c)):

(10) a. A Aét/kerty fin b. A fia *ket/kertv
the two boy the boy two
“The two boys/the two (specific) boys.’ “The boy is two (yeass old).’
c. Fidt ldttam *bdtes/kettor

boy-ACC saw-AGR1sg two-ACC

Summarizing, the fact that modifiers in split constituents are case-marked and
have the same lexical shape as modifiers heading an NP or the predlcatlve parts of a
predicative sentence suggest that they are nominal predicates.

(VII) With split constituents in Hungarian zo subject-object asymmetries turn
up. In the sentences (1) and (2), we saw already that an object NP may be split. The
pair in (11a) and (11b) demonstrates that a modifier may also be scrambled out of a
subject, i.e. nominative, NP:

(11) a. Két ember szalad b. Ember szalad ketti
two people run-AGR3sg people run-AGR3sg two
Two people are running.’

Concluding this section, I would like to make the following syntactic generaliz-
ation on split constituents in Hungarian:

(12) The parts of split constituents are nominal predicates and display identity of
morphological features (case, number, etc.)

4.6.2. The Semantics of Noun Modification

In this section, I would like to discuss the semantics of the sentences in (1) and
(2), here repeated for convenience as (13) and (14):

(13) a. Mari (@) két biciklit  (ldtea)/l4tott
Mary (the) two bike-ACC saw-AGR 3sg-def/indef
‘Mary saw (the) two bikes.’
b. Mari biciklir  létott kettor
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg two-ACC
‘What Mary saw two of were bikes.’
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c. Mari biciklis  latott, kettor
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg two-ACC
‘Mary saw only bikes and there were two of them.’

(14) a. Mari (a) nagy biciklit  (l4tta)/l4tott

Maty (the) big  bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def/indef
‘Mary saw (the) big bikes/(bike).’

b. Mari biciklir  létott nagyot
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg big-ACC
‘Mary saw bikes such that they were big.’

c. Mari biciklit  litott, nagyot
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg big-ACC
‘Mary saw only bikes and they were big/big ones.’

My presentation will be rather informal. For a formal approach to the semantics
of these constructions, I refer to Szabolcsi (1983c¢).

In the sentences ((13a), (13b)) and ((14a), (14b)) the modification is restrictive,
whereas in (13c) and (14c) it is non-restrictive. The latter is indicated by a comma
which corresponds in speech to a pause and a comma-intonation. Non-restrictive
modification in Hungarian may be compared roughly to coordination in English as
in the sentence ‘Mary saw only bikes and they were big’ or to the afterthought, ap-
positional construction ‘Mary saw only bikes, that is, big ones’. Before we take a clos-
er look at the semantics of these sentences, let us first consider some different types
of semantic modification.

Since Kamp (1975) the following types of semantic modification have been dis-
tinguished, among others, intersective and symcategorematic modification. I will illus-
trate these types through the following English pair:

(15) a. That is a big butterfly ~ b. That butterfly is big

According to Higginbotham (1985a: 563), in (15a) the attributive modifier big
may have only a syncategorematic reading, whereas in (15b) the predicative modifier
may be used both syncategorematically and intersectively. Sentence (15a) means:
‘that is a butterfly, and it is big (for a butterfly)’. The adjective is taken as grading
with respect to the attribute .given in the head noun. The predicative modifier in
(15b), on the other hand, may have both a syncategorematic and an intersective read-
ing. In the syncategorematic reading, it has the same meaning as (15a). However, in
the intersective reading (15b) means: ‘the big butterfly is a thing which is big and
which is a butterfly’. Thus, when the adjective is syntactically separated from N, the
semantic link may also be broken. The semantics of intersective modification can be
taken as expressing simple conjunction (cf. Higginbotham 1985a). This implies that
(15b) may count as false with respect to an object for which (152) counts as true.
Hence, from this it follows that the sentences in (15) may have different truth
values. ‘

The difference between the syncategorematic and intersective reading is illustrat-
ed even clearer by taking stacked adjective constructions into account. Gil (1987)
notes that the following English phrases are non-synonymous:

(16) a. small powerful engine b. powerful small engine
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Phrase (16a) refers to an engine that is small relative to powerful engines, whe-
reas (16b) picks out an engine that is powerful relative to small engines. Moreover,
neither of the phrases in (16) is synonymous with the phrase in (17):

(17) small and powerful engine

This phrase denotes an engine that is both small and powerful relative to engines
in general. .

Gil attributes the reading of stacked modifier constructions to the fact that in a
hierarchical structure the sequence A A N may possess the structure [A [A N] ]. The
possibility of internal structuring enables a stacked adjective construction to be in-
terpreted hierarchically in such a way that the outermost adjective modifies the en-
tire [A N]. This yields, then, the syncategorematic readings in (16). Hierarchically,
the sequence A and A N in (17) may possess the internal structure of [ [A and A] N].
The adjectives are embedded under the conjunction #nd. This structuring allows
(17) to be interpreted hierarchically in such a way that the entire [A and A] sequence
modifies the N. This yields the intersective reading.

Let us turn now to a discussion of the semantics of noun modification in Hunga-
rian.

Consider first the sentences in (14). The adjective in (14a) may have only the syn-
categorematic reading. So, the sentence means ‘Mary saw a bike, and it was big (for a
bike)’. In sentences (14b) and (14c), on the other hand, the split modifiers force the
intersective reading. Hence, the meanings of (14b) and (14c) may be represented
with the help of the following semantic expression: <V >x[Mary saw(x) — bike(x)]
& < J >x[Mary saw(x)] & big(x). According to Szabolcsi (1983a), the universal
quantifier in this constituent is provided by focussing of the head noun. This im-
plies that the variants in (14) have different truth values.

The difference in meaning between single and split NPs is also illustrated by the
Hungarian equivalents of the English stacked adjective constructions in (16) and
(17). Compeare:

(18) a. kis ercs gép b. eros kis gép
small powerful engine ‘powerful small engine
c. kicsi és ercs gép '
small and powerful engine

The sentences (18a) and (18b) have the same readings as their English counter-
_parts in (16a) and (16b). In both sentences the leftmost adjective takes scope over
the entire [A N] sequence. Hence, they display a syncategorematic reading. From
this it follows that the NP in Hungarian has a hierarchical structure (cf. also chapter
seven).

The phrase in (18c) displays the intersective reading, similarly as its English
counterpart (17) does. It denotes an engine which is both small and powerful with

respect to engines in general. Split constituents with multiple modifiers also display
an intersective reading:

(19) a. Gépet littam kicsit eroset
engine-ACC saw-AGR1sg small-ACC powerful-ACC
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b. Gépet lattam eroset kicsit
engine-ACC saw-AGR1sg powerful-ACC small-ACC
‘I saw engines and they were small and powerful.’

Before discussing the semantics of the sentences in (13), I will first adopt a pro-
posal made in Verkuyl (1981) on the semantics of numerals.

Verkuyl argues that categorially numerals are adjectives, i.e. N’ complements,
and that their semantics may be characterized on the basis of a set-theoretical app-
roach. For example, the numeral Q in (13), i.e. két/ketfo, can be said to refer to those
subsets of the power set of the denotation of the noun P that contain exactly two
members. In a set expression: {<P,Q>| Card (P N Q) = 2}. This implies that this type
of modifier can only have an intersective reading.

However, according to Szabolcsi, even in this triple there is a subtle semantic dif-
ference caused by the fact that the head noun is focussed in (13b) and (13c). The sen-
tence in (13a) means that Mary saw two bikes. The sentence may be still true in case
Mary saw other things like two cars, one plane and so on. In sentence (13b) Mary
saw two things that were bikes. In this case the sentence is false when she saw two
things not having the property bike such as two cars, two planes and so on. Of course,
she may have seen one car, three planes and so on. The meaning of (13c¢) differs from
(13a) and (13b) in that everything except bikes are barred from the universe. The
comma indicates that occasionally there happened to be two bikes. Again, we con-
clude that the variants of noun modification may have different truth values.

Summarizing, in this section I examined the semantics of modification in Hun-
garian. It appeared that the triples in (13) and (14) have different truth values. They
have in common that modification in all three cases expresses conjunction represent-
able in a set expression. Hence, we may draw the following semantic generalization
on split constituents in Hungarian:

(20) Split constituents express simple conjunction

4.6.3. Split Constituents and the Profection Principle

Any analysis of split constituents must solve the following two problems. First,
it must avoid a violation of the Projection Principle. The mapping between LS and
syntax may not be one-to-many. Second, it must account for the intuition that the
variants in (13) and (14) are related semantically and syntactically. Therefore, it is
justified to connect them by means of a single syntactic operation.

Such an operation is provided both by a derivational approach and by a represen-
tational approach. The former assumes the existence of an independent transforma-
tional component, or, more specifically, of the rule move-0.. This means that S-struc-
ture is related to D-structure by an application of this rule. The latter, however,
assumes that the rule move-0 is superfluous, because the intrinsic and contextual

properties of NPs at S-structure are sufficient to characterize the syntactic represen-
tation.”

(20) Compare Chomsky (1981), Koster (1987), and Van Riemsdijk (1982b) for further discussion of deriv-
ational versus representational grammar.
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The question is whether the parts of split constituents are related by means of
move-0, or otherwise. In this section, I will argue that the split constituents in Hun-
garian provide an argument for a representational approach, because the parts of split
constituent cannot be related by move-Qt.

Let us first discuss the derivational analysis of the triples in (13) and (14), here
repeated as (21) and (22):

(21) a. Mari (@) kéc biciklit  (ldtta)/l4tott

Mary (the) two bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def/indef
‘Mary saw (the) two bikes.’

b. Mari biciklit  latott kettor
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg two-ACC
“What Mary saw two of were bikes.’

c. Mari biciklit  létott, kettor
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg two-ACC
‘Mary saw only bikes and there were two of them.’

(22) a. Mari (a) nagy biciklit  (ldtta)/ldtote

Mary (the) big  bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def/indef
‘Mary saw (the) big bikes/(bike).’

b. Mari biciklit  ldrott nagyot
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg big-ACC
‘Mary saw bikes such that they were:big.’

c. Mari biciklit  latott, nagyot
Mary bike-ACC saw-AGR3sg big-ACC
‘Mary saw only bikes and they were big/big ones.’

Horvath (1986: 29; 83) proposes a derivational analysis of split constituents. In
Hotvath’s acccount the (a)-sentences in (21), and (22) are taken as the underlying
structures for their counterparts in (b) and (c). These sentences are derived by appl-
ying Quantifier Float and Topicalization respectively. Move-0l scrambles the modi-
fier out of its base-generated position and leaves a trace in the modifier position of
the NP. This analysis of split constituents does not violate the Projection Principle.
However, I will discuss the following morphological (ct. I), syntactic (cf. II-1II), and se-
mantic (cf. IV) anomalies arising with this type of derivation.

(I) The derivational analysis leaves some moﬂ)bologzml dichotomies unexplamed
between the split and unsplit variants. First, it is unclear where the case-marker on
the modifier in the split variant comes from. Second, this problem appears also with
the plural marker on the head noun in (4d). Recall that in the underlying structure
only singular head nouns are allowed when the head noun is in construction with a
modifier expressing quantity.

Third, the derivational analysis must allow for the formation of new lexical pte-
dicative stems after scrambling the attributive modifier out of its NP, for example,
két/kertv, and kis/kicsi in (9), and (10). If the triples in (21)and (22) are indeed related
by an application of move-a, then this contradicts the Lexical Integrity Hypothesis (cf.
Lieber (1980)) which states that NPs are base-generated in their fully inflected
forms.

(II) Horvath (1985, section 1.3.) refers to split constituents as ‘Quantifier Float’.
This term suggests, however, that a generalization is missed. Not only numerals or
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quannﬁers but also adjectives may appear in the split variant (cf. (22)). The questlon
is why only these modifiets may be scrambled out of their NP.

Horvath further claims that Quantifier Float obeys an adjacency requirement.
She cites the following examples to illustrate this:.

(23) a. Mari nem mutatta be az 4j didkot mindegyik tandrnak
Mary not showed-AGR3sg in the new student-ACC each teacher-DAT
(Horvath 1985: 27, (19a))

b. Mari nem mutatta be az 14j didkot a landroknak mindegyiknek
Mary not  showed-AGR3sg in the new student-ACC the teachers-DAT each-DAT
(Horvath 1985: 27, (19b))

According to Horvath (1985: 27), the QP mindegyik ‘each’ occurs either in the
specifier position of NPs (cf. (23a)), that is, on a left branch within NPs, or outside
the NP as a result of Quantifier Float (cf. (23b)).

Horvath lists the following properties of Quantifier Float including (7) the quan-
tifier exhibits case-marking identical to the head noun (p. 27), (i7) the head noun
must be plural (p. 27), (4i7) the quantifier must be adjacent to the NP it modifies
(p-28), (#v) the QP must occur to the right of its NP (p. 82, fn. 15), (») absence of
subject-object asymmetries (p. 30), and (v) the Quantifier Float also has a right dis-
located variant with the QP base-generated in the right dislocated position. Such
structures are ungrammatical in case the right dislocated QP is in the scope of a neg-
ation operator (NEG) (p. 82, fn. 15). )

Horvath argues that her SVO-hypothesis of the Hungarian in combination with
the properties of Quantifier Float listed above can account for the difference between
the following two structures:

(24) a. ?*..NEG V NP-DAT... QP-DAT b. ..NEG NP;-DAT V... t; QP-DAT
Horvath (1986: 28, (21a)) ' Horvath (1986: 28, (21b))

In an SVO-structure non-subject NPs are base-generated postverbally. According
to Horvath, the reason why (24a) is ungrammatical and (24b) is not involves a viol-
ation of the adjacency requirement on Quantifier Float in the former. The latter es-
capes the violation of this requirement since the head noun has been subject to move-
0. and is (via its trace) adjacent to the QP. Horvath claims thus that the floated QP
must be right-adjacent to the head noun or its trace.

In Szabolcsi (1983c¢), however, a number of examples are presented which are not
in accordance with this claim. Of course, they could fall under Horvath’s transform-
ational approach. The crucial example in favour of Horvath’s adjacency requirement
is provided by properties of structures as (24a). Let us carefully examine this case.

Horvath observes that (24a) is not an instance of a right dislocated structure.
Hence, it cannot be ruled out by her rule that right dislocated QPs may not be in
the scope of NEG (cf. Horvath (1985), 82, fn.15)). Therefore, she concludes that the
reason for its ungrammaticality must be a violation of the adjacency requirement.
Szabolcsi (1983c¢, fn.8), however, observes that sentences with a non-d1slocated QP
in the scope of a NEG are perfectly grammatical:

(25) Biciklit nem latott Mari ketior
bike-ACC not saw-AGR3sg Mary two-ACC
‘What Mary didn’t see two of were bikes.’
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In this sentence the head noun and the floated QP are not adjacent. This casts
doubt on Horvath’s claim that an adjacency requirement is operative with Quantifier
Float.

A further question which Horvath does not discuss is why only bare Ns undergo
Quantifier Float.

(I1I) It is a weli-known fact that languages possessing floating quantifiers display
subject-object asymmetries with this phenomenon. (See, for example, Haig 1980 for
such asymmetries in Japanese). With split constituents in Hungarian, however, no
subject-object asymmetries arise (cf. section 4.6.1.(VII)).

(IV) It remains unclear under a derivational analysis why the split variant may
only have an intersective reading. Because of the trace in the modifier position, the
NP-configuration remains unaffected. Hence, the syncategorematic reading should
be available in case of a split NP as well.

From the problems listed in (I)-(IV), I conclude that a derivational analysis of
split constituents makes the wrong predictions and leaves open a number of ques-
tions. An alternative analysis of this type of constituents is provided by a representa-
tional approach to grammar. Below I will elaborate such an analysis of split consti-
tuents along the lines of Higginbotham’s (1985a; 1986) theory of 0-discharge.”* Before
doing so, let us first consider the concepts relevant for our approach.

Higginbotham (1985a) proposes the following redefinition of the O-criterion
(cf. 3.2.Q2)):

(26) ©-Criterion: a. Every argument is assigned one and only one 0-role
b. Every O-position is discharged (uniquely)

The original second part of the O-criterion (cf. 3.2.(2b)) is now replaced by (26b)
which is more general. The elimination of open 0-positions in the 8-grid of lexical
items is not only restricted to arguments under this approach.

Higgingbotham distinguishes the following types of 0-discharge:

(27) a. O-marking, exemplified by pairs consisting of a predicate and one of its acguments
b. 0-identification, exemplified in simple adjectival modification as in white wall
interpreted as ‘white(x) and wall(x)’
c. Autonymons ©-marking, where the value assigned to the open position in the 6-
marker is the attribute given by its sister
d. 0-binding, exemplified by determiners or measure-words and their nominals, as
in every dog, interpreted as ‘for every x such that dog(x)

These modes of discharge are the primitive semantic operations of structural
meaning which are all controlled by the configuration of government (mostly identifi-
able with sisterhood). 0-marking covers the nonmodificatory, or simple case of 0-dis-
charge. The others types refer to a modification relation.

Consider an example of each of the latter type. Let us first discuss 0-identification.

Bare nominals are open constructions. This is supported by the fact that nomin-
als can serve as predicates in many languages. Adjectives must have an open position

(21) Pica (1987) applies this theory to reflexive anaphors. According to Pica, the fact that reflexive anap-
hors must be bound by an antecedent is due to the property that they have an open position in their syntactic
representation which must be saturated.
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as well since they may also function as a predicate. Hence, we may assign nominals
and adjectives the following B8-grids as part of their lexical entries (1) indicates that
there is an undischarged role associated with the predicate):

(28) a. nmominal, {-V, +NJ], (1)  b. adjective, [+V, +N], (1)

The semantics of the phrase white wall is expressed by a simple conjunction: a
white wall is a thing that is white and a wall. In this phrase, some position in the
adjective is identified with the nominal position. The 0-structure of white wall may
be represented in the following diagram:

(29) (N",(1)
/\
(A, white, (1)) (N, wall, (1))

The open position of the adjective is discharged under this identification, indicat-
ed by the connecting line. We can compare its structure to that of building up a
compound Fx & Gx and then identifying x and y.

Let us consider now an instance of awtonymous ©-marking. Consider again (15a),
here repeated as (30):

(30) That is a big butterfly

This phrase can be paraphrased as follows: that is a butterfly, and it is big (for a
butterfly). In this paraphrase, the head noun is an argument of the adjective. So, this
categoty setves to discharge two B-positions in a syncategorematic adjective-noun
construction. One by identification and the other by 8-marking of the noun itself by
the adjective. This latter mode is called autonymous 0-marking, indicated by an
atrow in diagram (31). The tail of the atrow is at the position of the 0-marker and
its head abuts the point marked:

3B N, (1))
—_—
(A, big, (1,2) (N, butterfly, (1))

Higginbotham notes that head nouns do not take arguments when they form
NPs. What happens instead is that the position (1) in (28a) is accessible to Spec,
which acts as a binder. There must be some binder, and there can not be two. This
mode of O-discharge is referred to as 0-binding. The O-structure of, for example, every

dog might be depicted as follows (the asterisks indicates that the open position in N’
is not open in NP):

(32) (NP, (1*))
/\

Spec N, (1))
(N,| )
every dog

Having discussed several modes of 0-discharge, let us turn now to a represen-
tational analysis of split constituents.
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I will first examine the representations (21a) and (22a). Recall that numeral mod-
ifiers always display an intersective reading (cf. section 4.6.2.). So the modification
in (21a) is an instance of B-identification. We observed that (22a) is a case of syncat-
egorematic modification. Analogously to (30a), we may handle this sentence by the
combination of 6-identification and autonymous 8-marking. Let us tutn to (21b)
and (22b).

Suppose we assign for example the head noun biciklit the status of direct object
argument in these sentences. Either it is in a complement position itself, or it is relat-
ed to this position by scrambling. This has two consequences.

First, the Projection Principle is satisfied, because the transitive verb /4 has now
two arguments, a subject and an object. Second, the modifiers &etfor and nagyot turn
into adjuncts. Accordingly, I assume that they are base-generated in a non-A-posi-
tion, as any other adjunct is. This accounts then for the fact that the parts of split
constituents display freedom of word order. The question arises then how the parts
of split constituents are related under a representational approach.
~ The semantics of split constituents is characterized by simple conjunction (cf.
(20)). From this it follows that the parts of these constituents must be related by
means of B-identification. The question to answer is how this relation is set up and
how it is restricted.

Nominals and adjectives have an open position in their 0-grid which must be
discharged. This covers the fact why only certain types of modifiers (adjectives, nu-
merals, some quantifiers) may participate in split constituent constructions, namely,
exactly those which may function as predicate nominals, and thus may be open
structures.

The fact that the parts of split constituents have this property also provides an
explanation for the observation that they must be bare. Modification by a definite or
indefinite determiner would close the structure, i.e. eliminate its 0-role from the
grid, by the mode of 8-binding. Hence, 0-identification would be blocked as a vio-
lation of the O-criterion (cf. (26b)).

Szabolcsi (1986b: 48) notes an interesting apparent exception to this restriction.
Szabolcsi observes that if the separated modifier is in the superlative it may be mod-
ified by a determiner:

(33) Zbdld léval itt taldlkoztam a legszebbel
green horse-INSTR here met-AGR1sg the prettiest-INSTR
‘T met a prettier green horse here than anywhere else.’
*’As for green horses, it was here that I met the prettiest of them, i.e. the pret-
tiest green horse that there is.’

Observe from the glosses that a superlative adjective modified by a definite ar-
ticle may only be separated from the head noun in the comparative reading. This
sentence is ungrammatical in the absolute reading of the superlative.

Szabolcsi claims that the superlative phrase in the absolute reading is in the Spec
of the NP, whereas the superlative phrase is NP-internal in the case of the compat-
ative reading. Her conclusion fits in nicely with our result. In the absolute reading
the NP would be closed by a binder in the Spec of the NP. In the comparative read-
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ing, although there is a determiner present, the NP counts as an open structure with
an undischarged O-position. Hence, the superlative phrase may be available for split
constituents only on the comparative reading.

Higginbotham assumes that O-identification is restricted by government. One
part of split constituents must be base-generated in a non-A-position outside a max-
imal projection by assumption. Therefore, O-identification in these cases cannot be
restricted by government. Instead I will assume that this type of O-discharge bet-
ween the parts of split constituents is conditioned by a weaker structural condition
than government, namely, by c-command. C-command is the minimal structural con-
dition two mutually dependent constituents generally have to obey. It is always res-
pected in split constituents because one of the parts is in a non-A-position from
where it can c-command the part in a complement position. This covers then the
fact that no subject-object asymmetries turn up with split constituents.

O-identification is further restricted by a morphological licensing condition, i.e.
identity of morphological features (case, number, etc.). This depends on the different
functions motphological markers may have in a language. In Hungarian, case-mar-
kers may act as an attribute relater in split constituents. A case-marker indicates that
an adjunct is predicated of the head noun. The optional agreement of plural features
does not form an obstacle under this analysis (cf. 4.6.1.(IV)).

If this analysis of noun modification in Hungarian is on the right track, we ex-
pect that the following predictions about the possibility of “splitting” single NPs
will be borne out. In case the semantics of a modifier-noun combination cannot be
captured by a simple conjunction, a split constituent is not allowed, or to put it dif-
ferently, if it is not possible to take the combination of adjective and noun as having
as its denotation the intersection of the set denoted by the adjective with the set de-
noted by the noun. This arises at least in the following two cases.

(4) Modification is interpreted as a combination of 0-identification and autony-
mous B-marking. Consider the following pair:

(34) a. Mari nagy bolhdt l4tott b. *Mari bolhdt litott nagyot
Mary big  flea-ACC saw-AGR3sg Mary flea-ACC saw-AGR3sg big-ACC
‘Mary saw a big flea.” -

Sentence (34a) means: ‘Mary saw a thing that was a flea and it was big for a flea’.
This reading is a case of a combination of 0-identification with autonymous 6-mar-
king. In sentence (34b), the modifier is separated from its head noun. According to
generalization (20), the semantics of such constructions is captured by simple con-
junction. Therefore, the sentence should mean: ‘Mary saw a thing that was a flea and

.it was big’. However, this is not in coherence with the properties of fleas. Even big

fleas are not big creatures. Hence, the ungrammaticality of (34b).

(71) Modification is interpreted as a case of autonymous 6-marking only. Exam-
ples of the latter are phrases like former president and alleged murder. Adjectives such as
former and alleged cannot have as denotation the intersection of any such sets. For
example, former president cannot be analysed as the intersection of the set of presi-
dents with the set of things that are former. It is easy to see that this latter phrase is
meaningless. Compare the following sentences:
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(35) a. Mari ltta az elozo elnokét
. Mary saw-AGR3sg the former president-ACC
‘Mary saw the former president’
b. *Mari elnokot latott elozot
Mary president-ACC saw-AGR3sg former-ACC

In sentence (35a) the phrase ‘former president’ designates a person whose pre-
sidency is former. This is not a case of intersective modification (cf. Higginbotham
1985a: 567, who suggests to analyse this case by adopting a temporal positions in

the 0-grids of nouns). Hence, as (35b) shows, it is impossible to have the split
variant.

Consider the following pair:

(36) a. Mari lrta az 4llit6lagos gyilkost
Mary saw-AGR3sg the alleged  murder-ACC
‘Mary saw the alleged murder.’
b. *Mari gyilkost latott dllit6lagosat

Mary murder-ACC saw-AGR 3sg alleged-ACC

Sentence (36a) is a case of autonymous 0-marking (cf. Higginbotham 1985a). An
alleged murder is true of things alleged to be a murder. Again, it is not possible to
form a split constituent construction (cf. (36b)), as this presupposes an intersective
reading of the modifier-noun combination.

Summarizing, I have discussed the syntax and semantics of noun-modification in
Hungarian. I have isolated the syntactic and semantic conditions under which one of
the variants of noun-modification, the split constituent, appears (cf. (12) and (20)).
Further, I have considered two analyses which relate the split constituent to the un-
marked single constituent, a derivational and a representational one. Neither of
them violates the Projection Principle, because the biuniqueness requirement on this
principle is obeyed.

I have argued that a representational analysis makes the better predictions. The
reason for this is that the derivational approach assumes that the parts of split cons-
tituents are related by trace-binding. At the position of the modifier a trace is postu-
lated. This assumption causes morphological, syntactic, and semantic anomalies.

The representational approach, on the other hand, assumes that some positions in
the grids of the parts of split constituents are related. This type of binding is dis-
tinct from trace-binding. A position in a grid is not a formative of the grammar but
rather a part of the lexical entry of a predicator whose grid it is. Therefore, the above
anomalies are avoided under a representational analysis.

Let us turn now to a discussion of split constituents in other languages.

4.6.4. Split Constituents and the Theory of Grammar

In the literature, split constituents have been discussed most extensively for
Warlpiri and German. As we will demonstrate below, the properties of split cons-
tituents in these languages coincide largely with the ones of Hungarian. Therefore,
it is suspicious that they give rise to widely different theoretical views. First, I will
discuss split constituents in Warlpiri and then I will turn to this phenomenon in
German.
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(D) Split Constituents in Warlpiri
Hale (1983) argues that the Projection Principle applies in Warlpiri only at LS.
Under this assumption, a many-to-one linking from PS onto LS is allowed. Conse-
quently, split constituents may appear unrestrictedly.
The following sentences exemplify some instances of this phenomenon in
Warlpiri:
(37) a. Wawirri kapirna pantirni yalumpy
kangaroo Aux  spear-nonpast that
‘I will spear that kangaroo.’
(Hale 1983: (4))
b. Malikirli @- ji yarlkurnu wiringki
dog-ERG petf lobj bite-past big-ERG
“The/a big dog bit me.’
“The/a dog me and it was big.’
(Hale 1983: (39))

Word order is free in these sentences, apart from Aux, which is usually in second
position in Warlpiri.

The composing parts of an NP in English may appear linearly non-adjacent in a
Warlpirian clause. For example, in (37a) the restrictive determiner yaumpu modifies
the noun wawirri as in the English translation. According to Hale, this discon-
tinuous pair forms an expression corresponding to that represented by the single
syntactic constituent wawirti yalumpu in (38):

(38) Wawirri yalumpu kapirna pantirni
kangaroo that ~ Aux  spear-nonpast
‘I will spear the kangaroo.’
(Hale 1983: (5))

Let us consider now whether split constituents in Warlpiri obey the same restric-
tions as the ones in Hungarian.

I formulated the syntactic restriction (12) on the occurrence of this phenomenon,
here repeated for convenience as (39):

(39) The parts of split constituents are nominal predicates and display identity of
morphological features (case, number, etc.)

Nash (1980) and Hale (1981) obsetve that the parts of split constituents in Warl-
piri must have the same categorial and morphological features (N, case, number) as
well. For example, in (37a) both parts are in the absolutive singular, and in (37b)
they are marked ergative singular. Hence, split constituents in both Warlpiri and
Hungarian display identity of morphological features.

Several authors (cf. Nash 1980, Hale 1981; 1983, and Simpson 1983) claim that
the category N includes both nominals and adjectives in Warlpiri. There are no for-
mal morphological and syntactic properties which distinguish these parts of speech.
Nash (1980: 15), for example, points out that adjectives are in fact nominals that pre-
fer a reading which has an argument position in it. This is illustrated by the follow-
ing sentence:
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(40) Pakarni kapala maliki witajarrarlu
strike-nonpast Aux-pres-3dual dog  small-dual-ERG
“The two small ones (children, say) are striking the dog.’
(Hale 1981: (31))

Note that the adjective witz ‘small’ may receive the interpretation of a full NP in
this sentence.

We may conclude then that both adjectives and nominals in Warlpiri may func-
tion as nominal predicates. In fact, any part of an NP in English may be turned into
an independent NP in this language. From (37a), it is clear that even a determiner
such as #hat displays this property, since it participates in split constituents.

Hence, there seems to be a correlation between the ability to promote a modifier
into a predicate and the participation of that modifier in split constituents. Lan-
guages may differ with respect to this ability. For example, modern English does not
display split constituents of the type discussed here. Nor may modifiers head an NP.
As a consequence, in an elliptical NP the missing head must be represented by one:

(41) abig *(one)

In Hungarian and Warlpiri, modifiers may be promoted into predicates, alt-
hough the group of modifiers participating is more restrictive in Hungarian. Hun-
garian allows these modifiers to be only adjectives, numerals, and some quantifiers,
whereas Warlpiri allows all modifiers to become nominal predicates.

This ability to promote modifiers into predicates might then be a parametric dif-
ference among languages. English and Warlpiri are on the ends of the scale, while
Hungarian is somewhere in the middle. English has no split constituents, in Warl-
piti this phenomenon appears freely, and in Hungarian split constituents do occur
but not as freely as in Warlpiri. In sum, there is no difference between Hungarian
and Warlpiri in the syntactic status of the split parts. In both languages, they are
nominal predicates which head an NP.

Let us discuss now whether the semantics of split constituents in Warlpiri coin-
cides with the semantics of these constituents in Hungarian. Recall that (12), here
repeated as (42), captures the semantics of Hungarian split constituents:

(42) Split constituents express simple conjunction

According to Hale (1983), split constituents in Warlpiri may receive at least two
interpretations. Consider again sentence (37b), here repeated as (43):

(43) Malikirli - ji  yarlkurnu  wiringki
dog-ERG  petf lobj bite-past big-ERG
“The/a big dog bit me.’

“The/a dog me and it was big.’

On one reading of this sentence, the expression wiringki is taken as a modifier of
malikirli, constituting an expression which cotresponds to the single constituent
maliki wiringki in the following sentence:

(44) Maliki wivingki ©- ji  yalkurnu

dog Dbig-ERG  perf 1obj bite-past
“The/a dog bit me.’
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Hale refers to this reading as the ‘merged’ interpretation. That the subject in (44)
is a single constituent is shown not only by the position of Aux but also by the man-
ner in which the case-category of this expression is marked. The ergative suffix ap-
pears on the final subconstituent only. On the other reading of (43), wiringki is
simply predicated of malikirli. It receives an unmerged interpretation.

The parallelism between split constituents in Hungarian and Warlpiri breaks
down at this point. Hungarian split constituents have only what Hale calls an un-
merged interpretation (cf. (42)). There is, however, some reason to be careful with
the claim that one of the interpretations of the split constituent in (43) is synony-
mous with the interpretation of the single expression in (44). Hale himself (1983:
fn.2) notes that the role of word order in interpretation is an aspect of Warlpiri
which is still very much in need of investigation. Furthermore, McGregor (1989), in
a paper on split constituents in Gooniyandi (another aboriginal Australian language
related to Warlpiri) emphasizes that single and split constituents have different
semantic, pragmatic, and phonetic properties.

Summarizing, split constituents in Hungarian and Warlpiri display the same
syntactic properties. The parts of split constituents may be linked only under iden-
tity of morphological features, and they ate nominal predicates. Semantically, Hun-
garian and Warlpiri seem to diverge with this phenomenon. Hungarian split cons-
tituents do not exhibit a merged interpretation.

In my view, these syntactic parallelisms between split constituents in Hungarian
an Warlpiri do not justify a radically different analysis. If these constituents do not
violate the Projection Principle in Hungarian, then the null-hypothesis should be
that they do not in Warlpiri either.

An analysis of Warlpiri which respects the Projection Principle has been elabor-
ated in Jelinek (1983). Jelinek argues that the clitic pronouns in Aux serve as verbal
arguments which satisfy the Projection Principle. As a consequence, nominals are
not verbal arguments but are adjuncts coindexed with these arguments. There is
nothing which prohibits the binding of the parts of split constituents along the lines
of section 4.6.3. The precise elaboration of this, however, is beyond the scope of this
study.

() Split Constituents in German

Below, I will discuss split constituents in German. In my discussion, I will heav-
ily rely on observations made in Bayer (1987), Fanselow (1987b), and Van Riems-
dijk (1987). Split constituents in German have a number of properties in common
with such constituents in Hungarian. Hence, it is attractive from a theoretical point
of view to analyse them in a similar way.

Van Riemsdijk (1987) argues for a derivational approach. In order to do so, Van
Riemsdijk proposes to extend derivational grammar with the theory of regeneration.
I will argue, however, that Van Riemsdijk’s analysis is rather defective in that it
makes a number of 24 boc claims and incorrect predictions. Before entering this theot-
etical debate, let us first examine some of the relevant properties of split constitu-
ents in German.

(#) According to Van Riemsdijk, this phenomenon in German is formed by topic-
alizing the head noun which is an N’ and leaving behind the determiner in the sout-
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ce position. Therefore, Van Riemsdijk refers to this construction type as Spliz Topic-
alization (ST). Compare the following example:
(45) Biicher habe ich keine mehr
books have I none more

‘As for books, I don’t have any more.’
(Van Riemsdijk 1987: (1))

The head noun diicher is in the preverbal topic position which is identified as the
Spec of CP position, and the stranded determiner is in the object position in this
sentence. Recall split constituents in Hungarian are not so positionally restricted as
ST in German (cf. 4.6.1.(1)).

Van Riemsdijk obsetves further that the topic NP must be indefinite. It may not
be modified by an overt definite or indefinite article, except by ¢z in some southern
varieties of German (cf. (ivA) below). The split source must be indefinite but is not
otherwise restricted. Split constituents in Hungarian are restricted by a definiteness
effect as well (cf. 4.6.1.(II)).

(#) ST requires identity of number and case agreement. In the following sen-
tence, both parts must be in the accusative singular:

(46) Einen/*ein  Wagen has er sich noch keinen gekauft
a-ACC/NOM car has herefl yet none bought
(Van Riemsdijk 1987: (20))

Recall that split constituents in Hungarian display identity of morphological feat-
ures as well, at least with reference to the case-marker (cf. section 4.6.1.(I)).

(7i7) Some determiners, such as &ein ‘no’, bear different adjectival inflection depen-
ding on whether they are in an independent elliptical NP or whether they are in
construction with a head noun. When they act as an independent NP their inflec-
tion switches from weak (cf. (47b)) to strong (cf. (47a)):

(47) a. Er hat keines/*kein b. Er hat kein/*keines Geld
he has no he has no money
(Fanselow 1987b: (43))

Such a determiner in the source position of ST must take the inflection of the in-
dependent form, that is, it must appear with strong inflection:

(48) Geld That er keines/*kein
money has he no

Fanselow (1987b) argues that in case the modifier appears in an elliptical NP, it
has not become a noun. The reason for this is that even in such an NP the modifier
retains its adjectival properties.

There are three-classes of case-number-gender endings for adjectives, the so-cal-
led ‘strong’, ‘weak’, and ‘mixed’ systems of inflection. Choice among them is trigger-
ed by the respective determiner:

(49) a. Ein roter Apfel b. Der rote Apfel .
a red apple - the red apple
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Nouns, on the other hand, have just one class of case-number-inflection:

(50) a. Ein Bote b. Der Bote
a herald the herald
(Fanselow 1987b: (46))

Note now that in N'Ps without overt nominal heads, adjectives retain the three-
valued system of inflection:

(51) a. Ein interessanter b. Der interssante
an interesting the interesting
‘An interesting one’ “The interesting one’

(Fanselow 1987: (47))

(#) The parts of ST cannot appear as single NPs in some cases. This implies that
there is in these cases #0 soutce to which the parts of ST can be related under a mov-
ement analysis.

(A) Van Riemsdijk observes that some varieties of southern German allow the
head noun in topic position to be modified by an independent determiner. Van
Riemsdijk refers to this as determiner overlap. With this phenomenon, the determiner
in the topic part is always the simple indefinite article, that is, e for singular count
nouns and zero for singular mass nouns and plurals. Compare, for example:

(52) Einen Wagen hat er sich noch keinen leisten kénnen
a car hasherefl yet none afford could
‘As for cars, he has not been able to afford one yet.’

(Van Riemsdijk 1987: (4))

In this sentence, both the topic and the source position contain a determiner. The
split constituent cannot be derived from an underlying source which contains both
determiners, because such a single NP does not exist:

(53) a. *Einen keinen Wagen b. *Keinen einen Wagen

(B) Another case in which the parts of ST cannot be related to a single NP is
with the word welch-. As an independent NP, it has the meaning of an existential

quantifier (cf. (54a)). When it is part of a single NP, however, welch- cannot have this
meaning (cf. (54b)):

(54) a. Geld frage ich mich ob er welches hat
money ask I me whether he some has
‘I wonder if he has some money.’
b. *Ich frage mich ob er welches Geld hat
‘I wonder if he has some money.’
(Fanselow 1987b: (40))

(). Van Riemsdijk (1987: 6) and Bayer (1987) argue that the parts of ST are
complete N'Ps.

First, determiner overlap: both the topic and source part are turned by the deter-
miner into a full NP (cf. (52)).

Second, the determiner has strong inflection in ST just as in independent ellip-
tical NPs (cf. (51)). Recall that the parts of split constituents in Hungarian display
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this property too. They have the same lexical forms as independent elliptical NPs or
the predicative parts of predicative sentences (cf. section 4.6.1.(VI))

Third, nouns which cannot function as independent NPs may not participate in
ST. Hence, the singular unmodified noun Foze, unlike its plural counterpart, yields
an ungrammmatical result with ST:

(55) a. Fotos sehe ich viele c. *Foto sehe ich das
photos see I many photo see I that
‘T am seeing many photos.”  d. *Ich sehe Foto
b. Ich sehe Fotos I see photo
I see  photos (Fanselow 1987b: (45))

‘I am seeing photos.’

(vé) Joseph Bayer (personal communication) informs me that ST is subject to a
similar semantic restriction as split constituents in Hungarian (cf. (20)). A non-in-
tersective modifier may not participate in ST. Therefore, (56a) with the intersect-
ive modifier rothaarig is grammatical, unlike (56b) with the non-intersective modif-
ier angeblich:

(56) a. Miwrder hat er einen rotharigen getroffen
murder has hea  redhaired met
‘As for a murder, he has met a redhaired one.’
b. *Marder hat er einen angeblichen getroffen
murder has hea alleged met

(vif) According to Van Riemsdijk, the meaning of the word welch- is dependent
on its syntactic context. When it is part of an NP modifying a head noun, it has the
meaning of which (cf. (57a)), but it has the meaning of an existential quantifier when
it is elliptical (cf. (57b)). (If the existential reading is preserved in a single NP
welch- must be pefixed with irgend-). Van Riemsdijk observes now that welch- may
only have the existential reading when it participates in ST (cf. (57¢)):

(57) a. Welche unbeschidigten Exemplare hast du? b. Hast du welche?
which undamaged  copies have you have you any
(welche = which) (welche = some)

c. Unbeschidigte Exemplare habe ich kaum noch welche
undamaged  copies have I hardly still any
(welche = some)

(viii) According to Van Riemsdijk, ST obeys the diagnostics of move-Q., since it
is sensitive to island constraints. It may not violate the Wh-island Constraint, the
Complex Noun Phrase Constraint, and it does not allow Preposition Stranding.
Further, it displays ECP-effects with extraction from the left-branch and it displays
reconstruction effects.

Van Riemsdijk observes a paradox now. Several properties of ST such as the fact
that there is no underlying source for 2 movement analysis in the case of determiner
overlap (cf. (7vA)) and with the word welch- (cf. (7vB)), and the fact that both parts of
ST are complete NPs (cf. (v)) suggest that ST cannot be derived by move-0.. On the
other hand, it obeys the diagnostics of movement. In order to escape this paradox,



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 129

Van Riemsdijks invents the theory of regeneration which filters the apphcatlon of
move-0L.

Let us summarize the essence of this theory. Van Rlemsduk allows move 0Ol to af-
fect any category on the X’-projection. According to Van Riemsdijk, ST involves an
instance of N’-movement which leaves a trace in the source position.

Van Riemsdijk formulates an S-structure filter which does not allow S-structure
representations containing an X’-category which is not dominated by its maximal
projection. This filter permits regeneration of the X’- projection in topic position in-
to a full-fledged NP. '

Regeneration may be followed by the partial relexicalization of the regenerated
structures. The relevant morphosyntactic features such as [count], [gender], [num-
ber], and [case] which are for the most part inherent features of the head noun, are
used to determine the lexical form of the determiner. A recoverability requirement
on relexicalization accounts for determiner overlap.

Regeneration and relexicalization are subject to parametric variation, since some
languages such as modern English do not allow split constituents, and some dialects
of German do not allow determiner overlap with ST.

Van Riemsdijk states that this derivational theory of ST is both theoretically and
empirically superior to a representational account. However, regeneration runs into
the following anomalies.

(D) It is not obvious why the machinery of regeneration applies at all in case of ST.
Van Riemsdijk assumes that ST is an instance of N’-movement. Some of its propet-
ties, however, suggest that both parts are full NPs (cf. (#)). This is also acknowled-
ged by Van Riemsdijk (1987: 6) himself. In other words, it remains unclear why the
source NP should contain an N’-gap.

Alternatively, it could be assumed that the determiner/modifier in source posi-
tion heads the remnant NP, such as with split constituents in Hungarian (cf. section
4.6.3.), or it could be assumed that the head of the source NP is small pro (cf. Fanse-
low 1987b).

According to Fanselow, the latter alternative also explains the switch of weak to
strong inflection in elliptical independent NPs and the source NP in ST. Only the
strong adjectival inflection can license pro. Therefore, in languages without strong
adjectival inflection, like English, pro has to be spelled out in elhpncal NPs:

(58) An interesting *(one)

(D) Van R1emsd1)k argues that regeneration is supported by the observatlon that
the ordering restrictions within a single NP are preserved under movement. Accor-
ding to Van Riemsdijk, the element which is nearest to the head noun in a single
NP appears in topic position. Hence, only Amerikanisches can be fronted with the fol-
lowing pair yielding a grammatical result in (602):

(59) a. ein neues Amerikanisches Auto
b. *ein Amerikanisches neues Auto
(Van Riemsdijk 1987: (48))
(60) a. Ein Amerikanisches Auto kann ich mir kein neues leisten
an American car can 1 refl no new afford

b. *Ein neues Auto kann ich mir kein Amerikanische leisten
- (Van Riemsdijk 1987: (47))
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Van Riemsdijk claims that under the movement theory the contrast in (60) can
immediately be reduced to the principles that account for the ordering restrictions
on the adjectives in the non-split NP in (59). Although the correlation between
these pairs may be accounted for by regeneration, it is also in agreement with an al-
ternative theory along the lines of section 4.6.3. Since the predication relation bet-
ween the parts of ST qualifies full NPs.

But let us turn now to ordering restrictions with NPs in Hungarian. Compare
the Hungarian counterparts of (59): ‘

(61) a. egyGj amerikai auté b. *egy amerikai dj auté
Ca new American car

However, contrary to German in Hungarian the internal order of modifier within
a single NP does not have to be preserved with split constituents:

(62) a. Amerikai autét vettem ufat
American car-ACC bought-AGR1sg new-ACC
‘I bought an American car such that it was new.’
b. Uj autét vettem amerikait
new car-ACC bought-AGR1sg American-ACC
‘I bought a new car such that it was american.’

Thus, the correlation in the German pairs (58) and (59) does not turn up in these
Hungarian pairs. If the correlation in German is an argument in favour of move-Ql in .
ST, then the absence of such a correlation in Hungarian is an argument against this
rule in Hungarian split constituents.

(III) Regeneration runs into an ordering conflict with lexical insertion. Van
Riemsdijk (1987: fn.5) assumes that relexicalization applies at or after S-structure,
because of the morphological form of determiners which participate in the inflection
switch such as &ein (cf. (4i5)). However, Van Riemsdijk (p.29) also assumes that lex-
ical insertion must apply at D-structure, since otherwise the relative order of adjec-
tives (cf. (I)) cannot be determined. Such principles have to refer to the lexical con-
tent of adjectives. Thus, lexical insertion must take place at D-structure to account
for the relative order of adjectives, but it may not apply at D-structure otherwise the
morphological form of some determiners cannot be predicted. To assume, however,
that only relexicalized elements are inserted at S-structure is rather a4 hoc.

(IV) Regeneration does not predict why non-intersective modifiers may not par-
ticipate in ST (cf. (vi)). Van Riemsdijk (1987: 8) covers lexical meaning at or after S-
structure in order to avoid the problems with the change of meaning of welch- under
a movement analysis (cf. (vii)). However, if lexical meaning is fixed at or after S-
structure and regeneration applies at S-structure, it is unclear why non-intersective
modifiers may not participate in ST. After regeneration a full-fledged NP is avail-
able which could denote the meaning of non-intersective modifiers.

(V) Van Riemsdijk argues that the reassembling of the NP under a representat-
ional account can partly account for the determiner overlap problem: But it can not
cover the fact that the only type of determiner that shows up in the topic position is
the simple indefinite determiner. In order to handle this fact within a representat-
ional approach, we could follow here Van Riemsdijk’s suggestion that the indefin-
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ite article is the unmarked form of the nominal determiner which must be overtly
represented in some dialects. It seems to me that this spelling out of the indefinite
article does not prevent the topic NP to participate in the unification of the parts of
ST. Hence, this fact remains neutral with respect to the choice between movement
and base-generation. ; ,

Summarizing, ST in German has a number properties in common with split
constituents in Hungarian. Some of these properties conflict with a movement
analysis. Van Riemsdijk (1987), however, extends the derivational theory with the
theory of regeneration in order to account for ST. I have pointed out that this theory
makes some wrong predictions, both in the case of German ST and Hungarian split
constituents. Therefore, it should be treated with some scepticism. However, the ela-
boration of a representational analysis of ST lies beyond the scope of this study.

4.7. Conclusions

In this chapter, I presented empirical evidence from Hungarian for the hypothe-
sis that the Projection Principle holds in the mapping from LS onto syntax. There-
fore, it is ‘not justified to parametrize the Projection Principle in order to derive
some of its apparent ‘non-configurational’ properties, such as relative free word order
or split constituents. This chapter supports the claim that the Projection Principle is
a universal principle. .

The Projection Principle seems to be violated by omitted pronouns (cf. section
4.2. and 4.5.) and by split constituents (cf. section 4.6.). In the former case, the cor-
respondence between LS and syntax is one-to-null, and in the latter case this corres-
pondence is one-to-many.

However, I argued that the position of omitted pronouns is taken by small pro.
The presence of this empty categoty in Hungarian follows from the fact that it dis-
plays the same distribution as its overt counterpart, and that there is a functional
split between pro and its overt counter-part with some syntactic phenomena.

Split constituents may appear only under highly specific syntactic and semantic
restrictions. This implies that they are are rather marked. In fact, they are “saved” by
an interaction of B-theory with Case theory, more precisely, with the properties of
overt case-markers in Hungarian. So, these phenomena do not question the hypothe-
sis that the relation between LS and syntax is biunique. This is also supported by ot-
her phenomena in Hungarian. The Case- and O-features of verbal predicators are as-
signed to dummy pronouns when a syntactic constituent is base-generated in a non-
A-position, like fronted NIPs with Left Dislocation (cf. section 4.3.), or embedded
clauses (cf. section 4.5.). The behavior of some lexical items ambiguous between an
argumental (personal pronoun) interpretation and a non-argumental one (verbal pre-
fix) is determined by the Projection Principle (cf. section 4.4.).

By keeping the Projection Principle constant, we have created a number of new
puzzles. To mention some of them.

The distribution of nominative and accusative pro is not totally free in Hun-
garian. The restrictions have been captured by making reference to structural con-
ditions such as government, the ‘richness’ of AGR, and discourse hierarchies.
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Left-dislocated NPs and embedded clauses cannot receive Case- and 0-features
directly from the governing verb. Therefore, I assumed that personal and demonstrat-
ive pronouns have the ability to transfer these features to (clausal) antecedents.

Split constituents may be derived under a derivational or a representational ap-
proach to grammat. I argued that a representational approach makes the better pre-
dictions with this phenomenon in Hungarian.

The phenomena discussed in this chapter do not only support the hypothesis that
the Projection Principle applies between LS and PS but they may also give us some
insight into the way lexical information is projected. For example, 0-governed lexic-
al case must be visible at surface structure. This appeared from personal pronouns
with case-stems, double-faced lexical items, the demonstrative/personal pronoun-
switch in the formation of embedded clauses, and left-dislocated structures. What
seems to be projected onto syntax with these phenomena is Case. The Projection
Principle is category blind in these cases. The properties of transfer systems allow
then the different types of categorial constituents in syntax.

If this is cotrect, it provides an argument for the autonomy of LS. It would be
worth investigating whether LS is an independent module. A more complete elabot-
ation of such puzzles will have to await, however, further research.

In this chapter, I have atgued that the relation between LS and syntax is subject
to a biuniqueness condition. I have, however, not argued for the particular formulat-
ion of the Projection Principle in 4.1.(2):

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

This formulation expresses the hypothesis that the relation between LS and syn-
tax is structurally isomorphic, that is, structure is projected from the lexicon. This
implies that a VP-node must be present in Hungarian syntax. In the following chap-
ter, I will present empirical evidence for this claim.




5. SYMMETRIES AND ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN

5.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses clusters of subject-object symmetries and asymmetries in
Hungarian and their consequences for its phrase structure and the theory of UG.

E. Kiss (1987a: 36, 44) claims that subject-object asymmetries do not occur in
Hungarian. According to E. Kiss, subject and object have the same distribution and
they are identically affected by syntactic operations. Therefore, E. Kiss assigns a flat
structure to the propositional part of the Hungarian sentence (cf. 1.2.(1)):

1 S->vx**

This structure expresses the claim that there is no VP in Hungarian.

I agree with E. Kiss (1987a) that in Hungarian a number of subject-object sym-
metries show up where asymmetries appear in English. However, I do not think that
these symmetries should lead to the postulation of a non-configurational phrase
structure. At least, empirical evidence points rather in a different direction. As I will
demonstrate below, the presence of subject-object asymmetries in Hungarian is em-
pirically well-motivated (cf. section 5.3.). Incidentally, some of these subject-object
asymmetries are even reported by E. Kiss (1987a) herself. In the light of this, I will
assume that its phrase structure is hierarchical, configurational. This hypothesis is
the null-hypothesis (cf. discussion in section 1.2.). The question arises, then, how
subject-object symmetries in Hungarian are to be accounted for? My attempt to solve
this puzzle will be rather modest. The reason for this is that some of these phenome-
na are badly understood at the present state of research and require further study. In
section 5.2. and 5.3., I will catalogue subject-object symmetries and subject-object
asymmetries. This will be done in terms of the modules discussed in chapter one. In
section 5.4., I will evaluate the facts bearing on subject-object symmetries and
asymmetries. ‘

The subject-object asymmetries provide empirical evidence for the following two
claims about the phrase structure of Hungarian:
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(2) a. The Hungarian phrase structure is configurational
b. The phrase structure meets the principle of binary branching

A corollary of (2) is that Hungarian has VP. Consequently, the arguments of the
verb are ordered in a strict hierarchy:

(3) External argument (subject) > internal argument 1 (object) > internal argument
2 (indirect object, arguments with lexical case)

If these statements are correct, then there is no rationale for relaxing X’-theory,
government theory or the Projection Principle which would allow a phrase structure
of the type in (1).

Concerning the analysis of subject-object symmetries, I will proceed as follows.
Two classes of subject-object symmetries will be distinguished.

(I) Subject-object symmetries which also appear in unambiguously configura-
tional languages, like Germanic and Romance languages. These symmetries pose the
following problem. How are subject-object symmetries derived in languages with a
hierarchical structure?

(II) Subject-object symmetries which are also attested in established configura-
tional languages such as Dutch or Frisian, but have a somewhat different shape in
Hungarian. It seems reasonable to relate them to a specific property of the syntax of
Hungarian. ' :

As a working hypothesis, I will relate the symmetries in (I) to general principles
of UG which can account for subject-object symmetries in other configurational lan-
guages as well. The symmetries in (II) call for a more language-particular approach
involving specific properties of Hungarian syntax such as the recursive CP (cf.

2.2.3.(1)).

5.2. Symmetries in Hungarian

This section discusses the subject-object symmetries in Hungarian. I will heavily rely
on E. Kiss (1987a), which contains a detailed examination of symmetries in Hunga-
rian. These phenomena appear in the following modules: X’-theory (cf. section
5.2.1.), O-theory (cf. section 5.2.2.), binding theory (cf. section 5.2.3.), Wh-module (cf.
section 5.2.4.), and guantification theory (cf. section 5.2.5.).

5.2.1. X"-Theory

The most direct evidence for a VP-constituent generated by the rules of X’-zbe-
ory comes from operations which do not affect the internal constituency of verb and
object. E. Kiss (1987a) argues that the reverse of this statement holds as well. Accor-
ding to E. Kiss, if any rule does not involve the internal constituency of verb and ob-
ject in a particular grammar, then the VP is missing from that grammar. E. Kiss dis-
cusses two cases which bear on this issue, including the distribution of sentence adverbs
(cf. section 5.2.1.1.), and the absence of VP-rules (cf. section 5.2.1.2.). Note, however,
that a priori there is no reason to follow this line of argumentation. Trace theory and
adjunction can easily account for discontinuities between the verb and its objects (cf.
section 5.4.2.). :
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5.2.1.1. The Distribution of Sentence Adverbs

Chomsky and Lasnik (1977) note that verb-object adjacency is required in En-
glish.! Therefore, the following string is ungrammatical:

(1) *[vpV - Adv- NP}

A consequence of this is that adverbs which are immediately dominated by IP, like
sentence adverbs, adverbs of time and place, and adverbs of manner cannot stand
between the verb and object but may appear, however, between the verb and the
subject in some cases (cf. Jackendoff 1972, Stowell 1981, among others) This is
examplified in the following pairs:

i

(2) a. John probably saw Mary (3) a. John guickly opened the doot
b. *John saw probably Mary b. *John opened guickly the door
The Hungarian counterparts of these sentences are all grammatical:
(4) a. Janos valisziniileg latta Marit b. Jadnos ldtta valdszinilleg Marit
John probably saw Mary-ACC ‘John probably saw Mary.’
‘John probably saw Mary.’
(5) a. Jénos gyorsan kinyitottaaz ajtét b. Janos kinyitotta gyorsan az ajtét

John quickly opened  the door-ACC ‘John quickly opened the door.’
John quickly opened the doot.’

Adverbs of place or time may likewise occur between verb and object:

(6) a. Marielolvasta regnap 2 konyvet b. Mari elolvasta otthon a kényvet
Mary read  yesterday the book-ACC Mary read at home the book-ACC
‘Mary read the book yesterday.’ ‘Mary read the book at home.’

These sentences show that restriction (1) on the word order of English is not oper-
ative in Hungarian. Consequently, the distribution of (sentence) adverbs does not
distinguish the combination verb plus object from verb plus subject in Hungarian.?

It could be concluded from this subject-object symmetry that Hungarian is a
non-configurational language. However, subject-object symmetries involving the
distribution of sentence adverbs turn up in established configurational languages as
well. Koster (1986) demonstrates that Dutch is such a case. Therefore, it cannot be a
decisive argument with respect to the constituency of VP. In section 5.4.2., I will re-

(1) An apparent exception to this generalization is ‘Heavy NP Shift’ exemplified by the following pair:
(1) a. John saw the woman that be loved very often
b. John saw very often the woman that he loved
Note that it is possible to move the italicized heavy NP object to the right in (ib). As a result, this NP
and the verb are no longer adjacent. Chomsky (1982) provides evidence that Heavy NP Shift is a syntactic
rule which leaves a trace. The trace may then satisfy verb-object adjacency.
(2) Hotvath (1986a: 22) argues that the distribution of sentence adverbs supports the assumptions of a
VP and a basic SVO-order in Hungarian. According to Horvath, sentence adverbs may occur between the
subject and the verb but not between the object and the verb. However, the empirical evidence provided by
Horvath is not convincing. Horvath presents only examples (p. 23-25, (15)-(17)) in which the adverbs have
the shape of quantifiers. These categories in Hungarian prefer a position to the left of the verb (cf. 2.1.(28f)).
Hence, the ungrammaticality of the string [V - Adv[+Q1-Obj} is due to independent reasons.
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turn to the question why the distribution of sentence adverbs in some configuratio-
nal languages does not provide direct evidence for a VP-node?

5.2.1.2. Absence of VP-rules.

According to E. Kiss (1987a), direct evidence for a VP in a particular grammar
comes from rules taking this constituent as their target. E. Kiss discusses two rules
which single out the VP in English but are absent from Hungarian, namely, (I) VP-
preposing, and (I) idiom interpretation. Let us first consider VP-preposing.

(D) E. Kiss (1987a, 30) observes that Hungarian has no operation resembling VP-
preposing:

(7) *Jdnos megigérte hogy dtmegy a vizsgin
John promised-AGR3sg that pass-AGR3sg the exam-SUPER
és dtmenni a vizsgdn fog

and pass-INFI the exam-SUPER will-AGR 3sg
‘John promised to pass the exam, and pass the exam he will.’
(E. Kiss 1987a: 30)

In English, the VP-phrase pass the exam may be topicalized in the second conjunct
of this sentence, unlike in its Hungarian equivalent.

E. Kiss concludes from this that Hungarian lacks a VP. However, there are at
least two reasons to be careful with conclusions based on examples like (7). Firstly,
VP-rules which may provide direct evidence for the VP do also apply in Hungarian
(cf. section 5.4.2.). These rules turn up only in a specific syntactic context, for exam-
ple, with Left Dislocation. Further, VP-constituency tests, such as “VP-gapping”,
“VP-deletion” or “VP-reduction”, are not very reliable (cf. section 5.4.2.). This con-
clusion emerges from a cross-linguistic examination. Hence, it is unmotivated to de-
rive far-reaching consequences from these tests for the syntactic structure of a parti-
cular language.

(I) Several authors (for example, Chomsky 1981, Aoun and Sportiche 1981, and
Marantz 1984, among others) argue that the structure of idioms serves as a diagnos-
tic for VP-constituency. English has a strong preference to choose the subject rather
than the object as the free argument in idiom frames. In Hungarian, on the other
hand, not only the internal arguments and the verb may form a fixed part of an
idiom but also the external argument and the vetb.

Consider first the following idiomatic expression in which the nominative sub-
ject is the freely substitutable argument:

8 a 0 éli vildgit
he live-AGR3sg world-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘He lives a merry life.’
b. O beszél (bele)a vildgba
he speak-AGR3sg into the world-ILL
‘He talks through one’s hat.’
¢. O nem esett fejére

he not fell-AGR3sg head-npAGR3sg-SUBL
‘He won't let himself be fooled.’
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The following idiomatic expression contain two free arguments. The nominative
variable is accompanied by either an accusative, dative, instrumental, or sublative ar-

gument:

C))

a.

0 szidja 6t minta bokrot
he scold-AGR3sg himas the bush-ACC
‘He scolds him roundly.’

. O ellitja neki a bajit
he treat-AGR3sg he-DAT the trouble-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘He will fix him.’
0O bolondjit jaratja vele

he fool-npAGR3sg-ACC go-CAUS-AGR3sg he-INSTR
‘He sends him on a fool’s errand.’

O kivette a  hdl6jac rd

he cast-AGR3sg the net-npAGR3sg-ACC he-SUBL
‘He cast his net on him.’

E. Kiss (1987a: 30-31) presents the following examples in which the accusative
object is the freely substitutable argument:

(10) a. Az isten dldja meg 8¢
the god bless-AGR3sg perf him
‘God bless him.’
. Az 6rdog vigye el B
the devil take-IMP-AGR3sg away him
“The devil take him.’
A fene egye meg §

the plague eat-IMP-AGR3sg up him

‘Plague on him.’

As6, kapa vélassza el  Bket!

spade, hoe separate-AGR3sg away them ¢
‘Only spade and hoe (‘death’) separate them.’

. Veszik/viszik azt minta cukrot

buy-AGR 3sg/take-AGR3sg it-ACC like the sugar-ACC
‘People buy/take it like sugar.’

Ot mir nemlehet eladni

him already not possible sell-INFI

(lit. ‘It is not possible to sell him anymore.”)

‘He speaks a certain language fairly well.’

. Akkor ldssam ¢t amikora hitam

then see-IMP-AGR1sg him when the back-npAGR1sg
kozepét

middle-npAGR3sg-ACC

‘I should see him when I see the middle of my back.’

. Kenyérrre  lehetne kenni Bt

bread-SUBL can-COND-AGR 3sg smear-INFI him
(lit. ‘One could spread him on bread.’)
‘He is so meek.’

E. Kiss reports, furthermore, that the free object argument does not have to be an
accusatively marked phrase. It may also be an argument with a lexical case:
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(11) a. Neki  beszélhet - az Wristen is
he-DAT speak-POT-AGR3sg the lord  even
(lit. ‘Even the Lord might speak to him.")

‘It is no use speaking to him.’

b. Az 6rdbg sugta neki -
the devil whispered-AGR 3sg-def he-DAT
‘The devil suggested it to him.’

c. Neki  hidnyzik egy kereke
he-DAT miss-AGR3sg a wheel-npAGR3sg
(lit. ‘He has a missing wheel.”)

‘He is crazy.’

d. Ord rajote a bolondéra
he-SUBL came-AGR3sg the hour-of-madness
‘A fit of madness is upon him.’

e. Az ég roggyon rd
the heaven fall-IMP-AGR3sg he-SUBL
‘Heaven fall on him.’

f. Nincs benne  kdszbnet g. Isten 8rizzen tole
isn’t  it-INESS thank-ACC God save-IMP-AGR1sg he-ABL
(lit. ‘There isn’t any thank in it.") ‘God save me from it.’

“There is nothing to be gained by it.’ (E. Kiss 1987a: 31-32)

In many instances, an idiom may also contain two or more non-subject free argu-
ments:

(12) a. Azt  harap6fogéval kell kihdzni belole
it-ACC pincers-INSTR must out-drag-INFI he-ELAT
‘It must be dragged out of him with pincers.’
b. Ot az istenis  meki teremtette
she-ACC the god even he-DAT creared-AGR 3sg
‘God even created her for him.”
(E. Kiss 1987a: 31-32)

A preliminary descriptive generalization which captures the formation of these
idiom frames may be formulated as follows:?
(13) An idiom frame may consist of any combination of a verb and its arguments

The behavior of the dative possessor NP within idioms demonstrates that the
notion argument is indeed relevant for the formation of idioms. This NP in Hunga-

(3) Kenesei (1985¢) observes that idioms in Hungarian display two linear orders. They have either a
[VM -Vlor a [V - NP} order:

(1) a. A fid lépre ment b. Ez a viszgdzé kivigra a rezet
the boy trap-SUBL went this the examinee out-cut the share-ACC
“The boy became 2 victim of someone’s trickery.’ “This examinee did his best.’

(Kenesei 1985e: 337)

Kenesei observes further that scrambling of the constituents in these idioms ‘reconstructs’ the original
compositional meaning:

(i) a. ?Lépre a fid ment . b. ?A rezet ez a vizsgiz6 vigra ki
“The boy fell into the ¢trap.’ “This examinee did his share.’

Suppose, now, that a string can only be assigned an idiomatic interpretation if and only if it is catego-
rially complete and the constituents in that string are in neutral order. Under these assumptions, the above
differences support the hypothesis that in (ia) /gre ment forms a V-constituent with the neutral [VM -V} or-
der, and in (ib) the idiom frame is a VP with the neutral SVO-order.
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rian may be freely scrambled around in the sentence (cf. section 3.1.), although it is
not an argument of the verb. The following sentences show that the dative possessor

NP may be the freely replaceable argument in an idiom but may not belong to the
fixed part of an idiom frame:

(14) a. Neki leesett az dlla
he-DAT fell-AGR 3sg the jaw-npAGR3sg
‘His jaw fell.’
b. Neki bekotorték “a fejét
she-DAT up-tied-AGR3pl the head-npAGR 3sg-ACC
‘She has got married.’

c. Neki  kinyilik a bicska a  zsebében
he-DAT open-AGR3sg the pocket-knife the pocket-npAGR3sg-INESS
‘He gets angry.’

E. Kiss (1987a) makes two assumptions concerning idiom formation. First, it
takes place at D-structure. Second, the syntactic structure of idioms is a precise re-
flection of the syntactic relations at D-structure. According to E. Kiss, this implies
that the subject and the other complements of the verb do not differ in hierarchical
prominency.

It seems to me, however, that at the present state of reseatch no far-reaching con-
clusions for syntactic structure should be based on idioms. Too little is known about
idioms and their status within a theory of UG. It is unclear at what level of represen-
tation idiom formation applies. For example, if the nominative possessor NP is in its
NP-internal D-structure position, no idiomatic reading is possible. Compare the
counterpart of (14a):

‘(15) Leesett az (8) dlla
fell-AGR 3sg the he jaw-npAGR3sg
‘His jaw fell.’

This sentence has only a literal reading, unlike (14a).

. Note now that a conflict arises between the assumption that idioms are formed at
D-structure (cf. Chomsky 1981, Marantz 1984) and Szabolcsi’s (1981a; 1984)
hypothesis that the dative possessor NP leaves its possessive NP by movement. Un-
der Szabolcsi’s analysis, the idiom interpretation in (14a) would only be available at
S-structure. A way out of this conflict would certainly be not to allow idiom forma-
tion both at D-structure and S-structure. In section 5.4.2., I will return to the struc-
ture of idiom frames arguing that they do not suppott a non-configurational ap-
proach to Hungarian syntax.

5.2.2, 0-Theory

I noted in section 3.2.2. that the thematic content of the VP determines the 6-
selection of the subject. Compare the following examples:

(1) a. Jdnoseszia levest b, Az unalom eszi Jdnost
John eats the soup-ACC the boredom eats John-ACC
‘John is eating the soup.’ ‘Boredom is eating John.’

(E. Kiss 1987 a: 244)
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c. Az irigység eszi Jinost d. A méreg eszi Jinost
theenvy  eats John-ACC the anger eats John-ACC
‘Envy is eating John.” ‘Anger is eating John.’

e. A fene eszi Jdnost
the plague eats John-ACC
“The plague is eating John.’
(E. Kiss 1987c: 22-23)

(2) a. Marisli az embert b. A szomjisdg 6li Marit
Mary kills the man-ACC the thirst kills Mary-ACC
‘Mary is killing the man.’ ‘Mary suffers from the fact that she is thirsty.’

(Maricz 1986b: 163)

In the presence of an agent subject like in (1a) and (2a) the object of the Hunga-
rian verbs eszik ‘eat’, and 4/ ‘kill’ can only be interpreted as the theme or patient of
the action denoted by the verb. However, in the presence of a cause subject such as
in (1b)-(1e) and (2b), the object may receive an experiencer role.

E. Kiss (1987a: 244) regards these selectional symmetries between subject and
object as evidence for a non-configurational phrase structure. I will demonstrate, how-
ever, that such symmetries appear also in uncontroversial configurational languages,
like English (cf. section 5.4.2.6.). Therefore, assigning Hungatian a non-configura-
tional structure on the basis of this is rather misleading.

5.2.3. Binding Theory

E. Kiss (1981c; 1982b; 1987a; 1987c¢) obsetves that in some instances of prono-
minal noncoreference subject-object symmetries show up in Hungarian where subject-
object asymmetries appear in English. In the literature, the following principles have
been formulated to cover this phenomenon:

(1)  a. Pronominal Noncoreference: A pronominal may not c-command its antecedent
(Reinhart 1983: 18)
" b. Binding Principle C: An R-expression (a category that is referentially indepen-
-dent, for example names, Wh-phrases) is free (Chomsky 1981: 188)

In a language in which subject and object occupy asymmetric structural positions
different coreference possibilities hold between a pronominal object and an R-ex-
pression embedded under the subject, and between a pronominal subject and an R-
expression embedded under the object. According to these rules, in the former case
coreference should be possible (cf. (2a), (3a)), whereas in the latter case a coreferential
reading is blocked because the R-expression is c-commanded by the pronominal (cf.

(2b), (3b)):

(2) a. Jobn's mother loves him (3) a. Whose mother loves him
b. *He loves_Jobn’s mother -~ b. *Whose mother does ke love ¢

In order to predict the grammaticality pattern exemplified in (3) the rules in (1)
have to apply before Wh-movement takes place. Alternatively, ‘reconstruction’ of

the whose-phrase to its D-structure position could be carried out before these rules
are checked.
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The Hungarian equivalents of the sentences in (2) and (3) are all ungrammatical
under a coreferential reading between the pronoun and the R-expression:*

(4) a. *Jdnos anyja szereti @7
John mother-npAGR3sg love-AGR3sg him
Jobn’s mother loves him.’
b. *(0) szereti Jdnos anyjdt
he love-AGR3sg John mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
*'He loves_Jobn’s mother.’

(5) a. *0f) szereti Jdnos anyja
him love-AGR3sg John mother-npAGR3sg
b. *Jinos anyjit szereti @)

John mother-npAGR3sg-ACC love-AGR3sg he

(6) a. *Kinek az anyja szeretl 1)
whose-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg love-AGR3sg him
‘Whose mother loves him?’
b. *Kinek az anyjit szereti @)
whose the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC love-AGR3sg he
*'Whose mother does be love?’

(7)  a. *(0f) kinek az anyja szereti
him whose-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg love-AGR3sg
b. *(0) kinek az anyjit szereti

he whose-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC love-AGR 3sg

The sentences in (4) and (6) exemplify the Hungarian counterparts of the senten-
ces in (2) and (3). Scrambling of the constituents in these sentences does not affect
pronominal noncoreference, the sentences in (5) and (7) are thé scrambled variants of
(4) and (5). So subject-object symmetry occurs with pronominal noncoreference in
Hungarian, as distinct from English. The sentences (4a) and (6a) are ungrammatical
under a coreferential reading in Hungarian but their counterparts in English are
grammatical.

E. Kiss (1987a: 207; 1987c: 40) explains this symmetry in Hungarian by apply-
ing the rules in (1) to a flat sentence structure (cf. 5.1.(1)) in which the subject and
object are in a mutual c-command relation. In section 5.4.2.7., I will present some
other facts on pronominal noncoreference displaying subject-object asymmetries
rather than subject-object symmetries. This suggests that a different approach is re-

quired with respect to the paradigm in (4)-(7) without necessanly giving up a con-
figurational analysis of Hungarian.

5.2.4. Wh-Module

With Wh-movement in Hungarian three types of subject-object symmetries have
been observed involving (i) absence of superiority effects, (ii) the lack of that-trace ef-
fects, and (7i7) Wh-movement out of possessive NPs. Let us first discuss the absence of
superiority effects in Hungarian.

(4) This does not differ under pro-drop. So, these sentences should be added to the cases discussed in
4.2.4.1.(1) which support the claim that pro is present when an overt pronoun is omitted.
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5.2.4.1. Absence of Superiority effects

E. Kiss (1982b; 1987a; 1987¢) notes that Hungarian lacks superiority effects (cf.
Chomsky 1973) with multiple Wh-questions.” In English, the Wh-phrase that is
structurally superior to other Wh-phrases in the multiple question will occupy the
Spec of CP position, whereas the other Wh-phrases must remain in their D-structure
positions: .

(1) a. Who said what b. *¥*What who said c. ¥*What did who say

The Hungarian counterparts of these questions may be equally grammatical:

(2) a. Ki mit mondott b. Mit ki mondott
who what-ACC said-AGR3sg what-ACC who said-AGR 3sg
“Who said what?’ ‘Who said what?’
‘For which x, x a person, ‘For which y, y a.statement,
for which y, y a statement, x said y’ for which x, x a person, x said y’

Although no superiority effects arise in Hungarian, the meaning associated with
the different orders is not the same. The leftmost Wh-phrase has wide scope. This is
in accordance the universal condition on scope-interpretation 2.2.(19).

E. Kiss concludes from the absence of superiority effects that subject and object
occupy structurally parallel positions, i.e., neither of them is structurally superior to
the other. An alternative to this explanation, within a configurational framework
of Hungarian, would be to formulate this difference between English and Hunga-
rian in terms of the availibility of preverbal positions for Wh-phrases (cf. section

5.4.3.1).

5.2.4.2. Anti-that-Trace Effect

Chomsky and Lasnik (1977) observe that long Wh-movement in English is restric-
ted by the so-called har-trace effect. Subject Wh-phrases may undergo long Wh-
movement only if the complementizer zhat is omitted (cf. (3a)). This requirement
does not have to be obeyed when an object Wh-phrase is extracted (cf. (3b)):

(3) a. Who do you think (*that) ¢ saw Bill b. Who do you think (#42) Bill saw z

E. Kiss (1981a) and Horvath (1981) note that the tha-trace effect does not appear
in Hungarian. Consider the Hungarian counterparts of these sentences:

4) a. Kir gondolsz *(hogy) t litta Vilit
who-ACC think-AGR-2sg that saw-AGR3sg Bill-ACC
‘Who do you think saw Bill?’
b. Kit gondolsz *(hogy) Vili ldtote t

who-ACC think-AGR-2sg that Bill saw-AGR 3sg
‘Who do you think that Bill saw?’

The complementizer hogy ‘that’ is obligatorily present with both extraction from
the embedded subject and embedded object position. Thus, we find an anti-zhat-trace
effect in Hungarian.

(5) For the syntax and semantics of multiple questions in Hungarian see also Ackerman (1981), E. Kiss
(1986; 1987a; 1987c¢), Kenesei (1986b) and Szabolcsi (1986).
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E. Kiss (1987a) argues that this effect can be covered for if the subject and the
object are both immediately dominated by the same maximal major category,
namely S. The ECP is satisfied under this assumption because the verb properly
governs both the subject and the object.* However, the violation of thaz-trace effects
is also attested in a number of established configurational languages, like Dutch (cf.
Koopman 1982, and Koster 1986; 1987: ch.4), Frisian (Jarich Hoekstra, personal
communication), Bavarian (a dialect of German, cf. Bayer 1984), Icelandic (cf. Plat-

. zack 1987) or Swedish (cf. Engdahl 1984). So, a priori there is no reason to assume
that the occurrence of anti-that-trace effects in Hungarian provides evidence for a
VP-less phrase structure. In section 5.4.2.3., I will present an analysis of these phe-
nomena within a configurational approach to Hungarian.

5.2.4.3. Wh-movement from Possessive NPs

Wh-possessor NPs in Hungarian must occur in the dative case and they must be
scrambled out of their possessive NPs (cf. section 2.1.). Szabolcsi (1984) observes
that these Wh-possessor NPs may be extracted both from an accusative possessive
NP (cf. (5a)) and a nominative possessive NP (cf. (5b)):

(5) a. Kinek ismertétek [Npa r vendégét] _
who-DAT knew-AGR2pl  the guest-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘Whose guest did you know?’

b. Kinek alszik [Npa # vendége]

* who-DAT sleep-AGR3sg  the guest:npAGR3sg
‘Whose guest is sleeping?’ '
(Szabolcsi 1984: 92)

E. Kiss (1987¢) notes that an extracted dative possessor NP may also participate
in long Wh-movement:

(6) a. Melyik szinészninek gondolja Jdnos hogy Péter
which actress-DAT think-AGR3sg John that Peter
megtallta [Npa ¢ fényképét]
found the photo-npAGR3sg-ACC
“Which actress does John think that Peter found the photo of?’
b. Melyik szinészninek  gondolja Jénos hogy [Np a # fényképe] meglett
which actress-DAT think-AGR3sg John that the  photo-npAGR3sg up-turned
“Which actress does John think that the photo of was found?’

E. Kiss (1987c), and Szabolcsi (1984) argue that these subject-object symmetries
indicate that the subject and object are in similar structural positions with respect to
the verb. Wh-movement from the possessive NP leaves a trace which must be pro-

(6) The ECP states that empty categories like Wh-traces must be properly governed. The definition of
proper government consists usually of two conjunctive subcomponents. Consider, for example, Koopman
(1982):

(i) P properly governs o iff B governs o
a) B=Xx°
b) P is an NP coindexed with 0
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petly governed in agreement with Chomsky’s (1981) ECP (see fn.6 for a definition of
the ECP). According to E. Kiss and Szabolcsi, the ECP can only be satisfied if the
verb, a proper governor, governs both the subject and object. Hence, they conclude
that the structure of the Hungarian clause is non-configurational.

In section 5.4.2.4., I will analyse these subject-object symmetries with Wh-
movement from possessive NPs within a configurational framework. Our analysis
will heavily rely on the fact that such NPs contain an escape hatch for dative posses-
sor raising. Hence, the paradigms above do not necessarily provide an argument for a
non-configurational analysis of Hungarian.

5.2.5. Quantification Theory

E. Kiss (1987a: 29) presents an argument based on the distribution of universal
quantifiers with Topicalization in favor of her phrase structure of Hungarian syntax
1.2.(1), here repeated for convenience as (1):

1) S”
Topic §
N
Focus S
P N
v X ). G

E. Kiss sets up the following line of argumentation. Topicalization is known to
be incompatible with universal quantification. Therefore, if there are both sentence-
initial subjects and objects in a language, and if sentence-initial subjects can be uni-
versally quantified, but sentence-initial objects cannot, then it may be concluded
that sentence-initial objects are located under a topic node different from the subject
position. E. Kiss, however, claims that, unlike for example in Italian, universally

quantified subjects and objects display a completely parallel distribution. Compare
the following sentences:

(2) a. Mindenki megette az ebédet b. Mindent megevett  J4nos
everyone ate-AGR3sg the lunch-ACC everything-ACC ate-AGR3sg John
‘Everyone ate the lunch.” ‘John ate everything.’

(3) a. *Mindenki ette meg az ebédet
everyone ate-AGR3sg up the lunch-ACC

b. *Mindent evett meg Jinos
everything-ACC ate-AGR3sg up John

(4) a. *Mindenki az ebédet megette b. *Mindent Jdnos megevett
lunch-ACC ate-AGR3sg everything-ACC John ate-AGR3sg

(5) a. Azebédet megette mindenki b. Jdnos megevett  mindent

the lunch-ACC ate-AGR3sg everyone ~ John ate-AGR3sg everything-ACC
According to E. Kiss, this paradigm implies that sentence-initial quantifiers in
Hungarian are in the same position.

So, a subject-object symmetry shows up with the Topicalization of universal
quantifiers in Hungarian. E. Kiss explains this fact by assuming that Topicalization
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moves the subject and the object to the Topic position. These inistances of move-0(
are allowed in structure (1), because both the subject and the object ate propetly gov-
erned by the verb. I will argue in section 5.4.3.2., however, that this phenomenon is
due to the fact that the CP is recursive within CP (cf. 2.2.3.(1)). As a result, subject-
object symmetries with the Topicalization of universal quantifiers may arise within a
configurational phrase structure of Hungarian.

5.3. Asymmetries in Hungarian

This section discusses subject-object asymmetries in Hungarian. Subject-object asym-
metries occur in the following modules of the grammar, involving Lexicon (cf. sec-
tion 5.3.1.), X’-theory (cf. section 5.3.2.), O-theory (cf. section 5.3.3.), binding theory
(cf. section 5.3.4.), Case theory (cf. section 5.3.5.), control theory (cf. section 5.3.6.),
Wh-module (cf. section 5.3.7.) and quantification theory (cf. section 5.3.8.).

5.3.1. Lexicon

In chapter three, I argued that lexical phenomena in Hungarian such as transitivity.
alternations or compositional 0-assignment depend on the universal status of the
subject-object dichotomy in phrase structure. Hence, they are instances of subject-
object asymmetries in Hungarian. Furthermore, I demonstrated that the formation
of transitivity alternations, which involve Middle Verbs, Unaccusatives, Ergatives,
Inchoatives, Passives, Raising Predicates, and Experiencer Verbs, is mediated by suf-
fixes. In this section, I will examine two other suffix-mediated transitivity alterna-
tions, including reflexivization, and reciprocalization (cf. section 5.3.1.1.). It will turn
out that these phenomena affect only the accusative argument of a transitive verb.
Next, I will investigate noun-incorpration in Hungarian. I will conclude that only un-
derlying non-subject arguments may be incorporated (cf. section 5.3.1.2.).

5.3.1.1. Reflexivization and Reciprocalization

In Hungarian several verbal suffixes may trigger reflexivization and reciprocaliza-
tion. The suffixes with this property have an -i& ending: -ddik/6dik, -6zik/Gzik, -6d-
2ik/8dzik, -odikledik/idik, -oziklezik/Bzik, -kodik/kedik/kidik, and -kozik/kezik/kEzik (cf.
Kiroly 1982). Some of these suffixes participate also in passive morphology with the
properties in 3.3.(10). According to Komlésy (1985), it is hard to predict which
verb allows suffixation by which of these suffixes or which of the verbs will have a
reflexive, reciprocal, ot frequentative reading.

Let us consider the following examples with Reflexivization:

(1) a. Jdnos borotvilja Pétert b. Jénos borotvilja magit
John shave-AGR3sg Peter-ACC John shave-AGR3sg himself-ACC
‘John shaves Peter.’ ‘John shaves himself.’

¢. Janos borotvilkozik
John shave-REFL-AGR3sg
‘John shaves himself.’
(Komlésy 1985: 72)
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(2) a. Mari mossa Pérert b. Mari mossa magat
Mary wash-AGR3sg Peter-ACC Mary wash-AGR3sg herself-ACC
‘Mary washes Peter.’ ‘Mary washes herself.’

c. Mari mosakodik
Mary wash-REFL-AGR 3sg
‘Mary washes herself.’

These examples display sentences with the verbs bororvdl ‘shave’ and mos ‘wash’.
As may be observed from the (a)-sentences, these verbs are transitive verbs of the
agent-theme class and are associated with a NOM-ACC case frame. The (b)-senten-
ces represent the analytic variant of reflexivization formed with the reflexive pro-
noun maga ‘himself/herself’. (cf. section 5.3.4.1. for a discussion of this construc-
tion). This pronoun is associated with the accusative argument of the verb which bears
the theme role. The (c)-sentences exemplify the synthetic alternant of reflexivization.

Attachment of the reflexive morphology (REFL) has two consequences. Firstly,
the accusative argument is deleted from the case frame of the verb. Secondly, fol-
lowing Marantz (1984), I suppose that reflexive morphology absorbs the theme role
associated with these transitive verbs. Note that under this analysis no violation of
the Projection Principle occurs.

Let us turn to a discussion of reciprocalization. Komlésy points out that adding
reciprocal morphology (REC) to a transitive verb has the same effects as the attach-
ment of reflexive morphology. The only difference is that in some cases the deletion
of the accusative argument is counterbalanced by the occurrence of an optional ins-
trumental argument. Compare:

(3) a. A figdk verik a ldnyokat
the boys beat-AGR3pl the girls-ACC
“The boys ate beating the girls.’
b. A fidk verekednek (egymissal)
the boys beat-REC-AGR3pl each other-INSTR
“The boys are fighting (with each other).’

(4) a. A gyerekek kergetik a macskdkat
the children chase-AGR3pl the cats-ACC
“The children are chasing the cats.’
b. A gyerekek kerget8znek (?egymissal)
the children chase-REC-AGR3pl each other-INSTR
“The children are chasing about.’
(Komlésy 1985: 73)

In (3) and (4), we find sentences with the Hungarian transitive verbs ver ‘beat’
and kerget ‘chase’. I will assume that the theme role is absorbed by the reciprocal suf-
fix. This avoids a violation of the Projection Principle.

 Summarizing, suffix-mediated Reflexivization and Reciprocalization in Hunga-
rian affect only the accusative argument of a transitive verb of the agent-theme

semantic class. Hence, these transitivity alternations display a subject-object asym-
metry.
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5.3.1.2. Noun-Incorporation

Several authors (see, Ackerman 1984, Horvath 1986a, Komldsy 1985, Szabolcsi
1986¢) have observed that Hungarian exhibits Noun-Incorporation. In order to exam-
ine the syntactic properties of this phenomenon consider the following sentences:

(5) a. Mari (*a/egy) kinyvet  olvas
Mary the/a book-ACC read-AGR3sg
‘Mary is book-reading.’
b. Péter (*alegy) fit vag
Peter the/a wood-ACC cut-AGR3sg
‘Peter is wood-cutting.’

c. Jinos (*az/egy) eleget tesz az igéretnek
John the/a enough-ACC make-AGR3sg the promise-DAT
‘John fulfills the promise.’

d. Jénos (*alegy) fejbe veri magat

John  the/a head-ILL beat-AGR3sg himself-ACC
‘John hits himself to the head.’

e. Mari (*alegy) szémon tartja a  koleségeket
Mary the/a - track-SUPER keep-AGR3sg the expenses-ACC
‘Mary keeps track of the expenses.’

These sentences illustrate the following properties of Noun-Incorporation:

©

. 'The incorporated noun cannot be modified by an article

a
b. The construction receives a generic, indefinite, sometimes an idiomatic inter-
pretation

¢. The incorporated noun is preferably left-adjacent to a finite verb
d. Any argument of the verb, except the nominative one, may be incorporated

In the studies referred to above, it has been argued that incorporated nouns oc-
cupy the VM-position (cf. the sections 2.2. and 4.4.2. for a discussion of this posi-
tion). This accounts, then, for the properties (6a)-(6¢) of this construction. VMs may
only be X°-categories. Therefore, they may not be modified by an article. VM and V
form a V’-constituent which may have a non-compositional meaning. Finally, VMs
occur left-adjacent to a finite verb in their neutral order.

VMs may be and sometimes must be postposed, for example, when another cons-
tituent of the sentence is focussed. Compare the counterparts of (5) with a focussed
NP:

(7) a. MARI olvas kinyver b. PETER vig fir
‘It is Mary who is book-reading.’ ‘It is Peter who is wood-cutting.’
c. JANOS tesz eleget az igéretnek d. JANOS veri fejbe magit
‘It is John who fulfills the promise.” ‘It is John who hits himself to the head.’
e. MARI tartja szémon a koleségeket
‘It is Mary who keeps track of the expenses.’

One could argue that we are not facing noun-incorporation but something else.
However, if a non-finite alternant of the verbs in (5) and (7) is chosen, like an infini-
tive or a deverbal noun, the noun is “sucked in” by the verbal form.

The infinitive is formed by adding the suffix -»i (INFI) to the vetbal stem (cf.
(8)), and the deverbal noun by adding the suffix -é/4s (NOMI) (cf. (9)):
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(8) a. kimyvet olvasni b. far vigni
book-ACC read-INFI wood-ACC cut-INFI
*olvasni kinyvet *vigni fat
‘book-reading’ ‘wood-cutting’

c. -eleget tenni az igéretnek d. fejbe verni magét
enough-ACC make-INFI the promise-DAT head-ILL beat-INFI
*tenni eleger az igéretnek himself-ACC
‘to fulfill the promise’ *verni fejbe magit

‘to beat oneself to the head’
e. szimon tartani a  koltségeket
track-SUPER keep-INFI the expenses-ACC
*tartani szémon a koltségeket
‘to keep track of the expenses’
(9) a. kinyv olvasds b. fa  vigis
book read-NOMI wood cut-NOMI
*olvasds konyv *yigds fa
‘book-reading’ ‘wood-cutting’

c. eldg  tevés d. fejbe verés
enough make-NOMI head-ILL beat-NOMI
*tevés elég *verés fejbe
‘fulfillment’ ‘beating to the head’

These examples show that infinitives and nouns are more tightly connected with
VMs than finite verbs. Probably, this dichotofy is related to V-movement in finite
clauses (cf. chapter two).

Putting this problem aside for further research, consider again property (6d) of
Noun-Incoporation, here repeated as (10):

(10) Any argument of the verb, except the nominative one, may be incorporated

Noun-Incorporation provides another instance of a subject-object asymmetry. In
fact, any direct argument of the verb may be incorporated except the nominative
one.

There is, however, an apparent class of counterexamples to this generalization,
that is, some incorporated nouns show up in the nominative. We saw already some
instances of this in (92)-(9¢). The incorporated noun with deverbal nominalization is
in the nominative. The following sentences display a similar phenomenon:

(11) a. (*A) lebetiség  nyilik b. (*Az) alkalom adédik
the possibility open-AGR3sg the opportunity arise-AGR3sg
“There opens a possibility.’ ‘An opportunity arises.’

From an examination of the verbs allowing incorporation of a nominatively mar-
ked argument, it appears that they are passivizers. Deverbal nominalization with the
suffix -é/4s follows the pattern of passivization (cf. 3.3.3.(I1)). Hence, the incotpora-
ted nominative in (9a)-(9¢) is the underlying object. The verbs in (11) belong to the
class of Unaccusatives in Hungarian.” These verbs are intransitive with an undet-

(7) The incorporation of nouns by the infinitival and deverbal nominal alternants of Unaccusatives is not
possible:
(i) a. *Lehet8ség nyflani b. ¥Lehet8ség nyflds
possibility open-INFI possibility open-NOMI
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lying object (cf. section 3.3.2.). This yields the following generalization on Noun-
Incorporation:

(12) Only underlying internal arguments may be incorporated in Hungarian

This generalization is in correspondence with Baker (1983; 1988) who observes
that cross-linguistically only underlying objects can be incorporated.
Summarizing, Noun-Incorporation displays another instance of a subject-object
asymmetry. Only internal arguments of the verb be incorporated.

5.3.2. X’-Theory

It is hard to provide direct evidence in Hungarian for a VP-constituent in finite
sentences (cf. section 5.2.1.2.). Tests which bear on this, like VP-deletion, are lac-
king in Hungarian. However, it appears that evidence for the constituency of the VP
can more easily be found within the context of non-finite clauses. In this section, I
will investigate the structure of infinitive complements selected by auxiliaries (cf. sec-
tion 2.2.2.). '

Such complements appear with a subtype of subject control verbs (cf. section
5.3.6.1 for these verbs), like e/l ‘have to’ and zkar ‘want’. Let us first consider the
properties of the constructions with kel/:

(1) a. Jdnosnak litni(a) kell Marit

John-DAT see-INFI-AGR3sg must Mary-ACC
‘John must see Mary.’

b. Jinosnak taldlkozni(a) kell Marival
John-DAT meet-INFI-AGR 3sg must Mary-INSTR
‘John must meet Mary.’

c. Janosnak el  kell menni(e)
John-DAT away must go-INFI-AGR 3sg
‘John must go away.’

() In neutral order the infinitive is left-adjacent to ke/l. Furthermore, kell receives
no stress.

(i7) Kell may only be inflected for tense. For example, the past variant of the pre-
sent form of kell is kellert ‘had to’. Hence, it lacks a fully specified I{+ AGR].

(i43) Kell assigns its direct argument a lexical dative case. The reason for the ab-
sence of the nominative on this argument is presumably due to the fact that I is not
specified for AGR. If the nominative case is assigned by I, it must fully be specified
in finite sentences (cf. Case-assignment rule 3.2.(7a)).

(7v) The infinitive may optionally agree in person and number with the dative
marked NP.

(v) Consider the finite counterparts of the infinite complements in (1a) and (1b)):

(2) a. Jénos latja Marit b. Jénos taldlkozik Marival
John see-AGR3sg Mary-ACC John meet-AGR3sg Mary-INSTR
‘John sees Mary.’ ‘John meets Mary.’

The internal arguments are accusatively and instrumentally marked in these sen-
tences. They remain unaffected by the formation of the infinite construction.
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(vi) Auxiliaries trigger Aux-splitting in neutral sentences when they select an in-
finitive which is itself modified by a VM (cf. section 2.2.2.). In (1c¢), for example, the
prefix ¢/ ‘away’ of the infinitive e/menni ‘to go away’ is separated from the infinitive
by an intervening modal auxiliary.

Let us turn to the properties of infinitive constructions with zkzr. Compare the
following sentences:

(3) a. Jdnosldtni  akarja/*¢ Marit
John see-INFI want-AGR 3sg-def/indef Mary-ACC
‘John wants to see Mary.’
b. Jénos talalkozni akar Marival
John meet-INFI want-AGR3sg Mary-INSTR
‘John wants to meet Mary.’

c. Enldtni  akarlsk téged  d. Jdnosel  akar menni
I ‘see-INFI want-AGR1sg2sg you-rACC  John away want-AGR3sg go-INFI
‘T want to see you.’ ‘John wants to go away.’

(i) Word order in neutral sentences of the #zkar-type is identical to the kell-type.
The infinitive is left-adjacent to #&a4r, which is unstressed.

(#7) Contrary to kell, akar may be inflected both for tense and agreement. This
means that its I is fully specified. Therefore, the subject complement of #kar appears
in the nominative case.

(iii) Akar agrees with the object complement of the infinitive. This complement
is definite in (3a), because it is a proper name (cf. 4.2.(3)). Therefore, zkar displays
definite conjugation in this sentence. This agreement phenomenon can also be ob-
served from (3c).

The verbal suffix -Jzk reflects that the verb agrees with a first person singular
nominative subject and a second person accusative object (cf. section 4.2.4.2.). It is
easy to see that the accusative object of the infinitive in this sentence agrees with zkar.

(#v) As was also the case with the £el/-type, the internal arguments of the infinite
complements selected by #kar are identical to the internal arguments of their finite
counterparts. Observe from a comparison between the pairs ((32), (3b)) and ((4a),
(4b)) that the internal arguments of both the finite and non-finite alternants are in
the accusative and instrumental.

(@) Just as kell, akar triggers Aux-splitting. Akar intervenes between an infinitive
and its VM in a sentence with neutral order. In (3d), the infinitive elmenni ‘to go away’
which consists of the prefix ¢/ ‘away’ and the infinitive menni ‘to go’ is split by zkar.

These properties involving the neutral order of infinitives, obligatory subject-
control, Aux-splitting, and object agreement suggest that auxiliaries induce ‘restruc-
turing’ effects. In chapter two, I noted that this is a consequence of the application
of V-raising in such constructions.

Szabolcsi (1983a) argues that the obligatory subject-control with these auxiliaries is
due to the absorption of the external argument of the infinite complement, i.e. big
PRO in Chomsky (1981). Note, however, that its internal arguments remain unaffected
by an application of V-raising. This implies that these atguments are structurally closer
to the infinitives in their X’-projection than the external arguments of these verbs. In
conclusion, the structure of infinitival complements displays a subject-object asymmety.
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5.3.3. 0-Theory

Subject-object asymmetries provided by 8-theory involve selectional restrictions
on B-assignment. I noted in section 3.2.2. that the 0-role of the subject is affected
by the choice of the object but that the choice of the subject does not affect 8-assign-
ment to the object.

5.3.4. Binding Theory

In section 5.2.3., I discussed some Binding Principle C symmetries. Here I will
examine some subject-object asymmetries in the domain of binding theory.

Studies on coreference draw a distinction between the coreferential and the bound
variable reading of a pronoun. The following pair illustrates this distinction:

(1) a. -John loves his mother b. Everyone loves his mother

In (1a), the pronoun bis can be understood as being coreferential with the refer-
ring expression Jobn, i.e., a pronoun can pick up its reference from another NP in the
sentence. In (1b), on the other hand, the pronoun has a quantifier expression as its
antecedent, and receives an interpretation analogous to the bound variables of logi-
cians.

In the linguistic literature much effort has been devoted to the proper formula-
tion of the conditions on the coreferential and bound variable interpretations of pro-
nouns (see, Chomsky 1981, Evans 1980, Haik 1984, Higginbotham 1983a, Koop-
man and Sportiche 1982, and Reinhart 1983, among others). What all these studies
have in common is that the bound variable interpretation of a pronoun obeys a stric-
ter condition than mere coreference. Compare for example the rules in Reinhart

(1983):®

(2) a. A non-pronominal NP must be interpreted as non-coreferential with any NP
that c-commands it (Reinhart 1983: 136)
b. Quantified NPs and Wh-traces can have anaphoric relations only with pro-
nouns in their c-command domain (Reinhart 1983: 137)

Insights provided by these rules have been translated into the Binding Principles
(cf. Chomsky 1981: 188):

(3) a. Binding Principle A: An anaphor (a category that lacks independent reference,
and thus includes reflexives, recirocals) is bound in its governing category
b. Binding Principle B: A pronominal (a category that may be referentially inde-
pendent or may depend upon an antecedent for its reference, and thus inclu-
des the class of pronouns) is free in its governing category
c. Binding Principle C: An R-expression (a category that is referentially indepen-
dent, and includes all other NP types, for example names) is free

These principles are well-formedness conditions on structures which contain
coindexing relations. The indexing device of binding theory is one of free-indexing.

(8) Reinhart gives the following definition of c-command:

(i) Node A c(constituent)-commands node B iff the branching node most immediately dominating
A also dominates B.
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(3) makes clear that it distinguishes three lexical primitives including anaphors, pro-
nominals, and R-expressions.

Binding Principle A accounts for the coreferential interpretation in the following
cases. The sentence is the governing category for the reflexive pronoun himself and
reciprocal pronoun each other:

(4) a. Jobn saw himself b. The boys saw each other

Disjoint reference in the following examples is captured by Binding Principle B
(cf. (52)-(5b)) and Binding Principle C (cf. (5¢)-(5d)). Again, the sentence is the
governing category for pronouns and names in object position:

(5) a. *He saw him b. *Jobn saw him  c. *Hesaw Jobn d. *]Jobn saw John

Accotding to Reinhart, anaphora with quantified antecedents and with anaphors
have in common that the anaphora interpretation involves in both cases its transla-
tion as a bound variable. Obsetve from the comparison of (2b) and (3a) that the
structural condition restricting the interpretation of anaphors is the same as the one
restricting the interpretation of bound variables.

However, anaphors also have the peculiar grammatical property specified in (3a),
namely, that they must be bound in a local domain. This cannot be reduced to the
bound anaphora rule and thus has to be captured separately.

To summarize, earlier studies report the following properties of binding rela-
tions. (7) The structural conditions restricting coreferential and bound variable inter-
pretation obey some version of c-command (see, fn.8 for a definition). (i7) The rule
determining a bound variable interpretation of pronouns is a stricter condition than
the rule allowing coreferential interpretation. (##7) Anaphors are subject to the same
structural restrictions as bound pronouns. They have to be c-commanded by their
antecedent. (iv) Reinhart (1983) restricts the coreferential interpretation of pronomi-
nals and names by the same condition (cf. (2b)). By doing so, Reinhart claims that
on the level of sentence-syntax no significant difference between these two categories
exist. In Chomsky (1981), on the other hand, pronominals and names are considered
to be different syntactically as is suggested by the separate formulation of Binding
Principles B and C.

Binding relations involve asymmetries which are accounted for in structural
terms. Therefore, if in a particular language subject-object asymmetries with bin-
ding phenomena arise and if the principles in (2), or (3) have a universal status, then
that language has a hierarchical, configurational structure.

In this section, I will discuss the following binding phenomena in Hungarian,
including reflexive binding (cf. section 5.3.4.1), the binding of names (cf. section '

5.3.4.2.), the distribution of bound pronouns (cf. section 5.3.4.3.) and switch reference (cf.
section 5.3.4.5).

5.3.4.1. Reflexive Binding

Reflexive binding has been discussed extensively in E. Kiss (1981c¢). E. Kiss notes
that the antecedent-anaphor relation is subject to a case-hierarchy which has the fol-
lowing shape:
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(6) NOM > ACC > DAT > INSTR > LEXICAL CASE

According to E. Kiss (1981c: 192), the binder must precede the anaphor in this
hierarchy.

Let us consider some examples with the binding of the lexical anaphor maga
‘himself/herself’.

In accordance with (6), a nominative NP can be the antecedent of an anaphor in
every arbitrary case, but not vice versa:

(7) a. Jdnos szereti magdt b. *Jdnost  szereti maga
John loves himself-ACC John-ACC loves himself
Jobn loves himself.’
c. Jdnos kdnyvet  vesz magdnak d. *Jdnosnak kényvet  vesz maga

John book-ACC buys himself-DAT John-DAT book-ACC buys himself
‘Jobn buys a book for himself.’

e. Jdnos hisz  magdban f. *Jdnosban hisz = maga
John believes himself-INESS John-INESS believes himself
‘Jobn believes in himself’

8. Jdnos szdmit magira h. *Jdnosra  szdmit maga
John counts himself-SUBL John-SUBL counts himself

Jobn counts on himself.’

An accusative NP may be the antecedent of an anaphor with dative, instrumen-
tal, or a lexical case, but not vice versa: ’

8) a Jdnost dicsértem magdnak
John-ACC praised-AGR 1sg himself-DAT
‘I praised Jobn to himself’
b. ?Jdnosnak dicsértem magadt
John-DAT praised-AGR 1sg himself-ACC
c. Jdnost megmutattam  maginak  a  tiikdtben

John-ACC showed-AGR1sg himself-DAT the mirror-INESS
‘I showed Jobn to himself in the mirror.’

d. ?Jinosnak megmutattam  magdt a tiikérben
John-DAT showed-AGR 1sg himself-ACC the mirrot-INESS
e. Jdnost szembesitettem magdval

John-ACC confronted-AGR 1sg himself-INSTR
‘I confronted John with himself.’

f. ?2]dnossal  szembesitettem magdt
John-INSTR confronted-AGR 1sg himself-ACC
g. Jdnost sokat faggattam magdré]

John-ACC much interrogated-AGR 1sg himself-DELAT
‘I interrogated Jobn a lot about himself.’

h. *Jinosrél sokat faggattam magdt
John-DELAT much interrogated-AGR 1sg himself~ACC

A dative NP can be the antecedent of an anaphor with instrumental or lexical
case:
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(9) a. Jdnosnak minding baja  van magdval

John-DAT always problem is himself-INSTR
‘Johbn has always problems with bimself.’

b. *Jdnossal  minding baja  van magdnak
John-INSTR always problem is himself-DAT

c. Janosnak  sokat beszéltem magardl
John-DAT a lot spoke-AGR1sg himself-DELAT
‘I spoke a lot to_John about himself.’

d. *Jdnosrsl sokat beszéltem magdnak
John-DELAT a lot spoke-AGR 1sg himself-DAT

An instrumental binder can be the antecedent of an anaphor with lexical case,
but not vice versa:

(10) a. *Jdnossal  vitatkoztam magdril
John-INSTR argued-AGR 1sg himself-DELAT
‘I argued with _john about himself.’
b. *Jdnosrd] vitatkoztam magdval
John-DELAT argued-AGR 1sg himself-INSTR

E. Kiss also notes that prominence of the accusative argument over the dative ar-
gument is less clear than the other grades of the hierarchy (cf. (8a) versus (8b), and
(8¢) versus (8d)). Furthermore, E. Kiss observes that this hierarchy is clearer if in-
stead of the reflexive anaphor maga the reciprocal anaphor egymds ‘each other’ is used
(see, E. Kiss 1981c: 192).

Scrambling does not affect reflexive binding. Compare, for example, the scram-
bled counterparts of (7a) and (7b):

(11) a Magat szereti_Jdnos b. *Jdnost  szereti maga
himself-ACC loves John John-ACC loves himself

The above paradigms show that Hungarian displays not only subject-object
asymmetries in a narrow sense but also asymmetries with all other arguments of the
verb. In section 5.4.1., I will return to the position of (6) in the theory of UG. I will
argue that it has no theoretical status. For now it is sufficient to note that the argu-
ments of the verb obey a strict hierarchy with reflexive binding which is captured
adequately by this descriptive rule.

5.3.4.2. The Binding of Names

I reported that a subject-object symmetry arises with pronominal noncoreference
in Hungarian (cf. section 5.2.3.). However, Maricz (1986a) observes that if the pro-
noun in 5.2.3.(4) is replaced by another name a subject-object asymmetry occuts.
This asymmetry is subsumed by Binding Principle C:

(12) a. Jjdnos anyja szereti_Jdnost
John mother-npAGR3sg loves John-ACC
Jobn’s mother loves _Jobn.’
b. *Jdnos szereti_Jdnos anyjat
John loves John mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
*John loves _Jobn's mother.’
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The corefetence telation between two names in Hungarian displays the same dis-
tribution as in their English counterparts. The question arises whether this subject-
object asymmetry catries over to the other arguments of the verb, as was the case
with Binding Principle A phenomena. The sentences below exemplify that a non-
embedded nominative name may not be coreferential with another name embedded
in an NP with any other case. A non-nominative name, on the other hand, may al-
ways be coreferential with a name embedded in a nominative NP:

(13) a.

*Jdnos konyvet  vesz Jdnos anyiénak
John book-ACC buys John mother-npAGR3sg-DAT
*‘John buys a book for_Jobn’s mother.’

b. Jdnos anyja kényvet  vesz Jdnosnak

John mother-npAGR3sg book-ACC buys John-DAT
‘Jobn’s mother buys a book for_John.’

. *Jdnoshisz Jdnos anyjiban

John believes John mother-npAGR 3sg-INESS
*'John believes in_Jobn’s mother.’

d. Jénos anyja hisz _Jdnosban

f.

John mother-npAGR3sg believes John-INESS
John’s mother believes in Jobn.’

. *Jdnos szamit Jdnos anyjira

John counts John mother-npAGR3sg-SUBL
*'Jobn counts on_Jobn’s mother.”

Jdnos anyja szdmit _Jénosra
John mother-npAGR3sg counts John-SUBL
‘John’s mother counts on_Jobn.’

Observe, furthermore, that a non-embedded accusative name may not be corefe-
rential with ot may hardly be interpreted as coreferential with another name embed-
ded in an NP with dative, instrumental, or a lexical case. However, a name assigned
dative, instrumental, or a lexical case may always be coreferential with a2 name em-
bedded in an accusative NP:

(14) a.

b.

d.

f.

PJdnost  dicsértem Jdnos anyjanak

John-ACC praised-AGR1sg John mother-npAGR3sg-DAT
*’] praised Jobhn to_Jobhn’s mother.’
Jdnos anyjit dicsértem Janosnak
John mother-npAGR3sg-ACC praised~-AGR1sg John-DAT
‘I praised John’s mother to Jobn.’

. PJdnost  megmutattam Jdnos anyjinak a tiikdrben

John-ACC showed-AGR1sg John mother-npAGR3sg-DAT the mirror-INESS
*'I showed John to_John’s mother in the mirror.’

Jdnos anyjit megmutattam Jdénosnak a tikkérben
John mother-npAGR3sg-ACC showed-AGR1sg John-DAT the mirror-INESS
‘I showed _john’s mother to_Jobz in the mirror,’

. *Jdnost  szembesitettem Jdnos anyjdval

John-ACC confronted-AGR1sg John mother-npAGR3sg-INSTR
*'] confronted Jobn with John’s mother.’

Jdnos anyjit szembesitettem Jénossal
John mother-npAGR3sg-ACC confronted-AGR1sg John-INSTR
‘I confronted John’s mother with _Jobn.’
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g. *Jdnost  sokat faggattam Jénos anyjardl
John-ACC much interrogated-AGR1sg John mother-npAGR3sg-DELAT
*] interrogated Jobn a lot about_Jobn’s mother.’

h. Jdnos anyjit sokat faggattam Jénosrél
John mother-npAGR3sg-ACC much interrogated-AGR1sg John-DELAT
‘I interrogated Jobn’s mother a lot about Jobn.’

The following sentences exemplify that a non-embedded dative name may not be
coreferential with another name embedded in an NP marked instrumental, or with a
lexical case, whereas a name with instrumental, or a lexical case may always be core-
ferential with a name embedded in a dative NP:

(15) a. *Jinosnak minding baja  van _Jnos anyjival

John-DAT always problem is John mother-npAGR3sg-INSTR
*'John has always problems with Jobn’s mother.’

b. Janos anyjdnak minding baja van _Jénossal
John mother-npAGR3sg-DAT always problem is John-INSTR
‘Jobn’s mother has always problems with _Jobn.’

c. *Jdnosnak sokat beszéltem Jénos anyjdrél
John-DAT alot spoke-AGR1sg John mother-npAGR3sg-DELAT
‘I spoke a lot to_John about John's mother.’

d. Janos anyjinak sokat beszéltem Janosril
John mother-npAGR3sg-DAT a lot spoke-AGR1sg John-DELAT
‘I spoke to_John’s mother a lot about Jobn.’

The following pair shows that a non-embedded instrumental name may not be
coreferential with another name embedded in an NP with lexical case, whereas a name
assigned an instrumental case may always be coreferential with a name embedded in
an NP bearing lexical case:

(16) a. *Jdnossal  vitatkoztam Jdnos anyjar6l
John-INSTR argued-AGR1sg John mother-npAGR3sg-DELAT
‘I argued with _Jobn about Jobn’s mother.’
b. Jdnos anyjdval vitatkoztam  Jdnosrd/
John mother-npAGR3sg-INSTR argued-AGR1sg John-DELAT
‘I argued with_John’s mother about Jobn.’

Binding Principle C phenomena are sometimes affected by factors such as linear
order, depth of embedding and so on. Let us consider whether these phenomena in
Hungarian interfer with (7) the structure of the possessive NP, (77) linear order or (77)
the depth of embedding.

() Binding Principle C effects also appear in the following paradigm which Anna
Szabolcsi (personal communication) brought to my attention:

(17) a. *Mari csak Mari biciklijét l4tta
Mary only Mary bike-npAGR3sg-ACC saw
*'Mary saw only Mary’s bike.’
b. *Mari csak Marinak a biciklijét latta

Mary only Mary-DAT the bike-npAGR3sg-ACC saw
c. *Mari csak Marinak littaa biciklijée
Mary only Mary-DAT saw the bike-npAGR3sg-ACC
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(18) a. Mariz csak Mari biciklije birja el
| Mary-ACC only Mary bike-npAGR3sg is able to carry
: ‘Only Mary’s bike is able to carry Mary.’

; b. Mariz csak Marinak a  biciklije bitja el
\ Mary-ACC only Mary  the bike-npAGR3sg is able to carry
? c. *Marit csak Marinak  birja el a Dbiciklije

Mary-ACC only Mary-DAT is able to carry the bike-npAGR3sg

In these sentences which involve the variants of the possessive NP in Hungarian
a pair of names is intended to be coreferential.

Szabolcsi (1981a; 1984) argues that the possessor NP can appear both in the no-
minative and the dative, but only the dative one may be separated from its noun-
possessed (cf. also section 2.1.(II)). In case the non-embedded name is in the nomina-
tive no coreferential reading between the names is possible, independently of the fact
whether the possessor name is in construction with its noun-possessed (cf. (17a) and
(17b)) or separated from it (cf. (17c)). If, on the other hand, the non-embedded name
is in the accusative it may be coreferential with the possessor name. However a core-
ferential reading is allowed in these cases only when the possessor name is embedded
in a2 nominative possessive NP (cf. (18a) and (18b)) but not when it is separated from
its noun-possessed (cf. (18c)).

This paradigm thus displays another subject-object asymmetry with the corefe-
rentiality between a pair of names. Futhermore, it supports the hypothesis that the
dative possessor in the (c)-sentences but not in the (b)-sentences has escaped from its
possessive NP, otherwise a Binding Principle C violation could not occur.

(#7) Compare the scrambled variants of the sentences in (12):

(19) a. Jdnost szereti Jdnos anyja
John-ACC loves John mother-npAGR3sg
b. *Jdnos anyjit szereti_J@nos
John mother-npAGR3sg-ACC loves John

This demonstrates that Binding Principle C effects with a pair of names are im-
mune to the effects of scrambling just like Binding Principle A effects.

(7ii) The following sentences examplify that the depth of embedding is not rele-
vant for Binding Principle C effects with a pair of names:

(20) a. *Jdnos megtudta [NP azt a tényt [cp hogy Jénos beteg leszl}
John petf-knew  that-ACC the fact-ACC  that John ill  becomes

*'Jobn got to know the fact that_Jobn would become ill.’

b. *[NP Azt a tényt [cp hogy Jénos beteglesz]] megtudta Jinos

that-ACC the fact-ACC  that John ill  becomes petf-knew John

c. Jdnost zavarta [Npaz a tény [cp hogy Jénos beteg lett]l
John-ACC disturbed  that the fact that John ill  became
*'Jobn was disturbed by the fact that _Jobz became ill.’

d. [NP Az a tény [cp hogy Jénos beteg lett]l zavarta Jdnost

that the fact that Johnill  became disturbed John-ACC

In these sentences, the name in the possessive NPs of (12) is embedded a maxi-
mal projection deeper. The embedded clauses in (20) are complex NPs. However, the
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possibility of coreference is not affected by the depth of embedding, nor by scram-
bling in this case.

Summarizing, the paradigms in this section demonstrate that subject-object
asymmetries show up involving coreference between a pair of names. Speaking in
terms of the descriptive hierarchy (6), a name A may only be coreferential with name
B, if and only if B is embedded in an NP which takes prominence over A in this hie-
rarchy. If these asymmetries can be accounted for by making reference to Binding

Principle C, then it follows that the phrase structure of Hungarian must have a hie-
rarchical structure.

5.3.4.3. The Distribution of Bound Pronouns

In this section, I will examine some aspects of the syntax of bound pronouns in
Hungarian. Consider, again Reinhart’s (1983) rule (1b) for their distribution, here
repeated as (21):

(21) Quantified NPs and Wh-traces can have anaphoric relations only with pronouns
in their c-command domain (Reinhart 1983: 137)

The blocking of a bound variable interpretation of pronouns has been referred to
in the literature as “Weak Crossover’ (WCO) (cf. Wasow 1972).° WCO-effects arise
in English in case a quantified NP is in object position and the bound pronoun is
embedded in a subject phrase. An example of this is the ungrammaticality of the fol-
lowing sentence:

(22) *His mother loves everyone

These effects in Hungarian have been noted first in Horvath (1981, 210). Maricz
(1985a) observes that pronouns do not allow a bound variable interpretation when
the pronoun precedes an accusative quantified antecedent, which may be a Wh-
phrase, a universal quantifier, or a focussed NP, and which is at the same time em-
bedded in a nominative NP:*

(9) WCO has played an important role in the configurationality debate. Saito and Hoji (1983) discuss
some cases of WCO in Japanese from which they conclude that it is configurational. WCO-effects also appear
in other languages that have been claimed to be non-configurational, involving Basque (cf. Maricz 1986a,
Ortiz de Urbina 1986), German (cf. Webelhuth 1985), Hungarian (cf. Horvath 1981, Kenesei 1989, Maricz
1985a; 1986a, and Szabolcsi 1986a), Japanese (cf. Hoji 1986, Saito 1985), and Korean (cf. Choe 1985; 1989).
Farmer et al. (1986) have critised the tests elaborated in Saito and Hoji (1983). Haider (1985) reports that c-
command is not operative with WCO-phenomena in German but rather Lasnik’s (1976) command. Rebuschi
(1989) observes that WCO-violations are lacking from some Basque dialects.

(10) Maricz (1985a; 1988a) argues that Horvath (1986) cannot account for the contrast between (23) and
(24) involving the presence or absence of WCO-effects. The ungrammaticality of the cases in (23) comes as
expected under Horvath’s SVO-hypothesis of Hungarian. These ungrammatical constructions can be accoun-
ted for in terms of the absence of the c-command relation between the trace of the object quantifier and the
pronoun in the nominative NP. The grammaticality of the sentences in (24), on the other hand, is unexpec-
ted. Horvath assumes that the subject in these cases undergoes Subject Postposing, an adjunction to the VP.
This should, however, not affect the c-command relation between the object trace and the pronoun embedded
in' the possessive NP. ‘ )
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(23) a. *Az anyja kit szeret
the mother-npAGR3sg who-ACC loves
*Who does his mother love?’
b. *Az anyja mindenkit szeret
the mother-npAGR 3sg everyone-ACC loves
*His mother loves everyone.
c. *Az anyja VILIT  szereti
the mother-npAGR3sg Bill-ACC loves
*His mother-loves BILL.’

(24) a. Kit szeret az anyja
who-ACC loves the mother-npAGR3sg
b. Mindenkit szetet az anyja
everyone-ACC loves the mother-npAGR3sg
c. VILIT  szeretiaz anyja
Bill-ACC loves the mother-npAGR3sg

(25) a. Ki szeretiaz anyjdt
who loves the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘Who loves his mother?’
b. Mindenki szereti az anyjdt
everyone loves the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
 ‘Everyone loves his mother.’
c. VILI szereti az anyjdt
Bill loves the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC

‘BILL loves his mother.’
(26) a. Az anyjit ki szereti
the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC who loves
b. Az anyjdr mindenki szereti
the mother-npAGR 3sg-ACC everyone loves
c. az anyjdt VILI szereti

the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC Bill loves

Before investigating this paradigm in detail, let us first discuss the realization of
personal pronouns in possessive NPs.

The realization of overt pronouns in possessive NPs is optional (cf. section
4.4.2.1.). The overt personal pronoun is used for reasons of emphasis only, and indi-
cates disjoint reference for most speakers:

(27) a. Az § anyja
the he mother-npAGR3sg
‘HIS/HER mother’ or ‘It is his/her mother...’
b. Mari; litta az  8xy;j anyjdt
Mary saw the she mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘Mary saw her mother.’

In the unmarked case, the pronoun must remain non-overt. According to Sza-
bolcsi (1984), this means that pro-drop applies in possessive NPs. The agreement
marker in the possessive NP (npAGR) is able to license the occurence of a small pro
in the position of the possessor NP (cf. also chapter seven).

Wh-phrases and focussed - NPs must appear in the preverbal Focus position in
Hungarian (cf. 2.1.(28c)). The sentences in (23) display a WCO-effect. The non-
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overt pronoun embedded in a nominative possessive NP may not be interpreted as a
bound variable. This effect disappears if the nominative possessive NP is scrambled
to the right of the verb (cf. (24)). The sentences in (25) and (26) show that no WCO-
effects occur in case the binder, i.e. the quantified NP, is in the nominative.

From this it follows that the distribution of bound pronouns yields a subjecz-0b-
ject asymmetry. This observation falsifies E. Kiss’ (1981c; 1982b; 1987a; and 1987¢)
claim that WCO-effects are lacking in Hungarian. The source of this claim is pro-
bably the fact that E. Kiss cites only examples of the type in (24) and (25) (cf. E.
Kiss 1987a: 208-209), that is, with the binder preceding the bindee.

The question arises whether this subject-object asymmetry appears also with sub-
categorized arguments of the verb other than the nominative-accusative ones. This
turns out to be the case, as the sentences below will exemplify.

With the help of the hietarchy in (6), we formulate the following descriptive rule
for the distribution of bound pronouns in Hungarian. A pronoun embedded in a
possessive NP may not be interpreted as a bound variable when the possessive NP
precedes the quantified NP linearly and is at the same time higher in hierarchy (6)."
This covers the examples in (28)-(34).

In the following examples, the universal quantifier mindenki ‘everyone’ is the
quantified antecedent. Another quantifier, however, would make no difference with
respect to grammaticality judgements. Compare:

(28) a. *Az proanyja mindenkinek  kbnyvet  vesz
the  mother-npAGR3sg everyone-DAT book-ACC buys

*'His mother buys a book for everyone.’

b. Mindenkinek kényvet vesz az pro anyja
everyone-DAT book-ACC buys the mother-npAGR3sg

c. Mindenki kBnyvet  vesz az pro anyjinaki
everyone book-ACC buys the mother-npAGR3sg-DAT
‘Everyone buys a book for his mother.’

d. Az pro anyjinak mindenki k8nyvet  vesz
the mother-npAGR3sg everyone book-ACC buys

*Az pro anyja mindenkiben hisz
the  mother-npAGR3sg éveryone-INESS believes

*'His mother believes in everyone.’

b. Mindenkiben hisz  az pro anyja
everyone-INESS believes the  mother-npAGR3sg

c. Mindenki hisz az pro anyjiban
everyone believes the  mother-npAGR3sg-INESS
‘Everyone believes in his mother.’

d. Az pro anyjédban mindenki hisz

the  mother-npAGR3sg-INESS everyone believes

(29)

®

(11) Kenesei (1989) notes a counterexample to this descriptive generalization. According to Kenesei,
‘WCO-effects vanish with verbs like zzvar ‘disturb’. Note that such verbs belong to the class of experiencer
vetbs. However, verbs of the agent-theme class like in (23) represent the unmarked case (cf. section 3.3.4.).
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(30)

31

(32)

(33)

a

L

[

*Az pro anyjat mindenkinek  dicsértem
the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC everyone-DAT praised-AGR1sg
*] praised Abis mother to everyone.’

. Mindenkinek  dicsértem az pro anyjat

everyone-DAT praised-AGR1sg the  mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
Mindenkit dicsértem az pro anyjinak

everyone-ACC praised-AGR1sg the  mother-npAGR3sg-DAT
‘I praised everyone to his mother.’

. Az proanyjinak mindenkit dicsértem

the  mother-npAGR3sg-DAT everyone-ACC praised-AGR1sg

*Az pro anyjit mindenkivel szembesitettem
the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC everyone-INSTR confronted-AGR 1sg
*] confronted Ais mother with everyone.’

. Mindenkivel szembesitettem az pro anyjat ’

everyone-INSTR confronted-AGR1sg the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
Mindenkit szembesitettem az pro anyjival ,
everyone-ACC confronted-AGR1sg the  mother-npAGR3sg-INSTR
‘I confronted everyone with bis mother.’

. Az pro anyjival mindenkit szembesitettem

the  mother-npAGR3sg-INSTR everyone-ACC confronted-AGR1sg

*Az pro anyjit mindenkird] sokat faggattam
the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC everyone-DELAT a lot interrogated-
AGRI1sg

*] interrogated his mother a lot about everyone.”

. Mindenkirsl sokat faggattam az pro anyjit

everyone-DELAT a lot  interrogated-AGR 1sg the mother-
npAGR3sg-ACC

Mindenkit sokat faggattam az pro anyjarél

everyone-ACC a lot  interrogated-AGR1sg the mother-npAGR3sg-DELAT

‘I interrogated everyone a lot about his mother.’

. Az pro anyjirél mindenkit sokat faggattam
the  mother-npAGR3sg-DELAT everyone-ACC a lot  interrogated-
AGR1sg

*Az pro anyjinak mindenkivBl sokat beszéltem

the mother-npAGR3sg-DAT everyone-DELAT a lot  spoke-AGR1sg
*'T spoke a lot to bis mother about everyone.’ ‘

. Mindenkirsl sokat beszéltem az pro anyjanak

everyone-DELAT a lot  spoke-AGR1sg the mother-npAGR3sg-DAT
Mindenkinek sokat beszéltem az pro anyjérél

everyone-DAT a lot  spoke-AGR1sg the  mother-npAGR3sg-DELAT
‘I spoke to everyone a lot about his mother.’

. Az pro anyjirél mindenkinek sokat beszéltem

the  mother-npAGR3sg-DELAT everyone-DAT a lot  spoke-AGR1sg
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(34) a. *Az pro anyjéval‘ mindenkirs] vitatkoztam
the mother-npAGR3sg-INSTR everyone-DELAT argued-AGR1sg
*] argued with Ais mother about everyone.’

b. Mindenkirsl vitatkoztam az pro anyjival
everyone-DELAT argued-AGR1sg the  mother-npAGR3sg-INSTR
c. Mindenkivel vitatkoztam az pro anyjarél

everyone-INSTR argued-AGR1sg the  mother-npAGR3sg-DELAT
‘T argued with everyone about his mother.’

d. Az pro anyjirol mindenkivel vitatkoztam
the  mother-npAGR3sg-DELAT everyone-INSTR argued-AGR1sg

It is obvious from this paradigm that the distribution of bound pronouns yields
asymmetries involving all direct arguments of the verb.

Having settled this, let us investigate whether the distribution of bound pro-
nouns may be affected by varying in (23)-(26) (§) the structural configuration or (57)
the linear order.

(#) The crucial difference between these sentences and their counterparts to be
presented below is that the bound pronoun is embedded one maximal projection

deeper, namely, in an embedded clause with a lexical head. Such clauses are complex
NPs.

We expect that a pronoun in an embedded clause may be interpreted as a bound
variable except when this clause is in the nominative and precedes the binder, a
quantified NP. This is, however, not the case. A pronoun in such a configuration
may always be interpreted as a bound variable:

(35) a. [NpAz a tény [cp hogy (8) szélhdmos ]] kiz idegesitett
that the fact that he fraud who-ACC got nervous
‘Who got nervous from the fact that be was a fraud?’
b. Kit idegesitett [Npaz a  tény [cp bogy (8) szélhdmos]]
who-ACC got nervous  that the fact that be fraud
c. Ki ' 4llitotta [Np azt a tényt [cphogy (8) szélhimos]]
who stated that-ACC the fact-ACC  that he fraud
‘Who stated that he was a fraud?’
d. [wp Azt a tényt [cp hogy (B) szélhdmos]] & 4llitotta
that-ACC the fact-ACC that he fraud who stated
(Marédcz 1985a: 134)

The same is illustrated by embedding the bound pronoun in a relative clause, as
Anna Szabolcsi (personal communication) has pointed out to me. ‘A relative clause is
a complex NP as well. Compatre:

(36) a. [np A professzor [cp akit8l (3£) matematikét tanultak]] minden didkot szeretett
the professor who-ABL they mathemartics-ACC learnt every student-ACC liked
*The professor who zhey took mathematics from liked every student.’

b. Minden didgkot szeretett [Np a professzor [cp akitol (54) matematikét tanultak]]
every student-ACC liked the professor who-ABL they mathematics-ACC learnt

c. Minden didk szerette [Np a professzort [cp akit8l matematikat tanultak]]
every student liked the professor who-ABL mathematics-ACC learnt
‘Every student liked the professor who they took mathematics from.’

d. [NP A professzort [CP akit8] (§£) matematikét tanultak minden didk szerette]]
the professor-ACC who-ABL they mathematics~ACC leatnt every student liked
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Observe from the comparison between (23a)-(23¢) on the one hand and (35a) and
(36a) on the other hand that the WCO-effect disappears when the bound pronoun is
more deeply embedded. According to Anna Szabolcsi (personal communication), the
reason for this is that embedded clauses are so “heavy” that in initial position they
can only be produced with the intonation charateristic for Left Dislocation. Szabolcsi
suggests therefore that this difference is due to the fact that the former phrases are in
neutral position, whereas the latter are left-dislocated. Recall that a left-dislocated
constituent is adjoined to the sentence (cf. section 4.3.).

The following sentences indicate that Szabolcsi’s suggestion may be on the right
track. The WCO-effect also vanishes in (23a)-(23c) when the possessive NP is left-
dislocated:

(37) a. Az proanyja, 8 kit szeret

the  mother-npAGR3sg she who-ACC loves
‘As for his mother, who does she love.’

b. Az pro anyja, 8 mindenkit szeret
the  mother-npAGR3sg she everyone-ACC loves
‘As for his mother, she loves everyone.’

c. Az pro anyja, 3 VILIT  szereti
the mother-npAGR3sg she Bill-ACC loves
‘As for his mother, she loves BILL.’

A more complicated case with the distribution of bound pronouns has been exa-
mined in Szabolcsi (1986a).

Szabolcsi notes that the subject-object asymmetty with this phenomenon also oc-
curs when the pronoun is embedded in a quantified possessive NP:

(38) a. *Minden pro fia MARIT  szereti

every son-npAGR3sg Mary-ACC loves
‘For every son of x’s, it is x=Mary that he loves’

b. MARIT  szereti minden pro fia
Mary-ACC loves every son-npAGR3sg

c. MARI szereti minden pro fidt
Mary loves every son-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘For every son of x’s, it is x=Mary that loves them’

d. Minden pro fidt MARI szereti
every son-npAGR3sg-ACC Mary loves

This paradigm exemplifies that a pronoun in a quantified NP may only be bound
if that NP does not precede the binder and is higher on hierarchy (6) than the
binder'?.

In the sentences discussed so far, the binder has been in the preverbal field. Let us
consider whether the distribution of bound pronouns is affected by scrambling the
quantified NP into the postverbal field, that is, to the right of the verb.

(#7) With Wh-phrases and focussed NPs this is not allowed, because they have to
stick to the Focus position. (This position is left-adjacent to the verb (cf. 2.1.(28c)).

(12) See Szabolcsi (1986a) and Kenesei (1989) for further discussion of bound pronouns in quantified
possessive NPs.
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However, some quantified NPs, like (narrow scope) universal and existential quan-
tifiers, may appear postverbally. A bound variable interpretation of the pronoun is
not possible in the scrambled alternants of (23)-(26):

(39) a. *Az proanyja szetet mindenkit/valakit
the  mother-npAGR3sg loves everyone-ACC/someone-ACC
*'His mother loves everyone/someone.’

b. *Szereti az pro anyja mindenkit/valakit
loves the mother-opAGR3sg everyone-ACC/someone-ACC
c. . *Szereti mindenkit/valakit az pro anyja

loves everyone-ACC/someone-ACC the mother-npAGR3sg

(40) a. *Az pro anyjit szereti mindenki/valaki
the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC loves everyone/someone
‘Everyone/someone loves his mother.’

b. *Szereti az pro anyjéir mindenki/valaki
loves the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC everyone/someone
c. *Szereti mindenki/valaki  az pro anyjit
loves  everyone/someone the  mother-npAGR3sg-ACC

These paradigms are not in cotrespondence with the descriptive rule on the dis-
tribution of bound pronouns, namely, that a pronoun may not be interpreted as a
bound variable if and only if the possessive NP in which the pronoun is embedded
precedes the binder and is higher in case-hierarchy (6) than the binder of the pro-
noun. It appears that when a quantifier appears postverbally, it may never bind a
pronoun.

I would like to suggest, however, that the bound varlable interpretation of pro-
nouns in these sentences is ungrammatical for independent reasons. Usually quanti-
fiers appear preverbally (cf. 2.1.(28f)). They may appear postverbally only under spe-
cific conditions. For example, when a postverbal quantifier is in the scope of a pre-
verbal one. Therefore, if the possessive NP is focussed in (39a) and (40a), again a
subject-object asymmetry with bound pronouns shows up:

(41) a. *AZ pro ANYJA szetet mindenkit/valakit
the mother-npAGR3sg loves everyone/someone
*'It is his mother who loves everyone/someone.’
b. AZ pro ANYJAT szereti mindenkilvalaki
the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC loves everyone/someone
‘It is bis mother who everyone/someone loves.’

Recapitulating, in this section some subject-object asymmetries in the distribu-
tion of bound pronouns in Hungarian have been discussed. These phenomena indi-
cate that its phrase structure has a hierarchical structure, otherwise they can not be
accounted for in terms of the universal condition on the distribution of bound pro-
nouns in (21): A quantifier must c-command its bound pronoun.

5.3.4.4. Summary

Let us now summarize the discussion on binding theory so far. In (5.3.4.1.)-
(5.3.4.3.), the following subject-object asymmetties have been observed. (i) Binding
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Principle A asymmetries with reflexive and reciprocal pronouns. (##) Binding Princi-
ple C asymmetries with a pair of names and (i77) asymmetries with the distribution
of bound pronouns. These dichotomies between subject and object are not restricted
to the nominative and accusative arguments of the verb but they also involve the
other direct arguments of the verb. In line with theories on binding, I assume that
these asymmetries can be accounted for in terms of structural conditions. These con-
ditions must be interpreted on a syntactic structure with a hierarchical ordering.
Hence, these binding asymmetries support the claim that Hungarian is a configura-
tional language.

Furthermore, Hungarian also testifies to some generalizations in the domain of
binding theory which have been made in connection with other languages. () Both
the reflexive anaphor and the bound ptonoun obey a stricter condition than the core-
ferential reading of a name. The former must be bound by a more prominent argu-
ment, whereas the latter must be free, and (45) a pronominal and a name have dis-
tinct syntactic properties. The binding relation between a pair (pronoun, name) may
yield a symmetry. However, such a relation between a pair (name, name) yields al-
ways an asymmetry (cf. 5.2.3.(4) versus (12)). This dichotomy supports Chomsky’s
(1981) view that pronominals and names are distinct lexical primitives which have
to be accounted for by separate principles.

5.3.4.5. Switch Reference

Hungarian displays a switch reference system (cf. Pléh 1980; 1981a; 1981b and
Pléh and Radics 1978)."* Although this phenomenon does not strictly belong to sen-
tence syntax, it involves an interesting restriction. Compare the following example
from English first:

(42) The boy; noticed the man;. Hey; walked up to himy;

In this sentence, it is impossible to decide without knowledge of the world
which pronoun in the second part is coreferential to which lexical NP in the first
one.

In Hungarian, however, this type of referentiality has been grammaticalized. To
illustrate, consider the following sentences:

(43) a. A fidi meglittaa bdcsiti.  (O)ixj odament hozzd;
the boy noticed the man-ACC. He up-walked he-ALL
“The boy noticed the man. He (=the boy) walked up to him.’
b. A fid meglittaa bdcsity. Azxyj odament  hozzd;
“The boy noticed the man. That (=the man) up-walked to him.’
(Pléh and Radics 1978: 93)

This pair illustrates the following two points. First, only the nominatively mar-
ked pronoun may switch between a (non-overt) personal pronoun and a demonstra-
tive pronoun. Second, the different choice of pronoun yields ‘switch reference’.
When the personal pronoun i ‘he, she” is chosen (cf. (43a)), we have the proximate read-
ing, i.e. the pronoun refers to the nominative antecedent. On the other hand, when

(13) See Finer (1985) for a cross-linguistic study of switch reference.
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the demonstrative pronoun #z ‘that’ is used, we get the obviate reading, i.e. the pro-
noun refers to the accusative antecedent in (43b). Pléh and Radics point out that the
demonstrative pronoun may refer to any non-nominative argument of the verb. The
following sentences examplify this.

In (44) and (45) the object of the verb is an allative argument, while in (46) the
object is assigned delative case by the verb:

(44) a. Pista; odament Ferihez; (6)i/*j nem akarta észrevenni (2);
Steve up-went Frank-ALL he not -wanted notice-INFI him
‘Steve went up to Frank. He (=Steve) didn’t want to notice him.’
b. Pistaj odament Ferihez. Az+i/; nem akarta észrevenni (82);
‘Steve went up to Frank. That (=Frank) didn’t want to notice him.’
(Pléh and Radics 1978: 96)
(45) a. A postdsi bementa hdzmesterbez;. (6)i/*j odaadta 7eki; a kulcsot
the postman went  the caretaker-ALL. He  gave he-DAT the key-ACC
“The postman went into the caretaker’s. He (=the postman) gave him the key.’
b. A postds; bement a hdzmesterhez;. Azx;;; odaadta neki; a kulcsot
“The postman went into the caretaker’s. That (=the caretaker) gave him the key.’
(Pléh and Radics 1978: 95)
(46) a. A munkds; mér sokat hallott az #j igazgatérdl;, de most ( 6)i/*g taldlkozott vele;

new manager-DELAT the worker already a lot heard the
elosz8r

he-INSTR the first time

“The worker had heard a lot about the new manager, but now he (=the wor-
ker) met him for the first time.’

b. A munkds; mir sokat hallott az 4 igazgatirdl;, de most az«;); taldlkozott vele;
el8szor

‘The worker had heard a lot about the new manager, but now that (=the new
manager) met him for the first time.’
(P1éh and Radics 1978: 98)

Switch Reference emphasizes in two ways that the nominative argument is more
prominent than the other arguments of the verb. First, the switch between the per-
sonal pronoun and demonstrative pronoun may affect only the nominative argu-
ment. The other cases do not participate in this switch. Only the personal variant
may corefer to an accusative (cf. (43)), allative (cf. (44)), allative (cf. (45)), or a dela-
tive NP (cf. (46)). Hence, use of the corresponding demonstrative pronouns #bhoz
‘that-ALL in (43), a2t ‘that-ACC’ in (44), annak ‘that-DAT’ in (45), or a2za! ‘that-
INSTR’ in (46) yields an ungrammatical result. Second, the nominative personal
pronoun may refer to any argument in the preceding sentence, contrary to the de-
monstrative pronoun, which may refer to any argument provided that it is not the
nominative.

The following rule covers Switch Reference in Hungarian:*

(47) The nominative personal pronoun § is coreferential with a nominative atgument,

whereas the nominative demonstrative pronoun 4z is coreferential with a non-
nominative argument

ut now he met

(14) Warlpiri exhibits a phenomenon which is quite similar to Switch Reference in Hungarian. Simpson
and Bresnan (1983) note that in constructions with obligatory control only the subject argument is accessible
to binding by an argument from another domain, and that the distinction between subject versus non-subject
controller is made by means of person marking suffixes which are attached to the infinitivals.



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 167

Pléh and Radics (1978) report that, as in English, Switch Reference in Hunga-
rian may also interact with knowlegde of the world, pragmatic factors, grade of acti-
vity, linear order, agency, or number specification, and so on.

Pléh (1982) discusses two construction types in which exactly the reverse of what
is predicted by this rule occurs, involving (i) constructions with experiencer verbs or
(27) with the existential verb.

(7) Experiencer verbs select an experiencer and a theme argument which are asso-
ciated with the dative and nominative case, respectively (cf. section 3.3.4.). If the
first sentence contains an experiencer verb, the personal pronoun in the second sen-
tence is coreferential with the dative argument (cf. (48a)), and its demonstrative va-
riant is coreferential with the nominative argument (cf. (48b)):

(48) a. A szinésznbnek; tetszett a rendezd. (6)i/*j minden nap 4j 6tleteket adott neki;
the actress-DAT liked the producer. He every day new ideas-ACC gave he-DAT
“The actress liked the producer. She gave him every day new ideas.’
b. A szinésznbnek; tetszett a rendezdi. Az+i/j minden nap (j otleteket adott neks;
“The actress liked the producer. That gave her every day new ideas.’

(#) A similar exception to the above rule appears with the existential verb van
‘be’. Van selects a dative and a nominative argument (cf. Szabolcsi 1981a, and De
Groot 1983b for an analysis of existential clauses with van):

(49) a. Jdnosnak; van baritja;. (O)i+j adott neki; ajindékot
John-DAT is friend-npAGR3sg he gave him present-ACC
‘John has a friend. He (=John) gave him a present.’
b. Jdnosnak; van bardtjaj. Az+y;j adott neki; ajindékot
‘John has a friend. That (=his firiend) gave him a present.’

The personal pronoun is coreferential with the dative NP (cf. (492)). The de-
monstrative pronoun, however, is coreferential with the nominative NP.

The solution of this puzzle is that neither experiencer verbs nor the existential
verb do select an agent. If we assume that rule (47) is conditioned by agency as well,
then it is clear why constructions with experiencer verbs or with the existential verb
constitute an exception to it. ‘

Pléh observes furthermore that linear order may overrule (47) as well. If the nom-
inative antecedent of the first part is in sentence-final position, native-speakers tend
to interpret the demonstrative pronoun #z as coreferential with it. This tendency is
even stronger in the case of constructions with experiencer verbs or with the existen-
tial verb.

In sum, Switch Reference displays a subject-non-subject opposition captured by
rule (47). However, it becomes visible only if the conditions on agency and linear or-
der do not intetvene.

5.3.5. Case Theory

This section examines subject-object asymmetries which are related to Case the-
ory, including the different conjugations of the Hungarian verb (cf. section 5.3.5.1.),
the distribution of small pro (cf. section 5.3.5.2.) and the syntax of ACI-verbs in
Hungarian (cf. section 5.3.5.3.).
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5.3.5.1. The Conjugational Patterns of the Hungarian Verb

Subject-object asymmetries with the conjugation of the Hungarian verb involve
(I) the definite and indefinite conjugation, and (II) the verbal suffix -/z.

(I) The verb may appear with two different conjugational patterns, namely, the
definite and the indefinite conjugation (cf. section 4.2.1.). The descriptive rule
4.2.(2) captures the distribution of these pattern, here repeated as (1):

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

" The following minimal pair is an example of (1):

(2) a. Litok egy linyt b. Litom a ldnyt
see-AGR1sg-indef a gitl-ACC see-AGR 1sg-def the girl-ACC
‘Tseea girl.’ ‘I see the girl.’

The definite accusative NP & lényt (cf. (2b)) triggers the definite conjugation,
whereas its indefinite counterpart egy lényt (cf. (2a)) appears with the indefinite con-
jugation.

Compare, now, the conjugational patterns of an intransitive verb (cf. (3a) and
(3b)) with the conjugational paradigms of a transitive verb subcategorizing for an
NP with a lexical case (cf. (3¢) and (3d)):

(3) a. Egy lany fut-¢ b. A ldny fut-¢
a gitl run-AGR3sg-indef the girl run-AGR3sg-indef
‘A gitl is running.’ ‘The girl is running.’
c. Beszélek egy ldnnyal d. Beszélek a linnyal
speak-AGR1sg-indefa  girl-INSTR  speak-AGR1sg-indef the girl-INSTR
‘T am speaking with a girl.’ ‘I am speaking with the girl.’

In (3a) and (3b), the conjugational pattern of the agentive intransitive verb fuz is
indefinite, whatever the definiteness feature of its nominative subject is. Thus, the
definiteness of a nominative argument of an intransitive verb does not affect the
choice of conjugational pattern. The transitive verb beszél ‘speak’ which is associated
with a NOM-INSTR case frame occuts with the indefinite conjugation in (3c) and
(3d), although in (3d) its instrumental argument is definite. Obviously, an object ar-
gument other than the accusative, i.e. the instrumental in (3¢) and (3d), does not af-
fect the conjugational pattern of the verb. Hence, we conclude that the accusative case
is a neccesary condition for the definite conjugation, besides definiteness.

The question arises whether rule (1) is sensitive to D-structure grammatical func-
tions. Inchoative verbs illustrate that this is not the case but that this rule is sensitive
to surface structure case."” Recall that these verbs select a D-structure object which
ends up as the nominatively marked subject at surface structure (cf. section 3.3.2.).
If the indefinite/definite alternation were sensitive to D-structure grammatical func-
tions, then the inchoative verb eltirik ‘break’ would display the definite conjugation

(15) Unaccusative verbs are not suitable for illustrating the fact that the indefinite/definite pattern of the
verb is not sensitive to the D-structure object. A number of these verbs allow only indefinite arguments (cf.
Szabolcsi 1986f for a discussion of the definiteness effect in Hungarian).
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when it appears with a definite NP In sentence (4b), the object NP az sveg ‘the
glass’ is definite. Note, however, that eltirik may only be conjugated indefinitely:

(4) a. Egyiiveg eltdr-6te-¢/*-t-e
a  glass break-past-AGR3sg-indef/def
‘A glass broke.’
b. Az iiveg eltdr-Bte-¢/*-t-e
the glass break-past- AGRSsg -indef/def
“The glass broke.’

In conclusion, the subject and the object do not have the same distribution with
respect to the conjugational patterns of the Hungarian verb. The indefinite/definite
aleernation of the verbal conjugation singles out the accusative argument of the verb.
This argument is distinct from the other arguments in that it may trigger, when de-
finite, the definite conjugation. So, this dichotomy is rooted in Case theory.

(II) Another instance in which Case theory interacts with the conjugation of the
Hungarian verb is in the case of the verbal suffix -/z4. The question to which conju-
gational pattern, i.e. the indefinite or definite one, this suffix belongs is a matter of
debate.

Lotz (1976) argues that -/z£ falls within the indefinite paradigm. This suffix may
only be attached to transitive verbs which appear with NOM-ACC case frame. It re-
flects that the nominative NP is first person singular, and the accusative NP is
second person singular or plural person

Consider, for example, the difference in grammaticality between the verb /47 ‘see’
(cf. (52)) which is associated with a NOM-ACC case frame and the vetb twldlkoz

‘meet’ (cf. (5b)) which is associated with a NOM-INSTR case frame when they are
conjugated with /zk:

(5) a. (Fn)litlek (téged/titeket)
I see-AGR1sg2sg/pl you(sg)-ACC/you(pl)-ACC
‘I see you.’
b. *(En) taldlkoz/zk (téged/titeker)
I  meet-AGR1sg2sg/pl you(sg)-ACC/you(pl)-ACC
‘T meet you.’

From a comparison between (52) and (5b), it follows that verbal suffixation with
this suffix is only allowed by transitive verbs which appear with a nominative and
accusative complement.

5.3.5.2. The Distribution of Small pro

The presence of empty categories in the syntactic representation is guaranteed by
an interplay of the Projection Principle and the O-criterion (cf. Chomsky 1986a: 84).
The licensing of small pro is determined by two sorts of conditions, a structural one
and a contextual one (cf. section 4.2.4.2.).

The first type of constraint is related to government. Small pro is sanctioned if it is
related to a governor which has enough ‘strength’. These governors are, for example,

(16) Eltsrik is monadic when it is inflected with the passivizer -2& This suffix is spelled out, however,
only in the third person singular present tense (cf. section 3.3.2.).
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XO-categories which assign a structural Case (cf. Rizzi 1986). The second condition
may be fulfilled only by Infl if it is specified with rich AGR.

The pro-module is relevant in the present context, because it yields subject-object
asymmetries. Consider again the distribution of pro in Hungarian 4.2.(34), here re-
peated as (6):

(6)  The Distribution of pro in Hungarian
a. Nominative personal pronouns may be dropped in all persons and numbers
b. Acusative personal pronouns may be dropped only in case they are singular. First
and second person pronouns may be dropped with the indefinite conjugation.
Third person pronouns may be dropped only with the definite conjugation
c. Personal pronouns with lexical case may not be dropped

I discussed in section 4.2. the following dichotomies with pro-drop, (I) nomina-
tive and accusative pronouns may be omitted, unlike pronouns with lexical case, and
(II) pro-drop with accusative pronouns is conditioned by plurality and definiteness
features. So, in (I) we have an opposition between nominative/accusative and lexical
case, and in (II) we have an opposition between nominative and accusative. Let us
consider first (I).

(I) Recall that the the first opposition has been captured by condition 4.2.(35),
here repeated as (7):

(7) Pronouns in Hungarian may only be dropped if they are assigned structural Case

This condition on pro-drop is formulated in terms of Case theory. The opposition
between nominative/accusative Case and lexical case coincides with the opposition
between structural Case and 0-case (cf. section 3.2.1.). In theories on Case-assign-
ment (cf. Chomsky 1981 or Kayne 1984) it is assumed that each type of Case is asso-
ciated with a governor holding a separate structural position. From this it follows
that structural Case is assigned to a different position than B-case. In section 5.4.1.,
I will argue that structural Case-assigners are structurally more prominent than non-
structural Case-assigners.

(II) Another distributional subject-object asymmetry with pro-drop shows up
with nominative and accusative pronouns. Observe from (G) that this phenomenon
with accusative pronouns is more restricted than pro-drop with nominative pro-
nouns. Accusative pronouns may only be dropped when they are singular. I argued
that this difference is due to the status of personal pronouns in discourse and the
existence of discourse hierarchies (cf. section 4.2.4.2.), Although this opposition
does not provide direct evidence for the hierarchical organization of Hungarian phrase
structure, it provides at least some circumstantial evidence. The dichotomy between
nominative and accusative pronouns indicates that the nominarive argument and ac-

cusative argument represent separate primitives in the grammar. In that sense it is a
real subject-object asymmetry.

5.3.5.3. ACI-Verbs

Verbs of perception like see, and hear and verbs of propositional attitude such as consi-
der, and believe may select an Accusativus-cum-Infinitivo (ACI). Compare:
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(8) a. Isaw [1p John/him cut the bread] b. I consider [1p John/him to be a fool]

Chomsky (1981) attributes the following properties to these constructions.

() The clausal complement may be realized as an embedded infinitive, some-
times in the form of a so-called ‘naked’ infinitive as in (8a) (cf. Higginbotham
1982), and (1) these clausal complements are transparent for government and Case-
assignment of a higher verb. According to Chomsky, the latter property is due to the
deletion of the CP.

It is a problem that there is no suitable Case-assigner in the embedded clause
present for its subject. If nothing happened these sentences would be ruled out as a
Case Filter violation (cf. 3.3.(5)). However, the subject of the embedded clause is as-
signed structural accusative Case ‘exceptionally’ by the matrix verb. This is clear
from the fact that the personal pronoun in the subject position appears in its accusa-
tive form.

Marantz (1984) and Hale and Keyser (1985) argue that the embedded subject re-
ceives a compositional 8-role from the embedded VP. Therefore, this subject receives
its Case-features from a different governor than its 8-role. A crucial assumption is
that the structural subject position is outside the VP.

Let us turn to the Hungarian equivalents of the sentences in (8):

(9) a. Jdnost/6t ldttam vigni a kenyeret
John-ACC/him saw-AGR1sg cut-INFI the bread-ACC
‘I saw John/him cut the bread.’ '

b. Jénost/8t hiilyének tartom
John-ACC/him fool-DAT consider-AGR1sg
‘I consider John/him to be a fool.’

Consider first (92) which exemplifies an ACI-complement selected by a percep-
tion verb.'” Observe that although word order is ‘free’, this complement has exactly
the same properties as its English counterpart. (i) ACI-complements are selected by
a perception verb, and (ii) their subject appears in the accusative case. This suggests
an analysis along the lines sketched for the English ACI-complement.

The following minimal pair provides some evidence for this:

(10) a. Hallottam/ldttam azt [cp hogy (te) megvered 8t
heard-AGR1sg/saw-AGR1sg that-ACC  that you beat-AGR2sg him
‘I heard/saw that you beat him.’
(Szabolcsi 1983a: 12)

b. Hallottalak/l4ttalak [1p téged megverni 8t]

heard-AGR1sg2sg/pl/saw-AGR 1sg2sg/pl  you-ACC beat-INFI him
‘I heard/saw you beat him.’
(Szabolcsi 1983a: 13)

(17) E. Kiss (1987a: 62) claims that Hungarian does not display ACI-constructions. According to E.
Kiss, this provides support for the assumption that Case assignsent is thematically based. However, it will
be argued below that Hungarian does display these constructions and that they have similar properties as
their counterparts in English.
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In (10a), the perception verb selects a full clausal complement. Embedded clauses
introduced by the complementizer hogy are CPs in Hungarian, and a matrix verb
subcategorizing for a CP assigns its Case-features to the ‘dummy’ demonstrative pro-
noun 4z ‘that’ (cf. section 4.5.1). The subject is assigned nominative Case in its em-
bedded clause.

In (10b), on the other hand, the clausal complement is an ACI. Recall, further-
more, that the suffix -/zk agrees with the nominative argument first person and the
accusative argument second person of a transitive verb (cf. section 5.3.5.1.(II)). Ob-
serve now that this suffix on the matrix verb agrees with the accusative NP #éged
which is the subject of the ACI-complement. Obviously, the NP which is assigned
the structural accusative Case in the domain of the verb may trigger verbal agree-
ment on that verb.

This demonstrates that the subject of an ACI-complement is accessible for the
higher verb. Hence, in sentence (10b) clausal-reduction from CP to IP must have ap-
plied which makes the embedded subject accessible for structural Case-assignment
by the higher verb. Consequently, the embedded subject agrees with the verbal suf-
fix -/ak on the higher verb. Hence, the syntax of ACI-complements in Hungarian
provides evidence for a subject-predicate partitioning of the sentence.

Let us turn now to ACI-constructions selected by verbs of propositional attitude
in Hungarian.

ACI-complements to verbs of propositional attitude have the same properties as
these complements with verbs of perception. However, there is one interesting dif-
ference between these two constructions, as observed by Komlésy (1985). Komlésy
notes that the clausal complement of verbs of propositional attitude is not headed by
an infinitive but by an adjective (cf. (9b)). So, it might be more appropriate to call
the Hungarian equivalent of (8b) Accusativus-cum-Adjectivo. For convenience, how-
ever, I will continue to speak about ACI-complements in these cases as well.

The Hungarian construction rather resembles the English construction with
verbs of propositional attitude selecting a small clause (henceforth labelled as S):

(11) I consider [s John/him a fool]

It is unclear why these verbs in Hungarian may not select an infinitive. Accor-
ding to Komlésy, the adjective functions as a secondary predicate which is incot-
porated into the matrix verb. This yields a complex verb (cf. section 4.4.), because in
neutral sentences the adjective occurs in the VM-position, and it bears dative case.
So, in (9b) ‘restructuring’ seems to have applied resulting into a monoclausal struc-
ture.

Following the analysis of ACI-complements in English, I will relate the accusa-
tive Case of J4nos/ét in this sentence to the matrix verb and its 6-role to the secon-
dary predicate. The O-role may be transmitted through chain formation with big
PRO or NP-trace. The precise determination of this is a subject for further research.’®

(18) A syntactic relative of ACI-constructions in Hungarian is the adjective complement selected by rais-
ing verbs:
(i) Jénos [V’ szomortinak ldtszik}l
John  sad-DAT  seem-AGR3sg
‘John seems sad’
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Recapitulating, the subject NP of an ACI-complement in Hungarian exhibits a
mismatch between Case- and 0-assignment. This NP receives its accusative Case
from a matrix governor, which may be a perception verb or a verb of propositional
attitude. Its O-role is assighed compositionally by the lower VP. Exceptional Case-
marking is allowed, because ACI-complements are accessible for Case-assignment of
the higher verb. They have a structural subject position outside the VP just as such
complements in English. The appearance of such complements in Hungarian provi-
des empirical support for the subject-predicate partitioning of the sentence. Further-
more, they also support the claim that the accusative is a structural Case in Hunga-
rian, similar to accusative Case in English (cf. 3.2.(7b)).”

5.3.6. Control Theory

Another domain of subject-object asymmetries is provided by control theory. This
asymmetry is due to the EPP 3.3.(7), here repeated for convenience as (1):

(1) Clauses must have subjects

In untensed embedded clauses the EPP introduces an empty category in the sub-
ject position functioning as the controllee in control relations. Chomsky (1981: 74-
78) refers to this empty category as big PRO.

Chomsky claims that PRO is ungoverned in infinitive clauses, because these clauses
lack an I-node. Koster (1987), on the other hand, argues that PRO may be governed
in such cases. For our purposes, it is sufficient that both approaches assume the pre-
sence of an empty category subject in untensed embedded clauses. This implies a
subject-object asymmetry.

This section examines two phenomena belonging to the domain of control theory
in which subject-object asymmetries appear involving (I) control constructions with
infinitive complements (cf. section 5.3.6.1), and (II) control relations with secondary
predicates (cf. section 5.3.6.2.).

5.3.6.1. Infinitive Complements

Usually, two cases of control are distinguished with infinitive complements,

namely, (7) subject control, and (i) object control constructions. Consider an example of
each: '

This sentence contains a complex verb as well (cf. chapter thtee, note 32). Note, however, that in such
constructions the raised NP receives its nominative Case from I on the raising vetb. There is no other Case as-

"signer available. The 8-role of the NP must originate from the secondary predicate, since raising verbs do not

assign O-roles. So, (i) displays another instance of a mismatch between Case- and O-assignment.

(19) Hungarian has also some verbs selecting Dativus-cum-Infinitivo (DCI). Compare, for example, the
DCl-complement of the vetb segit ‘help’:

(i) Segitek  [IP Jénosnak/ncki csomagolni}
help-AGR1sg John-DAT/he-DAT pack-FI
‘I help John/him to pack.’

If this complement is analysed analoguously to the ACI-complement, then it follows that the dative is a
structural Case as well. Maybe this provides an explanation for the fact that the prominence of the accusative
over the dative is not so clear always, for example, in the case of reflexive binding (cf. 5.3.4.(82)-(8d)). (See
section 5.4. for further discussion of the case system in Hungarian).
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(2) a. Jobn promised Bill [1p PRO to feed himself]
b. John persuaded Bi// [1p PRO to feed himself]

Verbs of the promise-type specify that the controller of PRO is the subject of the
matrix verb, as in (2a). Verbs of the persuade-type specify that the controller of PRO
is the object of the matrix verb, as in (2b). It has been argued that Hungarian dis-
plays both subject and object control (cf. Kilmidn et al. 1984; 1986, E. Kiss 1987a,
and Szabolcsi 1983a). The case of object control is, however, not so clear. Below I
will argue that it may be treated as an ACI-construction. Consider first some cases of
subject control.

(I) Verbs such as akar ‘want’, elmegy ‘go away’, fél ‘fear’, igyekszik ‘strive’, imdd ‘love’,
kell ‘must’, megprdbil ‘try’, and szeret ‘like’ induce subject control. Compare:

(3) a. Janos akarta ldtni Marit
John wanted-AGR3sg see-INFI Mary-ACC
‘John wanted to see Mary.’
b. Péter imiddott tincolni  Marival
Peter loved-AGR3sg dance-INFI Mary-INSTR
‘Peter loved to dance with Mary.’

c. Jinosnak kell ldeni. Marie
John-DAT has to-AGR3sg see-INFI Mary-ACC
‘John has to see Mary.’

d. Kiildom Jénost dszni

send-AGR1sg John-ACC swim-INFI
‘I send John to swim.’

Recall that zkar ‘want’ and kel/ ‘have to’ trigger ‘restructuring’ yielding a mono-
clausal structure (cf. section 5.3.2.). This implies that in the surface representation of
(3a) and (3¢), PRO would not be present. This entails a violation of the EPP, since 6-
role of the infinitival predicate cannot be assigned to the subject.

A violation of the Projection Principle in these cases, however, may be avoided by
adopting a suggestion of Szabolcsi (1983a). Szabolcsi relates the presence of PRO to
the assignment of a O-role to the position it occupies. Therefore, if the infinitival
predicate does not assign a O-role to its subject, PRO may be missing. According to
Szabolcsi, (some) subject control verbs precisely create this effect. They absorb the 6-
role of the subject of their infinitive complement and bequeathe it to their own sub-
ject. Hence, PRO might be absent from the syntactic representation.

(II) Consider the following sentences: ‘

(4) a. J4nos latta . Marit énekelni
John saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC sing-INFI
‘John saw Mary singing.” .

b. Hagytalak téged  jdtszani  Pistaval
let-AGR1sg2sg you-ACC play-INFI Steve-INSTR
‘I let you play with Steve.’

I analysed the infinitive complements of verbs of perception and propositional at-
titude, like enged ‘let’, hagy ‘let’, hall ‘hear’, hiv ‘call’, hoz ‘bring’, and /it ‘see’, as ACI-
complements (cf. section 5.3.5.3.). Hence, the sentences in (4) have a structure as in (5):
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(5) a. Jédnos litta [1p Marit énekelni ]  b. Hagytalak [1p #éged jatszani Pistaval]

The reason I treated this group of verbs in a way comparable to ACI-verbs in En-
glish, was because they display similar syntactic properties as their ACI-counterparts
in English.

Szabolcsi (1983a), on the other hand, regards the complements of these verbs as
object control complements. Szabolcsi assumes that the accusative NP is a direct ar-
gument of the matrix verb associated with a PRO subject in the infinitive comple-

ment. So, according to Szabolcsi, the sentences in (4) have the following structure
(bracketing is mine):

(6) a. Jinos latta Marit [1p PRO énekelni]
b. Hagytalak #ged [1p PRO jétszani Pistaval]

Szabolcsi argues that an object control analysis in these cases is supported by
the fact that the Hungarian construction does not merely require a direct perception
of the action denoted by the matrix predicate but also a direct perception of the en-
tity carrying out the action denoted by the embedded predicate. This can, however,
easily be incorporated into the ACI-analysis by adopting Williams’ (1983) extension
of the theory of 0-assignment.

Williams argues that an NP may be assigned different 0-roles providing that
each O-role is assigned by a different 8-role assigner.?® Of coutrse, it remains to be ex-
plained why the subject of an ACI-complement in Hungarian receives two 0-roles
but not in English. I will leave this dichotomy for further research. So, there is not
much reason to assume that the syntactic representation of the cases in (4) contain a
PRO subject.

Summarizing, the EPP provides an empty category, i.e. PRO, in the subject posi-
tion of infinitive complements which is accessible for control by an NP of a higher
domain. Hungarian displays only subject control. Control phenomena arise only if
there is a subject-predicate dichtomy of the sentence. Hence, the presence of these
phenomena is an argument for the subject-predicate partitioning of the sentence.

5.3.6.2. Secondary Predicates

Another construction type in which control theory is supposed to be operative is
secondary predication, the so-called ‘small’ clause. Compare:

(7) John eats naked

This sentence contains a secondary predicate, the adjective naked. It attributes a
property to the subject NP Jobn. In the literature, two kinds of analyses have been
proposed for secondaty predication, (I) Chomsky (1981) and Stowell (1982), and (II)
Williams (1980; 1983). Let us first consider the Chomsky-Stowell approach.

(I) Chomsky and Stowell argue that the secondary predicate in (7) heads 2 small
clause which has a PRO subject analogously to the subject of infinitive complements:

(8) Jobn eats [s PRO naked]

(20) Note that this theory violates the uniqueness condition on B-assignment in 3.2.(2) or 4.6.(26). There-
fore, Williams’ suggestion remains somewhat controversial.
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This clause does not contain I, and thus its PRO subject is accessible for a contro-
ller of a higher domain, i.e. Jobn in (8). ‘

This analysis is supported by the fact that the subject of a secondary predicate
may be overtly present in syntax if the grammar provides a mode to sanction the
Case of the lexical subject in the small clause parallel to infinitive constructions:

(9) a. Isaw [1p_Jobn to be sad] b. I consider [1p_John to be a fool]
¢. Jobn seems [1p — to be sad]

The matrix verb in (9a) and (9b) is an ACl-verb, and the matrix verb in (9¢) is a
raising predicate.

The embedded subjects in (9) are sanctioned for Case in the following manner.
ACl-verbs are lexically specified for making their embedded domain accessible for
government and Case-assignment (cf. section 5.3.5.3.). Hence, the embedded sub-
ject Jobn in (9a) and (9b) is assigned accusative Case and may therefore remain in-
situ. In (9¢), a violation of the Case Filter is avoided, because a raising predicate
allows movement of the embedded subject Jobn to the matrix subject where it is as-
signed nominative Case by I.

Note that exactly the same analysis is applied to small clauses. The only difference
is that the embedded VP in (9) is replaced by an AP in (10a) and (10c) and by an
NP in (10b):

(10) a. Isaw [s Jobnsad] b. Iconsider [sobnafool] c. John seems [s — sad]

Again, the embedded subject of these constructions cannot be Case-marked with-
in its own clause by absence of a suitable Case-assigner. The constructions are saved,
however, in the same way as the ones in (9).

(II) An alternative to the Chomsky-Stowell analysis is elaborated in Williams
(1980; 1983). According to Williams, the relation between a secondary predicate
and its contoller is restricted by the theory of Predication.

Predication states that a predicate may be related to its controller if the controller
c-commands the predicate. So, under this theory, the sentence in (7) receives the fol-
lowing analysis:

(11) Jobn eats naked

Thus the control relation is established directly without making reference to an
embedded PRO.

At this place, I will not take a decision in favor of one of the analyses of secon-
dary predication. I will adopt, however, the following structural condition on this phe-
nomenon relevant to both approaches, namely:

(12) A secondary predicate can be controlled by a lexical NP if it is c-commanded by
that lexical NP

Let us turn to a discussion of secondary predication in Hungarian. This pheno-
menon has been studied by Komldsy (1985). According to Komlésy, secondary pre-
dicates may or may not belong to the PAS of the verb. The former case is an instance
of argumental secondary predication, and the latter is an instance of adjunctival secon-

-dary predication. Let us first examine argumental secondary predication.



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN . - 177

(1) Komlésy (1985) points out that argumental secondary predicates are seman-
tically selected by the verb and are marked with a case-suffix. ‘According to Kom-
16sy, there are a couple of case-suffixes such as the translative, formalis, or essive en-
dings whose primary function is to reflect secondary predication. Consider:

(13) Jénos jutalmul  kapott egy oklevelet
John reward-ESS receiveda  diploma-ACC
‘As a reward John was given a diploma.’
(Komlésy 1985: 59)

Komlésy observes furthermore that in their neutral order secondary argumental
predicates must be left-adjacent to the verb and may not be modified by an article.
Komlésy concludes therefore that these predicates occupy the VM-position and form
with the verb a V’-constituent (see, section 4.4.1.). ‘

Resultative predicates are a good example of secondary predication. Resultative pre-
dicates denote the new quality or property of an argument which it acquites as a result
of the event denoted by the verb. They are selected by verbs of change such as Jesz
‘turn into’, vdlik ‘become’, or alakul ‘grow’.

Resultative nouns are assigned translative case, and resultative adjectives are
usually marked ablatively:

(14) a. Jdnos (*a)j6  mérnskké vilt
John the good engineer-TRANS became-AGR3sg
‘John became a good engineer.’

b. Mari (*a) pirosre  festette a falat
Mary the red-SUBL painted-AGR3sg the wall-ACC
‘Mary painted the wall red.’

(Komlésy 1985: 61)

These verbs are obligatorily specified for a secondary predicate in their PAS.
Verbs of change of state, ot contact, however, may only optionally select a secondary
predicate. Consider the pairs in ((15a), (15b)) and ((16a), (16b)):

(15) a. Mari f8zi a krumplit
Mary cook-AGR3sg the potatoe-ACC
‘Mary cooks the potatoe.’
b. Mari péppé f8zte a krumplit
Mary pulp-TRANS cooked-AGR3sg the potatoe-ACC
‘Mary cooked the potatoe to a pulp.’
(Komlésy 1985: 62)

(16) a. Jénos veri Pétert b. Jdnos laposrz  verte Pétert
John beat-AGR3sg Peter-ACC ~ John flat-SUBL beat-AGR3sg Peter-ACC
‘John is beating Peter.’ ‘John beat Peter to pulp.’

(Komlésy 1985: 62)

Let us consider the Hungarian equivalents of the English constructions in
which the overt lexical subject of a small clause is sanctioned for Case (cf. (10)):
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(17) a. Jdnost szomorinzk littam b. Jdnost  hiijének tartom
John-ACC sad-DAT  saw-AGR1sg John-ACC fool-DAT consider-AGR 1sg
‘I saw John sad.’ ‘I consider John a fool.’

c. Janos szomortnazk litszik/tlinik
John sad-DAT  appeared-AGR3sg/seemed-AGR3sg
‘John seems sad.’

Recall that ACI-complements of the verbs of propositional attitude the infinitive
is replaced by a dative marked adjective (cf. 5.3.5.(9b)). This adjective appears in the
VM-position. A dative marked adjective also occurs when perception verbs (cf. (17a))
and raising verbs (cf. (17b)) select a small clause complement. With Komlésy (1985),
I will assume that the dative case in these sentences belongs to the PAS of the verb,
similarly as the instances of the secondary predicates in the examples (13)-(16).

Let us attempt to make some generalizations over the above examples. First, as
noted by Komlésy (1985), lexical properties of the predicate govern the selection of
the secondary predicates and the determination of their controller. Second, only nom-
inative and accusative arguments of the verb, or D-structure subjects (cf. (17)) may
act as controllers with this phenomenon. The nominative NP functions as a control-
ler in case the secondary predicate is obligatorily selected as in (13) and (14a), while
in (14b) and (15) the accusative argument is lexically designated as controller, even
if a suitable nominative controller is present, see, for example (14b).

According to Williams (1980), the c-command condition on Predication is a
necessary condition but not a sufficient one. Both lexical and syntactic factors may
determine the establishment of a predication relation. The structural constraint
implies that nominative and accusative NPs, or the D-structure subject of small
clauses, must be higher in the syntactic tree than the secondary predicate, otherwise
the c-command condition is violated. If the secondary predicates in (13)-(17) are in-
herent parts of the PAS of the verb, then both the (nominative) subject and the (ac-
cusative) object have structural prominence over an complement with lexical case,
i.e. a translative, dative, sublative, essive, etc. argument of the verb.

Let us turn to a discussion of adjunctival secondary predication.

(II) Williams (1980) observes that sentences containing an adjunctival secondary
predicate in English may be ambiguous:

(18) a. John painted the door wet b. John saw Mary drunk

Williams points out that (18a) and (18b) have a reading in which the secondary
predicates wet, and drunk may be controlled either by the subject or by the object.

Under the first reading the state of the subject is indicated. In (18a) Jobn is attri-
buted the property of being wet, and in (18b) John is attributed the property of being
drunk. Under the second reading of (18a) the door becomes wet as a result of John's
painting, while in (18b) Mary is in the state of being drunk.

According to Williams, these ambiguities are due to the fact that secondary pre-
dicates may be attached either to IP (labelling is mine), or to the VP. In the former
case, only the subject qualifies as a controller, while in the latter case the secondary
predicate is controlled by the object. This is in accordance with (12).

Consider now the Hungarian equivalents of the sentences in (18):
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(19) a. Jdnos vizesen festette az ajtét
John wet-adv painted- AGRSsg the door-ACC
‘Jobn painted the door wet.’
b. Jdnos vizeste  festette az a]tot
John wet-SUBL painted-AGR 3sg the door-ACC
‘John painted the door wet.’

(20) a. [Np_Jdnos [cp aki ittas volt]] latea Marit
John  who drunk was saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC
Jobn saw Mary drunk.’
b. Jinos ittasan  litta Marit
John drunk-adv saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC
‘John saw Mary drunk.’

As may be observed from these sentences, Hungarian disambiguates the readings
associated with the English sentences in (18). The (a)-sentences represent the read-
ings of (18) in which the subject acts as the controller, while the (b)-sentences repre-
sents the readings of (18) in which the object acts as the controller.

The subject reading of (18a) is expressed in Hungarian by adding to the stem of
the adjective vizes the advetbial marker (adv) -en, whereas the object reading of (18b)
is formed by incorporating the adjective into the PAS of the verb.as in (14b). The
subject reading of (18b) cannot be expressed with a secondary predicate. A relativi-
zation strategy has to be chosen instead, while the object reading of (18b) is expres-
sed with the help of the adverbializer just as the reading of (18a).

It is unclear why Hungarian disambiguates the readings associated with adjunc-
tival secondary predication in English.* An account for the individual readings, how-
ever, may run along the following lines.

Komlésy (1985) notes that some secondary predicates may belong to the PAS of
the verb that also selects the argument of which they state a property. According to
Komlésy, argumental secondary predicates are semantically much closer to the verb
than adjunctival secondary predicates. Adjuncts attribute merely a property of the
argument without affecting the event denoted by the predicate. Consider the follow-
ing pairs:

(21) a. Jdnos darabokra  totte a vazat
John pieces-SUBL broke-AGR 3sg the vase-ACC
‘John broke the vase into pieces.’
b. *Jdnos vizeste/szdrazrafiiresre torte a  vézdt
John wet-SUBL/dry-SUBL/empty-SUBL broke-AGR 3sg the vase-ACC

(21) Hale and Laughren (1983) and Simpson (1983) observe that in Warlpiri this phenomenon occurs as
well. In that language case congruence indicates over which NP the secondary predicate is predicated. Compare:
() a. Jakamarra yani  pamajangka
Jakamarra-ABS IMP go alcohol-source-ABS
Jakamarra is going drunk.’
b. Jakamartarly ~ Napaljarri pakarnu pamajangkariu
Jakamarra-ERG Napaljarri-ABS hit alcohol-SOURCE-ERG
Jakamarra hit Napaljarri drunk.’
c. Jakamarraclu  Napaljarri pakarnu pamajangka
Jakamarra-ERG Napaljarri-ABS hit alcohol-SOURCE-ABS
‘Jakamarra hit Napaljarri drunk.’
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(22) a. Jénos darabokban hozta bea vizit
John pieces-INESS brought-AGR3sg in the vase-ACC
‘John brought in the vase into pieces.’
b. Jinos vizesen/szdrazon/iiresen hozta be a vizit
John wet-adv/dry-adv/empty-adv brought-AGR3sg in the vase-ACC
‘John brought in the vase wet/dry/empty.’
(Komlésy (1985), 58)

The verb #r ‘break’ selects a secondary predicate with a specific meaning. The-
refore, an argumental secondary predicate indicated by the sublative case is allo-
wed (cf. (21a)). However, an adjunct with the inessive case is prohibited (cf.
(21b)). The verb Aoz ‘bring’ does not put selectional restrictions on its secondary
predicate. Therefore, adjuncts may function as secondary predicates much more
freely with this verb (cf. (22))

We can translate Koml8sy’s observations into structural terms as follows. An
argumental secondary predicate must be attached to the VP, and an adjunct may
be adjoined either to the VP, or to IP. This largely depends on idiosyncratic lexical
factors. If these assumptions are correct, it is explained why the argumental secon-
dary predicate in (19b) is controlled by the accusative argument, and why the ad-
junctival secondary predicate may be controlled either by the subject in (19a), or
by the object in (20b). The assumption of a VP node and c-command restriction
(12) are crucial in explaining the ambiguity of the English examples (18). Note
that these assumptions are relevant in coverirg the difference between argumental
and adjunctival secondary predication in Hungarian as well.

In (19a), the adjunctival secondary predicate vizeser is adjoined to IP. Hence,
because of the c-command condition on Predication, its controller can only be the
subject NP. In (20b), the adjunctival secondary predicate is adjoined to VP, and it
is predicated over the object NP. In (19b), the argumental secondary predicate vi-
zesre is attached to the VP, and it is controlled by the object NP.

Note that in (19b) and (20b) both the subject and the object satisfy the c-com-
mand condition. The fact that the argumental secondary predicate in (19b) and the
adjunctival secondary predicate in (20b) are controlled by the object but not by the
subject NP follows from Williams’ (1980) additional lexical restriction on Predication:

(23) If a secondary predicate is in the VP, then this secondary predicate is predicated
of the theme of V

The transitive verbs fest ‘paint’ in (19b) and /4t ‘see’ in (20b) belong to the
agent-theme class. This type of verbs assigns its accusative object a theme by rule
3.2.(3a). Hence, the secondary predicates vizesre and ittasan are predicated over the
object NP. The subject and object oriented readings associated with the adjunctival
secondary predicates in (19a) and (20b) demonstrate that adjuncts may be more fre-
ely attached to the VP and IP than argumental secondary predicates. Hence, this
dichotomy shows that argumental predicates always occupy a position under VP,
unlike adjuncts of secondary predication.?

(22) Komlésy (1985) and De Groot (1987) discuss another type of adjunctival predication in Hungarian,
the so-called predicative verbal adverbial construction. These predicates are formed by adding the adverbial
participle suffix -z#/ve to the verbal stem:

(i) Az ajté be van csukva
the door prefix is close-suffix
“The door is closed.’
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Recapitulating, I argued that secondary predication is restricted by the distri-
bution of the verbal arguments. Only nominative and accusative NPs may func-
tion as controllers of an argumental secondary predicate. This type of secondary
predicate is incorporated into the PAS of the verb. This may be observed from the
fact that it bears a lexical case. From theories on secondary predication (cf.
Chomsky 1981, Stowell 1982, and Williams 1980; 1983), it follows that the no-
minative and accusative NPs must be structurally superior to the argumental pre-
dicate. Hungarian resolves ambiguities between a subject and an object oriented
reading, which occur with secondary predication in English, with adjunctival se-
condary predication, argumental secondary predication, or relativization. It must
be admitted that some properties of secondary predication ate not completely un-
derstood at the present state of research, like the difference between English and
Hungarian with the incorporation of secondary predicates into the PAS of the
verb, or the disambiguation of readings associated with adjunctival secondary pre-
dication. However, the Hungarian counterparts corresponding to the subject and
object oriented readings in English show that argumental secondary predicates are
attached to the VP. The distribution of adjunctival secondary predicates, on the
other hand, is much freer. In order to derive the readings related to argumental
and adjunctival secondary predication, the assumption of a VP is crucial.”

5.3.7. Wh-Module

Here, I will focus on subject-object asymmetries with Wh-movement in Hunga-
rian. These asymmetries occur in Jong Wh-movement (cf. section 5.3.7.1.), and in a
phenomenon that is c/ontingent on Wh-movement, namely, parasitic gaps (cf. 5.3.7.2.).

5.3.7.1. The Distribution of Long Wh-movement
Consider the following instances of long Wh-movement:

(1) a. *Kifkit gondolsz hogy ¢ ltta Vilit
who-NOM/-ACC think-AGR2sg that  saw-AGR3sg Bill-ACC
‘Who do you think saw Bill?’
b. Kiz gondolsz hogy Vili latott t

who-ACC think-AGR2sg that Bill saw-AGR3sg
‘Who do you think that Bill saw?’

c. Kinek gondolod hogy Janos kényvet  adott t
who-DAT think-AGR2sg that John book-ACC gave-AGR3sg
“To who do you think that John gave a book?’

d. Kivel szeretnéd hogy Mari beszéljen t
who-INSTR like-COND-AGR 2sg that Mary speak-SUBJ-AGR3sg
‘With whom would you like that Mary should speak?’

e. Kitil gondolod hogy Mari konyvet kapott ¢
who-ABL think-AGR2sg that Mary book-ACC got-AGR2sg
‘From who do you think that Mary got a book?’

Further, Komlésy distinguishes a stative construction and a perfective dynamic passive depending on the
coupe used. Judging from the examples in the references above, this adverbial predicate may only be control-
led by a nominative NP which may be either an agent, ot an underlying theme object. This state of affairs
arises if the adverbial predicate is attached to IP, and is conttolled at S-structure. Hence, this construction
type provides another argument for the claim that the nominative NP is the external argument.

(23) Hale and Laughren (1983) and Simpson (1983) report that extension of the semantic definition of a
basic predicate is a very productive rule in Watlpiri. The syntactic concomitant of these ‘adjunctions’ is al-
ways a secondary predicate.
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Long Wh-movement is restricted by dialectal and idiolectal factors. Roughly,
there are two dialects to which I will refer in the remainder as Hungarian I and
Hungarian II.

(D) Hungarian 1

E. Kiss (1981a), Horvath (1981), and Szabolcsi (personal communication) report
that they find long Wh-movement completely acceptable in Hungarian. This phe-
nomenon seems to be especially frequent in the spoken language (cf. De Groot
1981c, Szalamin 1978, and Zolnay 1926).

E. Kiss (1982b) observes that a subject-object asymmetry turns up in long Wh-
movement. According to E. Kiss, an extracted nominative Wh-phrase ends up accusa-
tively marked (cf. (1a)), whereas an accusative Wh-phrase retains its case during the
derivation (cf. (1b)). Furthermore, E. Kiss observes that extracted Wh-phrases with
lexical case take their Case-feature along.

The verbs #d ‘give’, beszé] ‘speak’, and kap ‘get’ subcategorize for a dative, instru-
mental, and ablative NP, respectively. The case-endings on the extracted Wh-phrases
correspond to the subcategorized cases of these verbs in (1¢)-(1e).

So, only a nominative Wh-phrase undergoes a Case change when it is fronted by
Wh-movement. Comrie (1981, 155) and Van der Auwera (1984, 260) abserve the
same with Jong relativization, a syntactic relative of long Wh-movement.** This phe-
nomenon is derived by Wh-fronting of the relative pronoun: '

(2) a. A fia *azkilakit mondtam  hogy ? elvette a pénzt

the boy who-NOM/-ACC said-AGR 1sg that away-took-AGR3sg the money-ACC
“The boy that I said took away the money.’

b. A pénzt amit mondtam  hogya fid elvett 7
the money-ACC which-ACC saxd-AGRlsg that the boy away-took-AGR3sg
“The boy that I said took away the money.’

c. A fiGakinck gondolod hogy Jinos kdnyvet adott ¢
the boy who-DAT think-AGR2sg that John book ACC gave-AGR3sg
‘“The boy that you think that John gave a book to.’

d. A fid akivel szeretnéd hogy beszéljen t
the boy who-INSTR like-COND-AGR2sg that speak-SUBJ-AGR 3sg
“The boy that you would like that he should speak with.’

e. A fiaakitil gondolod hogy Mari konyvet kapott ¢
the boy who-ABL think-AGR2sg that Mary book-ACC got-AGR3sg
“The boy that you think that Mary got a book from.’

This paradigm shows that a non-nominative relative proneun (cf. (2b)-(2e)), un-
like the nominative one (cf. (2a)), takes along its Case assigned in the embedded
clause when raised into the matrix sentence.

(24) Keenan and Comrie (1977) propose an accessibility hierarchy for relativization. According to Kee-
nan and Comrie, this phenomenon is restricted by the following hierarchy:

(i) Subject > direct object > non-direct object > possessor

This hierarchy is only respected by simple sentences. Comrie (1981: 154) points out that embedded
clauses do not have to obey (i). For example, long Wh-movement and relativization in Hungarian do not pat-
tern as in (i), but rather as in (ii), the reverse of (i):

(ii) Lexical case (non-direct object) > accusative (direct object) > nominative (subject)
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In chapter six, I will consider the mechanism of this Case change in more detail.
Here, it is sufficient to indicate how it is related to the configurationality of phrase
structure.

Theories on Case-assignment (see, for example, Chomsky 1981 or Kayne 1984)
assume that some maximal projections, like VP, are opaque for Case-assignment by a
higher governor. Other maximal projections, however, may be transparent for Case-
assignment by a higher governor. For example, the IP is transpatent for accusative
Case-assignment in A.C.I.-complements (cf. section 5.3.5.3.) and the CP displays
this property in long Wh-movement (cf. Kayne 1984). Hence, only complements
which are base-generated outside the VP may undergo a Case change.

The Case change of the nominative NP with long Wh-movement implies, then,
that it is base-generated outside the VP, and that the non-nominative NPs are base-
generated within the VP. This distinction can only be made if the phrase structure
in Hungarian has a configurational structure with a separate VP.

(1) Hungarian 11

Other native-speakers, for example Komlésy (1986), reject cases of long Wh-mo-
vement in Hungarian entirely, or accept them only quite matginally. For the latter
group there is even an accessibility hierarchy observable.

The grammaticality of this phenomenon decreases in the order ((1c), (1d), (1e)) >
(1b) > (1a), and the grammaticality of long relativization decreases from ((2c), (2d),

(2e)) > (2b) > (2a). This means we have the following accessibility hierarchy:

() Accessibility Hierarchy for Long Wh-movement in Hungarian
DAT, INSTR, ABL > ACC > NOM.

The cut off point for grammaticality in this hierarchy is at the first ‘>" symbol.
The opposition between grammaticality and ungtammaticality in this dialect coin-
cides with the opposition between lexical case and structural Case:

(4) Lexical case > *structural Case

Thus, the following generalization in terms of Case theory emerges for speakers
of Hungarian Il who allow long Wh-movement:

(5) Long Wh-movement in Hungarian I is licit if the Wh- antecedent bears lexical case

This restriction is the exact reverse of the condition on pro-drop in Hungarian
(cf. 4.2.(34)) which states that pronouns in Hungarian may only be dropped if they
are assigned structural Case. I argued in section 3.2.1. that the opposition between
nominative/accusative Case and lexical case coincides with the opposition between
structural Case and O-case in Hungarian. If there is a matching between the type of
Case and structural positions in the phrase structure, as is assumed in theories on
Case (cf. Chomsky 1981, Kayne 1984), then condition (5) reflects that the phrase
structure of Hungarian has a configurational structure.

Summarizing, long Wh-movement is subject to dialectal variation, probably in
the form of a continuum. I labelled these dialects Hungarian I and Hungarian II. In
chapter six, I will suggest that dialectal variation with long Wh-movement is rela-
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ted to a parameter, namely, Fmove Wh. The positive option of this parameter allows
long Wh-movement, apart from the Case change phenomenon, without exception,
whereas its negative option accepts it rather marginally.

Anderson and Kvam-(1984) report a similar variation with long Wh-movement
in German. Taking into account the fact that both Hungarian and German have a
relatively ‘rich’ case-system, it seems reasonable to search for an explanation of this
variation in terms of Case theory. I will return to this topic later on.

In conclusion, in both dialects subject-object asymmetries show up. In Hunga-
rian I, the fronted nominative Wh-phrase undergoes a Case change, and in Hunga-
rian II, for those speakers who accept long Wh-movement at all, only Wh-phrases
with a lexical case may be extracted. I have argued that both asymmetries are due to
Case theory. The former asymmetry is related to the opacity of maximal projections
for a higher Case-governor, whereas the latter one is related to the one-to-one mat-
ching between type of Case and structural positions. The distribution of long Wh-
movement in Hungarian makes it clear that its phrase structure displays a hierarchi-
cal organization.

5.3.7.2. The Distribution of Parasitic Gaps

In the literature, it has been observed that the distribution of parasitic gap: in
English yields a subject-object asymmetry:
6) *You put away #be papers [before reading e]
*The papers fell off the table [before you read ¢]
Which papers did you put away ¢ [before reading ¢]
. *Which papers ¢ fell off the table [before you read ¢]

o TP

Chomsky (1982) notes that parasitic gaps, in these sentences indicated by ¢, have
to obey the following two descriptive conditions:?

(7) a. Parasitic gaps are contingent on Wh-movement, and
b. Parasitic gaps may not be c-commanded by the Wh-trace

Absence of Wh-movement accounts for the ungrammaticality of (6a) and (6b).
The difference in grammaticality between (6¢) and (6b) is subsumed by restriction
(7b). The trace of the subject Wh-phrase in (6d), unlike the trace of the object Wh-
phrase in (6¢), c-commands the parasitic gap in the adjunct phrase. Hence, sentence
(6d) but not (6¢) is ungrammatical. Let us consider the distribution of parasitic gaps
in Hungarian. Because of condition (7a), constructions with such gaps can be tested
at best by relying on the judgements of speakers of Hungarian I. Recall that this
dialect allows long Wh-movement quite easily.

E. Kiss (1985) observes that precisely the same pattern of grammaticality occuts
with parasitic gaps in the Hungarian equivalents of (6):

(25) With Koster (1987: 360), I will assume that parasitic gaps are subject to the usual anti-c-command
requirement.
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(8) a. *Eltetted @z iratokat [mieldtt elolvastil volna e]
away-put-AGR2sg-def the papers-ACC before - read-AGR2sg-indef had
b. *Leestek 2z iratok az asztalrl [miel8tt elolvastil volna e]
off-fell-AGR 3pl-indef the papers the table-DELAT before read-AGR2sg-indef had
¢. Milyen iratokat tettél el [mielStt elolvastdl volna e]
what papers-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away before read-AGR 2sg-indef had
d. *Milyen iratok estek le az asztalrél [miel8tt elolvastél volna ¢]
what papers fell-AGR3pl-indef off the table-DELAT before read-AGR2sg-indef had

One could argue that the positions ¢ in these sentences do not contain a parasitic
gap but a small pro, since Hungarian is a pro-drop language. The grammaticality of
(8¢c) would then be due to the presence of a small pro rather than to Wh-movement.

The spelling out of an overt pronoun in English has a similar effect. It turns the
ungrammatical sentences in (6) into grammatical ones:

()] You put away zhe papers [before reading  them]
. The papers fell off the table [before you read them]
Which papers did you put away ¢ [before reading them]

. Which papers ¢ fell off the table [before you read them]

po o e

However, there are two arguments which contradict the small pro hypothesis.
First, the assumption of pro cannot explain the difference in grammaticality between
((8a), (8b), (8d)) and (8c). Secondly, the distribution of ¢ does not correspond with
the diagnostics of accusative pro-drop. Third person accusative pronouns may only be
omitted if they are singular, and trigger definite conjugation on the verb (cf.
4.2.(34b)). In (8), the Wh-antecedent is plural and the embedded verb displays in-
definite conjugation. Therefore, a small pro, unlike an overt plural pronoun, may not
even appear when the conjugation of the embedded verb is changed into definite.
Compare the counterparts of (8a) and (8c):*

(10) a. Eltetted 2z iratokat [mielbtt elolvastad volna *(iker))
away-put-AGR2sg-def the papers-ACC before read-AGR3sg-def had hem
b. Milyen iratokat tettél el [mieldtt elolvastad volna *(gker)
what papers-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away before read-AGR2sg-def had them

Therefore, it may safely be concluded that the examples (8) involve parasitic gaps
and that a subject-object asymmetry turns up with this phenomenon in Hungarian
as well, at least in Hungarian L

E. Kiss (1985) and Horvath (1987) note furthermore that other quantificational
NPs than Wh-phtases may also license parasitic gaps and that subject-object asym-
metries occur in these constructions, too. This supports the hypothesis that quanti-
fiers in Hungarian are moved into non-A-positions in the Quantifier Field (cf.

2.1.(28f)), just as focussed NPs, since only such NPs may license parasitic gaps (cf.
Engdahl 1984):

(26) For speakers of Hungarian 11, who accept long Wh-movement only marginally, these sentences with
an overt pronoun are the only grammatical alternants. Sentences of the type (8¢) are a question mark at best
for such speakers. (See, also section 6.7.1. for a discussion of dialectal vatiation with the distribution of paras-
itic gaps in Hungarian).
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(11) a. Minden iratoz elveszitett ¥ még [miel8te elolvasott volna €]
eveéry paper-ACC lost-AGR3sg-indef still before read-AGR 3sg-indef had
‘He lost every paper before he had read.’
b. *Elveszitett minden iratot még [mielStt elolvasott volna e]
lost-AGR3sg-indef every paper-ACC still before read-AGR3sg-indef had
(E. Kiss 1985, (52))

5.3.8. Quantification Theory

This section investigates the syntactic and semantic properties of constructions
containing numeral quantificational NPs. It turns out that with these constructions a
subject-object asymmetry shows up. Before discussing adverbizl numeral NPs, I will
first concentrate on argamental numeral NPs.

(I) Consider the following sentence from English:

(1)  Two boys stole three apples

This sentence contains a subject and an object numeral NP.

De Meij (1982; 1983) observes that two readings are associated with (1). In the
distributive reading, the predicate stole three apples is applied to each of the boys indi-
vidually. Therefore the number of the apples stolen is minimally three and maxi-
mally six. On the other hand, in the t0t2/ reading the two plural NPs indicate mere-
ly the size of sets involved, namely, two boys and three apples. Therefore the number
of apples stolen in this case is maximally three.”

"Let us consider the Hungarian equivalent of this sentence:*®

(2) Ké fid lopott bdrom almdr
two boy stole-AGR 3sg three apple-ACC

In contrast to its English counterpart, the Hungarian word by word equivalent
only has a total reading. The number of the apples stolen is maximally three. In ot-
der to derive the distributive reading of the English sentence another strategy may
be chosen, namely, by reduplication of the adnominal numeral in the accusative NP:?

(3) Kécfia lopott bdrom-hdrom almit
two boy stole-AGR3sg three-three apple-ACC

Example (3) implies that six apples were stolen.

(27) See Higginbotham and May (1981) for the derivation of total and distributive readings with the
assumption of LE.
(28) A nominal head is singular in Hungarian if it is modified by a countable adneminal phrase.
(29) Besides reduplication, other strategies with the same effect may be chosen as well. (i) The adnomipal
numeral in the nominative NP may be modified by the adnominal quantifier mind z ‘all the’:
(i) Minda két fit lopott hirom almat
all  che two boy stole-AGR3sg three apple-ACC
“Two boys stole three apples each.”
or, (ii) by focussing the nominative NP, as Anna Szabolcsi (personal communication) brings to my atten-
tion:
(i) [P Kér fia} lopott hdrom almit
two boy stole-AGR3sg three apple-ACC
“Two boys stole three apples each.’
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Reduplication of the adnominal numeral in the nominative NP, if possible at all,
does not render the distributive reading of the English sentence (1). For those native-
speakers who accept this, it has the effect of turning the fwo boys into two sets of two
boys. Hence, the numeral distributes phrase-internally over its head. The number of
apples stolen, however, remains three as in (2). This yields a total reading only:

(4) K#-k&t fia lopott hdrom almdt
two-two boy stole-AGR3sg three apple-ACC
“Two groups of two boys stole (maximally) three apples.’

According to De Meij, whom I will follow here, distributivity is a property of
the PAS. A distributive reading can be obtained by distributing the property of the
predicate over the members of the set denoted by the subject individually. From this
it follows that this phenomenon involves a subject-predicate partitioning of the sen-
tence. In Hungarian, this subject-object asymmetry is even spelled out overtly by
means of a morpholexical device, that is, by reduplicating the adnominal modifier in
the object NP.

Distributivity also provides empirical evidence for the internal partitioning of
the VP. Compare the following example with the tryadic verb give:

(5)  Two boys gave four apples to three girls

This sentence may have at least the following three readings. Besides the total re-
ading in which maximally four apples are given to three girls, (5) may have the follow-
ing two distributive readings.

First, the property denoted by the direct object and the verb distributes over the
members of the set denoted by the subject individually. The number of the apples
given is in that case minimally four and maximally eight. Second, the property de-
noted by the object and the verb distributes over the indirect object. The number of
apples given is then minimally four and maximally twelve.

The word by ward equivalent of this sentence in Hungarian has again only a total
reading:

(6) K& fizadott négy almdt bdrom ldinynak
two boy gave-AGR3sg four apple-ACC three girl-DAT
“Two boys gave (maximally) four apples to three gitls.’

Reduplication of the numetal in the accusative NP négy almdit results in the se-
cond distributive reading, that is, the property of the direct object and the verb may
only distribute over the indirect object:

(7) Kétfid adott hirom ldnynak ndgy-pégy almit
two boy gave-AGR3sg three girl-DAT four-four apple-ACC
“Two boys gave four apples to three girls each,’

Thus, the distributive reading with tryadic verbs jg Hungarian is more restricted
than in English. It involves only the non-nominative NPs.

De Meij's account of distributivity is based on gompositionality. A property of a
subphrase, i.e. the VP, of the clause distributes over the subject. If this approach is
correct, then the object and the verb constitute a subphrase, probably a V’, when a



188 LASZLO MARACZ

tryadic verb has a distributive reading. This subphrase distributes over the indirect
object VP-internally.

(II) Adverbial distributive numerals provide further empirical evidence for the
subject-predicate partitioning of the clause. The adverbial distributive numerals
bdrmasdval (three-INSTR) ‘three at a time’ and barmonként (three-ESS) ‘three by
three’ may distribute either over the subject such as in the (a)-sentences, or over the
predicate such as in the (b)-sentences:

8) a. A fivk bdrmaséval mentek az ablakhoz
the boys three-INSTR went-AGR3pl the window-ALL
“The boys went to the window three at a time.’
b. Két fid ellopta az almdkat  bdrmasdval
two boy stole-AGR 3sg the apples-ACC three-INSTR
“Two boys stole the apples three at a time.
©) a. A fiak bdrmonként mentek az ablakhoz
the boys three-ESS  went-AGR3pl the window-ALL
“The boys went to the window three by three.’
b. Két fit ellopta az almdkat  bdrmonként
two boy stole-AGR3sg the apples-ACC three-ESS
“Two boys stole the apples three by three.’

The ambiguities in these sentences can be accounted for most easily by assuming
that the adverbials are attached under IP so that they may equally distribute over the
subject and the predicate. This implies a subject-predicate partitioning of the clause.

Summarizing, I discussed subject-object asymmetries with argumental and ad-
verbial distributive NPs. Argumental distributive NPs may be cteated by a morpho-
lexical strategy which doubles the adnominal numeral. However, their distribution
is restricted. Only the accusative NP of a transitive sentence may be reduplicated.
So, distributivity with two-place predicates provides empirical support for a subject-
predicate dichotomy of the clause. Adverbial distributive numerals illustrate the
same. They are ambiguous between a reading in which they distribute over the sub-
ject and a reading in which they distribute over the predicate. Furthermore, distri-
butivity with three-place predicates yields evidence for a VP-internal partitioning as
well. The argumental distributive object numeral may only distribute over its struc-
turally closest ‘antecedent’, i.e., the indirect object.

To express distributivity by means of a morpholexical strategy is not only restric-
ted to Hungarian. Gil (1982) notes that Georgian displays this strategy as well. Geor-
ges Rebuschi (personal communication) brings to my attention that this phenomenon
in Basque is expressed with the help of the suffix -#4. It may be attached only to the
object of a transitive sentence. From this, I conclude that a motpholexical device re-
flecting distributivity deserves a place in the typology of subject-object asymmetries.

5.4. Evaluation

This section evaluates the subject-object symmetries and subject-object asymme-
tries discussed in the preceding sections. Concerning these clusters, we can make the
following observations. Fitst, in terms of the modules of the grammar they are rather
beterogeneons .in nature. Both subject-object symmetries and subject-object asymme-
tries appear in the domain of X’-theory, 0-theory, binding theory, Wh-module, and



ASYMMETRIES IN HUNGARIAN 189

quantification theory. Secondly, these clusters themselves are diverse in nature. Some
of them are fairly comphcated The question arises what is the proper strategy to ac-
count for their properties within a theory of UG? Let us first consider the position of
subject-object asymmetries in Hungarian.

5.4.1. The Configurational Structure of Hungarian

I will assume that the cluster of subject-object asymmetries is the unmarked case,
as they can be derived directly from the caregorial component of syntax (cf.
0.1.1.(1b)). This component generates structural configurations which serve as the
basis for other modules, like government theory or binding theory. This implies that
subject-object asymmetries should appear frequently in the grammar of natural lan-
guages. This turns out to be the case.

Subject-object asymmetries are well-attested across languages. Some of them
qualify as Janguage universals. A candidate for this is, for example, reflexive binding.

In all languages which have been claimed to be non-configurational, reflexive
anaphors are subject to hierarchical constraints. Hale (1983), Whitman (1984), and
Mohanan (1984) report that object reflexive anaphors in respectively Warlpiri, Japa-
nese, and Malayalam may be bound by subjects, but not vice versa. This is also the
case in Hungarian (cf. section 5.3.4.1.). It is, then, extremely likely that reflexive
binding is universally restricted by a subject-object asymmetry. Thus, it is both
from a theoretical and empirical point of view unmotivated to relax subcomponents
of the grammar like X’-theory, government theory or the Projection Principle to de-
rive subject-object symmetries in the grammar of a particular language. Such an ap-
proach is pursued in E. Kiss (1987a) in connection with the subject-object
symmetries in Hungarian. Let us discuss some of the consequences of this attempt.

E. Kiss assigns the Hungarian phrase structure the non-configurational structure
5.1.(1), here repeated as (1):

(1) S—>vxX™

This structure predicts the occurrence of subject-object symmetries in Hunga-
rian. This appears indeed to be the case (cf. section 5.2.). E. Kiss (19872) acknowled-
ges the subject-object asymmetries involving reflexive binding (cf. section 5.3.4.1.),
the distribution of big PRO in infinite complements (cf. section 5.3.6.1.), and the
Case change of an extracted nominative Wh-phrase (cf. section 5.3.7.1). How are
these phenomena derived in a phrase structure of the type in (1)?

Let us consider how E. Kiss deals with the asymmetries involved in reflexive
binding. In order to account for this phenomenon, E. Kiss (19872, 180) assumes a
prominence hierarchy. According to her, prominence hierarchy is not reflected struc-
turally in non-configurational languages but as a case-hierarchy:

(2) NOM > ACC > DAT > INSTR > LEXICAL CASE
She further formulates the following rule for reflexive binding:

(3) A reflexive anaphor may only be bound by an antecedent which is more promi-
nent in hierarchy (2) than che reflexive anaphor

Although this rule is descriptively adequate, it is unsatisfying from a theoreti-
cal point of view for at least two reasons.
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(A) A consequence of (3) is that reflexive anaphors in English and Hungarian
obey completely Jifferent conditions. The distribution of the English reflexive ana-
phor is accounted for by a structural condition in the style of Binding Principle A
(cf. 5.3.4.(32)), whereas the distribution of the Hungarian reflexive anaphor falls
under (3). This suggests that a generalization is missed. Reflexive binding in
terms of this rule, then, leads to a break with the well-motivated c-command con-
dition on dependent elements

(B) E. Kiss (1987a: 183) makes the following remarks on the status of the case-
hierarchy in Hungarian grammar:"The definition introduces case-hierarchy as an
auxiliary device, to be applied in languages of a “flat” argument structure, in the
sentences of which c-command is unable to establish a hierarchy among the maxi-
mal major categories.” From this, it follows that this hierarchy applies only to
NPs which are coarguments. Therefore, it can only be extended to subject-object
asymmetries which involve coarguments like secondary predication (cf. section
5.3.6.2.) or reduplication of distributive numerals (cf. section 5.3.8.). However, it
cannot account for the following subject-object asymmetries.

() The case-hierarchy checks overt case-endings. Hence, it is not able to cover
subject-object asymmetries which do not refer to overt case-endings, but rather to
underlying GFs. This is the case with transitivity alternations (cf. section 5.3.1.1.),
noun-incorporation (cf. section 5.3.1.2.) and 8-theory (cf. section 5.3.3.).

(#7) This hierarchy cannot account for the asymmetries which bear on non-coar-
guments. These asymmetries turn up when one of the NPs involved is embedded in
a subphrase, or a separate clause. This is the case with the binding of names (cf.
section 5.3.4.2.), the distribution of bound pronouns (cf. section 5.3.4.3.), switch
reference (cf. section 5.3.4.5.), the distribution of long Wh-movement (cf. section
5.3.7.1.) and of parasitic gaps (cf. section 5.3.7.2.).

(##7) The case-hierarchy is not operative if the asymmetries single out only one of
the verbal arguments such as in synthetic reflexivization/reciprocalization (cf. section
5.3.1.1.), X’-theory (cf. section 5.3.2.), the conjugational patterns of the Hungarian
verb (cf. section 5.3.5.1.), ACI-verbs (cf. section 5.3.5.3.), control with infinitive
complements (cf. section 5.3.6.1.), and the distribution of small pro (cf. section 5.3.8.1.).

The anomalies in (#)~(77i) show that (2) has a very limited scope. This implies
that further auxiliary devices have to be formulated in order to account for them.
Certainly, that is an undesirable step.

Summarizing, the case-hierarchy is theoretically inadequate for the following
reasons. First, the syntactic properties of lexical items such as reflexive anaphors,
which are cross-linguistically uniform, would be captured differently in Hungarian.
Reflexive binding could not be formulated in terms of structural conditions. Second,
it applies in a rather narrow domain. From this it follows that further auxiliary me-
chanisms have to be added to cover other subject-object asymmetries in Hungarian.
Above I noted that the case-hierarchy is descriptively adequate, at least with respect
to the cases subsumed by Binding Principle A. This suggests that it is a reflection of
abstract structural configurations. Let us investigate whether this hierarchy can be
reinterpreted in this sense.

Van Riemsdijk (1982; 1983a) classifies the overt case-markers of languages
with a rich case-system in terms of a universal feature system employing mnemo-
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nic categories such as subject [S], closest argument [CA], etc. In this system, the fea-
tures may be organized in a binary tree which expresses (like in hierarchical cons-
tituent structures) the concept of ‘belonging closer to’. Van Riemsdijk further no-
tes that it would be attractive to associate this case-hierarchy with the hierarchy of
GFs developed within the framework of Relational Grammar (cf. Perlmutter 1984).

This framework states that the subject GF is more prominent than the object
GF, etc. Following Van Riemsdijk’s suggestion, I will relate the above case-hie-
rarchy to the hierarchy of GFs, or to the external (ext) versus internal (int) dicho-
tomy in the LS of the verb. Recall that this is defined structurally (cf. chapter three).

Further, I will assume, as in various other theoretical approaches, that besides
the external-internal opposition there is also a VP-internal divisioning in the form
of an internal argument 1 versus internal argument 2 dichotomy.

Below I will demonstrate that these hierarchies are supported empirically in
Hungarian. Restatement of the case-hierarchy in terms of the hierarchy among the
verb arguments yields the following taxonomy of the case-system:

(4) a. external argument = NOM
(subject)
b. internal argument 1 = ACC, DAT, INSTR
(direct object)

c. internal argument 2 = DAT, INSTR, LEXICAL CASE
(indirect object, etc.)

The equations in (4) must be read as follows. The external argument is the nomi-
natively marked NP. The internal argument 1 is the accusative NP, if there is one,
otherwise the dative NP, if there is one, and so on. The internal argument 2 is the
datively marked NP, if there is one, otherwise the instrumentally marked NP, and so on.

We can use these equations to classify the subject-object asymmetries. This
yields the following matrix: '

) ext int 1 int 2
transitivity alternations +
reflexivization/reciprocalization -
noun-incorporation -
infinitive-with-internal argument
compositional 0-assignment
reflexive binding
binding of names
distribution of bound pronouns
switch reference
Indef/def conjugation
the suffix -/zk
distribution of pro
person/number features of pro
ACI/DClI-verbs
subject control
secondary predication
Case change in long
‘Wh-movement/relativization + -
distribution of Wh-trace in Hungarian IT - -
distribution of parasitic gaps - +
reduplication of distributive numerals - +
adverbial distributive numerals + -

+

[

R T I
]

I Tk R 2

A
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The values in this matrix group together those arguments of the verb that have
the same distribution with a particular syntactic phenomenon.

Compositional 0-assignment, reflexive binding, the binding of names, the distri-
bution of bound pronouns, switch reference, ACI/DCl-verbs, subject control with
infinitive complements, the distribution of parasitic gaps and reduplication of distri-
butive numerals provide empirical evidence for the hypothesis that the external ar-
gument is superior to the internal arguments of the verb.* Thus, the following pro-
minence hierarchy is supported by these phenomena:

(6) external argument > internal argument 1 and internal argument 2

Reflexive binding, binding of a pair of names, the distribution of bound pro-
nouns, the conjugation with the suffix -z, secondary predication, and the distribu-
tion of pro provide evidence for the hypothesis that the external argument and inter-
nal argument 1 are more prominent than internal argument 2. This yields the pro-
minence hierarchy in (7):

(7) external atgument and internal argument 1 > internal argument 2

By collapsing (6) and (7), we derive (8):

(8) external argument > internal argument 1 > internal argument 2

Some of the phenomena in the matrix above refer to one of the arguments of the
verb, exclusively emphasizing their primitive status in this hierarchy.

The exterpal argument is singled out by ACI/DCl-verbs (which assign accusa-
tive/dative Case to the subject of their sentential complement), by the Case change
of a nominative NP which undergoes long Wh-movement and by pro-drop which
may affect all persons and numbers of a nominative NP only.

The accusative internal argument 1 is exclusively referred to in morpholexical
transitivity alternations, synthetic reflexivization/reciprocalization, and in the defi-
nite conjugation of the verb. The internal argument 2 is singled out, at least in
Hungarian II, by the distribution of Wh-traces.

There is also empirical evidence for the primitive status of VP. Three phenomena
refer in particular to a combination of the verb with its internal arguments, includ-
ing noun-incorporation, the structure of infinitive complements and argumen-
tal/adverbial distributive numerals. Below I will provide further support for this
claim by showing that under certain conditions VP-rules may apply in Hungarian as
well.

So, we may depict this syntactic representation by means of the familiar tree-
structure notation: :

9) S
—
ext VP
T
int 1 Vv
T
int 2 v

(30) See also Nakajima (1986) for the claim that the distribution of parasitic gaps provides evidence for
the hypothesis that Hungarian phrase structure is hierarchical rather than flat.
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This diagram expresses that the Hungarian phrase structure is configurational,
and meets the principle of binary branching.

In chapter seven, I will argue that the Head Parameter, which specifies the order of
heads and complements, is ‘head-final’ in Hungarian. This means that each lexical
head follows its complement. Hence, (9) reflects the basic SOV-structure of Hungarian.

The question arises how the spelling out of morphological case. is related to the
structural positions in this configuration? The Case-assignment rules in 3.2.(7) are
insufficient to account for this. Here, I will not accommodate Case theory to the rich
case-system of Hungarian, because this would be beyond the scope of this study. In-
stead I will make the following points.

If we adopt a biuniqueness condition on Case-assignment, the set of Case-gover-
nors has to be extended with the V’. The Case of the external position is governed by
1, the Case of the internal argument 1 is governed by V’, and the Case of internal
position 2 is governed by V. Of course, the cases which are actually realized depends
on the inherent properties of these governors.

The Case assigned to the external argument and internal argument 1 is structural
Case, whereas the Case assigned to internal argument 2 is lexical Case. Observe then
that 0-governed arguments are structurally closer to the verb than arguments assig-
ned structural Case.

The following phenomena support the hypothesis that the dative may also be a
structural Case, that is a governee of V’. First, in binding phenomena the dative and
accusative are equally prominent (cf. reflexive binding in 5.3.4.(8a)-(8d)). Second
Hungarian displays DCI-complements (cf. fn.19). Third, in clauses with a tryadic
verb a reduplicated adnominal numeral embedded in an accusative NP distributes
over the dative NP (cf. 5.3.8.(7)). :

Nearly all the subject-object asymmetries can be covered by applying the devices
of the modules of the grammar to structure (9). For most of these phenomena this
was already carried out above. It was not possible in all cases, given the present state
of the art. First, some of their properties are badly understood. Recall, for example,
Noun-Incorporation in Hungarian (see, section 5.3.1.2.). Such phenomena require
much more extensive study than has been carried out hitherto.

Second, a successfull account of subject-object asymmetries depends also on spe-
cific theoretical assumptions concerning the theory of UG and the phrase structure
of Hungarian. Some of them require further investigation. For example, the develop-
ment of a theory of abstract Case and its morphological realization, or the status of
scrambling. To illustrate the type of puzzles which have to be faced, consider again
some subject-object asymmetries within the domain of binding theory.

Let us assume that the case-system of Hungarian is as in (4), and its phrase struc-
ture is as in (9). In that case, the asymmetries with reflexive binding and the bin-
ding of a pair of names fall into place. They may be accounted for by Binding Prin-
ciple A and C respectively.

The phenomena subsumed under these principles remain unaffected by scram-
bling. Hence, the sentences 5.3.4.(7a) and (7b) and 5.3.4.(12a) and (12b), here repe-
ated as (8) and (9), display the following pattern of grammaticality, whatever the
linear order of the constituents in the sentences is:
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(10) a. Jdnos szereti magdt b. *Jdnost szereti maga
John loves himself~ACC John-ACC loves himself
Jobn loves himself.’

(11) a. Jdnos anyja szereti_Jdnost b. *Jdnos szereti Jénos anyjit
John mother-npAGR3sg loves John-ACC John loves John mother-
‘Jobn’s mother loves Jobn.’ npAFR3 sg-ACC

Saito and Hoji (1983) argue that scrambling is an instance of Move-0 which ad-
joins the scrambled NP to a maximal major category, presumably into a non-A-posi-
tion.

In terms of this theory, we may say that these operations do not affect the appli-
cation of the Binding Principles A and C. It follows, then, that either the Binding
Principles apply before movement, or that scrambling does not reverse the c-com-
mand relation. This could otherwise turn a grammatical clause into an ungrammat-
ical one, or vice versa.

Considér now, again, the cases of bound variable interpretation of pronouns
5.3.4.((23a), (24a), (25a), and (26a), here repeated as (10) (only the relevant bracket-
ing is indicated):

(12) a. *{cp [Np Az proj anyja] [cp 4iti [ve #i szeret]]]
the  mother-npAGR3sg  who-ACC loves
*Who does bis mother love?’
b. [cp Kiti [vp #i szeret [vp [Np 2z pro; anyja]]]]
c. [cp K7 [ve # Lvp szereti [vp [Np az proj anyja]]l]
who loves the mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘Who loves his mother?’

d. [cp [P Az pro; anyjat] [cp &4 [vp #i [vp szereti]]]]

The distribution of bound pronouns is, unlike Binding Principle A and C pheno-
mena, sensitive to scrambling, If the subject NP is postponed as in (10b) the WCO-
effect vanishes, and if the object NP containing the pronoun is scrambled over the
subject as in (10d) no WCO-effect arises.” Note, incidentally, that this paradigm
provides empirical evidence for the claim that scrambling is not a stylistic rule ap-
plying at PF but a rule of syntax.

The question, then, is why does scrambling affect the binding relation between a
pair (quantifier, pronoun) but not the binding relation between a pair (name, reflex-
ive anaphor), or (name, name). There are several ways to escape this binding ‘para-
dox’ depending on the theoretical assumptions we adopt. A solution of this puzzle
may run as follows.

Preverbal NPs are adjoined to the CP in Hungarian (cf. section 2.2.). Further-
more, suppose that postverbal subjects are adjoined to the VP (cf. Belletti and Rizzi
1982). As a consequence of the latter, the c-command relation between the subject
and the object may be changed if the object is a Wh-phrase.

In (10b), the trace of the Wh-phrase in object position c-commands the bound
pronoun in the subject possessive NP which is adjoined to the VP. However, in (10a)

(31) Webelhuth (1985) notes that German displays this ‘anti-crossover’ effect as well.
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the object Wh-trace does not c-command the subject possessive NP that is adjoined
to CP. Hence, the former sentence is grammatical, whereas the latter is ruled out as a
violation of condition 5.3.4.(21) on bound pronouns. The dichotomy between the
pairs of ((10a), 10b)) and ((10c¢), (10d)) follows, if we assume that the subject Wh-
trace c-commands both the object possessive NP adjoined to VP (cf. (10c)) and the
object possessive NP adjoined to CP (cf. (10d)).

However, under these assumptions the grammaticality of a scrambled variant of
(9a) would remain unexplained:

(13) [cpJénost;  [vp ¢; szereti [yp [npJdnos anyja]lll
John-ACC loves John mother-npAGR3sg

A name embedded in a postverbal subject possessive NP would be c-commanded
by the trace of the accusative name in object position. This configuration violates
Binding Principle C. So, in (10b) c-command of the phrase adjoined to VP by the
object trace is required but it has to be blocked in (11).

A solution for this contradiction would be to assume ‘reconstruction’ in the case
of Binding Principles A and C, that is, to apply these conditions only to base-gene-
rated positions.* In that case, (11) would not violate Binding Principle C, yielding a
grammatical sentence.*

Let us tutn now to a discussion of the properties of the subject-object symme-
tries.

So far, it was argued that the Hungarian phrase structure is asymmetric. The
subject is structurally prominent over the other arguments of the verb. How do sub-
ject-object symmetries appear in such a structural configuration?

Since some of these subject-object symmetries have rather intrinsic properties, it
is hard to imagine that they fall outside the scope of UG. This is strongly supported
by the fact that they appear in the same modules as subject-object asymmetries do.
Before we examine subject-object symmetries in Hungarian within a theory of UG,
let us localize the problems associated with these phenomena.

There are two kinds of subject-object symmetries. (I) Subject-object symmetries
which also occur in established configurational languages, and (II) subject-object
symmetries which have a somewhat different form in-Hungarian than in other esta-
blished configurational languages. The phenomena in (I) cannot count as decisive
evidence for the absence of a VP in Hungarian. Further, these subject-object symme-
tries pose a problem in some other configurational languages as well. Therefore, I
will argue that these subject-object symmetries ate epiphenomena. They arise from the
interaction of independent principles with the configurational phrase structure. On
the other hand, the subject-object symmetries in (II) constitute some residual pro-

(32) This solution is similar in spirit to the one of Van Riemsdijk and Williams (1981) and Mohanan
(1983). In these acounts, binding paradoxes are covered by applying the Binding Principles A and C before
the execution of move O, and by applying the condition 5.3.4.(21) on bound pronouns after the execution of
move 0. As a result, the principles of binding theory are distributed over different levels of representation.

(33) In section 5.4.2.7., I will replace Binding Principle C by a discourse principle. This does nos, how-
ever, affect the solution for binding paradoxes, because the discourse principle may also be sensitive to GF-
positions.
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blems not yet accounted for. It seems to me that these symmetries should be dealt
with by directly relating them to specific properties of Hungarian phrase structure.
Let us discuss first the epiphenomenal subject-object symmetries.

5.4.2. The Epiphenomenal Symmetries

This section examines subject-object symmetries in Hungarian that appear also in es-
tablished configurational languages such as English, Dutch or Frisian. To this category
belong the following phenomena, involving the distribution of sentence adverbs (cf. sec-
tion 5.4.2.1.), the absence of VP-rules (cf. section 5.4.2.2.), the absence of that-trace ef-
fects (cf. section 5.4.2.3.), Wh-movement from possessive NPs (cf. section 5.4.2.4.), the
formation of idioms (cf. section 5.4.2.5.), compositional O-assignment to the object (cf.
section 5.4.2.6), and Binding Principle C symmetries (cf. section 5.4.2.7.).

5.4.2.1. The Distribution of Sentence Adverbs

Hungarian does not require verb-object adjacency, contrary to English (cf. section
5.2.1.1.). The verb and its direct object may be separated by an adverb. Compare
5.2.1.(4)-(6), here repeated as.(1):

(1) a. Jéanos litta valdszinileg Marit
John saw-AGR3sg probably Mary-ACC
‘John has probably seen Mary.’

b. Jénos kinyitotta gyorsan az ajtét
John opened-AGR3sg quickly the door-ACC
‘John has opened the door quickly.’

c. Mari elolvasta tegnap  a konyvet
Mary read-AGR3sg yesterday the book-ACC
‘Mary has read the book yesterday.’

d. Mari elolvasta otthon  a  konyvet
Mary read-AGR3sg at home the book-ACC
‘Mary has read the book at home.’

Koster (1986) observes that in the uncontroversially configurational language
Dutch the facts are similar. Consider the Dutch equivalents of (1):

(2) a. Jan heeft Marie waarschijnlijk gezien b. Jan heeft de deur sne/ geopend

John has Mary probably seen John has  the door quickly opened
c. Marie heeft het boek gisteren gelezen d. Marie heeft het boek zhwis  gelezen
Mary has the book yesterday read Mary has the book at home read

These sentences show that verb-object adjacency is required neither in Hunga-
rian, not in Dutch.* Both languages differ in this respect from English, in which the
object has to be adjacent to the verb. What rule is responsible for this dichotomy?

(34) Jarich Hoekstra (personal communication) points out that the lack of verb-object adjacency also oc-
curs in Frisian:
(i) a. Jan hat Hikke nes alle gedachten sjoen
Jan has Hikke probably seen
b. Jan hat de door gax  lependwaan
Jan has the door guickly opened
c. Janhatit boek juster lein
Jan has the book yesterday read
1 will assume that this phenomenon in Frisian is derived similar to Dutch (see below).
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Object and sentence adverbs display free word order in Dutch:

(3) a. Jan heeft waarschijnlijk [vp Marie gezien]
b. Jan heeft [vp Marie [vp waarschijnlijk [z gezien]]]
John has Mary  probably seen
‘Probably, John has seen Mary.’

It has been argued that the absence of verb-object adjacency in Dutch is caused
by the fact that Dutch easily permits leftward adjunction of objects to the VP (cf.
Hoekstra 1984, and Koster 1986). Note that the trace of the object satisfies this
requirement at D-structure. Hence, the absence of verb-object adjacency is allowed
only at S-structure, but not at D-structure in that language.

This requirement in English can be restated as follows. Why doesn’t adjuhétion
of the object to the VP yield a grammatical sentence in English?

Koster (1988) argues that in left-branching languages only lefeward adjunction
of the object is allowed, and in right-branching languages only rightward adjunc-
tion of the object to the VP. According to Koster, the VP in English has properties
of both a left-branching and right-branching structure. Therefore, neither ad*func-
tion of the object to the right of VP, nor adjunction to the left of VP is possible.
This covers the verb-object adjacency requirement in English. k

Let us consider now how the absence of this phenomenon is derived in Hungarian.

If verb-object adjacency is not required in uncontroversial configurational lan-
guages such as Dutch, its absence cannot count as an argument for the VP-less
phrase structure. The apparent violation of vetb-object adjacency in Dutch is due to
the application of movement rules in the mapping of D-structure onto S-structure.
Hence, the null-hypothesis is to relate the absence of this phenomenon in Hungarian
to similar rules. We have two such rules available.

First, V-to-C movement (2.2.2.(9)). Second, the option of leftward adjunction of
the object to the VP, since Hungarian is a left-branching language (cf. 2.2.1.(1)).
These movement rules are sufficient to derive the following orders:

(4) a. SVAdvO b. SV O Adv

The order in (4a) represents the surface order of the constituents in (1c), for

example: The order in (4b), on the other hand, represents the surface order of a
scrambled alternant of this sentence:

(5) a. Mari elolvasta tegnap [vpa konyvet ]
Mary read  yesterday  the book-ACC
b. Mari elolvasta [vpa  kinyver  [vp tegnap £]]
Maty read the book-ACC  yesterday

(5a) is derived by V-to-C movement, and (5b) is derived by an application of this
rule in combination with leftward adjunction of the object to the VP.

Observe that in (5a) the verb scrambles over the sentence adverb tegnap. This
yields the absence of verb-object adjacency. Accidentally, in (5b) adjunction of the
object to the VP results in verb-object adjacency at S-structure as well. Thus, the ab-
sence of this phenomenon in Hungarian is subsumed by the properties of adjunc-
tion, and by the properties of its phrase structure. Let us turn to a discussion of the
absence of VP-rules in Hungarian.
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5.4.2.2. The Absence of VP-rules

It has been claimed that Hungarian lacks VP-rules, in contrast to English (cf. sec-
tion 5.2.1.2.). However, I will argue in this section that this is the case with VP-
deletion only.

In established configurational languages such as Dutch or Frisian, VP-deletion is
absent as well. This implies that the lack of this ‘phenomenon from the syntax of a
particular language cannot be a decisive argument for the absence of a VP in the
phrase structure of that language. Of course, the dichotomy between languages with
VP-deletion and languages without it has to be accounted for.

I will suggest that the presence of VP-deletion in English, in contrast to Dutch,
Frisian; or Hungarian correlates with the strength of I in these languages, Further, I
will demonstrate that VP-preposing and VP-pronominalization are operative in
Hungarian as well, just as in English, or Dutch. These rules apply only in a specific

syntactic context. Note that the presence of these phenomena in Hungarian provides
direct evidence for a VP in that language. Let us consider first VP-deletion.

(I) Steele (1981) notes that VP-deletion in English involves an Aux item to the left
of the ellipsis: '

(1) a. John loves Mary, and Peter does too
b. John will have cooked dinner, and so may Aave Peter

So, the deletion of the VP loves Mary in (1a), and the deletion of the VP cooked
dinner in (1b) depends on the presence of an Aux item. This item is an inflected form
of do in (1a), and have in (1b).

The equivalents of these sentences in Dutch are, however, ungrammatical:®

(2) a. *Jan houdt van Marie, en Peter doet ook
John loves Mary and Peter does too
b. *Jan zal een maaltijd gekookt hebben, en zo zal Peter ook hebben
Janwilla meal cooked have and so will Peter too have

These sentences can be turned into grammatical ones by inserting the d(emons-
trative)-pronoun dat ‘that’ at the ellipsis site in the second conjunct. This pronoun
refers to the VP:

(3) a. Jan houdt van Marie, en Peter doet dat ook
John loves Mary and Peter does that too
b. Jan zal een maaltijd gekookt hebben, en 4zt zal Peter ook gedaan hebben
John willa meal cooked have and that will Peter too done  have

Apart from VP-pronominalization, it is also possible to form the Dutch equival-
ents of the sentences in (1) by maintaining the subject in the second conjunct. Com-
pare:

(35) Fanselow (1987a: 87) reports that German lacks VP-deletion as well:
(i) *Peter liebt Afrika, und Stanley tut auch
Peter loves Afrika and Stanley does too
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(4) a. Jan houdt van Marie, en Peter ook
John loves Mary and Peter too
b. Jan zal een maalrijd gekookt hebben, en zo ook Peter
Johnwilla meal  cooked have andso too Peter

These sentences, however, are not cases of VP-deletion, but of ‘gapping’, or ‘re-
duction’. This operation may delete constituents, or parts of independent consti-
tuents. Therefore, as Zwarts (1986) argues, it is not a reliable constituent-test.

Zwarts discusses the following sentences:

(5) a. Arabella bought a whip and sold a faucet
b. Arabella bought and Clarissa sold a whip
(Zwarts 1986, (1))

(5a) exemplifies a case of coordination, and (5b) exemplifies two conjoined clauses
in which the first conjunct is reduced by the deletion of the object. The latter cons-
truction is traditionally known as ‘Right Node Raising’.

Zwarts argues as follows. If only constituents of the same categorial type may be
conjoined, as is generally assumed, then it follows from the grammatical status of
(52) that the phrases bought z whip and sold a faucat are categorially identical. Zwarts
continues to argue that the same reasoning leads to the conclusion that the phrases
Arabella bought and Clarissa sold in (5b) are of a same categorial type. According to
Zwarts, this result is rather dubious, because these phrases are not regarded as cons-
tituents. Hence, reduction rules do not necessarily obliterate a single constituent.
How can Right Node Raising be captured?

According to McGee Wood (1986), this phenomenon can only be captured ade-
quately by a linearization rule, a PF-rule. McGee Wood formulates the following ge-
neralization:

(6) The element which can be omitted in Right Node Raising is the right-most ele-
ment in the left-hand conjunct

For example, in Japanese only the verb may be omitted from the first conjunct
(Japanese is head-final). Compare the following sentences (the ellipsis site is indica-

ted by e): :

(7) a. *Tanaka-san ga e katta, Sumisu-san ga sakanao tabemasita
Takana  subj bought Smith subj fish  obj ate
‘Ms. Takana bought and Ms Smith ate fish.’
b. Takana-san ga sakanao ¢ Sumisu-sanga niku o tabemasita
Takana  subjfish obj Sumisu  subjmeat objate
‘Ms. Takana ate fish and Ms. Smith meat.’
(McGee Wood 1986, (3))

Let us now discuss VP-deletion, and VP-reduction in Hungarian.

VP-deletion yields an ungrammatical result (cf. (8a)). The counterparts of En-
glish sentences with VP-deletion such as (1) can only be turned into grammatical
ones by a gapping strategy (cf. (8b)):
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(8) a. *Jdnos szereti Marit, és Péteris fogjae
John loves Mary-ACC and Peter too will
‘John loves Mary, and Peter will too.’
b. Jinos szereti Marit, és Péteris ¢
John loves Mary-ACC and Peter too

Let us turn now to VP-gapping in Hungarian. I will first examine reduction of
the first conjunct, i.e. Right Node Raising, and then reduction of the second con-
junct.

In Hungarian, it is allowed to omit either the object or the verd from the first con-
junct, but not the subject:

(9) a. Jdnos etette ¢ és Mari itatta a kacsdkat
John fed-CAUS and Mary drink-CAUS the ducks-ACC
‘John fed the ducks and Mary made the ducks drink water.’
b. Janos kolbdszt eés Mari ‘kenyeret adotta fidknak
John sausage-ACC and Mary bread-ACC gave the boys-DAT
‘It was sausage that John gave and it was bread that Mary
gave to the boys.’ '

c. *eetette a kacsédkat és Jdnos itatta a kacsdkat
fed-CAUS the ducks-ACC and John drink-CAUS the ducks-ACC

This paradigm demonstrates that only the subject must be present in the first
conjunct.

In (9a), the object is deleted from the first conjunct, and in (9b) the verb is dele-
ted from the first conjunct. (9a) represents a neutral sentence, as may be observed
from the English glosses. (9b), on the other hand, involves contrastive Focus. The
NP kolbdszt in the first conjunct, and the NP kenyeret in the second conjunct have
primary stress. If (6) is correct, then this provides another argument for the claim
that SVO is the neutral sentence order in Hungarian (cf. 2.2.(28a)), since the object
in (9a) is omitted in neutral order.

Note that (9c) matches the distribution of nominative pro-drop in Hungarian (cf.
4.2.(34a)). One could therefore argue that this sentence is ungrammatical for inde-
pendent reasons, namely, because of the fact that backward pronominalization is not
allowed. However, deletion of an NP-constituent in the first conjunct does not
imply that a small pro must be present at the ellipsis site.

The first conjunct of (9a), for example, provides a context for accusative pro-drop
(cf. 4.2.(343Db)). The verb eter is conjugated definitely, and subcategorizes for an ac-
cusative NP. However, an accusative pro cannot be present at the ellipsis site, because
the deleted constituent # kacsék ‘the ducks’ is plural. Recall that accusative pro-drop
is not sanctioned when the NP is plural. Hence, if pro is not present at the ellipsis
site in (9a), we may assume that this is not the case either in (9¢).

In sum, reduction of the first conjunct in Hungarian yields a subject-object

asymmetry. The object may always be deleted, the verb under specific circumstances,
but the subject may never be omitted.

Let us consider now reduction of the second conjunct.
Reduction of the second conjunct is much freer than reduction of the first con-

junct. E. Kiss (1981b) observes that this phenomenon may affect a combination of
the verb and any of its NP complements:
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(10) a. Péter odaadta a jegyzeteit Marinak  és Jénosis oda fogjae
Peter perf-gave the notes-npAGR-ACC Mary-DAT and John too perf will
‘Peter gave his notes to Mary, and John will, too.’
b. Marinak oaadta a jeyzeteit Péter és Piroskdnak is oda fogja e
Mary-DAT perf-gave the notes-npAGR-ACC Peter and Piroska-DAT too perf will
c. A jegyzeteit odaadta Marinak  Péter és a konyveit is oda fogja e
the notes-npAGR-ACC perf-gave Mary-DAT Peter and the book-npAGR-

. ACC too perf will
(E. Kiss 1981b: 317)

In (10a), the verb with its accusative, and dative NPs, in (10b) the verb with its
nominative and accusative NPs, and in (10c) the verb with its nominative and dative
NPs are ‘reconstructed’ in the second conjunct. These sentences thus show that any
combination of the verb with its complement may be omitted from the second con-
junct.

Let us summarize this brief discussion of conjunction reduction. It does not
necessarily refer to single constituents. This seems to be true across languages. Hun-
garian does not form an exception.’® This implies that reduction tests are illegitim-
ate VP-tests. They do not bear on the question whether there is a VP in a particular
language. Let us turn next to a discussion of VP-preposing.

(II) English acknowledges the rule of VP-preposing. Consider the following sen-
tence:

(11) John read the book, and read the book John did e

The VP read the book is preposed to the initial position of the second conjunct.
This phenomenon in Hungarian may only apply in a specific context, namely,
when the verb and its direct complements are left-dislocated. So, before presenting
some instances of VP-preposing, let us first consider Left Dislocation with verbs:¥
(12) a. Mwulatni, Péter mulatott
enjoy-INFI Peter enjoyed-AGR3sg
‘Enjoy, himself Peter did.’
b. Péter be nem rugott de énekelni, énckelt
~ Peter in not kicked-AGR3sg but sing-INFI sing-AGR3sg
‘Get drunk Peter didn’t but sing he did.’
(Szabolcsi 1981b: 536)

These sentences exemplify that Left Dislocation of a finite verb yields an infiniti-
val copy of this verb in the initial-position of its own minimal clause.?® This is in
(12a) the matrix sentence, and in (12b) it is the embedded clause.”

The meaning of these doubled verb constructions is more subtle than indicated
in the glosses (cf. Szabolcsi 1980, 1981b for discussion). Consider now the following
sentences in which left dislocation of the VP has taken place:

(36) See for further discussion of ellipsis and gapping in Hungarian Kerkovits (1985) and Bdnréti (1985).

(37) See Koopman (1984) for a cross-lmgmstlc account of V-movement rules.

(38) Killgren and Prince (1988) discuss a similar phenomenon in Yiddish.

(39) With the De Groot (1981b), I assume that the infinitival copy in initial-position is what De Groot
calls rheme position. This position is identical to the left-dislocation position of section 4.3.
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(13) a. (*A) farvagni, Jénos (*a) fat vigott
the wood-ACC-cut-INFI John the wood-ACC cut-AGR3sg
‘Wood-cutting John did (but he didn’t like it).’
b. (*A) fefbeverni, . Jénos (*a) fejbe  verte magit
the head-ILL-beat-INFI John the head-ILL beat-AGR3sg himself-ACC
‘Hitting himself to the head John did (but it wasn’t painful).’

These sentences exhibit the following properties.

First of all, observe that the direct argument of the verb is doubled along with
the infinitival copy. Second, this argument may not be modified by a determiner,
and is incorporated by the infinitive. Hence, this left-dislocated VP displays the
diagnostics of Noun-Incorporation (see, section 5.3.1.2.). Recall that this phenome-
non involves only the undetlying direct atguments of the verb. Third, the above
constructions have a property in common with VP-preposing in English. .

Webelhuth (1985) points out that in English, the inflectional complex with the
tense and agreement features remains outside of the preposed constituent. In (11),
for example, this complex appears on the lexical item d7d. Obviously, this is due to
the requirement that these features must be attached to a lexical item within the
clause. This explains also why an infinitival copy appears in Hungarian when a finite
verb is left-dislocated. The finite verb must remain inside of the sentence, because
the inflectional features are bound to it.

Hence, VP-preposing in Hungarian is quite similar to English in this respect,
although the inflectional features are spelled out on a lexical I item in English, but
in Hungarian they are realized on V. This phenomenon in Hungatian is further cons-
trained, as it does not apply with fully refetential NPs. Instead of taking this as an
argument for the absence of a VP (cf. 5.2.1.(7)), the question is rather why it is
prohibited with a full referential NP. At this place, I do not have a solution to offer
for this problem. Let us consider now VP-pronominalization in Hungarian.

(III) We have seen already an instance of VP-pronominalization. In Dutch, the d-
pronoun 4zt at the ellipsis site refers to the preposed VP. Compare the sentences in
(2), here repeated as (14): '

(14) a. Jan houdt van Marie, en Peter doet dat ook
John loves Mary and Peter does that too
b. Jan zal een maaltijd gekookt hebben, 4at zal Peter ook gedaan hebben
Johnwilla meal cooked have, that will Peter too done have

Koster (1987) argues that this phenomenon is not a transformational rule but
that it is a case of anaphora, similar to the Left Dislocation of NPs. The preposed VP
is left-dislocated, and its position at the ellipsis site is hold by a d-pronoun:

(15) a [Het boek lezen], dat wil ik niet
the book read-INFI that want I not
b. [De auto kopen], dar heeft Jan niet gedaan
the car buy-INFI that has John not done
c. [Het buis bouwen], dat zal hij niet
a house built-INFI that will he not

In these sentences, the preposed constituent is the infinitival alternant of the verb,
like the preposed constituent with VP-preposing in English, or Hungarian (cf. (11),
and (13)). The d-pronoun represents the dislocated VP-constituent in the sentence.
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Consider now the Hungarian equivalents of (15):

(16) a.-[A konyvet elovasni], azt nem akarom
the book-ACC perf-read-INFI that-ACC not want-AGR1sg
b. [Az autét  megvenni], #2¢ Jénos nem tette
the car-ACC buy-INFI that-ACC John not did-AGR3sg
c. [A hézac megépiteni], a2t nem fogja
the house-ACC build-INFI  that-ACC not will-AGR3sg

In these sentences, the accusative demonstrative pronoun «z¢ refers to the disloca-
ted VP which contains an infinitive and its direct accusative NP.

One could argue that the preposed phrases in (16) are not VPs, but IPs, because
they must have'a PRO in their subject position. Recall, however, that auxiliary verbs
such as zkar and fog trigger ‘restructuring’ with an infinitive complement at S-struc-
ture (cf. section 5.3.2.). Hence, at least the preposed complements in (16a) or (16c)
are categorially VPs. Altough it must be admitted that the force of this argument
for a VP in Hungarian is somewhat weakened by the fact that it depends largely on
theory-internal considerations.

Let us now summarize this section on VP-rules. I demonstrated that VP-rules al-
so appear in Hungarian.

VP-preposing applies if a finite verb together with its direct NP argument is
left-dislocated. This argument, however, may not be modified by an article, and the
finite verb appears in the form of an infinitival copy.

VP-pronominalization takes place if a finite vetb with its direct NP argument is
left-dislocated, and its position at the ellipsis site is filled by a d-pronoun. The left
dislocated verb is an infinitive. The fact that the verb may only be preposed, or pro-
nominalized in its unfinite form has to do with the requirement that the inflec-
tional-features must be bound in its clause.

The occutrence of VP-preposing, and VP-pronominalization provides direct evi-
dence for a VP in Hungarian, and may therefore be added to the list in 5.4,1.(5).*
Further, I argued that VP-deletion is not a reliable constituent-test. It does not
apply in Hungarian, in contrast to English. However, in established configurational
languages like Dutch this phenomenon does not occur either. Therefore, the lack of
VP-deletion in the grammar of a particular language cannot be an argument in favor
of a VP-less phrase structure of that language.

It seems to me that the dichotomy between English on the one hand, and Dutch,
Frisian, or Hungarian on the other hand involves the IP-parameter (cf. section
2.2.2). L is strong in English, but it is weak in the other languages. Only material
to the right of I may be deleted in English, as [ is always lexically filled, and must
be present in the clause to host the inflectional-features. This happens to coincide
with VP. Weak I, however, does not isolate this node with reduction phenomena.
Therefore, it does not show up with such phenomena in the other Germanic lan-
guages or Hungarian.

(40) Webelhuth (1985) notes that VP-preposing in German is impossible. According to Webelhuth, the
absence of this is due to the fact that German has no separate I-position.
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There appears to be a dichotomy between the reduction of the first conjunct
(Right Node Raising), and reduction of the second one in Hungarian. With the for-
mer the verb or the object may be deleted, whereas in the second conjunct a combi-
nation of the verb and any of its direct NPs may be deleted. Hence, Right Node

Raising displays a subject-object asymmetry, and may therefore be added to the list
in 5.4.1.(5).#

5.4.2.3. The Absence of that-Trace Effects

Hungarian lacks that-trace effects (cf. 5.2.4.2). The complementizer hogy ‘that’
has to be spelled out both when the subject or the object is raised by long Wh-
movement. Compare the sentences in 5.2.4.(4), here repeated for convenience as (1):

(1) a. Kir gondolsz *(hogy) ¢ l4tta Vilit?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that saw-AGR3sg Bill-ACC
‘Who do you think saw Bill?’
b. Kit gondolsz *(hogy) Vili ldtott 174

who-ACC think-AGR2sg that Bill saw-AGR3sg
‘Who do you think that Bill saw?’

Koster (1986) observes that the complementizer daz ‘that’ may' not be omitted

when the subject (cf. (2a)) or the object (cf. (2b)) ate fronted by long Wh-movement
in Dutch: :

(2) a. Wie denk je *(dat) t hem gezien heeft? b. Wiz denk je *(dat) hij ¢ gezien heeft?
who think you that him seen has who think you that he seen has
‘Who do you think has seen him?’ “Who do you think that he has seen?’

Jarich Hoekstra (personal communication) informs me that Frisian lacks zhat-tra-
ce effects as well. With long Wh-movement the complementizer must be present:

(3) a. Wa tinkst  *(dat) ¢ him sjoen hat? b.Wa tinkst  *(dat) ert sjoen hat?
who think-you that him seen has who think-you that he seen has
‘Who do you think has seen him?’ “Who do you think he has seen?’

These sentences show that zhat-trace violations appear in uncontrovetsial configu-
rational languages such as Dutch or Frisian. So the absence of these violations in
Hungarian does not necessarily provide evidence for the absence of a VP in that lan-
guage. The question then is how to cover the dichotomy between English on the one
hand, and the other Germanic languages and Hungarian on the other hand.

I will assume that this is related to the IP-parameter (cf. 2.2.2.(5)), here repeated

as (4): :

(4) a. Vis strong in English b. I is weak in Dutch, Frisian, and Hungarian

Recall further that the minimal maximal domain of the subject and object in -
these language-types is the following:

(41) Whitman (1984) and Fukui (1986) observe that Japanese does not display VP-rules. See these refe-
rences for further discussion on the lack of direct evidence for a VP in that language.
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(5) a. Assumption 1

In languages with strong I, the minimal maximal domain of the subject is IP,
but the minimal maximal domain of the object is CP
b. Assumption 2

In languages with wezk 1, the minimal maximal domain of the subject is si-
milar as the minimal maximal domain of the object, that is, CP

A consequence of the fact that the VP may L-contain the IP in languages with
weak: I (cf. chapter two) is that the domain of the subject is ‘strechted’ from IP to
CP. Before we settle the dichotomy with thas-trace effects between English and the
other Germanic languages, or Hungarian, let us first consider the binding theory for
Wh-traces. -

Following Aoun (1986), I will assume that Wh-traces are non-A-anaphors, and
that they must therefore be bound in the minimal maximal domain of their gover-
nor. The Binding Principle for Wh-traces is defined as follows:

(6)  Binding Principle for Wh-traces

Wh-traces are bound in the minimal maximal domain of their governor (if it
contains an antecedent)

Let us first derive the thas-trace effect of English:

(7) a. *[cp Who do you think [cp ? that [1p £ saw John]]]
b. [cp Who do you think [cp # that [1p John [vp saw £]]]]

1 is strong in English (cf. (4a)). By (5a), the domain of the subject is IP, whereas
the domain of the object is CP. (7a) is ungrammatical because it yields a violation of
Binding Principle (6). The subject trace is not bound in its minimal maximal do-
main, the IP. (7b), on the other hand, is not ruled out by Binding Principle (6). The
object trace in (7b) is bound in its minimal maximal domain, the CP. In this domain
there is an appropriate binder, namely, the intermediate trace in the Spec of CP.
Hence, this yields a subject-object asymmetry.

The question arises why the absence of the complementizer that turns (7a) into a
grammatical sentence:

(8) [cp Who do you think [cp 2 [1p £ saw John]]]

CP in this sentence has no lexical head. Therefore, it is L-contained by IP (cf.
2.2.2(37) for the definition of L-containment). Contrary to (7a), the subject Wh-
trace is bound in its minimal maximal domain, the IP, by the intermediate trace.
Hence, no binding theory violation occurs, and the sentence is grammatical.

Let us turn now to the absence of #haz-trace effects in the other Germanic langua-
ges and Hungarian.

I is weak in Dutch, Frisian, and Hungarian (cf. (4b)). By (5b), the domain of the
subject and the object is the CP in these languages. This implies that subject and
object Wh-traces must find an appropriate antecedent in CP.

Consider, for example, the violation of that-trace effects in Hungarian, here re-
peated as (9):*

(42) In chapter six, it will be argued that long Wh-movement in Hungarian applies successive cyclicly
through the Spec of CP and that V-to-C movement does not block the application of this phenomenon.
Hence, for ease of perception I will present the verb in its base-generated position in (9).
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©) a. [cpKit gondolsz [cp ¢ hogy [vp 7 [vp l4tta Vilie]11}
who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that saw-AGR3sg Bill-ACC
b. [cp Kit gondolsz [cp ¢ hogy Vili [vp # latote?]]]

who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that Bill saw-AGR3sg

Binding Principle for Wh-traces is satisfied both by the subject and object Wh-
trace. In their minimal maximal domain, i.e. the CP, an appropriate binder is pre-
sent, namely, the intermediate trace in the [Spec, CP]. Hence, this accounts for the
absence of that-trace effects in languages with weak I. This approach predicts that
there is an argument/non-argument symmetry with zhat-trace effects in Dutch, Fri-
sian, and Hungarian but not in English.

Compare the following sentences with the extraction of the adjunct why in En-
glish, Dutch, Frisian, and Hungarian respectively:

(10) a. [cp Why do you think [cp # that John has left #]]
b. [cp Waarem denk jij [cp # dat Jan # weggegaan is]]

why  thinkyou  that John left has
c. [cp Weérom tinkst [cp #dat Jan ¢ fuortgien is]]
why think-you  that John left . has

d. [cp Miért gondolod [cp ¢ hogy Jinos elment #]]
why think-you  that John left

Suppose adjuncts, like why, are adjoined to VP as follows:

(11) - VP
/\
V|P Adjunct

\Y%

According to the government definition in 2.2.2.(40), adjoined categories are
governed by the head of the category to which they are adjoined. A maximal projec-
tion includes all member-nodes of that projection. Therefore, the adjunct in this
configuration is governed by V. ‘

From this it follows that the local domain of adjuncts is CP. Note now that Bind-
ing Principle (6) is satisfied in (10), for the trace in [Spec, CP] may act as an antece-
dent for the trace at the extraction site. This yields then an argument/non-argument
symmetry with zbas-trace violations in Dutch, Frisian or Hungarian but not in En-
glish, as expected.

Recapitulating, that-trace violations appeat also in established configurational
languages such as Dutch or Frisian. Therefore, this phenomenon cannot count as a
convincing argument for the hypothesis that the phrase structure of that language
lacks a VP. Rather, the difference between English and the other Germanic lan-
guages or Hungarian with zbaz-trace effects is related to the properties of I in these
languages. If I is strong the local domain of the subject is different from the local
domain of the object, whereas if I is weak the local domain-of the subject and the
object coincide. This is responsible for the subject-object asymmetry with this phe-
nomenon in English, and for the lack of it in the other Germanic languages or Hun-
garian.
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5.4.2.4. Wh-movement from Possessive NPs

Subject-object symmetries occur with (long) Wh-movement from possessive NPs
in Hungarian. Compare the sentences 5.2.4.(5) and (6), here repeated as (1) and (2):

(1) a. Kinek ismertétek  [Npa z vendégét]?
who-DAT knew-AGR2pl  the guest-npAGR3sg-ACC
“Whose guest did you know?’
b. Kinek alszik [npa ¢ vendége]?
who-DAT sleep-AGR3sg  the guest-npAGR3sg
‘“Whose guest sleeps?’ '

(2) a. Melyik szinészninek  gondolja Janos hogy Péter
which actress-DAT think-AGR3sg John that Peter
megtaldlta [Npa z fényképét]?
found the photo-npAGR3sg-ACC
“Which actress does John think that Peter found the photo of?’
b. Melyik szinésznbnek  gondolja Jénos hogy
which actress-DAT think-AGR3sg John that
[npa # fényképel meglett?
the photo-npAGR3sg up-turned-AGR3sg
‘Which actress does John think that the photo of was found?’

In the sentences in (2), the Wh-possessor NP of an object phrase and of a subject
phrase are fronted to the matrix sentence. I argued in the preceding section that long
Wh-movement from both these positions.yields a grammatical result. Therefore, the
question is rather what allows short Wh-movement in (1)?

Following Szabolcsi (1981a, 1984), I will assume that Wh-possessors may escape
from their possessive NP through the Spec-position of this constituent, more preci-
sely through the Spec of DP (cf. chapter seven for details). This position may serve as
a landing and extraction site for raised possessor NPs. Once Wh-possessors leave
their possessive NP, they may participate in long Wh-movement. Hence, subject-
object symmetries with (long) Wh-movement do not necessarily provide evidence
for a non-configurational approach of Hungarian.

5.4.2.5. The Formation of I1dioms

The formation of idioms in Hungarian is captured by generalization 5.2.1.(13),
here repeated as (1):

(1) An idiom frame may consist of a combination of a verb with any of its direct ar-
guments

If an idiom frame corresponds to a single constituent, the occurrence of idioms
with a free object argument poses a problem for the assumption that Hungarian is a
configurational language. E. Kiss (1987¢) refers to O. Nagy (1966) for hundred of
idioms of that type.

Horvath (1987: 162) notes, however, that among this large number of Hungarian
subject idioms, only a few are true subject idioms with a free object atgument. Even
among those, there are some with an English counterpart matching them word by
word such as the equivalents of 5.2.1.(10a) and (10b), here repeated as (2):
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(2) a. Az isten dldja meg (41) b. Az 6rdog vigyeel (B
the God bless perf him the devil take away him
‘God bless him.’ ‘The devil take bim.’

Jan Koster (personal communication) has brought to my attention that in Dutch
idioms with a free object argument may appear as well:

(3) a. Er ismijeensteen van het hart gevallen
there ismea stone from the heart fell
‘T am relieved.’
b. Hemisde moed in de schoenen gezonken
him is the courage into the shoes sunk
‘He lost courage.’

One could argue that these idioms are not proper subject idioms, because they
involve the ergative verbs vallen ‘to fall’, and zinken ‘tosink’. The following example
represents, however, an undebatable subject idiom:*

(4) Waar wringt bem de schoen?
where presses him the shoe
‘What is your problem?’

In view of the fact that there are subject idioms in uncontroversial configura-
tional languages such as English or Dutch, there is at best only a quantitative differ-
ence between these languages and Hungarian. Thus, idioms should not be consider-
ed as reliable evidence concerning the question whether the phrase structure of a
patticular language is configurational ot not (cf. also Horvath 1987).

5.4.2.6. Compositional 0-Assignment to the Object

I discussed some instances of thematic object selection depending on the choice of
the subject (cf. section 5.2.2.). Horvath (1987: 152) observes that they can essen-
tially be matched one-to-one with similar cases from English, an established confi-
gurational language.

Horvath presents the examples (1b) and (2b)-(2d) from English, in which the ob-
ject theme role is determined by the 6-role of the subject (cf. also Marantz 1984):

(1) a. The knidnappers are killing Mary b. Her feet are killing Mary
‘Mary is suffering from pain in her feet.’

(2) a. Mary hit John b. A truck hit John
¢. Misfortune hit John d. Anidea hit John

I fully agree with the conclusion of Horvath (1987: 153) on the status of argu-
ments based on compositional B-assignment in the configurationality debate:“In
view of the lack of substantial empirical evidence that would distinguish Hungarian

(43) Eric Hoekstra (personal communication) informs me that with subject idioms in Dutch the object is
often also fixed:
(i) a. Joost mag weten wie... b. De angstslaat Xom  ‘t hart c. Het gevoel bekruipt ©= X dar ...
Joost may know who The fear  hits X round the heact  The feeling steals upon X that
‘Only God knows ...” ‘X was taken with fear.’ ‘A feeling steals upon X thar ...’
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from the English-type languages in terms of manifestation of selectional asymme-
tries and symmetries between subjects and objects, we can only conclude that the

domain of semantic selection provides no support, and in fact is problematic, for a
strict non-configurational model.”

5.4.2.7. Binding Principle C Symmetries

In section 5.2.3., I discussed the subject-object symmetry with pronominal nonco-
reference (Binding Principle C) 5.2.3.(4), here repeated as (1):

(1) a. *Jdnos anyja szereti (3¢)
John mother-npAGR3sg loves him
Jobn’s mother loves him.’

b. *(0) szereti_Janos anyijat
he loves John mother-
npAGR3sg-ACC
*’He loves_John’s mother.’

This phenomenon resists scrambling. Compare 5.3.2.(5), here repeated as (2):

(@) a. *(Or) szereti Jdnos anyja b. *Jdnos anyjat szereti (§)
E. Kiss (19872) argues that Binding Principle C 6.3.4.(3c), here repeated as (3),
accounts for this symmetry with pronominal noncoreference:

(3)

Binding Principle C: An R-expression (a category that is referentially independent
for example, names) is free

E. Kiss assumes further that this principle operates on a flat structure in the case
of Hungarian (cf. 5.1.(1)).

However, Binding Principle C configurations with a sequence of names display a
subject-object asymmetry. Compare 5.3.4.(12), here trepeated as (4):

(4) a. Jdnos anyja szereti_Jdnost
John mother-npAGR3sg loves John-ACC
Jobn’s mother loves _Jobn.’
b. *Jdnos szereti_Jdnos anyjit
John loves John mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
*'Jobn loves Jobn’s mother.’

Recall furthermore that this phenomenon remains unaffected with scrambling.
Compare 5.3.4.(19), hete repeated as (5):

(5) a. Jdnost szereti _Jdnos . anyja
John-ACC loves John-npAGR mother
b. *Jdnos anyjét szereti_Jdnos

John mother-npAGR-ACC loves John

Bmdlng Pr1nc1ple C with a pair of names is also unaffected by the depth of em-
bedding.

- If a name is embedded a maximal projection deeper than the other name, then
again we find a subject-object asymmetry. Reconsider 5.3.4.(20), here repeated as (6):
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(6) a. *Jdnos megtudta [Np a2zt a tényt [cp hogy Janos beteg lesz]]

John perf-knew  that-ACC the fact that John ill  becomes
*John got to know the fact that_Jobn would become ill.’

b. *[Np Azt a tényt [cp hogy Jdnos beteg lesz]] megtudta Janos

c. Janost zavarta [Npaz a tény [cp hogy Janos beteg lett]] h
John-ACC disturbed  that the fact that Johnill  became
*'John was disturbed by the fact that _John became ill.’

. d. [Np Az a teny [cp hogy Jénos beteg lett]] zavarta Jnost

From the paradigms above, we draw the following conclusions:
() The general discourse principle (7) is grammaticalized in Hungarian:

(7)  Avoid repetition of R-expressions

This principle operates on structural configurations, and it is subsumed by Bin-
ding Principle C.

(II) Because the distribution of the pair (pronoun, name) does not display any
asymmetty, whereas the corresponding relation of a pair (name, name) yields an
asymmetry, what falls under Binding Principle C involves a spliz. The relation (name,
name) is, as pointed out above, covered by Binding Principle C. The binding rela-
tion between a pronoun and a name, however, cannot be accommodated by a struc-
tural condition. Therefore, it seems to me, it is not constrained by a syntactic prin-
ciple in the strict sense.

The question arises of course how this binding relation is captured in Hungarian.
Below I will suggest that it is subject to a discourse principle proposed in Koster
(1987).

Let us first investigate whether a Binding Principle C effect appears in the rela-
tion between a pair of (pronoun, name) by varying (7) the case-marking on the NPs,
(#1) the zype of NPs, or (417) the dgpth of embedding.

() In (1), the free pronoun is marked nominatively or accusatively. The following
sentences exemplify that pronouns with Jexica/ case, i.e. dative (cf. (8)) ot instrumen-
tal (cf. (9)), cannot be coreferential either with a name embedded in a possessive NP,
whatever the linear order:

(8) a. *Marianyja kiabélt neki b. *Neki kiabilt Mari anyja
Mary mother-npAGR 3sg shouted she-DAT
‘Mary’s mother shouted to ber.’

(9) a. *Mari anyja veszekedett vele b. *Vele veszekedet Mari anyja
Mary mother-npAGR3sg quarelled she-INSTR
‘Mary’s mother had a quarrel with ber.’

From a comparison of these examples and those in (1), we conclude that the sym-
metry with pronominal noncoreference has nothing to do with the type of case-mar-
king. The pronoun may either appear with structural Case or with lexical case.

Let us determine whether this phenomenon is sensitive to the type of NP.

(#7) One could hypothesize that it is caused by the particular structure of the pos-
sessive NP in Hungarian. Recall that possessive NPs contain AGR which-is spelled
out on the head-noun (cf. chapter two).
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In the following sentences, the R-expression is embedded in an NP which lacks
AGR. Pronominal noncoreference is, however, obligatory in these cases as well, in-
dependently of the case-matking on the pronoun, i.e. nominative (cf. (10a)), accusa-
tive (cf. (11a)), and dative (cf. (12a)), or of whatever the linear order of the consti-
tuents is (cf. (10b), (11b), and (12b)):*

(10) a. *[Np A Mari 4ltal Jdnosnak kiildote levelet]. nem olvasta (5)
the Mary by John-DAT sent  letter-ACCnot read  he
*'He has not read the letter sent to Jobn by Mary.’
b. *(O) nem olvasta [Np a Mari 4lcal Janosnak kiildote levelet]

(11) a. *[Np A Jdnossal tancolé ldny] megcsékolta (52)
the John-INSTR dance-pres.part. girl kissed - him
‘The girl who was dancing with Jobn kissed him.’
b. *(0¢) megcsékolta [Np a_Jénossal tincol6 liny]

(12) a. *[np A Janossal tancolé lany] tetszett neki
the John-INSTR dance-pres.part. girl liked he-DAT
*'He liked the girl who was dancing with _Jobn.’
b. *Neki tetszett [Np a_Jdnossal tancol6 liny]

Hence, we conclude that the symmetry with pronominal noncoreference is not
due to the type of NP. Let us check whether it has to do with the depth of embed-
ding.

(#77) Here, I will consider pronominal noncoreference with the following three
types of embedded clauses: (A) that-clauses, or free relatives, (B) embedded clauses of
absolute subordination and (C) relative clauses (see, section 4.5. for a discussion of
these types). Let us discuss first this phenomenon in that-clauses and free relatives.

(A) Kenesei (1984b) observes that in case an R-expression is embedded in a zbat-
clause (cf. (13a) and (13c)), again, a subject-object symmetry occurs with pronomi-
nal noncoreference. Note further that these configurations remain unaffected by the
application of scrambling (cf. (13b) and (13d)):

(13) a. *(6:) nem érdekelte [cp hogy keresik Jénost]
he-ACC not interested that seek-AGR3pl John-ACC
*He was not interested in the fact that they sought Jobn.’
b. *[cp Hogy keresik Janost] () nem érdekelte
c. *(0) tudta [cp hogy keresik Jdnost]
he knew  that seek-AGR3pl John-ACC
*'He knew that they sought Jobn.’
d. *[cp Hogy keresik Janost] tudta (3)

The following paradigm shows that free relatives pattern with zhat-clauses:

(44) Anna Szabolcsi (personal communication) has brought to my attention that this is not the case with
a focussed pronoun. Compare the alternant of (10a):
(i) [np A Mari dleal Jénosnak  kiildétr levelecl [pO/AZ] nem olvasta
the Mary by John-DAT sent  letter-ACC he/that not read
#]It is him who did not read the letter sent to John by Mary.’
Hence, focussing is an intervening factor from which I will abstract in the discussion below.
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(14) a. *[cp Akivel  Jdnos beszélgetett] nem ismerte (57)
who-INST John spoke not knew him
“Who John spoke with did not know him.’
b. *Nem ismerte (32) [cp akivel Jénos beszélgetett]

c. *[cp Amit Jnos l4tott] (8) elmondta nekiink

what-ACC John saw  he told us-DAT
*'He told us what Jobn saw.’ :
d. *Elmondrta nekiink (3) [cp amit_Jnos ldtott]

In Hungarian, embedded clauses, or free relatives have a CP-structure (cf. section
4.5.1.). Hence, the subject-object symmetty with pronominal noncoreference re-
mains unaffected if the name is embedded only under CP. Let us consider now pro-
nominal noncoreference with absolute subordination.

(B) Kenesei (1984b) notes that a positional subject-object asymmetry with this
phenomenon shows up in embedded clauses of absolute subordination. These em-
bedded clauses are introduced by complementizers such as mivel ‘since’, or bdr
‘though’. A coreferential reading between a free pronoun and a name embedded in
such clauses is allowed only if this clause is in sentence-initial position:

(15) a. [cp Mivel Jdnos beteg vo.lt] (8) otthon maradt
since John ill was he at home stayed
‘Since John was ill, be stayed at home.’
b. *(0) otthon maradt [cp mivel Jénos beteg volt]

(16) a. [cp Bir Péter gazdag] Anna nem szeret (§2)
Although Peter rich  Ann not loves him
‘Although Peter is rich, Ann does not love him.’
b. *Anna nem szereti (82) [cp bir Pérer gazdag]
(Kenesei 1984b: 315) ’

Kenesei argues that this positional asymmetry is due to the fact that clauses of
absolute subordination are adjoined to the matrix clause when they are in initial po-
sition, but are attached under this clause when they are in postverbal position. These
examples show that pronominal noncoreference is sensitive to the structural environ-
ment as well.

Let us turn to pronominal noncoreference with relative clauses.

(C) The sentences in (1)-(2), and in (11)~(14) have in common that the name is
embedded in a phrase that has a relatively low degree of embedding, i.e. either in
NP, or CP. A higher degree of embedding than in these cases can be reached by em-
bedding the name in a relative clause.

With Kenesei (1984a, 1984b), I assume that relative clauses with a lexical head
have the following structure in Hungarian:

17 [XPX)P [cp ...]]

Note now that the subject-object symmetry with pronominal noncoreference
breaks down when the name is embedded in an accusative relative clause that prece-
des the nominative free pronoun:
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(18) a. *(0) nem szereti [\p azt a lanyt [cp aki Jdnossal tancolt]]
he not loves that-ACC the girl-ACC who John-INSTR danced
*'He does not love the girl who danced with Jobn.’
b. [wp Azt a lanyt [cp aki Jénossal tincolt]] nem szereti (3)

Furthermore, pronominal coreference is also possible when the name is embedded
in a nominative relative clause that precedes a free accusative pronoun:

(19) a. [NP Az a liny[cpaki tdncolt Jinossal nem szereti (52)]]
' that the girl who danced John-INSTR not loves him
“The girl who danced with Jobn does not love him.’
b. *(0) nem szereti [Np az a ldny [cp aki tdncolt J#nossal])

So, pronominal noncoreference with relative clauses displays a subject-object asym-
‘metry.®

Let us first examine the pair in (18). This pair represents the Hungarian struc-
tural counterpart of SCO. For example, the English sentence (20a), but not (20b) is
a typical case of this phenomenon:

(20) a. *Who; does be; love &; b. [Which man that John;]; does be; like #

In (20a), the trace of Wh-movement is coindexed with and c-commanded by the
pronoun ke in subject position. Such a structure exhibits the SCO-effect. Example

(20b), however, neither possesses the relevant structure (with coindexing), nor dis-
plays SCO.

Saito and Hoji (1983) claim that this contrast is also found with scrambling in
Japanese:

21) a. *[s_Jobno; [s karega; t; syokaisita]] (koto)
: John-ACC  he introduced fact
*'Hei introduced John; (to the audience).’
b. [s [np Maryga Jobnni; okutta tegamio)j [s &aregai mada #j yonde inai] (koto)
Mary John-DAT sent letter-ACC  he yet tead have-no fact
(Saito and Hoji 1983: 246)

Again, the object trace in (21a) is coindexed with and c-commanded by the pro-
noun kare ‘he’ in subject position, unlike in (21b).

Only the former exhibits SCO. According to Saito and Hoji, it is the adjunction
of the object to S that reverses the c-command relations in (21b). Therefore, Saito
and Hoji conclude that scrambling regarded as an instance of Move-0. applied to a
hierarchical phrase structure gives the correct result.

(45) In case # relative clause is focussed its CP-part has to be extraposed. When both the pronoun and the
extraposed clause are postverbally disjoint reference is obligatory in any order:
(i) a. ¥pAzt a ldnyt] nem szereti (8) [cp aki Jinossal tdncolt}
that-ACC the girl-ACC not loves he who John-INSTR danced
b. *¥pAzt a ldnytl nem szereti {cp aki Jdnossal tancolt} (8)
that-ACC the girl-ACC not loves  who John-INSTR danced he
c. *pAzta liny} nem szereti {p aki Jénossal tincolt} (8¢t)
that the girl not loves  who John-INSTR danced him
d. *[pAzta ldnyl nem szereti (8t) [cp aki Jinossal tincolt}
that the girl not loveshim  who John-INSTR danced
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The SCO-effect in the Hungarian pair (18), as I will make precise below, can be
accounted for along the lines of Saito and Hoji (1983). This implies that we cannot
derive the absence of the SCO in the pair ((1b), (2b)) in purely syntactic terms. There-
fore, I will suggest that the symmetries with pronominal noncoreference are sub-
sumed by a discourse ptinciple. Let us turn now to a discussion of the pair in (19).

Scrambling of the accusative pronoun ¢ to a preverbal CP-position blocks a co-
referential reading between this pronoun and a name (cf. (19b)). The ‘precedence’
effect with pronominal noncoreference is not too surprising if we take into account
that the linear order of the pronoun and the name in this sentence matches the context
of backward pronominalization.

In the literature (cf. Solan 1983, among others), it has often been reported that
there is almost a total ban on backward pronominal coreference across languages.
This restriction is sometimes relaxed in certain structural environments as a marked
alternative. Forward anaphora, on the other hand, is always possible.

How then is the dichotomy between (19a) and (19b) accounted for?

Recall that reflexive binding in Hungarian is not sensitive to scrambling (cf. sec-
tion 5.3.4.1.). If, on the other hand, pronominal noncoreference is sensitive to
scrambling, as the pairs in (18) and (19) demonstrate, then we run into a reconstruc-
tion paradox in Hungarian as well.

The following triple from English exemplifies this type of paradox:

(22) a. *He throws away [some of the books John read]
b. [Which of the books that_John read] does be throw away #?
c. [Which picture of himself] did Mary say John admired most 22

(22a) and (22b) represent instances of pronominal noncoreference and (22c) exhi-
bits reflexive binding. '

In the case of pronominal coreference, the pronoun may not c-command the ante-
cedent with which it is coreferential. In the case of reflexive binding, on the other
hand, the reflexive anaphor must be c-commanded by its coreferential antecedent. If
we would apply these conditions at a derived level of representation, say, after Wh-
movement, the ungrammaticality of (22a), and the grammaticality of (22b) would
be predicted, since e c-commands its antecedent Jobn in (22a), but not in (22b).
However, under this option the grammaticality of (22¢) remains unexplained. The
reason for this is that the reflexive anaphor is not c-commanded by its antecedent
after Wh-movement. A

What is needed to arrive at the correct result in this sentence is the reconstruc-
tion of the Wh-phrase to its base-generated position. However, if we apply the
Binding Principles at the base-generated structute, that is, before the applitation of
move Wh, then the ungrammaricality of (22a) and the grammaticality of (22c¢) fol-
low, but now the grammaticality of (22b) is unexpected. The pronoun and its ante-
cedent in (22a) and (22b) display a similar c-command configuration in their base-
generated structure.

So, whatever level of representation we take as relevant for the Binding Princi-
ples, we run into a paradox. In order to escape this paradox, Van Riemsdijk and Wi-
lliams (1981), and Mohanan (1983) have proposed to determine reflexive binding at
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D-structure or NP-structure, that is before an application of Move-0., and pronom-
inal noncoreference at S-structure, that is, after an application of Move-0.. This
cotrectly yields the patterning of data in (22). Therefore, let us adopt this solution
for binding paradoxes.

Consider now how the scrambling effects with pronominal noncoreference in the
Hungarian pairs (18) and (19) are derived.

The subject pronoun in (18a) is higher on the tree than its antecedent, because it
is scrambled to a preverbal [Spec, CP], whereas its antecedent is embedded in an ob-
ject phrase that is base-generated in the VP. This configuration violates the c-com-
mand constraint on pronominal noncoreference, yielding an ungrammatical result.

(18b), however, is grammatical because of the SCO-effect. The accusative relative
clause with the name is scrambled to a preverbal CP-position over .the subject pro-
noun. Therefore, it does not c-command its antecedent at S-structure any longer.

(19a) is grammatical, because the object pronoun does not c-command the name
embedded in a subject relative clause. In (19b), on the other hand, the object pro-
noun is scrambled to a preverbal CP-position, whereas its antecedent is adjoined to
the VP. In this S-structure configuration the pronoun c-commands its antecedent.
Hence, a coreferential reading between the pronoun and the name is blocked.

In sum, pronominal noncoreference in Hungarian yields both a subject-object
symmetry and a subject-object asymmetry. The binding relation between a pair of
names displays a subject-object asymmetry. This implies that not all the facts sub-
sumed under-Binding Principle C can be accounted for by this principle. The ques-
tion then arises what is the status of this principle in a theory of UG?

Koster (1987, 369) concludes that Binding Principle C is not a purely syntactic
principle. Koster proposes to reinterpret it as a discourse principle, according to which
the crucial relative prominence of NPs in the discourse is determined by both struc-
tural and nonstructural factors. Koster motivates this step by the following two pro-
blem cases.

First, Koster obsetves that Binding Principle C effects do not form a unitaty phe-
nomenon. Many different cases supposed to be ruled out by this principle vary enor-
mously in acceptability.

Compare the following sentences:

(23) a. *He hates jJobhn ,
c. *Jobn thinks that Jobn is sick
e. *Jobn left because Jobn was sick
8. *Who ¢ thinks that we like #
(Koster 1987: 346)

*He thinks that Jobn is sick

*He left because_John was sick
*Nobody left because John was sick
*Who t was arrested before we saw e

P

Koster notes that all these sentences in (23) are supposed to be covered by Prin-
ciple C. Accotding to Koster, however, this is suspicious, because they differ enot-
mously in acceptability. For example, (23a) is entirely unacceptable in the intended
reading, while (23c¢) is almost acceptable.

Second, Koster notes that c-command is neither necessary, nor sufficient for the
disjoint reference interpretation:
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(24) a. *We talked with him about John
b.. We gave ber the furcoat that Mary has always wanted
(Koster 1987: 347)

(24a) illustrates that Binding Principle C effects are not necessary for disjoint
reference. The pronoun embedded in the PP does not c-command the name. (24b)
illustrates that c-command is not sufficient for Principle C violations to occut. This
sentence is grammatical in the intended reading, although the name is c-comman-
ded by the pronoun.®

In order to account for the cases accommodated by Binding Principle C, Koster

(1987) formulates a discourse principle that also may take structural information into
account:

(25) Discourse Principle for Coreferential NPs;
For each sequence of coreferential argument NPj
C = (NPy..., NP;, NPj+1, ..., NPy) (1 <i<n)
NP;. 1 must be more anaphoric than NP; (unless both are anaphors/pronominals),
depending on the relative prominence of NP;
(Koster 1987: 353)

According to Koster, following Lakoff (1968) at this point, anaphoricity is a mat-
ter of degree in agreement with the following relative scale:

(26) pronouns (anaphors) > epithets > definite descriptions > names

Koster points out that crucial in this reformulation of this Binding Principle is
the role given to the relative prominence of NP. The intuitive idea is that the need
to continue a sequence with a more anaphoric NP decteases if the prominence of the
last NP of the discourse sequence decreases.

Koster further assumes that relative prominence can also be determined by pure-
ly structural factors for which he sets up the following prominence hierarchy:

(27) Prominence (i) c-command
a. local subject; b. governing subject; c. subject; d. nonsubject
(i) non-c-command
a. degtee of embedding 7 (i>0); b. degree of embedding i + I; c. etc.

This specification of the relative prominence of two NPs in a sequence distin-
guishes two cases. Firstly, the first NP c-commands the second NP. Secondly, the
first NP does not c-command the second one. In the former case, the first NP is rela-
tively more prominent if it is a local subject with respect to the second NP. If we go
down the list, the disjoint reference interpretation becomes less compelling.

Consider, for example, a case in which the depth of embedding plays a role:

(28) a. *In_john’s apartment, be spends a lot of time
b. In the apartment Jobn just rented, be spends a lot of time

(46) Koster (1987) points out that if one assumes that phrase structure is binary branching in the sense of
Kayne (1984), the c-command relation between the pronoun and the name would be blocked. In that case,
the grammaticality of (24b) would not pose a problem for Binding Principle C.
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It seems reasonable to suppose that the preposed phrases in both (28a) and (28b)
are structurally in the same relation to the nominative pronoun. Therefore, an ac-
count of these cases based on a version of c-command is not very attractive (see, for
example, Reinhart 1983).

The relative prominence of the embedded name decteases in (28b) compared to
(28a),. for Jobn is embedded deeper into the PP. The former, unlike the latter, is
grammatical under the intended reading. Obviously, a less prominent NP in terms
of degree of embedding may be followed by a more anaphoric NP.

Jan Koster (personal communication) has brought to my attention that the same
holds for Dutch. In (292), the name is embedded in a possessive NP, and in (29b) it
is embedded in a relative clause. A coreferential reading is only possible in the latter
one, in which the name is embedded more deeply:

(29) a. *Jan’s vadet haat bij b. De mandie Jan sloeg, haat bij
John's father hates he the man who John beat hates he
*'John's father be hates.’ “The man who beats_John, be hates.’

At this place, I would like to add another factor to (27) which may influence the
relative prominence of two NPs in a sequence, namely linear order:

(30) (iii) /Jinear order: NP; precedes NPj.1 in a string

Hence, in accordance with principle (25), NPj.1 must be more anaphoric than
NP; on scale (26). Some languages rely for their rule on pronominal noncoreference
entirely on linear order. Mohanan (1983: 120), for example, reports that a pronoun
may never precede its antecedent in Malayalam. Compare the following sentences:

(31) a. Ka#i awante ammaye oulli b. *Awante ammaye kutti pulli
child his mother-ACC pinched
“The child pinched bis mother.”
¢. *Awan kuttiyute ammaye oulli d. Kugiyure ammaye awan pulli
he childs mother-ACC pinched (Mohanan 1983: 120)
*'He pinched the child’s mother.’

According to Mohanan, if a pronoun precedes its antecedent such as in (31b) and
(31¢), a coreferential reading is ruled out.

Furthermore, (31b) displays that c-command does not play a role with respect to
pronominal noncoreference in Malayalam. This sentence is ungrammatical, although
the pronoun Ais does c-command its antecedent.

Recall that the following Binding Principle C dichotomies appear in Hungarian:
(#) Coreferentiality between a sequence of names diverges from coreferentiality bet-
ween a sequence of a pronoun and a name, and (#) a subject-object asymmetry with
pronominal noncoreference shows up with a relatively higher degree of embedding,
otherwise a subject-object symmetry.

() In order to account for disjointness between a sequence of names, it is suffi-
cient to check the structural configuration in combination with a c-command condi-
tion. This condition may be formulated as a separate condition, something similar to
Binding Principle C, or it may be formulated in terms of the structural factors (271)
that determine discourse principle (25). I will leave open the question of whether
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there is an independent syntactic principle for the binding relation of a sequence of
names, the residue of Binding Principle C. Does this dichotomy appear in other lan-
guages as well?

Lasnik (1986) notes that in Thai, Vietnamese and English R-expressions must be
pronoun-free. Lasnik suggests that this requirement, possibly a language universal, is
due to an instantiation of a general prohibition on the binding of a more anaphoric
expression by one that is less so. However, in Thai and Vietnamese, unlike in En-
glish, R-expressions may be bound by other names.

This split between a pair of names and a pait of (pronoun, name) is exemplified
even more dramatically in Malayalam. Consider:

(32) a. Joonina Joonine istamaana  b. Ku#ti kugtiyute ammaye oulli
John-DAT John-ACC likes child child’s mother-ACC pinched
John likes himself.’ “The child pinched his mother.’

(Mohanan 1983: 124)

Mohanan (1983) claims that the repetition of coreferential R-expressions is al-
lowed in that language.

The comparison between (31) and (32) shows that pronominal noncoreference in
Malayalam obeys a condition in terms of precedence, whereas no condition is impos-
ed on names. The latter may be covered by the following rule, similar in spirit to
Chomsky’s (1976) rule A (this rule accounts for the distribution of bound pronouns):

(33) An R-expression A in Malayalam may be rewritten as an anaphor coreferential
to a name B if and only if it is bound by B

The question arises why there should be a split in coreference between a pair (na-
me, name) and (pronoun, name)?

It seems to me, following Evans (1980: 358), that this has to do with the intrin-
sic differences between pronouns and names. According to Evans, the crucial diffe-
rence between the relation (pronoun, name) and the relation (name, name) is that the
pronoun may be referentially dependent upon the name, while two occurrences of
a name may be intended to be coreferential, but neither occurrence is referentially
dependent on the other.

The participants in a pair of names are equally prominent in terms of (26). Sup-
pose, now, that by this absence of relative prominence, a pair of names may be exempt-
ed from discourse principle (25). This hypothesis is supported by the fact that dis-
joint reference is stronger if anaphoricity decreases. Thus, it has often been pointed
out that both the following sentences are bad, but that (34b) is worse than (34a):

(34) a. *Jobn thinks that Jobn is sick b. *He thinks that Jobn is sick
This is also the case with the Hungarian counterparts of these sentences:
(35) a. *Jdnos azt gondolja hogy J4nos beteg
John that-ACC think-AGR3sg that John sick
b. *0 azt gondolja hogy Jdnos beteg
he that-ACC think-AGR3sg that John sick
Let us turn now to a discussion of the Binding Principle C split with pronominal
noncoreference. .
(#77) The binding relation between a pronoun and a name is not determined by
principles of grammar in a strict sense. Factors such as anaphoricity, depth of em-
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bedding, precedence, and so on may play a role as well.*” In English and Dutch, a co-
referential reading between a pronoun and an embedded name becomes possible by
increasing depth of embedding (cf. (28) and (29)). This fact supports a discourse-
oriented approach to pronominal noncoreference.

In Hungarian, pronominal noncoreference is always ruled out, unless the name is
embedded more deeply, for example, in a relative clause. So, the situation with this
phenomenon in Hungarian resembles the one in Dutch, or English. This indicates
that pronominal noncoreference in that language also falls under discourse principle
(25), and is determined by (27ii).

In conclusion, I argued Binding Principle C is a not a unitary phenomenon.® First,
in Hungarian coreference between a pair of names must be separated from pronominal

(47) I argued in section 4.2.4. that binding phenomena covered by Binding Principle C exhibit a parallel
distribution between overt and non-overt pronouns in Hungarian. From this I concluded that small pro is
present in the syntax of Hungarian. The argument, however, remains valid if we replace Principle C by a dis-
course principle. In that case, we have to assume that this discourse principle is fed simillarly by overt and
non-overt pronouns, otherwise the parallel distribution between these items would be letf unexplained.

(48) A comparative study of binding phenomena in Hungarian and Basque would be very useful, because
these phenomena display a similar distribution in these languages (I am indebted to Joseba Abaitua, Bernard
Opyhar¢abal, and Georges Rebuschi for discussion and data).

Reflexive binding (cf. (i), the binding between a pair of names (cf. (ii)), and the distribution of bound
pronouns (cf. (iii)) yield subject (ERG)-object (ABS) asymmetries in Basque as well:

(i) a Elkar ikusi dugu guk (i) a. Mayiren  amak Mayi maite du
each other-ABS seen Aux we-ERG Mary-GEN mother-ERG Mary-ABS loved Aux
“We have seen each other.’ "Mary’s mother loves Mary.’
b, *Elkarrek ikusi gaitu gu b. ??Mayik  Mayiren  ama maite du
each other-ERG seen Aux we-ABS Mary-ERG Mary-GEN mother-ABS loved Aux

Just as in Hungarian, reflexive binding and the binding relation between a pair of names in Basque resist
scrambling, unlike bound pronouns. (Wh-phrases in Basque must appear in the fixed Focus position left-ad-
jacent to the verb (cf. De Rijk 1978). Compare:

(iif) a. Nork ikusi du bere ama? ) c. *Bere amak nor ikusi du?
who-ERG seen Aux his mother-ABS his mother-ERG who-ABS seen Aux
“Who sees bis mother?’ *'Who does Ais mother see?’
b. *Bete ama nork ikusi du? d. *Nor ikusi du bere amak?
Pronominal noncoreference with possessive NPs produces a subject-object symmetry, comparable to Hungarian:
(iv) a. *Berak maitedu Mayiren  ama b. *Bera maitedu Mayiren  amak
she-ERG loved Aux Mary-GEN mother-ABS she-ABS loved Aux Mary-GEN mother-ERG
*'She loves Mary’s mother.’ ‘Mary’s mother loves her.’

Joseba Abaitua (personal communication) has informed me that scrambling of the possessive NP in front
of the pronoun weakens pronominal noncoreference:
v) a. ??Mayiren ama berak maite du  b. ??Mayiren amak bera maite du
Mary-GEN mother-ABS she-ERG loved Aux Mary-GEN mother-ERG she-ABS loved Aux

It vanishes completely when the name is embedded in structures with a higher degree of embedding than
possessive NPs like embedded clauses:

(vi) a. [Benitok kantatzeko} berari eskatu diogu b. Uste dut [Parxi berandu etorriko dela}
Benito-ERG sing-NOMI-ko he-DAT asked Aux  think-ARG1sg Aux Patxi-ABS late come Aux-Comp
‘For Benito to sing, we asked him himself.’ berak  esan duela

he-ERG said Aux-Comp
‘I think that Pazxi will arrive late, e himself said it.'
c. {Mirenek Joms bidali zion eskutitzal ez du bderzk  oraindik irakurri
Miren-ERG John-DAT sent Aux-rel letter-ABS NEG Aux he-ERG yet - read
“The Jetter that Miren sent to_Jobn, he has not read (it) yet.’
Especially the parallel between Hungarian and Basque with pronominal noncoreference is very interes-

ting. In Basque, similar to Hungarian, a subject-object symmetry appears when the relative depth of embed-
ding is low, otherwise a subject-object asymmetry appears.
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noncoreference. The former, which yields subject-object asymmetries, may be captured
in terms of a structural condition like Binding Principle C. The latter, on the other
hand, is subsumed by Koster’s (1987) discourse account of this phenomenon.

A prediction of this account, namely, that obligatory pronominal noncoreference
vanishes with a relatively higher degree of embedding, is borne out in Hungarian as
well. Hence, it is flexible enough to cover both subject-object symmetries and sub-
ject-object asymmetries.” From this, I conclude that subject-object symmetries with
some cases of pronominal noncoreference do not motivate the assignment of a flat
sentence structure to Hungarian. Likewise, subject-object asymmetries with Bin-
ding Principle C can be seen as evidence against such an analysis, and as support for
the configurational approach.

5.4.3. Some Residual Symmetries

This section investigates the following two subject-object symmetries in Hunga-
rian, involving the absence of superiority effects (cf. section 5.4.3.1.) and the symmetries
with the Topicalization of universal quantifiers (cf. section 5.4.3.2). These symmetries
differ from the epiphenomenal symmetries discussed in the preceding section in that
the latter have exactly, or almost exactly the same shape as in established configura-
tional languages. In contrast to the epiphenomenal symmetries, they have a somew-
hat different form. It seems reasonable, as an initial working hypothesis, to relate these
residual symmetries to a specific property of the syntax of Hungarian. It appears that
an appropriate candidate for this is the recursive CP in Hungarian (cf. 2.2.3.(1)).

5.4.3.1. The Absence of Superiority Effects

Let us consider, again, 5.2.4.(1) and (2), that display the dichotomy between En-
glish and Hungarian with superiority effects.

The sentences in (1) exemplify that in English an object Wh-phrase, unlike a

subject Wh-phrase, may not be preposed to the Spec of CP in a multiple Wh-ques-
tion. Hence, the ungrammaticality of (1b):

(1) a. Who has said what b. *What has who said

In Hungarian multiple Wh-questions, on the other hand, an object Wh-phrase
may precede a subject Wh-phrase (cf. (2b)):*

(49) Platero (1978) and Hale (1988) observe that pronominal noncoreference in Navaho always displays
subject-object symmetries. A name in an embedded clause may always be coreferential with a non-overt sub-
ject, or object pronoun. Jelinek (1985; 1988) and Speas (1986) argue that this is due to the fact that NPs in
that language are adjuncts that bind an A-position in Aux. Binding theory refers only to A-posxtmns

(50) The same appears in embedded clauses:

(1) a. Nem tudom hogy ki mit mondott?
not know-ARGlsg that who what-ACC said-AGR3sg
‘I do not know who said what?’
b. Nem tudom hogy mit ki mondott?
not know-ARGlsg that what-ACC who said-AGR3sg
*1 do not know what who said?’
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) a Ki mit mondott b. Mt ki mondortt
who what-ACC said-AGR3sg what-ACC who said-AGR3sg
‘Who said what’ ‘Who said what’
‘For which x, x a person, for which y, ‘For which y, y a statement, for
y a statement, x said y.’ which x, x a person, x said y.’

Before we present an analysis of this dichotomy between English and Hungarian,
let us first consider multiple Wh-questions in Dutch, and Frisian, both established
configurational languagues.

In Dutch or Frisian, superiority effects are absent.” Consider the Dutch countet-
parts of the English sentences in (1)

(3) a. Wie heeft war gezegd b. Wat heeft wie gezegd
who has  what said ‘ what has  who said

Jarich Hoekstra (personal communication) has informed me that Frisian is the
same in this respect:

4) a. Wz sei war b. Wat sei wa
who said what what said who

The (b)-sentences in (3) and (4) show that an object Wh-phrase may be fronted
in Dutch and Frisian multiple Wh-questions over a subject Wh-phrase, unlike in
English (1b). This patterning of these questions in Dutch and Frisian implies that
the absence of superiority effects in Hungatian cannot count as decisive evidence for
the claim that the phrase structure of that language is non-configurational.

Furthermore, there is also a dichotomy between the Hungarian multiple Wh-
questions on the one hand, and the English, Dutch and Frisian multiple Wh-ques-
tions on the other hand. The Wh-phrases in Hungarian are ‘stacked’ preverbally, but
in the other languages one of the Wh-phrases has to remain in-situ.’* Below I will
argue that this dichotomy is related to the fact that the CP has a different structure
in these languages.

Let us present now an analysis of superiority effects in English. Before we do so,
we must first determine how Wh-phrases are assigned scope.

Following Baker (1970), I will assume that all cases of scope-assignment for Wh-
phrases involve coindexing with an abstract scope marker Q. This marker is base-gen-

erated in the [Spec, CP] position. The representations of overt Wh-movement and
Wh in-situ in this system are as follows:

(5) a. [cp Qi [Wh-phrase]; [1p...#:...]] b. [cp Qi [1p...[Wh-phrasel;...]]

In both cases, scope-assignment to the Wh-phrase depends on its relation with
the scope marker Q. The difference between (5a) and (5b) is that the content of the

(51) Haider (1989) observes that superiority effects may be absent from German as well:
(1) 2. Wer hat was gekauft? b. Was hat wer gekauft?
who has what bought What has who bought
(52) This phenomenon is also attested in some other languages, like Basque (cf. Ortiz de Urbina 1986),
Bulgarian (cf. Rudin 1982), Georgian (cf. Harris 1981), Polish (cf. Wachowicz 1974), Czech (cf. Toman
1982), Romani (cf. McDaniel 1986) and Romanian (cf. Comorovski 1986). There is an East European sprach-
bund with respect to multiple Wh-questions (cf. Pesetsky 1987 for discussion).
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Wh-phrase is adjacent to Q in the former, but not in the latter. Therefore, these cases
represent a different type of binding relation.

In (5a), the Wh-trace must be linked to its overt antecedent. We defined the
Binding Principle for Wh-phrases as in 5.4.2.3.(6), here repeated as (6):

(6)  Binding Principle for Wh-traces: Wh-traces are bound in the minimal maximal do-
main of their governor (if it contains an antecedent)

In (5b), however, the Wh in-situ must be linked to Q. I will assume that the
Binding Principle for Wh in-situ is as in (7):

(7) Binding Principle for Wh in-situ: Wh in-situ is bound in the minimal maximal do-
main of its governor (if it contains a Q marker)

Having settled the scope-assignment for Wh-phrases, let us reconsider the En-
glish sentence (1a), here repeated as (8):

(8) [cp Whoi [1p # has [vp said what]]

The subject Wh-phrase who is moved to the Spec of CP, whereas the object Wh-
phrase what remains in its base-generated position. The domain of the subject in En-
glish, a language with strong I, is IP. The domain of the object, on the other hand, is
CP (cf. 5.4.2.3.(52)).

The object Wh-phrase is a Wh in-situ, and therefore it must be linked to Q in
the Spec of CP. This linking may be established because the domain of the object is
CP. Hence, the Binding Principle for Wh in-situ is satisfied in (8). Consider now the
binding of the Wh-trace in subject position.

The domain of the subject is IP in English. In this domain, there is no antece-
dent available for the Wh-trace. Hence, the Binding Principle (6) for Wh-traces is
violated. However, (8) is grammatical. This principle can only be satisfied if the mov-
ed Wh-phrase in the [Spec, CP] functions as the antecedent for the subject trace. In
that case, the domain of this trace must be stretched from IP to CP. Obviously, this
has indeed applied in (8). The question then arises why do moved Wh-phrases have
this property?

The canonical operator position for Wh-phrases in English is the [Spec, CP].
Thus, moved Wh-phrases must land in that position. A maximal projection can only
be set up if it has a lexical head, otherwise it coincides with the projection it directly
dominates because of L-containment (cf. 2.2.2.(37)). Therefore, the [Spec, CP] posi-
tion can only be determined if the CP is projected. In order to accomplish this, the
CP must have a lexical head (cf. 2.2.2.(3)). This lexical head is provided by mov-
ement of I to C. This hypothesis is supported by the following pair:

(9) a. *[cp Whati [1p he has [vp done #; 1] b. [cp What; hasj [1p he 2 [vp done 7 ]1]

Observe from this pair that the auxiliary has must move from its base-generated
I-position to the C-position when Wh-movement has applied (cf. (9b), otherwise the
sentence is ruled out (cf. (9a)).
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In sum, obligatorily filling the [Spec, CP] by a Wh-phrase triggers I-to-C mov-
ement.”> Hence, the structure of (8) is actually as in (10):

(10) [cp Who; has; [1p #; ¢ [vp said what]]

Suppose, now, that a concomitant of this movement is that the domain of the
subject is extended. By this movement, the IP is robbed of its lexical head, which
turns it into a ‘defective’ projection. Therefore, the subject position is accessible for
the Wh-phrase in the Spec of CP. As a result, the Binding Principle for Wh-traces is
satisfied, and (10) is grammatical. Let us consider now (1b).

This sentence has the following structure:

(11) *[cp what; hasj [1p who 5 [vp said £ 1]

The object Wh-phrase what has moved to the Spec of CP. For reasons outlined
above, this triggers I-to-C movement of the auxiliaty Aas. The subject Wh-phrase
who, on the other hand, remains in-situ. The object Wh-trace does not violate Bind-
ing Principle (6), because its Wh-antecedent is in its minimal maximal domain, the
CP. The subject Wh in-situ, however, cannot be linked to its Q marker in the Spec
of CP, since the domain of the subject is IP in English. Obviously, subject Wh in-
situ, unlike subject Wh-movement, does not have the ability to stretch the domain
of the subject. To say the same thing otherwise, subject Wh in-situ prevents the
IP from becoming a transparent domain. Hence, the Binding Principle (7) for Wh
in-situ is violated, and (11) is ruled out.

Let us turn now to a discussion of why superiority effects are absent from Dutch
and Frisian?

These languages have in common with English that the canonical position for
Wh-phrases is the Spec of CP. There is only one such position available. Therefore,
in multiple Wh-questions only one of the Wh-phrases may appear in that position:

(12) a. [cp Wie; heeft [1p 7 [vp wat gezegd]]] b. [cp Wart; heeft [1p wie [vp # gezegd]]]

I is weak in Dutch, and in Frisian. In languages with weak I, the domain of the
subject is identical with the domain of the object (cf. 5.4.2.3. (5b)), namely CP.
Therefore, in these sentences no binding theory violations occur.

In (12a), the object Wh-phrase in-situ wa# may be linked to its Q antecedent in
[Spec, CP], and in (12b) the subject Wh-phrase in-situ wie may be too. Hence, no
violation of Binding Principle (7) for Wh in-situ arises. The subject trace in (12a) is
bound by its Wh-antecedent in the Spec of CP. This is also the case with the object
Wh-trace in (12b). Hence, the Binding Principle for Wh-traces.(6) is also satistfied.
This causes then the absence of superiority effects in Dutch, or Frisian. Let us now
consider the absence of this phenomena in Hungarian.

(53) I-to-C movement applies also in English yes/no questions:
(@) [cp Will; [rp John t; [yp buy this bookll}
With Kosmeijer (1988), I will assume that a question marker Q occupies the {Spec, CP} in this construc-
tion. However, this position can only be projected if the CP has a lexical head. Hence, I-to-C movement.
Thus the motivation for this movement in yes/no questions is the same as for Wh-questions.
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Wh-phrases in Hungarian must occur in the [Spec, CP] as well (cf. section
2.2.2.). The only difference between Dutch or Frisian on the one hand and Hunga-
rian on the other hand with multiple Wh-questions is that Wh-phrases in Hunga-
rian are stacked preverbally. This implies that in Hungarian, in contrast to Germa-
nic languages, several Spec of CP positions are accessible for Wh-phrases. I will as-
sume that this is due to the fact that CP in Hungarian is recursive within CP (cf.
2.2.3.(1)). Hence, all Wh-phrases in Hungarian are adjacent to their Q marker.

Therefore, the sentences in (2) display the following structure:

(13) a. [cp Kii [cp mirk mondott; [vp # [vp 2 #]]]]
b. [cp Mizx [cp ki mondott; [vp £ [vp 7 £]]1]

The lower [C, CP] in these sentences is filled by V-to-C movement, and the Specs
of CP are filled by overt Wh-movements.

Let us determine now why Hungarian lacks superiority effects I is weak in Hun-
garian, as in Dutch and Frisian. Therefore, the domain of the subject traces is the
same as the domain of the object traces. Hence, these traces are both bound in their
minimal maximal domain, the CP. Hence, no v1olat10n of the Binding Principle for
Wh-traces appears.

We expect that superiority effects in English will also show up when the object
Wh-phrase is replaced by an adjunct Wh-phrase. Compare the following pairs:

(14) a. [cp Whoj has; [1p 7 # [vp [vp come] when]]]
b. *[cp When; has; [1p who #; [vp [vp come] #]]]
(15) a. [cp Whoj has; [1p # £ [ve [vp lived] where]]]
b. *[cp Where; has; [1p who £ [vp [vp lived] #]]]

Adjuncts, like when and where, are governed by V, and thus theitr minimal maxi-
mal domain is CP (cf. section 5.4.2.3.), similarly to objects. Hence, the explanation
for the dichotomy between the (a)-phrases and (b)-phrases in these pairs is the same
as for the dichotomy between (1a) and (1b). In Dutch (cf. (16), Frisian (cf. (17)), and
Hungarian (cf. (18)), on the other hand a symmetry arises with the counterparts of
these cases:

(16) a. [cp Wig is; [ip 4 [vp wanneer [vp gekomen t]]]]
who is when come
b. [cp Wanneer; is; [1p wie [vp # [vp gekomen tj]]]]
a'. [cp Wie; heeft; [1p #; [vp waar [vp gewoond tj]]]]
who has where  lived
b’. [cp Waar; heeftj [1p wie [vp ¢ [vp gewoond t]]]]
(17) a. [cp Wa; isj [vp #i [vp wannear [vp kommen t]]]]
who is when come
b. [cp Wannear isj [vp wa [vp # [vp kommen ]]]]
a’. [cp Wa; harj [vp 4 [vp wér [vp wenne tj]]]]
who has where lived
b’. [cp Weér; hatj [vp wa [vp # [vp wenne t;]1]]

The only difference between Dutch and Frisian on the one hand and Hungarian

on the other hand is, again, that in the Hungarian equivalents both Wh-phrases
must be fronted:
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(18) a. [cp Kii [cp mikory jote; [ve 2 [ve tk [ve t;]11]]
who when came
b. [cp Mikork [cp &ii jote; [ve 4 [ve [ve % t;]111]
a’. [cp Kij [cp hol  lakott; [vp £ [vp # [vp t]11]]
who  where lived .
b’. [cp Holy [cp 4 lakott; [ve # [ve 5 [ve t; 1]11]

Furthermore, we expect that the only cases in which English patterns the same as
the other Germanic languages and Hungarian is when both Wh-phrases are governed
by the verb. This appears, for example, with an object and an adjunct Wh-phrase.
Compare English (cf. (19)), Dutch (cf. (20)), Frisian (cf. (21), and Hungatian (cf. (22)):

(19) a. [cp Whar; did; [1p you tj [vp [vp see #] where]]]]
b. [cp Where; did; [1p you tj [vp [vp see whar] #]]]]

(20) a. [cp Was; heb; [1p jij [vp waar [vp #; gezien t]]]]
what have you where seen
b. [cp Waar; heb; [1p jij [ve #i [vp war gezien tj]]]]

(21) a. [cp Waj hastj [vp wannear [vp t sjoen t]]]
what have-you where seen
b. [cp Wannear; hast; [vp i [vp wat sjoen tj]]]

(22) a. [cpMit;  [cp hok  latdl; [ve 2 [ve 7 tj]]]]
what-ACC where saw-AGR2sg
b. [cp Hol; [cp mix lacedl; [vp #i [vp 5 t]1]]

In these pairs the local domain for both the object Wh-phrase and the adjunct Wh-
phrase is CP. Therefore, in all cases the Binding Principles for Wh-traces and Wh in-
situ is respected. Hence, this yields in all languages a object-adjunct symmetry.

Another case in which both Wh-phrases are governed by the verb is provided by
the prepositional double object constructions with zo-phrases. Following Kayne (1984,
chapter seven), I will assume that these constructions have the following structure:

(23) [ve [v' V NP] to NP]

Kayne (1984: 190) notes that the contrast between the following pair is less
sharp than in (1) (bracketing is mine):**

(24) a. [cp Who(m); did; [1p you tj [ve [v' give what] to 5]]]
b. [cp What; did; [1p you tj [ve [v' give #] to who(m)]]]

(54) Joseph Aoun (personal communication) informs me that with the ‘bare’ double object construction,
however, an asymmetry turns up:

@ a. *[cp Who(m); did {1p you [yp give {5 ti what}11}
b. [cp What; did [1p you [yp give {5 who(m) t;1}11}

Suppose this construction is a small clause, as suggested in Kayne (1984, chapter seven), having a ‘V [
NP-NPY structure. Suppose furthermore that its head is the accusative NP. In that case, the accusative NP,
unlike the dative NP, is governed by V under head-government in the sense of Belletti and Rizzi (1982). Asa
result, the minimal maximal domain of this NP is stretched to CP. Therefore, the contrast between (ia) and
(ib) is due to the dative NP. It falls into place if the subject of a small clause without a lexical head is accessi-
ble for government by a higher V. Hence, the Binding Principle (7) for Wh in-situ is respected in (ib) but not
the Binding Principle (6) for Wh-traces in (ia). This yields the ungrammatical result in (ia).
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According to the government definition 2.2.2.(40), both the direct object and in-
direct object are governed by V in these sentences. Hence, their local domain is CP.
Therefore, no binding theory violation occurs in (24).

Multiple Wh-questions with double object constructions are grammatical in
Dutch (cf. (25)), Frisian (cf. (26)), and Hungarian (cf. (27)), as expected:*

(25) a. [cp (Aan) wie; hebj [1p jij [vp #i [v» war  gegeven t]]]]
to  whohave you what given
b. [cp Wati heb; [1p jij [vp (aan) wie [v #; gegeven ;1111
(26) a. [cp (Oan) wa; hast; [vp s [v: wat jin gl]]
to  who have-you what given
b. [cp Wat; hast; [vp (0an) wa [v' #; jin 4]]]
(27) a. [cp Kinek; [cp minc adtdl; [vp t; [v & 111
who-DAT what-ACC gave-AGR2sg '
b. [cp Mit; [kineky adtal; [vp 1 [v: ti tj]]1]

In sum, I noted that superiority conditions are violated in uncontroversial con-
figurational languages like Dutch or Frisian. Hence, the absence of these effects in
Hungarian cannot count as an argument in favor of a non-configurational phrase
structure of that language. I related the presence of these phenomena in English ver-
sus their absence in Dutch, Frisian, or Hungarian to a difference in the phrase struc-
ture of these languages.

I is strong in English. Therefore, the domain of the subject differs from the do-
main of the object. An exception to this is overt Wh-movement. Application of this
rule triggers domain stretching of the subject from IP to CP. Subject Wh in-situ
lacks this ability. Therefore, a binding theory violation occurs with the latter, yield-
ing a subject-object asymmetry.

In languages with weak I, on the other hand, like Dutch, Frisian or Hungarian,
both the subject and the object have the same domain, the CP. Hence, both Wh-
traces and Wh in-situ can be related to their antecedent in the Spec of CP. There-
fore, no superiority effects arise in these languages.

The only difference between Dutch and Frisian on the one hand and Hungarian
on the other hand, is that the Germanic languages, contrary to Hungarian, have only
one canonical operator position for Wh-phrases available, the [Spec, CP]. In Hunga-
rian, however, CP is recursive within CP. Therefore, all Wh-phrases may be adjacent
to their scope marker in the Spec of CP.

Let us consider now the Topicalization of universal quantifiers.

5.4.3.2. Topicalization of Universal Quantifiers

E. Kiss (1987a: 29) has noted that Topicalization is known to be incompatible
with universal quantification. E. Kiss argues that if a language has both sentence-ini-
tial subjects and objects, and sentence-initial subjects can be universally quantified,
while sentence-initial objects cannot, it follows that such objects are located under a

(55) Because of the fact that with these double object constructions a symmetry appears, there is no
reason to assume that they are small clauses, like bare double object constructions in English (cf. note 54).
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Topic node different from the subject position. According to E. Kiss, this dichotomy
turns up in languages in which the subject and object have a non-parallel distribu-
tion (like Italian) but not in languages which display a parallel distribution of sub-
ject and object.

Consider the Hungarian sentences in (1) (‘ indicates primary stress):

(1) a. J4nos felhivott ‘mindenkit telefonon
John up-called everyone-ACC phone-SUPER
‘John has phoned everyone.’
b. Mindenkit felhivott Jinos telefonon
everyone-ACC up-called John phone-SUPER

c. Mindenki felhivta Jénost telefonon
everyone up-called John-ACC phone-SUPER
‘Everyone has phoned John.’

d. Jénost mindenki felhivta telefonon
John-ACC everyone up-called phone-SUPER

In Hungarian, an object universal quantifier may be topicalized (cf. (2b)), similat
to an object name (cf. (2d)).

E. Kiss concludes from the fact that Hungarian has both sentence-initial subjects
and objects (cf. (2b) and (2c)) which may be universally quantified that the subject
and object are structurally equally prominent. However, the occurrence of this phe-
nomenon in established configurational languages like Dutch or Frisian falsifies this
conclusion.

Compare, for example, the Dutch equivalents of (1):

(2) a. Jan heeft iedereen gebeld b. Iedereen heeft Jan gebeld
John has everyone phoned ‘John has phoned everyone.’
c. ledereen heeft Jan gebeld d. Jan heeft iedereen gebeld
everyone has  John phoned ‘Everyone has phoned John.’

Jarich Hoekstra (personal communication) has brought to my attention that Fri-
sian patterns exactly like Dutch in this respect:

(3) a. Jelle hat elke mien skille ] b. Elke mien hat Jelle skille
Jelle has everyone  phoned ‘Jelle has phoned everyone.’

c. Elke mien hat Jelle skille d. Jelle hat elke mien skille
everyone has John phoned ‘Everyone has phoned John.’

The (b)- and (d)-sentences in (2) and (3) show that Topicalization from object po-
sition of universal quantifiers yields a grammatical result, just as the Topicalization
of names, in both Dutch and Frisian.

Let us first analyze Topicalization in Dutch.*® According to Koster (1978; 1987:
43-44), a topicalized phrase in Dutch is an NP in the configuration [ NP CP]. Kos-
ter further argues that Topicalization is generalized in Dutch, because ordinary clauses
are in fact topicalized constructions. Therefore, (2a) has the following structute:

(56) Jarich Hoekstra (personal communication) has poiﬁted out to me that Kostet’s (1978) analysis for
Topicalization in Dutch may be extended to Frisian.
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(4) Jan [cp O/die heeft [1p ¢ [vp iedereen gebeld]]]
John  that has everyone phoned
‘John has phoned everyone.’

In this construction, the open clause is predicated over the topic Jzz. This rela-
tion is established by linking the topic NP with either an empty operator O or a 4-
pronoun in the [Spec, CP] that binds the trace position.

Eric Hoekstra (personal communication) informs me that the empty operator
may only be realized as a d-pronoun if the topic NP is referential. With fronted
quantifiers, it may not be spelled out. Compare (4) and (5):

(5) a. *Niemand die ken ik «c. *ledereen die ken ik d. ¥*Wie die ken ik
Noone that know I Everyone that know I who that know I

The complementary distribution between the overt alternant of the empty opera-
tor and fronted quantifiers suggest that these quantifiers are adjacent to O in these
cases. They occupy themselves the [Spec, CP] position, the canonical position for
operators. Hence, the sentences in (5) have the following configuration:

(6) [cp O Niemand)/iedereen/wie ken [1p ik [vp £1]]

So the Topicalization of names and universal quantifiers is allowed in Dutch, be-
cause the empty operator in topicalized constructions may indirectly be bound by
names, via predication, or directly by the fronted quantifiers themselves, via move-
ment of these quantifiers to [Spec, CP].

Let us now examine topicalization phenomena in Hungarian. Universal quanti-
fiers may only appear postverbally when they are stressed (cf. (1a)). In the unmarked
order, they occupy a position in the preverbal Quantifier Field (cf. 2.2.2.(28f)), as
can be observed from the following alternant of (1a):

(7)  Janos mindenkit felhivott telefonon
John everyone-ACC up-called phone-SUPER

This is further supported by the fact that topicalized universal quantifiers may
only precede focussed lexical NPs, otherwise the result is ungrammatical. Hence, In-
version between the finite verb and its prefix applies obligatorily with the order [Q

NP[+lexical] prefix V[+finite]] (cf. 3.2.2.(28e)). Compare the following pairs with
alternants of (1a) and (1c):

(8) a. *Mindenkit Janos felbivott telefonon
everyone-ACC John up-called phone-SUPER
b. Mindenkit JANOS hivott fe/ telefonon

(9) a. *Mindenki Jinost felbtvia telefonon
everyone John-ACC up-called phone-SUPER
b. Mindenki JANOST hivta fe/ telefonon :

Thus, these pairs support the hypothesis that preverbal universal quantifiers are
in the Quantifier Field.
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Recall that the Quantifier Field is accommodated by the CP, because CP is recur-
sive within CP (cf. 2.2.3.(1)). As a consequence, topicalized object universal quantifiers
occupy a [Spec, CP] position. Hence, (Ib) and (1d) display the following structute:

(10) a. [cp O; Mindenkit; felhivott;j [vp Jnos [vp telefonon t; t]]]
everyone-ACC up-called  John phone-SUPER
b. Janostk [cp Ok [cp Oi mindenki; felhivtaj [vp ti [ve tk t]]]]
John-ACC everyone up-called

In fact, topicalized universal quantifiers ate adjacent to the empty operator in
[Spec, CP], just as their counterparts in Dutch (cf. (6)). Furthermore, (10b) demons-
trates that Topicalization in Hungarian may even apply multiply, similarly to Wh-
movement (cf. preceding section). This is a consequence of the fact that the CP is re-
cursive within CP generating multiple operator positions. Therefore, topicalized
phrases may all be adjacent to their empty operators, just as Wh-phrases may all be
adjacent to their scope markers.

In conclusion, universal quantifiers in Hungarian may always be topicalized.
This phenomenon is, however, also attested in other uncontroversial configurational
languages, like Dutch or Frisian. Therefore, it cannot be explained in Hungarian by
assuming that the subject and object are structurally equally prominent.

Topicalized universal quantifiers must be adjoined to [Spec, CP] which is due to
the requirement that fronted universal quantifiers must occupy the canonical opera-
tor position, i.e. [Spec, CP]. This requirement is satisfied in Dutch, Frisian and
Hungarian. Hungarian differs from the Germanic languages in that it allows mul-
tiple Topicalization. This is caused by the fact that Hungarian, unlike these languages,
displays freedom of CP recursion, which provides multiple operator positions in that
language.

5.5. Summary

Recapitulating, in this chapter I have evaluated the subject-object symmetries
and the subject-object asymmetries appearing in Hungarian. The latter phenomena
provide empirical evidence for the hypotheses that its syntax is configurational, and
that it meets the principle of binary branching (cf. 5.1.(2)). This implies that the
phrase structure of Hungarian has a VP.

If this is indeed correct, then the occurrence of subject-object symmetries is
somewhat unexpected. However, I argued that these phenomena do not motivate the
relaxation of subcomponents such as the Projection Principle, government theory ot
X’-theory. As a working strategy, I divided them into two groups.

(7) Subject-object symmetries which also appear in uncontroversial configuratio-
nal languages. I referred to this group as the epiphenomenal symmetries. (43) Subject-ob-
ject symmetries which may occur in other configurational languages as well, but
which have a somewat different shape in those languages than in Hungarian. I refer-
red to this group as residual symmetries.

The epiphenomenal symmetries may be further divided into two subgroups.

(A) Subject-object symmetries which appear in #// established configurational lan-
guages. These phenomena involve compositional B-assignment to the object, the for-
mation of idioms, and violation of phenomena subsumed under Binding Principle C.
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(B) Some subject-object symmetries in Hungarian also occur in established con-
figurational languages such as Dutch or Frisian, but not in English. These phenomena
involve the absence of verb-object adjacency, the lack of VP-deletion, and the absence
of that-trace effects. The lack of verb-object adjacency falls out from a theory of V-
movement, and adjunction. The dichotomy between these languages with respect to
VP-deletion is related to the status of the I-node. I is strong in English, put not in
Dutch, Frisian or Hungarian. A strong I, unlike a weak I, has the ability to license
the VP when VP-deletion applies. Finally, the dichotomy between these languages
with hat-trace effects is due to the scope of the subject domain. In languages with a
weak I, in contrast to languages with a strong I, the domain of the subject coincides
with the domain of the object. Hence, thas-trace effects appear in English, but not in
Dutch, Frisian, and Hungarian.

The residual symmetries involve the lack of superiority effects, and the pos-
sibility to topicalize universal quantifiers in Hungarian. These phenpmena also
occur in established configurational languages such as Dutch, or Brisian, but
they have a somewhat different shape. The parallelism between, say Dutch and
Hungarian shows that these phenomena do not offer convincing evidence for a
non-configurational approach. The reason why these phenomena have a different
shape in these languages is due to a particular property of Hungagian phrase
structure.

In Hungarian, the CP is recursive within CP. Therefore, in that language there
are infinitely many [Spec, CP] positions accessible to operators, whereas in Dutch or
Frisian there is only one canonical operator position. As a consequence, Wh-phrases
are stacked preverbally, and multiple Topicalization is allowed in Hungarian. This is
not the case in Dutch or Frisian.

In conclusion, it seems to me that the evidence presented in this chapter unam-
biguously demonstrates that the phrase structure of Hungarian is configurational.
A misleading conception of the phrase structure of that language has arisen by
comparing Hungarian with English. It has gone unnoticed, however, that the posi-
tion of English in, for example, the Germanic languages is rather unique, since not
all Germanic languages have rigid word order, that-trace effects, superiority effects,
and so on. By making a comparative study of Hungarian and other Germanic lan-
guages like Dutch or Frisian, we receive a radically different picture of its phrase
structure. _

A non-configurational approach of Hungarian is easily falsified. Instead of this
apparent typology based on the presence or absence of the VP, a rather different
typology emerges. This typology has to do with the strength of I.

Languages may vary in the lexical realization of this node. There may be lexical
material available to fill I, or such material may be absent. Languages of the former
type display a strong I, whereas languages of the latter type have a weak I, In En-
glish, for example, I is strong. In Dutch, Frisian and Hungarian, on the other hand,
I is weak. This yields the IP-parameter involving at least the following typology (cf.
also chapter two):
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¢)) strongl  weak I
V-to-C movement

verb-object adjacency
VP-deletion
that-trace effects
superiority effects

- +

+ 4+ + +

An interesting consequence of the IP-parameter is that it establishes a correlation
between totally different phenomena in unrelated languages. Hungarian happens to
fall into the same subtype as the Germanic languages Dutch or Frisian. This alone
justifies, in my view, a further exploration of this parameter.






6. Wh-STRATEGIES IN HUNGARIAN

6.1. Introduction

This chapter discusses strategies of Jong 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 saw Jobn
b. Who do you think # saw John?
¢. Who do you think that Mary saw #?

(la) examplifies a declarative sentence with an embedded fhas-clause. This clause
contains a subject NP and an object NP, namely Mary and Jobn. In (1b), the former
is questioned, and in (1¢) the latter. Observe that the Wh-phrases are fronted into
the matrix sentence. This type of construction has been referred to in the literature
as Jong Wh-movement.

Generally speaking, it applies only if the matrix verb is a so-called ‘bridge-verd’.
Bridge verbs belong semantically to the class of verbs of knowing, saying and
perception. For example, the verb drag, unlike think in (1), does not qualify as a bridge
for long Wh-movement. Compare (1b) 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 ate two dialects, namely Hungarian I and Hungarian
I1. 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 difficulties 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.
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Consider the following pair:

(3) a Kit - gondolsz hogy Jdnos ldtott ?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that John saw-AGR3sg
“Who do you think (that) John saw?’
b. Mit gondolsz hogy Jénos kit latott?
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
kir 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 Maticz
(1986) who refer to it as the mit-strategy. The main characteristic of this strategy is
that the embedded Wh-phrase in (4b) &/t remains in the Focus-position of its own
(embedded) clause. In the matrix sentence, a ‘dummy’ Wh-phrase appears, miz
‘what-ACC’, which reflects the scope of the real Wh-phrase.

Hungarian I employs long Wh-movement to question an embedded NP, similar
to English. Hungarian II, 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 theoty of grammar in general?

I will assume that this dialectal variation is due to a parameter, namely, the one
which is responsible for the 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:!

@)  +/-move Wh

Hungarian I is specified positively for this parameter. Hence, overt Wh-move-
ment applies. Hungarian II, 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 assumed that

(1) I do not attribute independent status to move O, as I argued in connection with split constituents (cf.

section 4.6.). With Koster (1987: 34), I will assume that move 0. is essentially a subcase of a general transfer
mechanism which transmits Case and lexical content, but no 6-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. discusses 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 zbat-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 examines overs 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 Kir gondolsz *(hogy) ¢ ltta Jénost?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that saw-AGR3sg-def John-ACC
“Who do you think (*that) saw John?’
b. Kiz gondolsz *(hogy) Jdnos latott 12
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John saw-AGR3sg-indef
“Who do you think (that) John saw?’

(2)  a. Melyik fidr gondolod *(hogy) # latta Jéanost?
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that saw-AGR3sg-def John-ACC
‘Which boy do you think (*that) saw John?’
b. Melyik fidt gondolod *(hogy) Jdnos latta 1
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 (1a) and (1b), the indefi-
nite Wh-phrase £ 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. (1a), (2a))
and with the object (cf. (1b), (2b)) (cf. also section 5.4.2.3.).

The acceptability of these sentences is subject to dialectal vatiation. In fact, a num-
ber of my informants hardly accept this strategy for forming embedded Wh-questions
at all (cf. also Komlésy 1986). However, from the literanare 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 occutrence of long Wh-movement is especially frequent in the spoken language



236 LASZLO MARACZ

(cf. also De Groot 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 ((1a), (1b)) and ((2a), (2b)), the embedded nominative subject and the ac-
cusative object Wh-phrase are extracted from the embedded clause. 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 thar must be dropped in case of subject-extraction, whereas the
complemencizer is optional with object-extraction (see, section 5.4.2.3. for an anal-
ysis of this dichotomy).?

(B) Consider the underlying representations of (1) and (2):

(4) a. Gondolod azt [cp hogy 4i litta J4nost]

think-AGR 2sg that-ACC  that who saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

b. Gondolod azt [cp hogy Jdnos kit l4tott]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg

c. Gondolod azt [cp hogy melyik fid latta Jdnost]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that which boy saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

d. Gondolod azt [cp hogy Jénos melyik firt 14¢eca]
think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg

The matrix verb gondol subcategorizes for an accusative object, categorially a CP.
Hogy-clauses cannot be base-generated in an A-position, because of the CRP (cf.
4.5.(14)). Hence, they are in a non-A-position and linked to a ‘dummy’ anticipatory
pronoun that absorbs its Case- and 0-features. In (4), the anticipatory pronoun #z is
therefore accusatively marked. Note now that the anticipatory pronoun may nor be
spelled out if an embedded NP is long Wh-moved:

(5) a. *Kir gondolsz azt [cp hogy litta Jdnost
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
b. *Kit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Jénos l4tott]

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 [¢p (that) Mary said [cp (*#hat) saw John]]
In Hungarian, however, the complementizer must always be present, also in the counterpart of (i):
(i1) Kit gondolsz [cp *(hogy) Mari mondott [¢p *(hogy) létta Jénost]]
Who-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mary said-AGR3sg that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
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c. *Melyik fidt gondolod azt [cp hogy ltta J4nost]
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
d. *Melyik fidit gondolod azt [cp hogy Jdnos ldtta]
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 (1b) and (2b), or Wh-phrases with a lexical phrase:

(6) a. Kinek gondolod [cp hogy Jédnos konyvet adott 7]

who-DAT think-AGR2sg-def  that John book-ACC gave-AGR3sg-indef
“To whom do you think that John gave a book?’

b. Kivel szeretnéd [cp hogy Mati beszéljen 7]
who-INSTR like-COND-AGR2sg-def  that Mary speak-SUBJ-AGR 3sg-indef
‘With whom would you like that Mary should speak?’

c. Kisl gondolod [cp hogy Mari kényvet  kapott 7]
who-ABL think-AGR2sg-def  that Mary book-ACC got-AGR 3sg-indef
‘From whom do you think Mary got a book?’

In (6a)-(6¢), the embedded verbs 24 ‘give‘, beszél ‘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 i létta Jénost]
think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC  that who saw-AGR 3sg-def John-ACC
b. Gondolod azt [cp hogy Jénos Aiz latott]

think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC  that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg-indef

The matrix verb in these sentences has definite conjugation because its accusative
object is a (definite) embedded clause. The embedded verb in (8a) 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 object is a iz-phrase.

Compare now the counterparts of the cases in (8) with long Wh-movement:

©9) a. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy # latta Jénost]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that saw-AGR3sg-def John-ACC
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b. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy Jdnos latott 7]
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 corvespondence between the matrix
verb and the embedded verb when an accusative Wh-phrase is extracted. In case of a
definite Wh-phrase like melyik fidt in (2b), both the matrix verb and the embedded
verb are conjugated definitely, and in case of an indefinite phrase like 4z 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. [cp JANOST gondolod [cphogy ¢ ltote]]
John-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that saw-AGR3sg-def
It is John who you think saw me.’
b. [cp MARIT gondolod ~ [cp hogy latram #]]
Mary-ACC think-AGR2sg-def  that saw-AGR1sg-def
‘It is Mary who you think that I saw.’

c. Janos [cp MARINAK akarja [cp hogy Péter konyvet  adjon £]]
John Mary-DAT want-AGR3sg-def that Peter book-ACC give-SUB]J-
AGR3sg

‘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
Jong Focus-movement. Both construction types display the same properties.> Henceforth,
I will refer to long distance movement in Hungarian as long Wh/Focus-movement.

(F) The counterparts of the sentences in (1) and (2) are ungrammatical with an

» ¢

overt personal pronoun § ‘he’ spelled out at the extraction site:*

(11) a. *Kit gondolsz  [cp hogy 4 litea Jénost]

who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that he saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

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

c. *Melyik fidt gondolod [cp hogy 4 latta Jénost]
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg  that he saw-AGR3sg John-ACC

d. *Melyik firit gondolod [cp hogy Jénos latea |
which boy-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John saw-AGR3sg him

(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. JAN denk jij [cp dat ik # zag] b. Wie denk jij [cp dar ik 7 zag]
JOHN think you  thatI saw Who think you  thatl saw
(4) The third person accusative pronoun may only appear with the definite conjugation (cf. section
4.2.1.).Therefore, (11b) 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 »on-overt. In
the next section, I will determine whether it is a Wh-trace or a non-overt resump-
tive pronoun.

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

(12) All# ‘state’, zkar ‘want’, elképzel ‘imagine’, emlit ‘mention’, drez ‘feel’, dzrevesz
‘observe’, gondol ‘think’, hall ‘hear’, bisz ‘believe’, (meg)igér ‘promise’, javasol ‘pro-
pose’, kérdez ‘interrogate’, kivin ‘wish’, ldt ‘see’, mond ‘say’, remél ‘hope’, szeret ‘li-
ke’, szeretne ‘would like’, 7ol teszik “well do’, tud ‘know’, virt ‘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 zz
‘that’ (cf. (3B)). However, most of these verbs may also select a case-frame with a
lexically 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),
ot (6) would be. The answers to (1a) and (2a) may be, for instance, Péter ‘Peter-
NOM’, to (1b) and (2b), for instance, Péert ‘Peter-ACC’, and to (6) respectively Pé-
ternek ‘Peter-DAT’, Pétervel ‘Peter-INSTR’, or Pérertil ‘Peter-ABL. From this it fol-
lows that Wh-phrases takes scope over the other constituents 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 (nincs) ‘(not) have enough
strength’, éthetd ‘it is understandable’, eszébe jut ‘come across ones mind’, 2z a2z érzéem ‘it is my feeling’, bajs-
zdlon milik ‘it is a near touch’, igaz ‘be true’, jil ‘be well’, j6l wina ‘it would be good’, jobb lenne ‘it would be
better’, kér ‘be a pity’, kell ‘need’, dgy ldyszik ‘seem’, kvzombis ‘it is indifferent’, lebet ‘may’, lebetetlen ‘impossi-
ble’, mintegy ‘it makes no difference’, nyilvinvals ‘it is obvious’, nincs ‘there is no’, ériil az ember ‘be glad’, régen
(van) ‘it is a long time ago’, ritkasdg ‘it is exceptional’, szabad ‘may’, természetesen ‘it is natural’, dgy tinik ‘se-
em’, valdszin ‘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 19874, Szalamin 1987, and Zolnay
1926). Compare, for example:

(i) Mdria, sokan azt gondoljék [cp (hogy) megkapja  az 4lldst  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
. The anticipatory pronoun may be spelled out
. The scope of the fronted NP is restricted to the embedded clause
. The fronted NP retains always its case marker
There is no agreement between the fronted NP and the matrix verb
. Several NPs may be left-dislocated
. CNPC may be violated
The complementizer bogy may be dropped

From a comparison between (ii) and (3) it appears that long Left Dislocation has different properties from
long Wh/Focus-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 O-features. (See also chapter 7, note 25 for the status of the gap in long Left Dislocation).

MmO AN
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There is a difference between English and Hungarian with the scope of Wh-
phrases in long Wh-movement. Haik (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 #?
(Haik 1984: 195)

If this Wh-question has an answer as_John 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 #?
(Haik 1984: 196)

In this example, some woman may be in the scope of the plural Wh-phrase which
men. An answer to (14) like Jobn and Bill may be verified by a situation in which
Jobn 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 izself. Consider the Hungarian equivalents of (13) and (14):

(15) a. Mely féfiakat  mondta valaki hogy Mari szereti £?
which men-ACC said-AGR3sg-def someone that Mary love-AGR 3sg-def
‘Which men did someone say that Mary loved?’
b. Mely férfiakat  mondta Mari hogy valaki  szereti #?
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 is_John 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, intetfere
in this sentence because the existential vzlzki is base-generated in a higher predicative
domain than the Wh-phrase mely férfiakat. 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-sttucture, 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 szdmot gondolod hogy mindenki
. which number-ACC think-AGR2sg-def that everyone
emlékszik hogy vélasztotta  #?

remember-AGR3sg that chose-AGR 3sg-def
‘Which number do you think that everyone remembers that he chose?’
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b. Mindenki emlékszik hogy melyik szdmor vélasztotta
everyone remember-AGR3sg that which number-ACC chose-AGR 3sg-def
‘Everyone remembers that he chose which number’

In (16a), a Wh-phrase is fronted 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 echo-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 obsetve 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 (SENSC) 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 #race. 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 emlitett(e) [gp azt a tényt [cp hogy # megcsékolta Marit]]
who-ACC mentioned-AGR 3sg-indef/def that-ACC the fact -ACC that kissed-

*Who did he mention the fact that kissed Mary?’ AGR3sg-def Mary-ACC
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b. *Kir emlitett(e) [yp azt a tényt [cp hogy Mari megesékolt #]]
who-ACC mentioned-AGR 3sg-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 valdszini ‘be probable’ may subcategorize for subject complement
clauses which are linked with a nominative anticipatory pronoun (cf. (2a) and (3a)).
Observe that it is not allowed to extract Wh/Focus-phrases from these complements

(cf. (2b) and (3b)):¢

(2) a. Az biztos [cp hogy Mari eljon] b. *Ki biztos [cp hogy ¢ eljbn]
that be sure  that Mary come-AGR3sg who issure  that come-AGR3sg
‘It is sure that Mary comes.’

(3) a. Azvalészini [cp hogy Mati eljén] b. *Ki valészini [cp hogy # eljén]
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 islandhood of adverbial com-
plements. These complements are introduced by advetbial phrases such as efore,
without, etc. The sentences in (4) show that AC is operative in Hungarian as well:

(4) a. *Mely konyveker letisztitottad volna az asztalt
which books-ACC clean-AGR2sg would the table-ACC
azelétt  [cp hogy elolvastad  volna #]
that-before that read-AGR2sg would
*Which books would you clean the table before reading?’

b. *Kire megérkeztél az iskoldba anélkil

who-SUBL perf-arrived-AGR2sg the school-ILL that-without
[cp hogy gondoltil volna 7]
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 2 moved Wh/Focus-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 ot 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 #race.

(6) Some predicates, like £/l ‘be necessary’, require a subject complement clause to be in the subjunctive
mood (SUBJ) (cf. (ia)). Wh/Focus-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 eljsjjon] b. Ki kell [cp hogy # eljsjjon]

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 of pro into account. It displays distribution 4.2.(34), here repeated as (5):
The distribution of pro in Hungarian

)

Recall that the distribution of pro is so specific that it may setve as a diagnostic

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 con]u-
gation. Third person pronouns may be dropped only with the definite conju-

gationc. Personal pronouns with lexical case may not be dropped

for this empty category.
() Compate the following pairs:

6

The pairs (2) and (2’), 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 distriburion.
However, with the object, the following three distributional differences between

a.

Mely  fidkat  gondolod [cp hog ldtom 7]
which boys-ACC think-AGR2sg-def  that see-AGR1sg-def
‘Which boys do you think that I see?’

. (En) l4tom Bv) 1*@ker)

I see-AGR1sg-def him/hetlthem
‘I see him/herlthem.’ (cf. 4.2.(7a))

. Kiket gondolsz [cp hogy (te) latsz 7]

b’.

who-plur-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef  that you see-AGR2sg-indef
‘Who do you think that you saw?’

(Te) latsz (engem)/*(Bket)

you see-AGR2sg-indef me/them

“You see me.’ (cf. 4.2.(8b))

. MINKET gondolsz [cp hogy Jénos latott 2]

us think-AGR2sg-indef that John saw-AGR3sg-indef
‘It is us that you think that John saw.’

L) la (engem)/*(minket)

he/she see-AGR3sg-indef me/us
‘He/she sees mefus.’ (cf. 4.2.(8¢))

. Kit gondolsz [cp hogy Jénos latott ]

who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef  that John saw-AGR3sg-indef
‘Who do you think that John saw?’ (cf. 6.2.(1b))

(O It (engem)/(téged)/*(37)

he/she see-AGR3sg-indef meé/youw/him

‘He/she sees me/you.’ (cf. 4.2.(8¢))

Kivel - gondolod [cp hogy Jénos taldlkozott 7]
who-INSTR think-AGR2sg-indef  that John met-AGR3sg-indef
‘Who do you think that John met?’

. (©) taldlkozott *(vele)

he/she met-AGR 3sg-indef he/she-INSTR
‘He met him/her.’

these gaps occur.



244 LASZLO MARACZ

(7) According to (5b), accusative plural pronouns may not be dropped. Therefore,
the phrases (6a’)-(6¢’) are ungrammatical with pro. However, the corresponding gap
in long Wh/Focus-movement is licensed by a plural Wh/Focus-antecedent.

(#7) 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.

(#ii) Lexically marked pronouns may never be dropped (cf. (5¢)). Hence, the ins-
trumental object must be present in (6¢’). Note, however, that in the corresponding
case of long Wh/Focus-movement (6e), such an object may be extracted.

From (7)-(##1), 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.

(IT) 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 and
constructions with non-overt resumptive pronouns. Instances of the former are
exemplified in (6a)-(6e), and instances of the latter are exemplified in (7a)-(7e):

(7)-a. Mely fidikrsl gondolod (azt) [cp hogy Janos *ldtott/ldtta Gket/*pro]

which boys-DELAT think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC that John saw-AGR 3sg-indef/def them
‘Of which boys do you think that John saw them?’

b. *Kikrdl gondolod (azt) [cp hogy (te) *l4ttdl/lattad Gker/*pro]
who-plur-DELAT think-AGR 2sg-def that-ACC that you saw-AGR2sg-indef/def them
‘Of who do you think that you saw them?’

¢. ROLUNK gondolod (azt) [cp hogy Jénos litott/*l4tta minket/*pro)
we-DELAT think-AGR2sg-def that-ACC that John saw-AGR3sg-indef/def us
‘It is of us that you think that John saw.’

d. Kir8l gondolod (azt) [cp hogy Jdnos *l4tott/l4tta 8¢/pro
who-DELAT think-AGR2sg-def that that] John saw-AGR3sg-indef/def him
‘Of who do you think that John saw him?’

e. Kirbl gondolod (azt) {cp hogy taldlkozott vele/*pro] _
who-DELAT think-AGR2sg-def that that met-AGR3sg-indef he-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)-(7¢c), 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 (7€) 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)-(Ge)
cannot be resumptive pro because they are licensed in a much broader context. '

(III) Chomsky (1982; 1986b) suggests that empty categories are specified at D-
structure in terms of the feature-matrix [+/-anaphoric]/[+/-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 D-features. However, long Wh/Focus-movement is allowed with various dif-
ferent categories like time or place adverbs, PPs, APs, and prefixes:

(8) a. Jinos HOLNAP szeretné [cp hogy haza menjiink 1]
John tomorrow like-COND-AGR3sg-def that home go-SUBJ-AGR1pl-indef
‘It is tomorrow that John wants us to go home.’

b. OTT gondolod [cp hogy lattam Jénost £]
there think-AGR2sg-def . - that saw-AGR1sg-def John-ACC
‘It is there that you think that I saw John.’

c. KI MOGOTT gondolod [cp hogy 4lltunk az tizletben 7]
who behind think-AGR2sg-indef that stood-AGR1pl-indef the shop-INESS
‘Behind who do you think we stood in the shop?’

d. BUSZKE JANOSRA gondolod [cp hogy voltam  tegnap ]
proud  John-SUBL think-AGR2sg-indef  that was-AGG1sg yesterday
‘It is proud of John that you think that I was yesterday.’

e. Janos MEG akarja [cp hogy ¢ hivjuk Marit ]

. John perf want-AGR3sg-def that invite-AGR1pl-def Mary-ACC
‘It is to invite that John wants us Mary.’ '

In (8e), the prefix meg ‘perfectivity marker’ of the embedded verb meghiv ‘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 @kar ‘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 Wh/Focus-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 #race. In order to support this claim, I put forward two sorts of evidence.
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First, the environment in which #race 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 enly if it is
identified by AGR. The ®-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 ®-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 of Long Wh/Focus-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 subjacency: '

(1) The basic principle of bounding theory is that every link (X;,X;, 1) of a chain
(Oly,...,00,) must meet subjacency: if (04,04, 1) is a link of a chain, then €. is sub-
jacent to o; (Chomsky 1986: 30)

In recent literature, inspired by Kayne (1984), subjacency has been related to gor-
ernment. A category that is ungoverned constitutes an island, a darrier ip Chomsky’s
(1986b: 15) sense. According to Chomsky, a category may lose its batriefhood if it is
lexically governed by a O-role assigner, if it is L-marked:

(2) O L-marks B iff o is a lexical category that 0-governs 8
Chomsky (1986b) defines the Sxbjacency Condition as follows:

(3)  Subjacency Condjtion
B is n-subjacent to . iff there are fewer than 7 + 1
barriers for f that exclude o

In general, Wh-movement transfers Case ahd lexical content but not a 8-role. It falls
under what Chomsky (1982: 33) defines as Move-0l, which has the following properties:

(4) a. The antecedent lacks an independent B-role
b. The gap is locally licensed
c. The relation is subject to bounding theory (subjacency)

Recall 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 cotresponding 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
E. 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 (I) to the above properties:
(6) L Long Wh/Focus-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 (6I) follow from the assumption that long
Wh/Focus-movement is an instance Move-0.. 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 @-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 batriets for long Wh/Focus-
movement. Two types of embedded clauses occur in these constructions, (i) bogy-clauses
and (ii) complex NPs. Let us first discuss the structure and position of hogy-clauses.

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

@ Ccp
/\
Spec C
/\
C XP

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 anticipatoty pronoun to which

they are linked. For example, an accusative hogy-clause appears in the following con-
figuration:

8) VP
/\
VP (0134
/I\

azt V bogy ...

The CP is adjoined to the VP, and the object Case of the verb is spelled out on
the anticipatory pronoun #z¢ ‘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 I1-swbjacency. 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:

© NP
/\
NP CP

Whether it is L-marked or not, it always constitutes a barrier for long Wh/Focus-
movement. The reason for this is that a complex NP inherites barrierthood from the
CP it dominates (cf. Chomsky 1986b). Hence, a Wh/Focus-phrase extracted from a
complex NP crosses two barriers, a case of I-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 conﬁguratlons in (8) and (9).

Long Wh/Focus-movement is always blocked by complex NPs, mdependent 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 \%

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 thete 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 of CP to moved Wh-phrases.

Kayne presents the following pair from French:

(11) a. *Je crois [cp [1p Jean tre le plus intelligent]]
b. [cp Quel garcon [1p crois-tu [cp  [1p # Etre le plus intelligent]]]]
(Kayne 1984: 5)

The ungrammaticality of (11a) is due to a Case Filter violation, Jesn 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 (11b), 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 bridge 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 [1p you suggest [cp ¢ [1p ¢ 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), (5C), 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
appeats 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-assighment to the [Spec, CP] after Wh-
movement poses a problem for the L-model of Van Riemsdijk and Williams (1981).
In that framework, Case-assignment takes place at NP-structure, that is, before Wh-
movement.’

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

(13) a. *Latok/létom [tpJdnost  vigni a kenyeret]

see-AGR1sg-indef/def ~ John-ACC cut-INFI the bread-ACC
‘I see John cut the bread.’

b. Latok/*latom [1p egy fitit jitszani  Marival]
see-AGR1sg-indef/def a boy-ACC play-INFI Mary-INSTR
‘I see a boy playing with Mary.’

c. Hallottalak [;p téged  kiabélni]
heard-AGR1sg2sg/pl  you-ACC shout-INFI
‘T heard you shooting.’

These matrix verbs must be conjugated definitely, indefinitely, and with the -/zk
suffix. These conjugation-types are triggered by the definite accusative NP Jinost,
the indefinite accusative NP egy fizt and the accusative second person pronoun zéged,
tespectively (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.
ACl-verbs assign structural accusative Case to the Spec of a subcategorized clause,
IP, 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 between 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 I(ll léttaj [VP t [VP Marit t]]]] b. [CP Kiti latott [[VP ] Man]]
who saw-AGR3sg Mary-ACC who-ACC saw- AGR3sg 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 47 is moved, and in (14b) the object Wh-phrase £iz
is moved. These phrases land in the Focus position, i.e. [Spec, CP]. 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 deta1l

Consider:

(15) Kit gondolsz  [cpx 2 hogy [cp Jdnos [cpg latott  [yp #]1]]
‘ 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 £iz must be fronted into the matrix sentence.

CP is recursive within CP in Hungarian (cf. 2.2.3.(1)). Hence, all preverbal em-
bedded constltuents are in a CP-projection. The complementizer hogy heads the hig-
hest CP, i.e. CP”, the topicalized subject Jdnos fills an intermediate CP, and the fin-
ite verb heads the lowest CP, i.e. CPO.

The questxon arises now whether long Wh/Focus-movement applies through the
[Spec, CP ] (cf. (162)) or through the [Spec, CP°] (cf. (16b):

16) a. - CPO b. Cpo
/\ /\
Spec C Spec C
Wbi N * Wbi N "
C CP C Cp
V o~ V -~
Spec C Spec C
tlp pe P
Cpo C Cpo
hogy /\ hogy /\
Spec C Spec C
5
C V. C VP
v e K V. N\
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Although the [Spec, CP9] 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 (I) the obligatory lexicalization of the comple-
mentizer hogy, (II) WhIC-violations, (III) 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.

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

(?) It may be dropped if the matrix verb is a verb of saying, knowing, or petcep-
tion subcategotizing 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 (bogy) [cp Mari [cp latea Janost]]]
that-ACC think-AGR1sg  that Mary  saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
‘I think that Mary saw John.’

In this sentence, the verb gondo! selects a [-Wh] CP. V-to-C movement satisfies

this requirement, since V is a [-Wh] category. Consequently, the complementizer is
superfluous.

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

(18) Tudom Lcpx (hogy) [cp Janos [cpg 472 latoty; Lvp % 1111
know-AGR1sg  that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
‘I know who John saw.’

In this sentence, the verb tud selects a [+Wh] CP. Wh-movement of it to the
embedded Focus-position (Spec of CP9), 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).® Hence, the spelling out of the complementizer.

(8) The following question-answer pair also provides evidence for this hypothesis:
(i) a. Elloptik [np Mari kényvée]?
away-stole-AGR3pl  Mary book-tpAGR3sg-ACC
‘Has Mary’s book been stolen?’
b. Igen, [\p Mariét] elloprak
Yes Mary-APS-ACC away-stole-AGR3pl
Yes, the one of Mary has been stolen.’

Example (ia) contains the accusative possessive NP Mari kinyvét. The head of this phrase is the noun-pos-
sessed konyvét. 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 ggmplement position of the possessive NP
in both (ia) and (ib). The noun-possessed is omitted in (ib). As a copsequence, 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)) -¢ 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 bogy-drop, and for the absence of rhar-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 YP, 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.

(II) Horvath (1986a) has noted that WhIC is not operative in Hungarian. Long

relativization (cf. (19a)) and long Wh/Focus-movement (cf. (19b)) may apply from a
Wh-island:

(19) a. Ezvolt az a fit [cpx akinck a gyerekek mondtsk [cpx # hogy [cpg Péter kérdezte
[cp+ 2 hogy [cp Mari [¢pq mit kiildéee 2]]]]]
this was that the boy who-DAT the children said-AGR3pl that Peter asked-
AGR3sg that Mary what-ACC sent-AGR3sg
**This was the boy to whom the children said Peter asked what Mary had sent.’

b. Mari kinck tudta  [cpx # hogy [cp Péter [cpy mit kiildote £]]]

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, CP9]. 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 csalidd A LEGIDOSEBB FIUT reméli [cpx ¢ hogy [cpo ORVOS lesz [yp#]]]
- 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 2
JegidBsebb fisit is extracted from a Focus-island. The embedded Focus-position is filled
by the NP orvos. If we assume, however, that long Wh/Focus-movement applies
through the [Spec, CP*], and Focus is [Spec, CP?], then the derivation is allowed
yielding a grammatical result. Let us discuss the lack of multiple long Wh/Focus-
movement.

(III) The impossibility of this phenomenon supports the hypothesis that long
Wh/Focus-movement applies through the [Spec, CP*]:

(21) a. *Ez volt az a fit [cpx #kinck; a gyerekek mondtdk [cpx hogy [cp Péter mit,
kérdezett [cpx #; hogy [cp Mari kiildéte #; ti]]]]]
this was that the boy who-DAT the children said-AGR3pl that Peter what-
ACC asked-AGR3sg that Mary sent-AGR3sg
b. *Mari kinek; mit; tudott [cp« #; hogy [cp Péter [cp kiildote #; 1]
Mary who-DAT what-ACC knew-AGR3sg that Peter sent-AGR3sg

These sentences are the counterparts of the ones in (19), except that multiple

long Wh/Focus-movement has applied in the latter. The object Wh-phrase mir 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 ate ruled out as a trace theory violation. The [Spec, CP*]
is already filled by the trace of mit-extraction.’

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« # hogy [cp Jdnos [cpg meg szeretett  [yp #1111
who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John perf-loved-AGR 3sg
‘Who do you think that John fell in love with?’
b. *Kit gondolsz  [cpx hogy [cp Janos [cpg # szeretett [vp ¢ meglll]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg that  John loved-AGR3sg perf

Focussing triggers Inversion with prefixed verbs obligatorily (cf. 2.1. (28e)). In
(22), the object wh-phrase iz is long Wh-moved. If long Wh/Focus-movement ap-
plied through Focus, i.e. the [Spec, CP?], then we would expect the prefix to be
sttanded. 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, CP0], 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 LE1 l]lt] [VP [V’ 5 t]]]]
Mary  down sat-AGR3sg
‘Mary sat down (and not lay down).’

In this sentence, the prefix /e of the prefixed verb Jeil ‘sit down’ is moved from its
base-generated V’-position to Focus (Spec of CP9). If long Wh/Focus-movement ap-

plies through the [Spec, CPY], 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 (19872) claims that this phenomenon applies in the following sentence (bracketing
is mine):

() Jdnos; k&t dolgot; hallotcam [cp» hogy megigért [ve & bvp 5111
John two thing-ACC heard-AGR1sg that promised-AGR3sg
‘As for John, it was two things that I heard that he promised.’

Multiple long Wh/Focus-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 &é dolgor is Wh/Fo-
cus-moved burt Jénos is base-generated in initial-position. This is supported by the fact that_Jénos 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)):

(i) Jénos segnap;  a  mizeumot; meg, akarta [[cp+ bogy ldtogassuk] 54 1]
John yesterday the museum-ACC perf wanted-AGR3sg that visit-SUBJ-AGR1pl
‘John wanted us to visit the museum yesterday.’

In (ii), the adverbial fegnap, the accusative object NP & muzeumot, and the prefix meg are fronted into the
matrix sentence. I guess an analysis of these constructions can be made more easily, if the phenomenon of ‘res-
tructuring’ triggered by modal auxiliaries such as #zkar 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 Komliésy 1986):'° _
(24) *Mari [cpo LE; gondolod [cp= hogy [cpo % ﬁlt]' [ve v 4 Cj]]]]]
Mary  down think-AGR2sg  that sat-AGR 3sg '

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

The question arises why focussed prefixes cannot employ this option to yield an
instance of long Wh/Focus-movement, just as Wh/Focus NPs. It seems to me that
Chomsky’s (1986b) HMC provides 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 metge 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 0-subjacent. This gap must
remain non-overt because it is trace. CNPC, SENSC, and AC were accomodated as
subjacency violations. .

Bridge verbs may citrcumvent 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 zhat-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 Wh/ Focus-mov-
ement in Hungarian. De Meij and Maricz (1986) have observed, however, that the
most common strategy to form embedded Wh-questions in Hungarian is to employ
the so-called mir-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.(8¢) for
examples).
(11) Long prefix-movement is also blocked in Dutch:
(i) *OP zei Jan [cpdat ik hem heb z gebeld]
up said John that I him have phoned
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1) a Mi gondolsz hogy Janost ki ldtta?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John-ACC who-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def
‘Who do you think saw John?’
b. Mit gondolsz hogy Jénos kit l4tott?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg-indef
‘Who do you think that John saw?’
(2) a. Mit gondolsz hogy Jdnost  melyik fid latta?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John-ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg-def
‘Which boy do you think saw John?’
b. Mit gondolsz hogy Jénos melyik fiz: latca?
what-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg-def
“Which boy do you think that John 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 second part is an indirect Wh-question expressing the issue on which an opinion
ot statement is being asked. Hence, (1a), 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 (1a) 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 miz-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 bogy ‘that’ is obligatory
E. The miz-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 mis-strategy remain in the Focus-position of their
own (embedded) clause. This may be observed from the fact that the Wh-phrases £7,
kit, melyik fid, and melyik fidr 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)). _

(1a), for instance, has a structure as in (5):

3) [CPO Mir gO[ldOlSZ [CP* hogy [CP _]énost [CPO kll léttaj [VP £ [VP t]]]]]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John-ACC  who saw-AGR3sg
‘Who do you think that saw John?’

This sentence exemplifies that the mir-phrase occupies the [Spec, CP] (= Focus)
of the matrix clause, and the real Wh-phrase occupies the [Spec, CP?] (= Focus) of
the embedded clause.
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The following sentences show that the miz-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) 2. [cpoMir gondolsz  [cpx hogy Janos [cpg kinek adott  kényvet]]]

what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John ~ who-DAT gave-AGR3sg book-ACC
“To who do you think that John gave a book?’

b. [cpoMiz gondolsz  [cpx hogy Mari [cpg Aivel beszélt]]]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that Mary  who-INSTR spoke-AGR3sg
“With whom do you think that Mary spoke?’

¢. [cpMiz  gondolsz  [cpx hogy Mari [cpg £i#8/ kapott  kényvet]]]
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 hke
a PP (cf. (7a)), or an AP (cf. (7b)):

(7 a. [cp Mit gondolsz [cp* hogy Jénos [cpg [pp 4# mogétt] Alle]])
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  that John who behind stood-AGR3sg
‘Behind who do you think that John stood?’
b. [cpe Miz gondolsz [cpx hogy Janos [cpg [ap milyen ex8s] 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 miz-strategy. The sentences
with an anticipatory pronoun in (1) and (2) yield an ungrammatical result:

(8) a. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Janos ki l4tta]

what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John who saw-AGR3sg

b. *Miz gondolsz azt [cp hogy Jdnost kit lacote]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John-ACC who-ACC saw-AGR 3sg

c. *Mit gondolsz azt [cp hogy Jénost  melyik fid 14tea]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John-ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg

d. *Mir gondolsz azt [cp hogy Jdnos melyik fidt  latta]
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that-ACC  that John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg

The mit-strategy shares this propetty with overt long Wh/Focus-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/Focus-mov-
ement (cf. 6.2.(92)):

9 a Mit gondolsz [cp hogy Jénost ki laceal

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

b. Azt gondolom  {cp hogy Mari latta Jénost]
that-ACC think-AGR1sg  that Mary saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
‘I think that Mary saw John.’

c. Kiz gondolsz [cp hogy latta t Janost]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg  that saw-AGR3sg John-ACC
“Who do you think saw John.’

(D) The complementizer bogy ‘that’ is obligatory in the mit-strategy, as in overt
long Wh/Focus-movement (cf. 6.2.(3A)). The counterparts of (1) and (2) without
hogy yield an ungrammatical sentence:
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(10) a. *Miz gondolsz [cp Jdnost ki lattal
what-ACC think-AGR2sg ~ John-ACC who saw-AGR3sg
b. *Mit gondolsz [cp Jénos kit lérott}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
c. Miz gondolsz [cpJénost  melyik fid latta)
what-ACC think-AGR2sg  John-ACC which boy saw-AGR3sg
d. M gondolsz [cp Janos melyik fir - léttal
what-ACC think-AGR2sg ~ John which boy-ACC saw-AGR3sg
(E) The mir-strategy is sensitive to locality effects. These involve (i) island condi-
tions, and (i) repetition of the mir-phrase within each clausal domain in multiple
embedded Wh-questions.
(?) 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 miz-strategy obeys CNPC:

(11) a. *Mari mit hallott(a) [yp azt
Mary what-ACC heard-AGR3sg-indef/(def)  that-ACC
a tényt [cp hogy Janos kit ltote]l
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 tényt [cp hogy Jdnost ki lattall
the fact-ACC  that John-ACC who saw-AGR 3sg-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
complex NP.
Observe that the real Wh-phrase may neither be embedded in a sentential subject:
(12)  a. *Mi biztos [cp hogy &/ jonell b. *Mi wvalészind [cphogy &/ jén el}
what is sure that who comes what is probable  that who comes
These sentences display that SENSC is operative in the mzz-strategy.'
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. *Miz tisztitottdl volna le az asztalt azelStt {p hogy mely kinyveket olvastad volna el}
what-ACC clean-AGR2sg would perf the table-ACC before that which
books-ACC read-AGR2sg would perf

b. *Mit érkeztél az iskoldba anélkiil {p hogy kire gondoltil volna}
what-ACC arrived-AGR2sg the school-ILL that-without that who-SUBL
thought-AGR2sg would
These sentences display that AC constrains the miz-strategy. Let us now consider
another type of locality effect with this phenomenon.
(#7) 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):
() Mi kell [cp hogy ki j6jjon el]
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 [-p hogy Mari *(miz) mondott [cp hogy Jdnost &7 l4ttal}
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. Mir gondolsz [cp hogy Mari *(mit) mondott {p hogy Jinos iz litottl}
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 melyik fiz lattal}
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. Mir gondolsz [cp hogy Mari *(mit) mondott {p hogy Janos melyik fizt lttal}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that Mari what-ACC said-AGR3sg that John
which boy-ACC saw-AGR 3sg
“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
mattix clause must be filled with a dummy miz-phrase. Dropping of such an inter-
mediate phrase is not allowed. So a miz-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 Jinos miz adott £}
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 miz-strategy, shows that it may apply to a Wh-island:

(16) Mir gondolsz [cp hogy Jdnos 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 miz-strategy is possible only with verbs allowing long Wh/Focus-mov-
ement, that is, only with the bridge verbs listed in 6.2.(12).”* For example, the pre-

(13) A superficial investigation learns us that the miz-strategy yields a better result with verbs of percep-
tion and knowing (cf. (1)) than with verbs of saying (cf. (ii)):
(i) a. Mit hallott4l hogy Jdnos kit l4tott?
what-ACC heard-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
‘Who did you hear that John saw?’
b. Mt hiszel hogy Janos kit l4cote?
what-ACC believe-AGR2sg that  John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
“Who do you believe that John saw?’
(i) a. ?*M;t emlitetté] hogy Jénos kit latote?
what-ACC mentioned-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
‘Who did you mention that John saw?’
b. *Mit  javasoltdl hogy Jénos ki lasson?
what-ACC proposed-AGR 2sg 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 mir-strategy with the verbs
in 6.2.(12). I will leave this as a task for further research.
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dicates elifordul ‘appear’ and wvalészind ‘be probable’ do not belong to this class of
verbs. Hence, they do not sanction the mit-strategy: :

(17) a. *M;i fordul eld [cp hogy &/ hazudik]
what appears that who lies
b. *Mi valészind [cp hogy mit javitottak]
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 miz-strategy invol-
ves, for instance, Péer ‘Peter-NOM’, Péert ‘Peter-ACC’, Péter ‘Peter-NOM’, and Pé-
tert ‘Peter-ACC’ respectively. This implies that the topmost mir-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 ‘that’ is obligatory
E. The mir-strategy displays locality effects
E 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 thete 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 boun-
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 will assume that all cases of scope assignment for Wh-
phrases involve coindexing with an abstract scope-marker Q which is base-generated
in the [Spec, CP} position. The representation of overt Wh-movement and Wh in-
situ in this system are as follows:

(3) a. {cp Q;{Wh-phrasel; {...5;.. 11 b. [cp Q; L..[Wh-phrase};..1} ’

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 W4 (CP) can be extended by iterating the indexing to Q (as all other
indexing can be): '

@) . Q.AQ; cp Q; [...Wh;..THI...

This representation does not violate bounding theory. Scope is assigned to W) 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
T
mit VP
7
CP v
/\
hogy Wh

This configuration directly accounts for the fact that the miz-strategy is allowed
by bridge verbs only (cf. (1F)), and for the fact that the anticipatory pronoun may
not be spelled out (cf. (1B)). The CP is itself in an A-position (the object position).
Let us examine now why the miz-phrase is assigned accusative Case (cf. (1C)).

A sentence with the mit-strategy has the following structure:

(6) [CP° Miti gOﬂdOlSZ [CP* Qi hogy [CP Jénos [CP" kiti ) létotrj [VP A t)]]]}]
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 £i¢ is moved to the Focus-
position of its own clause, that is, to the [Spec, CP°l. 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 &iz 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-
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signed to Q in the {Spec, CP}. Hence, we derive (1C). 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 Jocality effects which occur with the mis-strategy.

It displays locality effects (cf. (1F)). Island conditions such as CNPC, SENSC,
and AC may not be violated. Therefore, the real Wh-phrase and the mis-phrase may
not be coindexed across a complex NP, a sentential subject, and an adjunct clause.
This would 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 miz-phrase are no longer separa-
ted by a barrier. Hence, an instance of 0-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*} and the embedded Wh-phrase occupies the [Spec,

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

) Miti gOﬂdOlSZ {CP* Qi hOgy [CP _]énos {CPI ,él.ﬂe.éi {CPO mit
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that  John what-DAT ~ what-ACC
adott}l}

gave-AGR 3sg
*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, CP]
remains accessible for coindexing with the Wh-phrase £inek.! This circumvents a
violation of WhIC. ;

Let us consider now why the complementizer is obligatory in the mit-strategy (cf. (LD)).

Hogy-drop may apply if the complement clause contains a Wh-phrase (cf. 6.4.(18)).
The complementizer in the ms-strategy, however, must be obligatorily present:

(8) a. Tudod [cps (hogy) Lcp Janos [epo kit larotcI}
know-AGR2sg that John who-ACC saw-AGR3sg
‘Do you know who John saw?’
b. Mit gondolsz [cps *(bogy) {cp Janos [cpg #i  latotelll
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John who-ACC 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*} 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 (8b) with the miz-strategy, unlike in (8a) 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.).



262 , LASZLO MARACZ

The lack of multiple mit-strategy also supports the hypothesis of an abstract
scope-marker in the [Spec, CP*} position with this strategy:

(9) *Mit; mit; gondolsz {cpx Q hogy [cp Jénos {cp; kinek; [cpo mit; adoct}}}

what-ACC what-ACC think-AGR2sg that John what-DAT what-ACC gave-AGR3sg

This sentence is the counterpart of (7), except that anether miz-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 mist-strategy takes wide scope (cf: (1G)).

The scope of a Wh-phrase directly cotresponds to its position in syntax in long
Wh/Focus-movement (cf. 6.3.(2H)). The scope of the real Wh-phrase in the miz-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 propesed, two
patterns, namely, an adjunction (cf. (32)) and an in-situ schema (cf. (3b)).

Overt long Wh/Focus-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 miz-
strategy is an instance 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 (1G)).

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.(28¢)). 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) CP°
—T
Spec C

Qi P
C CP*
A\ TN
Spec C
C CP°

ho gy /\
Spec C

Qi
CP*

Spec C

hogy _—"~_
Spec C
Wbi P
C VP

% t;
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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 mir-phrase. (11) yields the following representa-
tion of (10):

11) CP°
—_—

Spec c
mz'ti —
C CP*
V
Spec c
Qi T
C CP°
hogy _—~
Spec C
mz'ti P
C CP*
vV
Spec C
miti /\
C CpP°
hogy —~_
Spec C
C VP
Vi
ti tj

Summarizing, I argued that long Wh/Focus-movement and the miz-strategy in-
volve the same core syntactic principles, L-marking and 0-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 cot-
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 theoty of grammar.

6.7. Some Consequences of Wh-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



264 LASZLO MARACZ

Hungarian II accepts it only matginally. In the latter, the following accessibility hie-
racchy (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 II 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 I 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 (II) the distribution of parasitic gaps and resumptive
pronouns.

(D) A bridge vetb displays agreement with an extracted indefinite nominative 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*1,
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= # hogy [ Mari mondta/mondott {cpx ¢ hogy [ létta ¢ Jénost]1}}
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def/indef that saw-
AGR3sg-def John-ACC
“Who do you think Mary said saw John?’

b. Kit gondolsz [cpx # hogy [ Mari mondta/mondot: [ cp+ ¢ hogy { Jinos latott :J111
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 expect
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-AGR 2sg-indef’.

Speakers of Hungarian II, 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 Wh. 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 IT involves successive cyclicity as well. The insertion of the anticip-
atory pronoun yields a completely unacceptable result:

(4) a. *Kiz gondolsz [cp hogy Mari mondta «z {-p hogy Janos latott}}
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def that-ACC that
John saw-AGR3sg-indef
b. *Kit gondolsz [cp hogy Mari mondta #z¢ {cp hogy l4tta Jinost]]
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that Mary said-AGR3sg-def that-ACC that
saw-AGR3sg-def John-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 miz-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 extraction 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 gondoltam [¢p hogy Mari azt mondta {cp hogy Jénos taldlkozott Péterrell}
that-ACC thought-AGR1sg-def that Mary that-ACC said-AGR3sg-def that
John met-AGR 3sg-indef Peter-INSTR
‘I thought that Mary said that John met Peter.’
b. Kivel gondolod [p hogy Mari mondia [cp hogy Jinos taldlkozott}

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?’
(II) Hungarian displays parasitic gaps (cf. section 5.3.7.2.):
(6)  a. {cp Milyen iratokat tettél {yp el £} {mieltt elolvastil volna e}}
what papers-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before petf-read-AGR2sg-
indef would :
“Which papers did you put away before reading?’
b. {cp Milyen iratokat tettél [yp el f]{miel8tt elolvastad volna *(3ker)1}
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 irator tereél [yp el ¢} [mielStt végeztél volna e}

what papet-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before finished-AGR 2sg-in-
def would

“Which paper did you put away before finishing?’
b. [cp Milyen iratot tettél [yp el £} [mieltt végeztél volna *(vele)}}

what paper-ACC put-AGR2sg-indef away what-before finished-AGR2sg-in-
def would it-INSTR

‘Which paper did you put away befote finishing?’

These sentences exhibit short Wh-movement and they contain an adjunct clause
with a parasitic gap (indicated by ¢). The (a)-sentences represent the intuitions of
speakers of Hungarian I (cf. E. Kiss 1985). The (b)-sentences represent the intuitions
of speakers of Hungarian II. 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 II involves
a resumptive pronoun strategy in similar cases.

In Hungarian I, 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 II, on
the other hand, the gap may be pro, as the following sentence demonstrates:

(8) [cp Kivel taldlkoztal {yp ¢ 1 [anelkiil hogy *meghividlimeghtvtad volna (5111
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 ¢ may be dropped only if the verb is conjugated
definitely. This matches the distribution 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 szeretnél-{cp ha eljonnének ¢} [anélkiil hogy meghivtil volna e}l
who-pl-ACC like-COND-AGR2sg-indef if came-COND-AGR 3pl-indef that-
without that perf-invited-AGR2sg-indef would
‘Whom would you like if came without you having invited?’

b. [cp Kiket szeretnél {¢p ha eljonnének ] {anélkiil hogy meghivtad volna *(3ke)}
who-pl-ACC like-COND-AGR2sg-indef if came-COND-AGR3pl-indef that-
without that petf-invited-AGR 2sg-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 I allows a parasitic gap strategy, whereas Hungarian II 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 following 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 1-subjacent to the real gap, since a parasitic gap is em-
bedded in an adjunct clause.

Suppose now that empty categories must be 0-subjacent to their binders in Hun-
garian II but not in Hungarian I. Hence, a real gap cannot license a parasitic gap in
Hungarian II. 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 I and II in the following
diagram:

(11 Hungarian 1 Hungarian 11
-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 - +

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 Wh. 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) observes that German displays a Wh-strategy quite similar to the
mir-strategy in Hungarian. The scope marker in German is was ‘what’. Compare (12a):

(12) a.fcp Was glaubst du {cp was Peter meint [cp wer heute kommtll}
what  think you  what Peter believes who today comes
‘Wha de you think Peter believes will come today?’
b. *[cp Was glaubst du {cp was Peter meint {¢p wer kommt heutell}
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 SOV-language,

Hiemstra (1986) notes correspondence effects in Frisian:

(13) a. [cp Watinke jo [cp dat ik 7 sjeen hall
who thinkyou thatl seen have
“Who do you think that I have seen?’
b. [cp War tinke jo {cpwarikt sjoen ha}l
what  think you who-that I sgen have
“Who do you think that I have seen?’
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(14) a. {¢p Wa tinke jo {cp dat # my sjoen hat}}
who think you = that me seen has
‘Who do you think has seen me?’
b. [cp War tinke jo [cp wa's 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)).”
The (b)-sentences exemplify the Frisian variant of the scope marker-strategy. The
real Wh-phrases wz move to the [Spec, CP} of their own (embedded) clause in (13b)
and (14b). They merge with the complementizer dat yielding wa't. 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 or Frisian.'
This provides empirical evidence for the Correspondence Hypothesis 6.2.(6), here re-
peated as (15):

(15)  Correspondence Hypothesis
Whenever thete 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 wide scope-assignment is not restricted by boun-
ding theory. This has been regarded as an argument for the independent status of LF
(cf. Huang (1982), Lasnik and Saito (1984), and Chomsky (1986), among others).

Correspondence effects provide empirical evidence against this position. 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 LF.
However, according to Chomsky and Huang subjacency does not hold at LF but at
S-structure. Note, incidentally, that it is not appealing to escape this contradiction
by parametrizing bounding theory at LF, as may be clear from Chomsky (1986,
220): “It seems difficult to imagine that rules of the LF 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):
(@) [cp Wa tinkejo [cpwa't # my sjoen hat]]
who think you  who-that me seen has
“Who do you think has seen me?’

This repetition of moved Wh-phrases with overt long Wh-movement appears also in Afrikaans (cf. Du
Plessis 1977) and German (cf. Héhle 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’.
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parametric variation since it is unclear what evidence to fix their character would be
available to the language-learner.”

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, LF, 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 appeats to
be the case.

Interestingly, natural languages also employ syntactic means other than scope
matkers 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 #L. In long distance

relativization (cf. (17a)) and long Wh-movement (cf. (17b)), 2L must be present in
each clause:

(17) a. Anduine [cp2L  mheas tilcpaL  chonaictd ¢1}
the person  Comp thought you Compsaw  you
‘The person that you thought you saw.’
b. Cé[cpsL mheas ti{cpaL chonaictd t}]
who Comp thought you Compsaw  you
‘Who did you think you saw?’

The requirement that 2L 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."”

In conclusion, correspondence effects render an independent level for the repres-
entation of scope, LF, superfluous. Wide scope assignment is subsumed by the same
principles which restrict grammatical dependency relations at S-structure. Long dis-
tance movement is implemented in the grammar in a successive cyclic fashion. In

Hungarian, the domain of scope is extended in a fascinating way by the iteration of
the scope marker mit. _ ‘

(17) This is also the case with the iteration of certain types of verbal agreement in some languages. For
example, Chung (1982) and Georgopoulos (1985) report that this phenomenon occurs with unbounded
(Wh)-dependencies in Chamorro and Palauan respectively. Thriinsson (1976) and Pica (1987) demonstrate
that the iteration 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 miz-strategy.
These strategies are subject to dialectal/idiolectal variation. I hypothesised that this
variation is associated with the parameter +/-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?

The following universal principle determines the scope of quantifiers (cf. Reinhart 1983):"®

(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. [cpy Mindenki [cpg csak Marit  szeretil}
everyone only Mary-ACC loves-AGR3sg
‘Everyone is such that he loves only Mary.’
*‘Only Mary is such that everyone loves her’.
b. {cpo Csak Marit szereti [vp mindenkill
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 widest scope:

(3) a. {cpy Ki{cpg 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. [CP1 Mir [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  viros minden lakésa) azt gondolta [cp hogy (8) nyerni fog]]
an Italian city every inhabitanc-npAGR3sg that-ACC thought-AGR3sg  that hewin 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 mattix sentence, as with the mit-strategy, its
scope is represented at S-stiucture by the topmost scope marker. Compare:

(4) a. [cp Kivel gondolod [cp # hogy mindenki mondta [cp # hogy Mari téncolt 711}
who-INSTR think-AGR2s that everyone said-AGR3sg that Mary danced-
AGR3sg
‘With who do you think that everyoné said that Mary danced?’

b. [cp Miz gondolsz [p hogy mit mondott mindenki [cp hogy Mari ksvel tincolt 11}
what-ACC think-AGR2sg that what-ACC said-AGR3sg everyone that Mary
who-INSTR danced-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_John."

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-movement 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:
(Da. [cp Kivel; gondolod [cp #; hogy mindenki; mondta [cp #; hogy pro; tincolt #1011
who-INSTR think-AGR2sg that everyone said-AGR3sg that he danced-AGR3sg
‘With who do you think that everyone said that he danced?’
b. [cp Mit; gondolsz  [cp hogy miz; mondott  mindenki; [cp hogy pro; kivel; tancolt]]]
what-ACC think-2sgAGR.  that what-ACC said-AGR3sg everyone that he who-INSTR danced~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 ldrors?
who-ACC think-AGR2sg-indef that John saw-AGR3sg-indef
“Who do you think that John saw?’
b. Melyik fiat - gondolod hogy Jénos 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 vetb 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 cotresponds
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 ®-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. :

(?) PPs are head-final configurational categories, like NPs. This prov1des empxr—
ical evidence for the claim that all X’-projections are head-final in Hungarian (cf.
2.2.1.(1).

(#7) 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 two 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.

(#ii) Possessive NIPs 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 of AGR in Hungarian

It reflects the person-number features of the NP-complement
. It has no phrase-structural prominence

It is not a Case-assigner

. It does not function as an accessible subject

It identifies pro

o0 TR

(7v) 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 Jexical 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 of movement 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 “agreemen:” in a traditional sense. Its only function is to
reflect the person-number features of the NP-complement on the head of its cate-
gory. In other 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. As a consequence, AGR may cooccur with
an overt syntactic complement in Hungarian, unlike Irish.

Let us first consider the basic properties of PP in Hungarian.

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. Bérczi et al 1978, and
Matai 1971).!

The classification of postposition, prefix, advetb 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 ‘in’, ki ‘out’. le ‘down’. fel/fil “up’, meg ‘perfectivity marker’ and e/ ‘away’

These preﬁxes often indicate the perfectivity and also the dn'ectlon of an action denoted by the verb to
which they are prefixed.
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Ackerman (1987b) also takes prefixes and (naked) postposmons 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 postp051—
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
tender the formulation of these rules unnecessaryly complex, if not impossible.

The rules involve, () Comparative Formation, (1) Adjective Formation with the Suffix
-i, (IXI) Compounding with the P -felé, 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 fo where?, where?, and from where?. The case-
system may be divided into subsystems corresponding to these three directions. For
example, the illative marker -ba/be ‘to where?’, the inessive marker bazn/ben ‘where?’
and the elative marker -5d//6o! ‘from where?’ form such a subsystem (cf. 3.2.(5)).

Ackerman (1987b) classifies these tripartite subsystems with the help of seman-
tic features [pazh], and [goa/]:

(1) Semantic Characterization of Morphological case:

[-path] [+path] [+path]
[+goal] [-goal]
‘containment’ INESS ILL ELAT
‘surface’ SUPER SUBL DELAT
“proximity’ ADESS ALL ABL

Some postpositions also display a tripartite subsystem, like the cases participat-
ing in (1). For instance, @/4 ‘under’ (to where?), zlatt ‘under’ (where?) and /6] ‘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/é ‘lative’ (LAT), -z2/n ‘locative’ (LOC), -/ ‘ablative’ (ABL). Analogously to the
morphological case forms, I classify these postpositions as follows:

(2)  Semantic Characterization of Postpositions:

[-path] [+path] [+path]
[+goal] [-goal]
‘location’ LOC LAT ABL

Let us now consider comparative formation in Hungarian.



276 LASZLO MARACZ

-»-5-'(I’)-A“éomparative 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:?

(3) a. alatt ‘under’ (dressed P)
a’. *alattabb
b. ellen ‘against’ (dressed P)
b’. *ellenebd

3 hee mogil ‘behind’ (dressed P)
¢, *mogiilebd
d. 4t ‘over’ (naked P)
d’. *4tabb
e. beliil ‘inside’ (naked P)
€. ‘*beliilebd
f. egyiitt ‘togethet’ (naked P)
£. *egyiitebb
Prefixes and adverbs, on the other hand, can have comparatives quite easily:’

(4) a. ki‘out (prefix)
a’. kijjebb ‘farther out’
b. fel ‘up’ i (prefix)
b’. feljebb ‘higher up’ ‘

" (2) The lative dressed postpositions, except *fz/ébb ‘above-comparative suffix’, *4sréb ‘round-comparative
suffix’; and Aozébb ‘between-comparative suffix’, and the naked postpositions £ivél ‘outside’ and Aozél ‘neat’
form an exception to the prohibition of putting Ps in the comparative:

(1) a. ald ‘under’ (dressed P) c. kiviil ‘outside’ (naked P)
a'. aldbb ‘lower down’ c’. kiviileds ‘more outside’
b. elé ‘before’ (dressed P) d. kozel ‘near’ (naked P)
b'. elébb ‘more forward’ d’. kézelebd ‘nearer’

Obviously, these forms have maintained some of their adverbial character.

(3) Istvdn 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 prefixes.

The vetb tesz ‘do, make’ subcategorizes for an accusative object. This object may not be nominal:

(i) a. Jét tettem b. *Tettem a  lképet
good-ACC did-AGR 1sg did-AGR1sg the picture-ACC
‘I did well’

Prefixes may subcategorize for a verb yielding an independent lexical item. For example, the prefix fe/
‘up’ combines with 7esz into the complex verb feltesz ‘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):

(i1) Feltettem a  képet
up-put-AGR1sg the picture-ACC
‘I put up the picture.’
Note now that the accusative object is nominal as well if the verb esz cooccurs with the comparative fel-
jebb ‘higher up”:
(iii) Feljebb  tettem a  képer
higher up did-AGR1sg the picture-ACC
‘I put the picture higher up.’

If feljebb would not be the comparative of the prefix fe/ but of an adverb, it would be puzzling why zesz
may have a nominal object in this example but not in (ib). This dichotomy and the parallel subcategorization
features of feltesz and feljebbtesz receive a straightforward explanation under the assumption that feljebb is categ-
orically identical to fel. ‘ S
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f£.

apan

oo o

le ‘down’
lejjebd ‘farther down’
bent ‘inside’ ’

. bentebb ‘more inside’

hamar ‘soon’
hamarabb ‘sooner’
lent ‘below’

lentebd ‘more below’

(prefix)
(adverb)
(adverb)

(adverb)

So this yields the following derivational rule capturing Comparative Formation:*

(5)

Comparative Formation: where X = prefix or adverb

X + -bb -> Xbb ‘comparative of X’

(I1) The word-formation component contalns the following denvatlonal rule der—
iving adjectives with the help of the suffix -7

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

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

)

Adjectives of prefixes may not be derived by rule (6):
*kiji (prefix) b. *leji

®

a.

a.

a hid mogorez it

the bridge behind-adj road

“The road behind the bridge’

a misor alatti vita

the program under-adj discussion

‘“The discussion during the program’

tizéven aluli gyerekek

ten year-SUBL under-adj children
‘Children under ten yeat’

a hdzon kivilli virdgok
the house-SUBL outside-adj flowers
“The flowers outside the house’

a benti szoba

the inside-adj room

“The room inside’

a fenti magyardzat

the above-adj explanation

“The explanation above’

out-adj

(dressed P)

(dressed P) _

(naked P)

(naked P)

(adverb)

(adverb)

(prefix)

(4) The comparatives of the prefixes ¢/ ‘away’ and meg ‘petfectivity marker’ do not exist: *elebb and *me-
gebb. Istvin 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’, félbe ‘incomplete’, félre ‘aside’, and szé ‘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 the sublative marker -ra/re do not
participate in this rule. Neither do the naked postpositions foguz ‘as a result of’, fogva ‘from’ (time adverbial),
and kezdve ‘from’ (time adverbial).
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(III) Hetzron (1982) notes that only prefixes and adverbs with the feature
[+path] in their meaning may be compounded with the element -fel¢ ‘~ward’:*

(9 a. haza ‘home’ (adverh)
a’. hazafelé ‘homeward’
b. hdtra ‘back’ (adverb)
b’. hatrafelé ‘backward’
c. ki‘out’ (prefix)
¢’ kifelé ‘outward’
d. fel ‘up’ (prefix)

d’. felfelé ‘upward’

The attachment of -felé 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 b. Befe/¢ mentem a boltba
in went-AGR1sg the shop-ILL inward went-AGR1sg the shop-ILL
_ ‘I entered the shop.’ ‘I was entering the shop’
(11) a. Haza mentem b. Hazafe/é mentem
home went-AGR1sg homeward went-AGR1sg
‘I went home.’ ‘I was going home.’

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

(12) a. ald ‘under’ (dressed B)
. *aldfels
mogiil ‘behind’ (dressed P)
*mogiilfelé
it ‘over’ (naked P)
*4ufolé
keresztiil ‘across’ (naked P)
" *keresztiilfelé

»

0 oo

Apn

The prohibition of -fe/¢ compounding with postpositions is probably due to the fact
that felé 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) Uniike Category Condition:

(13) Unlike Category Condition
At S-structure, no element of [0N, 8V] may govern a projection of [0N, BV]

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

(1) Zérd befelé az ajtét mert  megfelé  fagynak az emberek
close-IMP-AGR2sg inward the door-ACC because perf-ward freeze~AGR3pl the people
‘Close the door because the people ate freezing to dealth.’
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The following rule covers the Compounding with the P felé in standard Hungarian:
(14) Compounding with the P felé X[ +path] + -felf -> Xfelé ‘Xward’ where X = adverb, or prefix

(IV) Postpositions may be inflected with the sublative case-marker +4/re and dela-
tive case-marker -r6//ril. These suffixes add the feature [+path] to the P to which they
are suffixed or they make this feature inherent in the meaning of such a P more explicit:’

(15) a. a hid mogottre (dressed P)
the bridge behind-SUBL '
‘to behind the bridge’
b. a hid mbgéttril
the bridge behind-DELAT

‘from behind the bridge’
c. a hid -mogiilss/ dressed P)
the bridge behind-DELAT
‘from behind the bridge’
(16) a. a hidon itra (naked P)

the bridge-SUPER over-SUBL
‘to over the bridge’
b. a hidon atrdl
the bridge-SUPER over-DELAT
‘from over the bridge’
c. a hidon alulrdl (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 -r5l/rjl:

(17) a. bentre (adverb)
, inside-SUBL
‘to inside’
b. bentrs/

inside-DELAT
‘from inside’

c. fentre (adverb)
above-SUBL
‘to inside’

d. fentrd/

above-DELAT
‘from inside’
(7) The lative dressed Ps, except fe/é/fslé ‘to/above’, may not be inflected with a sublative or delative marker:

() a. *aldra (lative dressed P) <. *migére (lative dressed P)
under-SUBL behind-SUBL
b. *aldrél d. *migérisl
under-DELAT behind-DELAT

These Ps do neither participate in Comparative Formation (cf. note 2) or Adjective Formation with the
Suffix -7 (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. *lére (prefix)
down-SUBL
b. *lérdl
down-DELAT
c. *felre (prefix)
up-SUBL
d. *felrd/
up-DELAT
In sum, the following lexical rule governs the suffixing of the s#blative and dela-
tive case-marker to postpositions and adverbs:
(19) SUBL/DELAT Case-marking
X[+/-path] + -SUBL/DELAT -> XSUBL/DELAT ‘toffrom X’
where X = postposition or adverb
So far, I have discussed the distribution of postpositions, adverbs, and prefixes
with respect to vatious morpholexical 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 of case-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 of derivation-
al or inflectional motphology. Therefore, the adjectivization with the suffix -7 of a
noun with a case-marker is blocked, for instance:

(21). a *a kertbens virdg b. *a J4nossali fia
the garden-INESS-adj flower the John-INSTR-adj boy
‘the flower in the garden’ ‘the 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. Sétdltam a  hdz*(ban) “és a kerthen
walked-AGR1sg the house-INESS and the garden-INESS
‘I walked in the house and the garden.’
b. Sétdltam a hidz (mellett) és a kert mellent
walked-AGR1sg the house near  and the garden near
‘I walked near the house and the garden.’
(23) a. A hdzban és a (*hdz)nidl sétdltam
the house-INESS and the house-ILL walked-AGR1sg
‘I walked in and by the house.’
b. A kert mellettés (a2 kerr) mogdtr sétiltam
the garden near and the garden behind walked-AGR1sg
‘I walked near and behind the garden.’
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The properties of case-markers in (20) demonstrate that they fundamentally differ from
prefixes, postpositions and advetbs. Hence, case-markers have 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 SUBL/DELAT

Formation  with -/ the P felé 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 neutral order, NP-complements have to precede the P which selects them:?

(25) a. a hdz migis (dressed P)
the house behind
‘behind the house’
b.  *migirt a hdz
(26) a. a hidon a (naked P)

the bridge-SUPER over
‘over the bridge’
b. *4rahidon .

This means that Hungarian is postpositional. The structure of PP is therefore as follows:

@7) PP
N
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. (7) Dressed Ps may be inflected for
AGR, unlike naked Ps (cf. section 7.3.1.). (#) 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):
G) a. *MOGOTTa héz b. AT a hidon
BEHIND  the house OVER the bridge-SUPER
See Maricz (1986c¢) for discussion of this dichotomy.
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NP-complement (cf. section 7.3.2.). (4ii) A dressed P must be tepeated in the de-
monstrative construction, contraty 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
ald “under’ (answers the question ‘to where?’), z/att ‘under’ (where?), /6] ‘under’
(from where?), elé ‘before’ (to where?), eldtt ‘before’ (where?), elé/ ‘before’ (from
where?), felé ‘to’ (to where?), fel§] ‘from’ (from where?), fil¢ ‘above’ (to where?),
folottifelert ‘above’ (where?), folil ‘above’ (from where?), kil ‘without’, kiré
‘round’ (to where?), kiréil ‘round’ (where?), kizé ‘between’ (to where?), kozott/kvzt
‘between’ (where?), kozél ‘from, out of (from where?), migé ‘behind’ (to where?),
migort ‘behind’ (where?), migil ‘behind’ (from where?), 4/tal ‘by’ (adverbial modi-
fier of means), ellen ‘against’, belyert ‘instead of’, irdnt ‘in the direction of’, miatt
‘because of’, nélkil ‘without’, szerint ‘according to’, utdn ‘after’, végett ‘because of’,
ellenére ‘despite’, javdra ‘in favor of , létére ‘as’, részére ‘for’ and szdmdra ‘for’.°’
(2) Naked Ps

dltal ‘over, across, during’ (adverb of place and time), 2/x/ ‘below, under’, 4t ‘over,
across, during’, bel#l ‘within, inside’, egyitt ‘together’, feliil ‘over’, innen ‘(on) this
side’, keresztiil ‘over, across, during’, ksl ‘outside’ (adverb of place), kizel ‘near’,
nélkil ‘without™, szembe ‘opposite to’, szemben ‘opposite to’ (where?), szemkizt ‘op-
posite to’ (where? and to where?), 24/ ‘over, across, on the other side’, »égig ‘to the
very end’, fogva ‘as a result of’, fogvz ‘from’ (time adverbial), £épest ‘compared to’,
kezdpe ‘from’ (time adverb), nézve ‘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’: migé ‘to where?’ (cf. (3)), migort ‘whete?’ (cf. (4))
and migil ‘from where?’ (cf. (5)):"2

(9) Although £#iil 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 ellenére ‘despite’, javdra ‘in favor of’, létére ‘as’, részére ‘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, b4z ‘house’: hdz-am-ban (house-AGR-INESS) ‘in my house’.

(11) Nélkil is the opposite case of k#il (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 of the definite
postpositional, and case stems verbal conjugation
sg pl sg pl
1 -m -unk L -m-uk
2 -d -atok 2 -d -drok
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 (1a) and (ib) are due to a parallel syntactic pro-
perty of the categories which cooccur with these markers.
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(3) a. (én) mdgém (4) a. (én) mbgoteem ]

I behind-ppAGR1sg I behind-ppAGR1sg
‘to behind me’ ‘behind me’

b. (z) mogéd b. (%) mogdtted
you(sg) behind-ppAGR2sg you(sg) behind-ppAGR 2sg
‘to behind you(sg)’ ‘behind you(sg)

c. () mogése c. (9) mogoete
he behind-ppAGR3sg "~ he behind-ppAGR3sg
‘to behind him’ i ‘behind him’

d. (mi) mogénk d. (mi) mogottink
we behind-ppAGR1pl we behind-ppAGR1pl
‘to behind us’ ‘behind us’

e. (#) mogérek e. (#) mogotterek
you(pl) behind-ppAGR2pl you(pl) behind-ppAGR2pl
‘to behind you(pl) ‘behind you(pl)

f. (8) mogéjik f. (3) mogoctik
they behind-ppAGR3pl they behind-ppAGR3pl
‘to behind them’ ‘behind them’

(5) a. (érn) mbgiilem d. (mi) mégiilink

I behind-ppAGR1sg we behind-ppAGR1pl
‘from behind me’ ‘from behind us’

b. () mdgiiled e. () mogiilerek
you(sg) behind-ppAGR 2sg you(pl) behind-ppAGR2pl
‘from behind you(sg)’ ‘from behind you(pl)

c. (9) mogiile f. () mogilik
he behind-ppAGR3sg they behind-ppAGR 3pl
‘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 4 ‘over’:

(6) a. *itam d. *dtunk
over-ppAGR1sg over-ppAGR1pl

b. *itad e. *dtatok
over-ppAGR 2sg over-ppAGR2pl

c. *4ta f. *&tuk
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:

@ dressed PP
NP[+pron] P[+AGR]

Below, I will present empirical evidence for the claim that AGR has #o phrase-
structural prominence in Hungarian.

The realization of pronominal complements in dressed PPs is optional. In the un-
marked case, personal proneuns are not spelled out. They are used for reasons for
emphasis only. Compare (4a) and (8):
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(8) EN mogbttem
I behind-ppAGR1sg
‘behind ME’ or ‘It is behind me...’

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

In general, personal pronouns may be dropped in Hungarian if agreement is
‘rich’ enough to license them (cf. section 4.2.4.). This is an instance of the Pro-drop
Parameter. The examples above demonstrate that pro-drop also applies in dressed PPs.
Therefore, 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 morphologically distinguished from
its singular counterpart by the plural marker -£. The following pairs illustrate this:

(10) a. & jott-g b. 8k jottek
he came-AGR3sg they came-AGR3pl
‘He came.’ ‘They came.’

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

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

(11) a. Littam ot b. Littam oket
saw-AGR1sg him saw-AGR1sg them
‘I saw him.’ ~ ‘I'saw them.’

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

(12) a. § mogéfe b. 8 mogéjik
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) *3k mogéjik

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

(14) a. az ¥ anyja b. az 8/*3k anyjuk
the he mothet-npAGR 3sg the they mother-npAGR3pl
‘his mother’ ‘their mother’
(15) a. & vele b. 8/*5k velik
he INSTR-AGR3sg they INSTR-AGR3pl
‘with him’ ‘with them’

The opposite of this morphological number-drop has been attested in Turkish.
Kornfile (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 4z ‘over’ (cf. (16))
egyiirt ‘together’ (cf. (17)) and képest ‘compared to’ (cf. (18)).
At subcategorizes for a superessive NP:

(16) a. (én) rajtam it d. (mi) rajtank it

I SUPER-AGRIsg over we SUPER-AGRI1pl over
‘over me’ : ‘over us’

b. (o) rajtad v at e. (%) rajtatok it
you(sg) SUPER-AGR2sg over you(pl) SUPER-AGR2pl over
‘over you(sg)’ ‘over you(pl)

c. (§) rajtd At f. (@) rajtuk 4t
he SUPER-AGR3sg over they SUPER-AGR3pl over
‘over him’ ‘over them’

Egyiirt subcategorizes for an instrumental NP:

(17) a. (én) velem egyiite d. (mi) velink egyiitt
I INSTR-AGRIlsg together we INSTR-AGR1pl together
‘together with me’ ‘together with us’

b. () veled egyiitt e. (¢) velezek egyiitt
you(sg) INSTR-AGR2sg together you(pl) INSTR-AGR2pl together
‘together with you(sg)’ ‘together with you(pl)

c. (9) vele egyiitt f. @) velik egyiitt
he INSTR-AGR3sg together they INSTR-AGR3pl together
‘together with him’ ‘together with them’

Képest subcategorizes for an allative NP:

(18) a. (ér) hozzim képest d. (mi) hozzdnk képest
I ALL-AGR1sg compared to we ALL-AGR1pl compared to
‘compared to me’ ‘compared to us’

b. (zo) hozzid képest e. (#i)  hozzdtok képest
you(sg) ALL-AGR2sg compared to you(pl) ALL-AGR2pl compared to
‘compared to you’ ‘compared to you(pl)’

c. (¥) hozzd képest f. (&) hozzdrok képest
he ALL-AGR3sg compared to they ALL-AGR3pl compared to
‘compared to him’ ‘compared to them’

These paradigms demonstrate that a pronominal complement of naked Ps occurs

within a CaseP. The pronominals may be omitted as an instance of pro-drop. Hence,
these PPs have the following structure:

(19) PP
/\
CaseP P

/\
NP +pron] Case[+AGR]
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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 migizt ‘behind’ W1th a nominal
complement. This complement has the shape of a full NP, proper name, reflexive
anaphor, Wh-phrase, and a universal quantifier:

(20) a. 2 fid mogott C. maga  migbtt e. mindenki mogoéte
the boy behind himself behind everyone behind
‘behind the boy’ ‘behind himself’ ‘behind everyone’
b. Jdnos mogote d. ki mégott
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 fih mogoéte-g b. a fid mogott
the boy behind-ppAGR3sg 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 singular subject cooccurs
with the indefinite conjugation:

22) O adg 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 pet-
son pronoun subject. For example, mogitt 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 (II) Pronominal NPs and nomin-
al NPs are case-marked differently within inflected PPs in Turkish.
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(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. Jdnos mogottre (25) a. Jdnos mogottril
John behind-SUBL John behind-DELAT
‘to behind John’ ‘from behind John’
b. *(Z) mbgottére b. *(3) mogoteéril
he behind-ppAGR3sg-SUBL he behind-ppAGR3sg-DELAT

(IT) According to Kornfilt (1984), pronominal and nominal complements of Tur-
kish inflected PPs bear genitive and nominative case respectively. Kornfilt accounts
for this 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. Abmer hakk[i]n b. (senin) hakkfiln

Ahmed-NOM about-ppAGR3sg you(sg)-GEN about-ppAGR2sg
‘about Ahmed’ ‘about you(sg)’

c. (sizin) hakk[i]n[i]z
you(pl)-GEN about-ppAGR2pl
‘about 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 hidon 4t d. kin ir

the bridge-SUPER over who-SUPER over
‘over the bridge’ ‘over who’

b. Jdnoson it e. mindenkin at
John-SUPER over everyone-SUPER over
‘over John’ ‘over everyone’

C. magdn at
himself-SUPER over

‘over 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. Furthermore, 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-
ures [+/-nominal] and [ +/-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. Jdnos mogott b. ) mogotte
John-NOM behind he-NOM behind-ppAGR3sg
‘behind John’ ‘behind him/her’

These examples demonstrate that the NP-complement of a 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), nominative Case is
assigned by I[+AGR] (cf. 3.2.(7a)). This rule can, however, only cover the 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-assighment rule represents only one of the
structural contexts in which nominative Case is licensed.” 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 nézve ‘regarding’, ALL by
képest 'compared to’, and koze! ‘near’, SUPER by dltal ‘over, across, during’, #/ul
‘below, under’, 4t ‘over, across, during’ belil ‘within, inside’, fel#l ‘over’, innen
‘(on) this side’, keresztiil ‘over, across, during’, kil ‘outside’, #il ‘over, across, on
the other side’, and végig ‘to the very end’, ADESS by fogvz ‘as a result of’, and
nélkiil ‘without’, ABL by fogva ‘from’ and kezdve ‘from’

Consider an example of each:

(32) a. valakivel szembe d. valamin il
someone-INSTR opposite to something-SUPER over
‘opposite to someone’ ‘across something’

b. valamire nézve e. valamind fogva
someone-SUBL regarding something-ADESS as a result of
‘regarding something’ ‘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. valamibez kozel f. holnaprdl kezdve
something-ALL near tomorrow-ABL from
‘near something’ ‘starting tomorrow’

Although naked Ps govern various cases, these cases all fall under what I called
lexical case in section 3.2.1. The O-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) structural Case (NOM) lexical case
dressed P + -
naked P - +

| 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-Dem.

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 and the head noun exhibit agreement in case. This
may be expressed with the help of the O-notation. So, NP-Dem pattetns as follows:

(34) NP-Dem
[[Dem +0icase] Art [N+0case]]

The following examples illustrate this scheme:

(35) a. az a hiz b. azt a  hdzat
Dem-NOM Art house-NOM Dem-ACC Art house-ACC
‘that house’ ‘that house’
C. arra a héazra

Dem-SUBL Art house-SUBL
‘onto that house’

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

(36) naked PP-Dem
PP
//\\
- NP-Dem P
|

[[Dem+(xcase] Art [N+0case]]

The following phrases are instances of (36). Recall that 42, egyéitt and képest subca-
tegorize for a superessive, instrumental, and allative complement:
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(37) a. azon a  hidon it b. azzal a figval egyiitt
Dem-SUPER Art bridge-SUPER over Dem-INSTR Art boy-INSTR together

‘over that bridge’ ‘together with that boy’
¢. ahhoz a fidhoz képest
Dem-ALL Art boy-ALL compared to
‘compared to that boy’

~Let us now consider the dressed PP-Dem. The ungrammaticality of the following

examples shows that the dressed PP-Dem patterns differently from the naked PP-
Dem:

(38) a. *az a hiz mogé b. *az a hiz mogott
Dem-NOM Art house-NOM behind Dem-NOM Art house-NOM behind
c. *az a hiz mogiil

Dem-NOM Art house-NOM behind

Instead of these phrases, we find that dressed Ps are doubled yielding the follow-
ing pattern:

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

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

40) a. a mogé a hdz : migé
Dem-NOM behind the house-NOM behind
‘to behind that house’
b. a migott a hdz migott
Dem-NOM behind the house-NOM behind
‘behind that house’
c. a migil a hdz migil

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 #z ‘that’. According to Hotvath (1981), merging of 4z with a lexical head
only applies when the initial sound of the head is a consonant and when #z 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 pattetns. Consider the different stressing in (40b) (* indicates
primary stress; “ indicates heavy stress):

(i) a. ‘a mégbtta hdz mébgott c. amogot ‘a hdz mgdtt
that behind thie house behind ‘behind that house (and not behind the shop)
‘behind that house’ d. “2 mbgotta hiz mbgdttés nem”e mdgstLt
b. a ‘migits a haz' migost 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)). i .
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This hypothesis is also supported by the fact that the sublative or delative case-
marker must be spelled out on both Ps when a dressed PP-Dem feeds rule (23):

(41) a. a mdgdte*(re) a hdz mdogott(re)
the behind-SUBL the house behind-SUBL
‘to behind that house’
b. a mogote*(¥8)) a hdz miogote*(rdl)
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 2 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 #z 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 PP;
— P
Dem; P NP P

Of course, this structure does not provide an explanation for the following two
problems. First, why do dressed PP-Dems not pattérn 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 4t a hidon it
Dem-SUPER over Art bridge-SUPER over
b. *azzal egyiict a fidval egyiict
Dem-INSTR together Art boy-INSTR together
c. *ahhoz képest a fidhoz  képest

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



292 LASZLO MARACZ

inflected PPs as well. Naked Ps, on the other hand, may never be inflected. (#7) 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. (777) In the demonstrative construction of the
PP, a dressed P must be repeated, unlike a naked P.

The Ps nélkiil ‘without’ and kil ‘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.

Nélkiil is basically a dressed P. This is clear from the fact that nominal compl-
ements of nélkil appear with the nominative case:

(44) Jdnos nélkiil
John-NOM without
‘without John’

Further, #élki/ must be doubled when it appears in a demonstrative construction.
Recall that all and only dressed Ps may be doubled in demonstrative constructions:

45) a nélkil a fia  nélkil
Dem-NOM without the boy without
‘behind that boy’

If nélkiil selects a pronominal complement, it may pattern either as a dressed P

(cf. (46a)) or as a naked P (cf. (46b)):

(46) a. (én) nélkiilem b. (én) nilam nélkiil
I  without-ppAGR1sg I ADESS-AGR1sg without
‘without me’ ‘without me’

So, if nélkél 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 nélkiil, 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 £#il, the opposite.case of nélkil. Kiviil belongs basically to the cat-

egory of naked Ps, because its nominal complement is, assigned lexical case, that is
superessive:

(47) *Janos/J4noson kiviil
John-NOM/John-SUPER without
‘without John’

Further, in a demonstrative construction &7l patterns as a naked P. It may not
be doubled but it selects an NP-Dem:

(48) a. *a kivil a fia kiviill b. azon a fidn kiviil
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 nélk#l. Istvin Kenesei (personal communi-
cation) informs me that in his dialect it may only pattern as a dressed P.
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However, if £#viil selects a pronominal complement it may distribute as a dressed
P as well:

(49) a. (én) rajtam kiviil b. (én) kiviilem
I SUPER-AGR1sg without I  withou-ppAGRI1sg
‘without me’ ‘without me’

In (49a), kiviil 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, &7/ 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 classification of Ps yields different syntactic properties. The next section

discusses a structural asymmetry between PP and NP and its consequences for the
syntax of these categories.

7.4. PP and NP

The categories 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, contraty 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 (1986) 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 X0-categories, determines its own X'-projection, a DP. Therefore, NP has the
following structure: ‘

1 DP
T
Spec D’
T
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). Recall that PPs in Hunga-
rian have structure 7.2.(27), here repeated as (2):'¢

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 fiG héza b. az (én) hdzam
the boy house-npAGR3sg thel house-npAGR1sg
‘the boy’s house’ ‘my house’

Szabolcsi (1981, and subsequent papers) has observed that the noun-pessessed of
a possessive NP is inflected for AGR. For example, b4z in (3a) displays persen-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 wezk in the sense of chapter two. As a consequence, this merpheme
and the head noun are merged at all levels of representation. Hence, it has pe separ-
ate position in phrase structure.

This yields then the following structure for possessive NPs:

4) DP
PN
Spec D’
D NP
— T
NP N[+AGR]

possessor NP noun-possessed

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

7.4.2. Some Differences between PP and Possessive NP

This section concentrates on some Jifferences 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 filnek a hédza b. nekema hdzam
the boy-DAT the house-npAGR 3sg I-DAT the house-npAGR1sg
‘the 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 NP.

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 fin héza] ‘ [CP égett 1e]]
the boy house-npAGR3sg  burned-AGR3sg down
‘It was the house of the boy which burned down.’ )
b. [cp[g A fitnak  a hdza] [cp égett - le]l
the boy-DAT the house-npAGR3sg  burned-AGR3sg down
‘It was the house of the boy which burned down.’

The prefix /e remains stranded with the focussing of both variants of the posses-
sive NP. This implies that the dative possessor NP (cf. (6b)), similarly to the nomi-
native possessot NP (cf. (62)), 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 governors (cf. Chomsky 1981, and Kayne 1984)."* 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. [g Az én hdzam} égett le
theI house-npAGR1sg burned-AGR3sg down
‘It is my house that burned down.’
b. #{p Nekem a hizam] égett 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 base-generated [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 NP-complement of PP cannot appear with a dative case. The
ungrammaticality of the sentences (7b) and (8b) shows that this is indeed the case:"”

(7) a. Jdnos mogitt (8) a. (én) mbgottem
John-NOM behind I  behind-ppAGR-1sg
‘behind John' ‘behind me’
b. *Jdnosnak mogott(e) b. *nekem mogéttem
John-DAT behind-ppAGR3sg I-DAT 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 separate 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 &7 ‘who’ or the NP-Dem possessot, may only occur with a dative case.

Let us first examine the case of Wh-possessor NPs.

(I) Observe the following phrases:

(9 a *[pp a [np#i hidza]] b. [pp kinck a [np ¢ hdza]]
the  who house-npAGR3sg who-DAT the house-npAGR 3sg
‘whose house?’ ‘whose house?’

According to Szabolcsi (1986e), the Wh-possessot NP 4i cannot remain in its
base-generated [NP, NP] (cf. (92)) 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. (10a)) or the possessive NP is pied-piped (cf. (10b)):

(10) a. [cp Kimek  gytjtottsk meg [pp ¢ a [np ¢ hdzit]]]
who-DAT set-AGR3pl on fire perf the house-npAGR3sg-ACC
“Whose house was set on fire?’
b. [CP [DP Kinek a btiZd’t] gyﬁjtotték meg £]
who-DAT the house-npAGR 3sg-ACC set-AGR3pl perf
“Whose house was set on fire?’

(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. Maricz 1986c).
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The derivation of these sentences runs as follows.

Suppose that D L-marks NP, where L-marking is defined as in 6.4.(2), here repeat-
ed as (11):

(11) L-marking: o, L-marks B iff o is a lexical category that 8-governs B

This is not an unteasonable assumption, because D determines, 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 &inek a hdzds. Hence,
further movement of the dative Wh-possessor into the [Spec, CP] is allowed. This
covers the grammatical result in (10a).

In sum, the [Spec, DP] serves as a landing-site and an escape-hatch for 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. *Jénos [¢p [g min] futkdrozott [pp £ kiviil]]
John what-SUPER ran-AGR3sg about  outside
b. Jénos [¢p [g [pp min k#vil]] futkdrozott ¢]
John what-SUPER outside ran-AGR3sg -
‘Outside what was John running about?’
(13) a. *Mari [CP [F ki) allt - [PP t mb'gb'tt]]
Mary who stood-AGR3sg behind
b. Mari [CP [F [PP ki m'ogott]] alle 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 2 quantified expression.
However, other quantified possessor NPs may have both a nominative and a dative
variant such as which-possessor NPs:

(14) a. [np melyik fid anyja]
which boy mother-npAGR 3sg
‘which boy’s mother?’
b. [pp Melyik fiinak  az [\p # anyjal]
which boy-DAT the mother-npAGR3sg
‘Which boy’s mother?’

(II) The NP-Dem possessotr may only appear with the dative case, like a who-pos-
sessor NP:

(15) a. *[NP [NP-Dem az a ﬁﬁ] anyja]
that the boy mother-npAGR3sg
b. Tpp [Np-Dem @712k a fidnak] [nptaz anyja]]
that-DAT the boy-DAT the mother-npAGR 3sg
‘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 of 7.3.(38b), hete repeated as (16):

(16) *[pp [Np-Dem @2 @ hdz] mogé]
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.pem 2nnak  a hdznak mogote(e)]
that-DAT the house-DAT behind-ppAGR3sg
b. [pp.pem2 mogdtt a hdz mogott]
that behind the house behind
‘behind that house’

The dichotomy between the pair in (15) on the one hand and the pair (16)-(172)
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 lineatly.
However, in some cases a P and its complement may form a discontinuous category:

(18) Jénos 4t 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-0 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.

(7) 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. Jénos ment [pp egy héten at]
John walked-AGR3sg a week-SUPER for
‘John walked for a week.’
b. *J4nos [y4 ment] egy héten

John for walked-AGR3sg a week-SUPER

(#) The lexical combination of P and V may feed morpholexical rules such as Nom-
inalization with the suffix -4s/é (cf. 3.3.3.(XD)):

©(20) a. [ypaz dtmenés ]2 hidon]]
the across-go-NOMI the bridge-SUPER
“The going across the bridge’
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b. [ypa hidon valé dtmenés|
the bridge-SUPER be-patt.pres. across-go-NOMI
“The going across the bridge’

In (20), the attachment of -é& to the complex verb Zimegy turns it inta the noun
dtmenés. This noun projects into an NP with its NP-complement to the right (cf.
(20a)). The insertion of the dummy participium v/ ‘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).

(71z) Ackerman (1984) has observed that the verb kerekedik ‘arise’ and the dressed
P fol¢ ‘above’ may constitute a complex verb:

(21) a. Péter kerekedett . [pp Jénos folé]
Peter arose-AGR3sg  John above
‘Peter beated John.’
b. Péter [ folése kerekedett]  Janosnak
Peter above-ppAGR3sg arose-AGR3sg John-DAT
‘Peter got the better of John.’

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-0, then it
remains puzzling why its base-generated variant cannot exist:

(22) *Péter kerekedett [pp Janosnak f5lé(je)]
Peter arose-AGR3sg John-DAT above-ppAGR3sg

(#v) Consider the following sentences:

(23) a. J4nos [y neki ment] a falnak
John into went-AGR3sg the wall-DAT
‘John run into the wall.’
b. Jinosa  falnak [y meki ment]
John the wall-DAT into went-AGR3sg

c. *Jénos [y neki ment] nekem
John into went-AGR3sg DAT-AGR1sg
d. Janos [y nekem ment]

John DAT-AGR1sg went-AGR3sg
‘John run into me.’

The lexical item nek: is ambiguous between a prefix ‘into’ and an inflected dative
CaseP meaning ‘to him’ (see, section 4.4.2.). In both cases, nek: patterns as 2 VM in
the sense of Ackerman and Komlésy (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 (ef. (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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Obsetrve now the following paradigm with the dressed P mégé ‘behind:

24) A it {pp 2z asztal migé] élle
the boy the table behind stood-AGR3sg
“The boy went and stood behind the table.’
b. A fid [y migé 4llt] az asztalnak
the boy behind stood-AGR3sg the table-DAT
“The boy went and stood behind the table.’

c. *A fid [y mogé alle] nekem
the boy  behind stood-AGR3sg DAT-AGR3sg
d. A fid [y mogém alle]

the boy behind-ppAGR1sg stood-AGR3sg
“The boy went and stood behind me.’

Migé may form a complex verb with the verb #// (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 migé 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 a DP-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 Theory

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. ?*Jdnos latta [ppa [Npmage anyjit]]
John saw-AGR3sg the himself mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
John saw his mother.’
b. A fidk littdk [np 6gymds  anyjét]
the boys saw-AGR3pl each other mother-npAGR 3sg-ACC
“The boys saw each other’s mothers.’

These sentences demonstrate that lexical items which meet Binding Principle A
(cf. 5.3.4.(32)) do not pattern alike in the [NP, NP] position of a possessive NP.»

(20) This is also the case in English (cf. (i)) and Dutch (cf. ii)):
(1) a. *Jobn saw himself’s mother (i) a. *Jan zag zichzelf’s moeder
b. The boys saw each other’s mother John saw himself's mother
b. De jongens zagen elkaars moeder
The boys saw each other’s mother
Reflexives are not allowed 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 ate not allowed. in this position (cf. (25a)), unlike reciprocal
anaphors (cf. (25b)).*

Consider now the distribution of lexical items which are restricted by Binding
Principle B (cf. 5.3.4.(3b)).

Compare the following sentence:

(26) Janos litta [pp az [np ?*8/pro anyjée]]
John saw-AGR3sg  the he mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
John saw his mother.’

This sentence demonstrates that an overt pronoun yields a rather ungrammatical
result when 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 5.3.4.3.). AGR in possesive
NPs has the ability to sanction pro in the 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 litta [ppaz [np pro anyjat]]
who saw-AGR3sg the  he mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘Who saw his mother?’
b. Mindenk: litta [DP az [NP pro anyjét]]
everyone saw-AGR3sg the  his mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
‘Everyone saw his mother.’

The following descriptive generalizations capture the distribution of anaphots
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 a pro-complement:
(i) (ér) magam
I self-AGR1sg

‘myself’
Instead of maga, the anaphor szjdt ‘his own, her own’ must be employed to render (25a) grammatical:
(ii)Jdnos lattd [ppa Inpswjét  anyjécll

John saw-AGR3sg  the  his own mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
Jobn saw his own mother.’
Sajdt may also be inflected for AGR. The pronoun, however, may not be spelled out:
(iii) az (*én) sajitom
the I own-AGR1sg
‘my own’
Besides simple reflexive anaphors, like magaz and s#jét, Hungarian also possesses some complex anaphors,
such as szjdtmaga (his own-himself, her own-herself) ‘he himself, she herself’, or inmaga ‘he himself, she her-
self’. These anaphors often function as intensifiers. Their distribution requites 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 theit NP-complement is pronominal. Hence, it is
absent with anaphoric complements.

Compare the following sentences:

(29) a. Jinos lenézett [pp maga  mellé]
John down-looked-AGR3sg  himself beside
‘John looked down beside himself.’
b. A fiik lenéztek [pp egymds  mellé]
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. *Jdnos lenézett {pp pro melléje]

John down-looked-AGR3sg  he besxde-ppAGR3sg
John looked down beside bim.’

b. *Ki nézett le [pp pro melléje]
who looked-AGR3sg down  he beside-ppAGR3sg
‘Who looked down beside bim.’

c. *Mindenki lenézett [pp pro melléje]
everyone down-looked-AGR3sg he beside-ppAGR3sg
‘Everyone looked down beside bim.’

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. Jdnos becsiiletes [pp magdval szemben]
John honest himself-INSTR opposite
‘Jobn is honest with himself.
b. A fisk 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. *Jinos becsiiletes [pp vele szemben]

John honest he-INSTR opposite
* Jobn is honest with him.’

b. *Ki becsiiletes [pp vele szemben]
who honest he-INSTR opposite
**Who is honest with bim.’

. *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 gwemmg category. We will define governing categ-
ory as follows:

(34) Governing Category: O is a governing category for B if and only if o is the minimal
IP (CP) or NP containing B, a governor of B, and a SUBJECT accessible to

SUBJECT includes AGR of finite sentences, the subject of an infinitive sentence
and 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.*

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 categoty 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 functions as the accessible SUBJECT.

From this it follows that the anaphors in (29) and (31) are bound in theit 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 ungrammatical.

(22) Accessibility is based on the following filter
(i) I condition
*[0...0...] where ot and P bear the same index
The notion of accessible is defined as follows:

(ii) 0 is accessible to P if and only if B is in cthe c-command domain of 0., and assignment to B of the index
of 0L 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 possessive NPs 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 l4tta [p maga  anyjit]
John saw-AGR3sg himself mother-npAGR3sg-ACC
b. ?*A  fidk laredk [ppaz [Np egymds  anyjét]]
the boys saw-AGR3pl the each other mother-npAGR 3sg-ACC

This suggests that possessive NPs with reflexives are DPs but that possessives
with reciprocals are simple NPs.?

If D acts as an accessible SUBJECT, the generalizations in (33) fall into place.
The governing category for reflexives 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 grammatical.

The governing category for the reciprocal in possessive NPs cannot be DP. Struc-
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 Binding Principle A, yielding 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 [g 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 as a dative possessor NP:
(i) *Jdnos ldtca Ipp magdnak az [np ? anyjacl}
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:
(i) ?A fiuk  ldndk egymdinak (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’ B T PN
N
D NP
/\
NP N[+AGR]
| I '

Dpossessor 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 bmdmg 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 of generalization is involved.

Kornfilt (1984) 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 categoties, 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, it may be extracted from
its category, and it may not be a reflexive anaphor, 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.* 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. (&) mogottem b. &) rnogotte c. Jdnos 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 illformedness of (2¢) and (3¢):

(2) a. le Miire (3) a. le iad/siad -

with Mary with them/they
‘with Mary’ ‘with them’

b. 1éi b. leofa
with-AGR3sg with-AGR3pl
‘with her’ ‘with them’

c. *é Miire 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 d1s10mr in reference
to a c-commanding antecedent:
(1) a. *Jdnos beszéit {Casep pro t6la]
’ John spoke-AGR3sg he DELAT-AGR3sg
*Jobn spoke about him.’
b. *Ki beszéit [casep pro réla}
who spoke-AGR3sg he DELAT-AGR3sg
*Who spoke about him.’ :

¢. *Mindenki beszéit LGasep £ro r6la}
everyone spoke-AGR3sg he DELATG- AGRSsg
*'Everyone spoke abour bim.’

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 incorporated 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 #ypology 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:

(?) The syntax of PPs and NPs unambiguously demonstrates that maximal major
categories are specified as ‘besd-final’ in Hungarian with respect to the Head Param-

" eter. This supports the hypothesis that Hungarian is an SOV-language (cf. section 2.2.).

(#) PPs and NPs differ in #ichness of structure. NPs may contain a2 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.

(#i7) Furthermore, I isolated 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 contains it.
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©Z(5y AGR is not 4 striictural 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, if AGR acts as the head of a category it assigns genitive Case, as in Turkish
(cf. Kornfilt 1984), rather than nominative Case.

- () AGR does not function 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 in Hungarian is agreement in a traditional sense.

- '(3) 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 X°
18 a lexical phenomenon.

- (i) These properties support the hypothesis that person-number complexes are
weak in Hungarian (cf. chapter two). They are bound morphemes that must merge
with a lexical category. Therefore, these complexes cannot determine an X’-pro-
jection by their own.

© AGR identifies 2 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 of pro (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 of pro-drop in Hungarian:®

¢y XP

pro XO[+AGR]
structural Case
where X0 = 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 discussion of this phenomenon). This occurrence of pro does not correspond
with its distribution in Hungarian (cf. (1)). Since the antecedent (the long left-discolated 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 cultural, 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-Ugtic origin, was surrounded by non-related Germanic, Slavic and Romance
languages. , B

Staal (1986: 274-275) noted that the western tradition with ‘1fes'pect to the study
of language has been word-oriented. Language has been considered as a collection of
words. De Haan (1988), for example, notes that this view has strongly detérmined
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 exclusively 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-language-doctrine has been most clearly represen-
ted in the work of E. Kiss. According to E. Kiss, the role of phrase structure in Hun-
garian is fudamentally different from.its role in English. She claims (cf. E. Kiss
1987a: 250) 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-lan-
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 configurational 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 max1mal projection:

1 . - . Sentence
/‘\
" Subject VP
— T
Object A%

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 poot-
ly in the linguistic literature of Hungarian, particularly, if we take intg account that
they probably belong to the best documented language-universals.! 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 convinging subject-
object asymmetry has been discussed.? This is, in my view, due to the Hungarian-as-
a-different-language-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 natural languages.?

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 #haz-trace phenomena, although the subject is structurally
prominent to the object in phrase structure. This appatent contradiction may arise,
however, because the binding domain for both sub)ect 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 some 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-rule
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 cotrect 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 in
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 [SUBJ] and [OBJ]. Morphological cases should not
be mapped directly onto abstract Case but through the mediation of this feature-sys-
tem (cf. section 5.4.1.). Consequently, there are no longer “deep” syntactic 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 Hortvath adopts the idea of an abstract and
fairly uniform underlying structure across languages (cf. Horvath 1986: introduc-
tion).



312 : . LASZLO MARACZ

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-language with V-
movement, Horvath takes SVO as the basic otder. 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.* :

These problems could have been citrcumvented, 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:
o (3) [ep (X*) (V-inite) 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

latge 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. chapter 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-phtase, ot 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 abstract and fairly uniform undetlying 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 #race 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

but 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 categories (cf. chapter seven).

- Languages may 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 head an X’'-projection,

otherwise it must merge with a lexical item. AGR and I are wezk in Hungarian

(cf. chapter two and seven). Hence, they have no phrase-structural prominence.

- The agent and theme role of morphologically unaffected verbs in Hungarian

are always mapped onto the syntactic configurations in accordance with the UT-

HAC:s (cf. chapter three). The agent role is projected onto the subject position,

and the theme role is projected onto the object position. This supports the hy-

pothesis that these matching rules are the unmarked cases of 0-assignment.

- Parameter theory is a fruitful way to address questions of language-typology. We

have set the following parameters: IP-parameter (cf. chapter two and five), the

Head Parameter (cf. chapter two and seven), Pro-drop Parameter (cf. chapter four

and seven), the O-Assignment Parameter (cf. chapter three), and the parameter +/-

move Wh (cf. chapter six).

Let us make some remarks with respect to the final point, parameter theoty. Be-
fore doing so, consider a brief review of these parameters.

I have related some of the typological differences between English on the one
hand and Hungarian and other Germanic languages like Dutch, Frisian and German
on the other hand to the IP-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 languages. The IP-parameter establishes a correlation between V-mo-
vement and subject-object symmetries. If a language has V-to-C movement, it dis-
plays subject-object symmetries.

Hungarian 1s specified with respect to the Head Parameter as ‘head-final’. The
heads of all endocentric 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 vetbs in accordance with the UTHACGs. The agent cortesponds 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 B-role to the subject.

Hungarian exhibits two dialects concerning long Wh-movement, namely +/-
move Wh. This parameter relates phenomena involving an accessibility hierarchy for
overt long Wh-movement, preference for the mir-strategy, the conjugation of intet-
mediate verbs, pafasitic 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 0-Assignment Parameter is a partial parameter.
It refers only to O-theory. The IP-parameter, the Head Parameter, the Pro-drop Para-
meter, and +/- Move Wh, on the other hand, are holistic parameters.

For example, the IP-parameter affects various components of the grammar like
move-0, (V-movement), X’-theory (verb-object adjacency, VP-deletion and topicali-
zation to CP) and Wh-module (the lack of superiority and thas-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 Comtie’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 IP-parameter), ot 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 miz-strategy (cf. chapter six). In both ca-
ses, a derivational theory cannot account for the facts without making ad-hoc as-
sumptions. ‘

- The level of representation referred to as ‘Logical Form’ is supetfluous (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 binding with a scope marker.
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- I have demonstrated that Binding Principle C is not a core principle of UG (cf.

section 5.4.2.7.). It is not 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 ate Principle A and Principle B (cf. Koster 1987: chapter 6).

Hence, binding theory is then a theory only about the ptopetties 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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