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Istvian Kenesgei

ON WHAT REALLY FIGURES IN A NON~CONFIGURATIONAL LANGUAGE

1. Introduction

This article has grown out of the dissatisfaction of a few
linguists in Hungary with the two widely known analyses of
Hungarian in general, and word order phenomena in it in partic-
vlar, Katalin E., Kiss and Julia Horvath have indeed broken the
ice and opened up new channels, But the‘hore we can see along
the way, the rougher the passage seems to be.

Whether we consider Hungarian to be configurational with
Horvath (1981) or non-configurational with E. Kiss (298la, 1981b),
a-number of difficulties crop up that result from ill-demonstrated
assumptions of movement rules, hierarchical syntactic configuratioas,
and from concomitant misinterpretations of linguistic data. If
the configurationality parameter is associated with a set of
properties (such as freedom of word order, the extent of pro-drop,
the occurrence of pleonastic KPs, the richness of case system,
discontinuity of constituents) as was suggested by Hale {19783,
1983) and, at least in part,accepted by others (eg. Chomsky 1981},
we shall have to follow E, Kiss and treat Hungarian as a non-
~configurational language (NCL). However, since grammars for NCLs
are rather scarce, we must use caution in proposing one and
carefully weigh arguments and possible counterarguments.

I will try to show here that by failing to do that Horvath
and é. Kiss both jumped to conclusions and that we can make do
with a largely simplified syntax supplemented by interpretive
rules and principles in the LF-component that are necessary for

independent reasons,
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(1) S’
COMP S
NP  INFL VP

E. Kiss, on the other hand, insists that Hungarian is a NCL
and proposes “the invariant structure®* (2), in which Topicalization,
Q-Phrase Preposing and Focusing move arbitrary constituents under
5" or §t' basically in the fashion of wh-movement, since according
to her T, Q and } are operator positions couparable to COMP in {Ls.
(2) 3"

TOPIC S

As Farrell Ackermann (in prep. ) points out, both of them
make use of an argument which theyeach regard as counterevidence to
the othert's analysis, but whose combined effect is detrimental to
both. Horvath has shown that sentence adverbials like naturally,
probably etc.1 cannot be inserted in between the constituents
of V* in (1), whether the X, is the original complement of the
verb or some other category that has ended up there as a resuit
of Focusing. Undoubtedly a reliable test for constituency, this

calls the choice of a separate F node in (2) into gquestion,

E. Kiss in turn, demonstrated that the same sentence

adverbials can occur between the verb and any of its complenents,



-29=- Kenegei

In the first section I will review Horvatht's and E. Kiss's
relevant statements and criticize them from two points of view:
(i) the complementary distribution of Pocus and Verbal Modifier,
and (ii) the status of move & rules. ThaI will propose a set
of P8 rules and a "flat structure" for Hungarian sentences and
will outline the taxonomy of the constituents that have a central
role in word order. Since, as is clear from the linear order in
that scheme, word order phenomena are a function of the logical
properties of the phrases it will be suggested that word order
be analyzed in such terms. When a couple of logical functions
have been characterized, surface sequential order can be inter-
preted 25 determining scope relationships. Semantic principles
will serve ito block impossible readings (ie. instances of ordering).
Finally, problems of the constituency of Focus and the verdb will

be dealt with.

2., Points of disagreement

The two current proposals for Hungarian sentence structure,

Yorvath's and E. ¥Kiss's both rely on rules of the type of move .
In Horvathts analysis a Focused construction can emerge if

the xﬁax in V' is removed and its place is filled by some other

maximal major category (MMC) chosen freely from the constituents of

the gentence.
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including the object, thus refuting the constiuency of VP in (1).
Horvath has the advantage over E, Kiss of handling complex

verbs (eg. meg-érkezik 'perf.-arrive!, biiszke volt *proud was!')

in the single V' category, and can thus assign them their actual
lower-than-Focus stress, an option not available to E. Kiss, for
she ig forced to regard them as true Focus, (Note that E. Kiss
posit ed the Focus node originally on the basis of stress phenomena,)
Notwithstanding their polemy, Horvath and E. Kiss in effect
agree in claiming that the Verbal Modifieréz(vm for short, eg.
verbal prefixes like meg, predicative adjectives like biiszke
above) are in complementary distribution with Focused constituents,
ie., that there is a single sloi available for Focus and Vils.
However, neither Horvath, nor E. Kiss can distinguish in
a principled way between a VM that has Focus stress and inter-
pretation and one that has not, ¢f. {3a-b):
(3) a. Jénos almdt vett.
John apple-acc. bought
tJohn bought apples.’
b. Jinos ALMAT vett. (Upper case letters indicate strong
accent, )
tIt's apples that John bought.?
If the verb is not (immediately) preceded by the VM either the
constituent immediately in front of it or the verdb itself musé
receive strong accent, or else the sentence will be ill-formed:
(4) a. JANOS vett almit.
tITt*s John that bought apples.?
b. Jinos VETT almét.

tjohn did buy apples.!'

¢. *34n0os vett almdt.
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'l

‘?hofeover,.since evidence from non=finite clauses show that
Pocus and VK can cooccur in adjacent positions, the thesis of
their complementary distribution is no longer temable, cf, (5a,b),

in which Pocus is marked by upper case letters and VMs by underlining:

(5) a. o [, ceak MASOKAT  durvénak tarts ]  j&tékosok
the only others=acc. rough-dat. considering players

*the players considering only others rought
b. Nem lehet mindig (S csek MASOKAT  durvénak  tartani.]
not may-be always only otherg-acc, rough-dat., to-consider
*It*s not always possible to consider only others rough.?’
I will not pursue this argument further but assert that the fore-
going is in accordance with Ackermann's {(in prep.) and Komlésy's
(1983) investigations into the iexical integrity of complex verbs,
what I will do instead is concentrate on another view that
Horvath and E. Kiss share, that of the existence of move o in
Hunparian. Neither of them shows that such a rule is independently
needed to account for syntactic regularities. It is in effect pre=-
sented by both linguists as a convenient (and of course thecretical-
1y possible) device.3 One sel of evidence, however, may invalidate
both linguistst' claims.

Although the literature on cross-over is not unequivocal
(Chomsky 1976, 1981, Koopman and Sportiche 1981), it is certsin
that in (6) coreference between the relative pronoun who and the
personal pronoun he is blocked because it would have to be

established via the wh-trace g;, which by all accounts is a

variable.
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(6) ®The man [s, vho, [S[HP the claim [S' that he, was a fraud] )

i
infuriated gi]] left.
And variables, but not names, block coreference in similar structures:

®
(7) The claim that he, was a fraud infuriated -[ everybodyii}
) John,.
i

In Hungarian, structures parallel to (7) behave identically:
(8) a. Az az 4llitds, hogy (6,) szélhimos, felhéboritots minaenki'ti.
that clain that he fraud infuriated eVeryone-acc,
b, Az az 4llitds, hogy (61) szélhidmos, felhiboritotta Jénosti.
John=ace.
However, the structure analogous to (6) is as grammatical a2s can bes
(9) A férfi [é akiti[NP az az 4llités [S hogy (51) szélhémos]]
the man whom that claim that he fraud

felhdboritott g{] elment,

infuriated away-went

tThe man who was infuriated by the claim that he was a fraud left.t
If the relative prenoun EE;E indeed underwent movement from its
putative position marked by e, whether the subject NP is generated
in place, as Horvath suggests, or is moved there, as in E. Kiss's
grammar, it could not be coreferent with the personal pronoun g,
But since the coreference goes through there can be no wvariasble
in the position of the trace, consequently there is no trace there,
ie. the relative pronoun is not moved, or at least not moved from

that position.,

3e Another proposal

The considerations outlined so far converge on the assumption

that the constituents of the Hungarian sentence are not moved
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into their surface positions within some invariant structural
configuration but are generated in place. I will claim therefore
tnat Hungarian is a NCL on the level of the sentence, has a
category-nentral PS rule expanding S, but differa form Halets

w* languages in that it has configurational categories below the
S level (see eg. Szabolcsi (1984a)), Hungarian can then be called
an X°® language and supposed to have base rules like (10):4

(10) a. 8§ —» X*® ynr O

&Mood
pTense

O I

d. V" ——» 3Spec V! v

b. INFL —% [ (AGR)

e. Spec V' ——<» nem *not’, alig(ha) *thardiy', igen t'yes, very (mu

-h e

fo vVt —s X ¥V

The ensuing flat sentence structure pulls tne rug from under
E. Kissts (1981b) only actual counterargument against tne occur-
rence of arguments in preverbal positions, viz. that they could
not be governed by the verb (or INFL) in her hierarchical "jin-
variant structure®, Note also that she has never attempted to
refute the possibility of (10a) as a rule for Huﬁgarian.

Now that we canncot have recourse ito syntactic positions
to determine the various semantic or communicative functions of
Topic, Quantifier and Focus, how are we to assi/m these inter-
pretations to the appropriate constituents? According to the
proposal I will offer here, these properties can be defined ex-
clusively by the relative order, the accent and the inherent

(compositional ) meanings of the individual constituents.
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To give a general overview for a start, I will illustrate

tne linear order of the various constituents on the following,

largely simplified, chart:

- only - Xp

- V* - INFL-
x* '

twh?

é STRONG

FOCUS

(11) &
N & too ¥
\TURE 0 X
? s x°- e - Bot Trevery!
)NSTIw (tsome?)(bvery)itno?
IENT
KIDDLE
JCENT WEAK RISING STRONG (STRONG) 3TRONG
PITCH
3EiiANe TOPIC COUbw .
¢ (inher= TER=- INHERENT
ooTIoy ent rOCUS
ior
sone)

(partly in-
herent for
wh)

where # stands for multiplicability, the subscripts every, some, no

and

wh signifies the occurrence of the corresponding quanti-

fiers (optional if in parentheses), only the positions separated

by the arrow 49

are interchangeable, every one of the elements

is optional (though all of them can hardly ever be found in a

single sentence), and, except for not, all and only the con-

stituents that have inherent (compositional) lexical meanings

can occur post-verbally as well. This scheme is best itreated as

a descriptive taxonomy and a guideline for what is to follow here.

>

4, A couple of non-inherent logical functions.

I will now proceed to characterize the non-inherent functions.

There is not very much to be said about Topic, It is basically of

communicative importance and contributes to the logico-semantic

characterization of the sentence at most by specifically determining
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the (otherwise limited or unlimited} universe of discourse.

Focus is a function associated with a single constituent
{loosely speaking) immediately to the left of the verb, It is
interpreted as expressing identity, or rather exclusion or ne-
gation through identity as shown in (12):6
(12) the xF (r xr) = a, where x' & R, the relevant domain of discours
The restricted quantification in (12) serves to represent the
idea that a Focused sentence contains an operator that ranges
over a set of variables restricted to the relevant domain of
discourse. In other words, by asserting the identity of John

and the one that slept on the floor in (13), the identity of

the latter with anyone else in the domain of discourse is
negated. And that is exactly what a Focused sentence conveys.
, L]
9% < . Péter vasy EVa ..o
(13) a. Tesnap JANOS aludt a padlén. (... és nem'{velaki nis. j

t Peter cor Eve

yesterday John slept the floor-om and not <~ °  °% - -

'It was John that slept on the floor yesisrday.!

b. the x* (SLEPT (xr, on the floor, yesterday)) = John,
x" € {John, Peter, Eve, ...}
Whether the contrast is explicit (with the parentheses erased)
or not, all the other members of the set R are excluded.

The negation of (13a) has a similarly straightforward
interpretation, which incidentally justifies the native speakers?
intuition as to the existential presuppésition of Focused sentences:
(14) a. Tégnap nem JANOS aludt a padlén (... hanem {Eﬁf;ﬁ; més.}

Pster

yest. not John slept the floor-on but 0 1. o1se

'I1t wasnt't John that slept on the floor yesterday.!

b. the x¥ (SLEPT (xr, on the floor, yesterday)) ¥ John,
x'e Elohn, pPeter, Zve, ...}
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Observe that the proposed logical reading for Focus will
autonatically cover whwquestions and account for their inter-
pretation and presupposition, cf,
(15) a. Tegnap KI aludt a padién?

yesterday who slept the floor-on

*Who slept on the floor yesterday?!

b, for which xr, <& R, x* slept on the floor yesterday
Since ary well-formed answer to (15a) wmust have the form of (13a),
ie. must be Focused, wh-questions can only be interpreted as
requests for an identity statement that excludes everything in

internal
the domain to which theVproposition (ie. 'x slept on the floor
yesterday' in our case) does not hold true.

Counterfocus is a peculiar function whose exact nature is
being hotly debated. Anna Szabolcsi, who was the first to de-
scribe it (198la, 1981b), called “contrastive Topic” and as-
signed it a double role. On the one Band, it was said to narrow
the scope of the quantifier every (i6a), and, on the other, to
help establish possible contrast in phrases containing no
quantifier (16b).

NE aludt a padlén. (Tc is short for

(16) a. Mindenki
contrastive Topic)

Tc
everyone not slept the floor-on
tNot everyone slept on the floor.!
b. Tegnap,, JANOS aludt a padldn.
Yesterday John slept the floor-on
tas for yesterday, it was John that slept on the floor.!

Relating this function to Topic in general, and the name

contrastive Topic in particdar, is justified only if it can be



-38- Keriezei

demonstrated to have no truth-conditional role. That is exactly

what Szabolcsi intended to show with respect to examples like {16b),
However, that is not the case. But before the

function of this ill-understood element can be dealt with, T

have to delve into other problems., First of all (and in order

to vindicate my term Counterfocus, or CF for short) I will

call attention to the fact that no CF-constituent can occur in

a 'neutrally stressedt sentence, ie. in a sentence that does

not contain any constituent with a strong accent, cf. (17a-c¢)

(17) a. *Janos tegnapCF aludt a padlén,
John yesterday slept the floor-on
b, * padldncF tegnap aludt Jéanos.
C. *MindenkiCF tegnap aludt a padlén.

everyone

That CF has nothing to do with Topic is further corroborated
by their formal dissimilarity: CF has an accent and pitch guits
distinet from that of Topic. In addition, & CP-element camnot
be placed between two constituents in Topic, and finally, where-
as there may be more than one constituent in Topic, only 2
single MMC can have CF~accent in a sentence,

Turning now to the "translation® of Cr-expressions, not
only is their scope (if any) rendered below that of any strong
accented preverbal operator, but they make a definite contri-
bution to the truth conditions of the sentence. In the case of
the universal quantifier in CF, as in (16a), the surplus it

adds to the overall meaning of the sentence i3 a conjunctionzl
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existential proposition. Thus the full (representation of the)
meaning of (l6a) can be given as (18a, b):
{(i8) a. MindenkiCF NEM aludt a padlénm.
everyone not slept the floor=on
tNot everyone slept on the floor, but there was someone
who lept on the floor.!
b. for not every x, x slept on the floor, and for some x,
x s8lcpt on the floor
It is this semantic surplus of CF~interpretation that accounts
for the impossibility of, for example, constructions like (19a, b),
in which a universal in CF is followed by the texcluder' only or
a 'negative pronount' is in (F:
(19) a. ™mindenki . csak | A PADLGN aludt.
everyone only the floor-on slept
tonly for x = floor, for every y, ¥y slept on x,
and for some y, ¥ did not sleep on x.t
b. “genki,. NEM aludt 2 pailén.
nﬁone not slept the floor-on
*for no x, x slept on the floor, and for some x, x slept
on the floort
Returning to the case of non-quantified phmses in CF, as
(16b), repeated below, at least on one reading a similar regulare
ity is observed:7
(20) a. Tegmap,p JANOS aludt a padlén.
¥esterday John aslept the floor-on

b. for x = John, x slept on the floor yesterday, and

for some y, y # yesterday, for x ¥ John, x (may have)
slept on the floor at y.
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¢. 'It was John that slept on the floor yesterday, but
soneone other than John (may have) slept on the floor
at some other time,!
These readings are constructed on the basis of the incompatibility
of the negated final conjunctions with the CF-gentences (and on

the basis of their compatibility with the non-CF versions).

5. Functions galore
Having now ske?ched the non-inherent logico-~-semantic functions
in Hungarian sentences, I will begin discussing the
question of how the linear order of the constituents in (11)
can be accounted for. Note first of all that the devices I will
make use of are, at least in part, necessary for independent
reasons for any analysis of Hungarian.
As was said above in Section 3, Hungarian is regarded to

be a non-~configurational language with a 'flat!' sentence structurec,
Yeslecting the problems of movement for the iime being, the
structures thus generated will have to undergo Stirong Assignment (sa),

. which will mark them for high stiress. Recall that on tue
Ackermann~--Komlésy hypothesis Focus and VIi are not in comple-

mentary distribution, therefore SA cannoi asutomatically selecti

the constituent immediately before the verb, Moreover, the verd
itself, whether complex (ie. VM + V) or simple, can also carry
Focus function and be stressed accordingly. In Fddition to &
Focus, at the gstage where SA applies, every maximal major category
is capable of undergoing SA, whether pre- or postverbally placei.

Thus we may posit an optional iterable rule (2l):
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(21) Strong Assignment

X' - X
G

This rule will assign strong accent at random to any MMC, including

the verb,

Cmunterfocus assignment must apply to a single constituenmt
in a specific position: in fromt of gome other MMC marked for g.
Whether this condition is built into the rule proper or is de-
ferred to the semantic component is immaterial here. I will take
the former option without further ado.

(22) CF Assignment (optional, non-iterable)

YGRS SO A ¢ i I &
Edf] (7

These S-structures will be the input to semnntic inter

pretation, The LF-component will furnish each structure its log-
ical form by means of the familiar rules of Quantifier Raising,
so that the synonymy ot, for example, (23a, b) might be accounted for:
(23) a. Valaki YNEM alszik,

gomeone not sleeps

't Someone doesn't sleep.!

b. NEM alszik valaki.
tSomeone doesntt sleep.?

Apart from QR, individual %ranslation rules' are necesgsary

for the non-inherent functions Focus and CF. The rule for Pocus
can be informally given as

(23) Focus
In the string X - Y = INFL , vhere 8 stands for girong,

(=1

Y can be null, or (not 4) V or -the VN of a null copula,
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assign X* the feature [+1£) (for logical function) and
render it as *the x* (F x5 ves) = xn', where x° e R, R the

relevant domain of discourse.

This formula, loose as it is, captures the following general-
izations:s (i) Focus function can be assigned at most to a single
MHMG per clause, (ii) Verbs can also be Focus, whether or not they
are simple, (iii) Focus must have strong accent, (iv) it is
related to INFL rather than to the verb (to be discussed), (v)
the nature of the function F is gublect to ather factors (to
which I will also return), and (vi) Pocus may precede ceriain
IS.B

Since CF is interpreted relative o some other sirongly
accented constituent bearing a logical function {(which, I pre-
dume, is marked on it), the informal rule for CT couid take tte
fora of

(24) counterfocus

In the sequence g; coe X? ees INFL, add the feature
(41£] to X?, o?der it 1: logical form as

Scope (x?) > Scope (I?) and supply the following additionszl
proposition to the logical form of tne sentence: tand

for some x,(x ¥ x?) x (may) not X?t

Since all the inherent logical functions are supposed te Lo

lexically marked for 1f] and the features percolatec
to the dominating category symbol, the t'rules' (23) ana (Z2-),
apart from assigning Focused and Counterfocused sentences their

approximate logical forms, will complete the set of expressioncs
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that participate in the logico-semantic interpretation of the
gentence.

The general principle of interpfetation is quite simple:
it orders the scopes of the elements éccording to their left-
=to-rignt : : surface sequence,

(25) Scope ordering principle

In the sequence L= X where X; precedes X

b i’

Scope (Xi) 2 Scope (Xj)
The effect of §25) is the same as E. Kiss's hierarchical trees
for quantifiers and Focus, but note that with a simple pro-
viso (that would allow for non-lf elements to intervene) it
could take care of the scope relations of post-verbal
elements that have logical functions, as well.

What remains to be done now is to incorporate the universal
or languarce-specific principles and/or constraints that will
articulate the general effect of (25) and predict the gram-
matical constructions in Hungarian.

For example, any LF representation must guarantee that the
scope of question~-words will be the widest,

(26) wide scope wh

ii{'_'E’n'.tope (xi) > Scope ( Xj):l
—wh +wih
Incidentally, (26) taken together with (25) will cover the
cases of multiple wh=questions which cannot in principle be

‘ accomodated to either E. Kissts or Horvath's analysis, cf.:

(27) a. KI MIT mondoti?
who what=acc¢. said

tWwho said what?t
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b. *KI mondott mit?
c. PMINDENKI MIT mondott?
gveryone what-acc. said

d., MIT mondott MINDENKI?

'What did everyone say?!' (Only narrow scope aveilzble
for everyone)

Another similar "scope filter® could exclude the segquences
in which every has wide scope over not, always ill-formed in
Hungariangs
(28) a. MIINDENKI nem alszik.

everyonc not sleepéd
be Nll.mindenki alszik.
tNot everyone sleeps.!
¢. NEM alszik MINDENKI.
tiden®
Two principles sufiice to handle the scope properties of
some in Hungarian. One would capture the observation that the
scove of some is insensitive to its sequential position, cf.:
(29) a. Valaki MINDENXIT léatott.
3omeone everyone-acc, sawv
'Someone saw everyone! or !'Everyone was seen by someone.!
b, MINDENKIT latott valaki.
tidem?
(30) a. valaki PETERT is ldtta.
someone Peter-acc too saw
tPor sore X, for also y = Peter, x saw y!' or

tfor also ¥y = Peter, there is some X, X saw y.*
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heedless to say something like the principle (31) is necessary
for any analysis of Hungarian:

(31) Some transfer

Scope relations in the sequence Xi see X5 sse Xk
11 Sode!  #1f

can be (i) as given by (25), (ii) as Scope (Xj) > 8cope (X, ),

or {iii) as Scope (xk) D Scope (Xj).

Although (31) will provide for the only reading (22a, b) can
have (repcated below)
(22) a. Valaki NEM alszik.
someone not sleeps
*Someone doesnt't sleep.!
b. NE¥ alszik valaki.
tidem!
it will not exclude the non-existent reading that is in prin-
ciple also possible to associate with (22a, b):
(221) tfor no x, X sleepst, ie.t'Noone sleeps.!
The otner principle will thus be a safeguard against the
association of (22') with sequences of not - some.

(32) gome overrides not

*SCOpe(.r_l_c_:j) > scope(gone)

I will not try to list all the principles and constraints
that are needed (that I can think of) to give an account of
the crucial issues of word order phenomena in Hungsarian. Two
final ones, however, nust be mentioned. One is
neant to exclude non-logical elexents from preverbal positions
and guarantee that all the c;lﬁ]elements (except gome and CF)

will be placed in one block, cf.(il).
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(33) Contiguity recquirement
* x - X L N3 IN.FIIj
] [-1£)
1
(33) will serve to . exclude examples like (34a, b):

(34) a. *JANOS is tegnap MINDENKIT 1ldtott.
John too yesterday everyone~acc saw

b. "INDEMKIT TEGNAP JANOS 14tott.

I am of course not under the illusion that it willbe all
very smooth along these kines; clearly a lot of difficulty will
hinder working out these principles in detail. But at least
in theory there may be no obstacle to, for example, assigning
all the remaining non-logical preverbal constituents the function

Topic, or c¢lassifying the relationships between every, some and

nd; expressions containing numerals and quasi-numericzl deter-

miners (eg. a few, many, etc.) in Hungarian.

6, Two final problems (out of a host)

Although I am quite certain that more guestions are now lefi
unanswered than can be ask;d within the confines of this artizle,
I will address this final section to two problems implicit in
what had been said so far.

The first one is concerned with the question of why INFL
seems to have such a central role ir analyzing certain logical
functions. To begin with, here I have accepted the assumption
that S is an extension of INFL. In this sense, anything semantically
related to INFL is taken to "modify" S. The requirement that
for example, negation always precede INFL is in conformity wizh

this view; negation simply cannot be proposition-internsli.
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On the other hand, negation (whether explicit as in the case of
pot or implicit as in the cases of Focus, whequestion, only,

few, hardly, seldom etc., none of which can be identified in

syntax as negatives) always *‘removes! the VM of a complex verb,
unless the VM is (part of) Focus, and thus conjoins INFL with
the semantically negative term. Note that the requirement that
INFL be attached to some V was supposed to be handled by some
syntactic f:i.lter.9
A1l this falls into place if we regard (unmarked) INFL
as representing the proposition the constituents convey that
are devoid of logical functions (including the unfocused verd

10 In this sense Focus, negation, eic, are all oper-

as well).
ations performed on and related to some proposition, ie. they
are gentential - as is expected.
The other problem arises from the fact (first observed
by Horvath) that nothing can be inseried between the Focus
and the verb, exactly as if they were constituents of some
phrasal node, c¢f. (35), in which persze 'of course' can occur
in the positions indicated by the slant lines, but it ecannot
appear where an # is placed:
(36) /A % feleségem / A % LEGJOBB % BARATOMMAL #  sz0kott / meg/tegnas.
the wife-my the best friend-ny=-with ran away yesterd:
*It was my best friend that my wife ran away with yesterday,!
As was reviewed in Section 2, while E. Kiss takes no cogniz-
ance of problers like this, Horvath resolves it by contending
that in S-structure the Focused phrase is in the position of the

V¥, and, owing to its consiituency with the verb, in consequence
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it will block anything occurring in between them. This 'con-
stituency assumption' will now become unnecessary for the U=
" poses of Focus interpretation, and the combined effect of the
Focus rule (23), the Scope ordering principle (25) and the
Contiguity requirement (33) will predict the ill~formed csses

in which a would-be Focus is separated by some other phrass
from the INFL. |

I have argued that Focused phrases act as some kind of

modifiers with respect to INFL (rather than the vérb), thus it
is perhaps legitimate fo consider them as parts of a senaniic
construction. On the other hand, they also seem t0 be in =z

so0lid phonological construction with whatever is allowed to

follow them (ie. V or certain VMs). In terms of meirice! nhonu

logy, Pocused constituents form - phonological consiruciicns

Jet

through restructuring in the following way {cf. Nesper sio Vogs

1982):
(37) a. ‘ 9' b, ¢’t
Focus. v ¢ 2
s 1 l
Focus v

where INFL is incorporated into V.

The resulting left-branching tree conforas to tns sty o

tural configurations found in all endocentric phrases, zs wsll
as to the fact that word stress is strictly imitial in koo zTian.

Note that according to both E. Kiss and Horvath, Hungooias oot

=t
[

tenses are rignt-branching, an assumption that would entz
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sentence~final siresses, and which runs counter to ihe generally

left~branching nature of this language.

In conclusion, it seems that Hungarian is, in many respects,
an exemplary non-configurational language in which the order
of the syntactic constituents is completely free as far as
grammatical functions are concerned, but it is strictly regulated
in as much as logical functions are involved, It appears that
according to the present proposal, the movement of MMCs is
at least uninteresting, if not unecalled for, though the move-
ment of minor categories can and has to be accomodated.

If research along these lines were to be extemded to
other NCLs that have “"positions" for logical expressions, it

would undoubtedly contribute to our knowledge

of the variation of the complexity of levels in gramnar.

I am particularly grateful to Farrell Ackermann, Ldszl$ Kilmédn,
Andrdas Komldésy and Anna Szabolcsi for readins earlier versions
of this paper and patiently discussing problems sometimes far

outgide their interests.
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NOTES

1. Taroughout this paper I will omit the original Hungarian
examples from the text whenever they are unnecessary and the

idea can be adequately illustrated with their English eguivalents

only.

2. That is Ackermann and Komléeyt's term and I will use this
throughout in place of E. Kissts "reduced complexent" ang

Horvathts “xmax“.

3. Horvath needs it beceuse she claims Hungarian to be an =0V
larguage. Fe Kiss, in turn, believes that both $" and s° are
bounding nodes, I criticized this view in another paper (Kenesei
19é4).

4. One relevant and necessary syntactic restriction (or fiitar?)

nsut require that INFL be attached to a verb or in cerwzi. cases

to a VM of a null copula.

5. To illuminate some of the apparent excentricity of the chart
in (11) if rendered into English, it might be mentioned tnax
Bungarian makes use of "double negation® in the case ol "nagative
pronouns®, ege.
(i) SENKI nem lidtta Pétert

noone not saw Peter-acc.

*Noone saw Peter.!

Lp |
[=N
D
Cs
L]
]

If too and not cooccur, they coalesce into a singiec wo
(ii) PETER is 14tta Jénost.

Peter too saw John=acc
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(iii) PETER (is ¢ nem~P) sem litta Jdnost.
Peter too not neither saw John-acce

*Peter didntt see John eithert (ie. Peter is also one of
those that didn*t see John)

Note finally that the negative pronouns can be optionally followed

by is *too!, which explains why they occupy the place they do in (11).

6. Here I wiil forgo reasoning ageinst Szabolcsits position
(1981a, 1981b), according to which Focus is interpreted as

% exhaustive listing". In another paper (Kenesei, forthcoming)

I argued that she overlooked a consistent accentual and semantic
differentiation between sentences like (13a) and those with a

twide' interpretation like (i) below:

. , ®panem PETER.
(i) Tesnap nem JANOS aludt a PADLGN {hanem a HAZIGAZDA k616265
SZAZLLODABA,

yest. not John slept the floor-on but

Peter “IIJ
the host . ‘want , hotel=to

'‘What happened yesterday was not that John slept on the floor

Peter.
Put 1 that the host went to a hotel.‘}'

Szabolcsi has since accepted this and even furnished a
crucial example that makes a distinction between identity and
exhaustive listing in terms of grammaticality (Szabolesi 1984b).

To simplify exposition, I will sometimes abbreviate the

foraula in {12) as tfor x = a, x does P'.

7e¢ At the core of the ongoing debate on CF is the question of
the modality of, and in particular, whether there is conversational
implicature in, the existential proposition. I will not discuss

it here but will adopt & 'permissivet attitude as suggested by
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the options in (20). Note that the above treatment can be con -

veniently extended to other cases S5zabolcsi mentioned, eg.:

(i) Dicsérni DICSERTEM a kényvet.

CF
to-praise  I=-praised the book-acc.

'Praise the book I did, but there was something I didn't do
{(in relation) to the book,!

{(ii) Olvaani p TUDOK.

C
to=-read I~can

'Y can read, but there is something I cantt do.!

8. E. Kiss and Horvath encounter serious technical, if not theo-
retical, difficulties in handling Focus in sentences which have
nominal predicates with zero copula, eg.:
(i) JANOCS biiszke a fidra.

John proud the son=his=on

tIt's John thatts proud of hias son.?

(ii) ®puszke JLNOS a fidra.

9. To present the reasons for this view would lead us far out-
side the scope of this paper. The idea behind it relies on
the observation that complex verbs as a whole have the logical
or commpunicative role.that is assigned to their VMs, wherever

these may be in the sentence. For our purposes here, it is

presumed that the VM is moved some place behind the verd by

some optional syntactic transformation.

1o, tMarked® INFIL behaves in a different way. Some subsection of
INFL, notably Mood, may have scope over other logical functions,

ef. Kieferts (1984) example:
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(i) Péter EVAVAL talélkozI;NEL

Peter Bve-with meet may pasiPAGR

~hat-ott ]

*May be it was EVe that Peter met.!
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