Andr as }omlésy

This paper deals, primarily, with the interpretation of
Hungarian Focus found in E. ti1ss 17 (1984 1n press) and 1ts
tnteraction with a syntactic phenomenon called ‘santence
intertwining ‘. In the first portion of this paper 1 will
enumerate several ways in which E. |liss’ treakment of Focus
phenomena 1s problematac. I will suggest that, 1n several
instances, this treatment can be 1mproved by postulating the sort
af lenical and syntactic V' constrtuent which was proposed in

tomldsy and Ackerman (1987). This constituent has the following
structure:
YL
’ \
VM Vv
where VM = verbal modifier

Mgyt I will address myself bo the phenomenon of suntence 1nler—
twining 10 Hungarian. Sentence intertwining ts the sele tnstance
of a syntactic phenomenon which males cruciel reterwnce Lo E.
bies® F position. 1 will demonstrate that Lhere 1= an imporlant
difference between elements thab appear ‘neutrally’ 1 the left
stster position of Vo oand elements that cannet appear there
‘neibeally ., Thig 1 a distynectron, obviously, +acilitaled by
the postulation of a V' and hindered by ithe absence of a simllar
assumption 1n E. Fles' framewori. As will be seen, the postu-
Eatlon of a V' constrains some of the overgeneration entailed by
k2. tiass’  franewort and as & consequence one can , diupense wilh
certain of the gquestienable solutions proposed by E. Fliss e.g. a
second cycle ot Focus movement.

In order to male my observations understandable 1t s
necessary to introduce sume of the relevant aspects of E. tissg’
framewort . On . tiss’ interpretatiron Hungar:ian s a  ‘non-
configuratiomal ' language with the faollowing FE rules:

§'' —=> dn¥ 5’
' ——» Xn So
So ——» V XAn*
g -
/ N
Xn* g’
(T2 / \
Xn So
(F) FN
v An+

In her frameworl lexical 1nsertion tales place only in  the So
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{or, propositional) portion of the tree. Positions T and F are
left empty and filled only as the result of optional applications
afF move WH type rules. (She assumes that T and F are COMFP-11)e
wategories.) There 15 a major difference between the positions T
and F: T can be fi1lled by any number of maximal major categoaries
1n any order while F can be fi1lled by, at most, a single maximal
major category. The position T and F are, 1n certain ways,
connected with the discowse notions Topic and Focus. Theirr
actual relation to these notions r1s somewhalt obscwre and, 1n
fact, the present paper will concentrate on scme of the
divergencies between the F position and the disceourse notion  of
Focus.

It 15 aimportant at thiszs time to remard on what sorts of
elements are encompassed by the symbol Xn 1n E. bhiss’ framewort.
Xn refers both to ordinary maximal major categories as well as Lo
a get of various linds of elements called ‘reducod complesments’
tn E. lises’' ewarlier wort. A common characteristic of those lalber
elements 1s that 1+ Focusing does not move a “"regular" complement
into F then orne of the ‘reduced’ complements 15, generally, moved
there: 1f F remains empty the sentence assumes spect al sspectual
interpretations. The actual categorial status  of reduced’
complements 15, however, by no means cbvious., This r1s especial-
ly true of verbal prefiies which can be naturally inlerpreted ss
affixes 1n much the way that German prefiyes can be 1nterprotbted
as atfiyes 1mplicated i1n verbal derivation processwus. Hig Lo, 1=
cal flavor of numerous V' colleocations lead } omnlidsy and’ﬁciarman
ko postulate that a broader class of =lements  bthan . 1os’
‘reduced complements’ called verbal modifierse (VMa) are actually
sub-matlmal catogories. This 1e the peositinon btsten iy Soabold sl
in  her paper From the Definiteness Effect to Lexical Intege Lhy

I+ E. li1ses 15 correct then we have here a very sinple set of
F& rules and move-wh type rules which well, 1 conjunction, yield
all and only the grammatical congtructions of Hungarian. Mor ea--
over, there 153 a claim that the swface string gener ated by such
rules retlects the communicative functions of the comstibtuents:

"la Hungarian sentencel associates the invariant
semantic-communicative functions i1dentified in the
Hungarian sentence with grammatical relations: the
Focus function with the relation [Xn, 5’1 and the
Topic function with the relation [Xn, 51 p. 50

In my opinion the relation between the proposed rules and Hunga-
-1 Ar syntag 1s somewhat more complicated than one 1s lead +to
epect by E. Vti1ss’ proposals. This 15 especrally true of the
relation between the F position and any substantive, communica-—
tive notion of Feocus. In the following I will concentrate ocn this
relation. Along the way I will demonstrate the utility of assum—
ing the existence of a syntactic V' constituent.

In this discussion I will i1gnore so-called ‘corrective sen-—
tences’ where 1t i1s possible to find numerous Focused elements.
I will also i1gnore the interesting sentence types described by
t4sx1d Varga 1n which a single Focused element appears ei1ther
pest-verbally or precedes E. tiss’ F position. These zentences
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have as yet received no theoretical treatment. 1 will laimibk my
discussion, 1n other words, to those constructioms which contaln
only a single Focused element and which are generated by the
rules already mentr:oned.

The following table represents the sorts of sentences
generated by E. Fki1ss’' rules. 1t should be mentioned that thais
table encodes the stress distinctions predicted by E. tiss.
According to her the main stress falls on the constituent 1n F
posttron 1+ there 1s one and falls on the V otherwise.

Table 1
T F
{Xn*) An \% (Xn#)
-~ [
1 JANOST l1atta {a tertben)
John-bAce saw the garden-INE
o ALMAT eszil (a | ertben)
apple-AlLl eats the garden—INE
T(Mari) { BE_________ ment {a tertbe;
Mary 1nto went the garden-ILL
4 UsZNI______ al ar (a }ertben)
to swim wants the garden-INE
5 BETEG _____ volt {(tegnap)
. siol was vestarday
(Xn#*) 0 v {Xn+)
& [ LaTra Wdnost a Fertben)
sSamw John-fAce the garden—-IME
7 (Mar1) ESZI} (almdt a ertben)
Mary eats apple~-ACC the garden—IHE
2] {4 PMENT (be a lerthe)
went anto the garden—ILL
3 AL.AR tdszn:1 a kertben)
wants to swim the garden—IME
19 VOLT {bheteg tegnap?
was s1chk vesterday

o

This table should be i1nterpreted 1n the Ffollowing way. The
CAPITALs 1i1ndicate the location of main stress as predicted by E.
k1ss. The underlining i1ndicates a phenamenon not accounted for
by Z. ti1ss, namely, that Focus interpretation may be entended te
both the CAFITALIZED element and the V. It shouwld bhe noted that
this 18 a phenomenon which 1= easily accounted for under the
assumption that Hungarian possesses a V': the Focus interpreta-
tren extends over the entire constituent. The fact that the VM



- 204 -

receives stress can be i1nterpreted as reflecting the ordinary
stress pattern for constituents 10 Hungarian: the lefblmost con-
skituent bears the stress for the entire constitusnt. In E.
Fiss® system these simple relations appesr diffrcull to enpress
since the F oand V never constitute a constituent.

There 1= a correlative point workth mal 1ng here concerning

the Focus of V. We have Jjust seen that there are certain cases
where both the ‘reduced’ complement and the V share a Focus
interpretation. In saying this we are suggestaing that Vs can, 1n
fact, be Focused. However, on E. kiss’ account, Vs can ne1ither
appear 1n F position nor, consequently, receirve Focus interpreba-
tion. This latter consequence 1is 1ntimated i1n the passage pre-

viously quoted: since the Focus function 1s 1dentified with a
syntactic position and V cannot occupy this pos:ition 1L wouwld
seem to follow that V cannot receive Focus i1nterpretation. Al
though the assumption that Vs cannot be Focused clearly runs
contrary to the facts of Hungarian E. Fiss (1n a move which
act nowledges the counter—-intuirti:veness of such an  assumption)
prefers this position for 1ts alleged theorwebical advantages.
{(cf., E. tiss, 1n press, p. 156) IF Vs can, however, be given
Focus 11nterpretations then the role of E. Fiss’' F position 15,

accordingly, barrowed: the posirtion would have to be relaliviooed
A% belng the location for nonverbal Focus.

Ghaerving sentences 2,3,4,5 and & 1n Fable I we Ffind a
pecul1ar phenocmenon: the sequence of constitwents can either
recelve a  Foous interpretation or not. When they don't  Lhae
sentence 13, ordinar:ly, understood as being contentually
neutral . In other words, sentences Z,5,4,% and 6 can represent
the so-called ‘unmaried’ order, for these conshtituents. 1t should
be mentioned Lthat although E. t1ss 15 aware of the +act  Lthat

certain 1dentical orders vield different interpretations her rule
of Focusing does not differentiate between these two L1nterpreta-
tions. An amportant distinction between  ‘unmarted’ and ‘marl ed’
constructions 18 uwndifferentiated n E. li1ss’ wystem. (]
practircal consequence of neglecting Lhe distinction between bthese
gentence types 135 thalbt E. tiss hypothesices certain 1nvartraent
properties of Hungarian sentence slructure which, 10 fact, typufy

only "marled’ sentences. In particular, her assertion thalt any
number of maximal major categories can appear 1n any order within
T and without ‘meaning’ difference 1s, 1n fact, only valid for

sentences which begar Focus 1nterpretations. This observation muast
e qgualified 1n the following mannei: 1t appears that whereas
ADdtuncts) of the ¥V may appear 1n any order within T an
‘unmarted’ sentences this cannot be said for arguments of the V
rn ‘unmarbed’ sentences. , This distinetion between ADJs  and
arguments 135 not clear 1n E. liss' frameworl since the relevant

movement rules are simply assumed to operate on  Xns. The

following sentences are 1nstructive with respect to thys
phenomenon: (words 1n CAPITAL letters indicate elements 1n E.
tiss’ F position while underlining rndicates Focus

interpretation for all subsequent examples)

la. Tegnap Féter BENT maradt a Panyvtérban
Yesterday Peter i1nside reamined the library-IN
"Yesterday Feter remained in the library'’
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b. Péter tegnap BENT maradt a lﬁnyvtérhan
Feter yesterday

c.*¥Tegnap a lﬁnyvtérban Féter RBENT maradt

yesterday the laibrary-IN Feter 1inside remained
d. Teghap a }onyvtarban Féter BENT maradt
vesgterday the library-IN Feter inszide rematned

"Peter really remained 1n the library yesterday”

In sentences 1a and b we see that T can be filled by ADJe 1n  any
order. in contrast, the unacceptability of Ic 1= as striting as
the acceptability of 1d. It has been, i1ndependently, argued
el sewhere that a constituent such as a Léggggégggg here 15 best
regarded as a selected function of the VY as this 1s understood 1n
the theory of Lexical Functional Grammar. {(cf. Acterman 1784) The
difference 1n acceptability between la/sb vs. le/d, then, could be
interpreted as following along the lines of ADJ ve. selected
function of the VY. On such an itnterpretation, the inadmicssabil:-
ty of ilc s connected with the inabilaity of selected Ffunclions
{excepting SUBJs) to appear 1n T a1n sentences without Foous
rnterpretation.,

Earlier we saw that :1f Vs can begar Focus interpretation 1t
1s unclear how they receive 1t since E. tiss limits Focus tnier—
pretation to Focus position and Vs cannot appear there. Wilh the
so—called "unmarled’ sentences represented by 2,7,4,53,6 1n Tabie
i and ta and b we see the reverse proublem entarled by the assump-—
tion that F position 18 assocrated with Foocus 1nterpretation:
these sentences have elemenkts 1n Focus position or an empty F
position (cf. &) and yet there 1s no Focus interpretation asgign-
able at all.

To sum up the conseguences of these two enceptions to  the
relation between Focus position and Focus i1nterpretation we +find
the +Following: Focus interpretation 1s not limted to Focus
position {(e.g. the case of Focused Vs) while Focus position dges
not necessarily entail Focus i1nterpretation (e.g. the case of

‘unmar hed’ sentences with constituents 1n V). Finally, there are
certain sentences where F 1s entirely empty (ef. &) which can bhe
erther ‘unmarlked’ or ‘marked’ so that the role of F 1n  such

sentences 13 hard to determine.

So far we have concentrated, essentially, on the F pozition
and 1ts i1nteraction with Focus i1nterpretation. This position as
hypothesized as a landing site for movement. Unlike standard
landing si1tes, however, (e.g. COMP) we have witnessed no i1ndepen—
dent syntactic jJustaificatron for the postulation of thie pasi-
tion. We have simply seen that 1Ff we stipulate a Focus position
and assume a Focus movement rule,the moved constituent has a
place to go. We have accepted E. Fi1ss’ stipulation that some
single constituent can be moved i1into F position. We have, also,
simply accepted the assumption that such a position 1s, i1ndeed, a
syntactic position. However, we have yet to see a syntactic rule
that crucrally refers to this position. Bn E. tiss’ analysis
there 18 & single syntactic phenomenon which finds euplanatatory
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treatment by appealing to an F posit:ion. Thie phenomenon 1S
referred to as ‘sentence-intertwining’ i1n the traditional litera-
ture. This term, generally, covers all instances where consti—
tuents from an embedded sentence appear 1n the matrix  sentence.
This phenomenon 18 licensed by only certain matrii predicates.
For present purposes, I will only i1nvestigate those i1nstances of
this phenomenon which can be interpreted as i1nvolving Focused
censtituents. Consider the following az an erample of a Focused
intertwining sentence:

=, Janos még;él akarla, bogy MEG hiviuk

John Mari-ACC wants that pfi—-i1nvite
"It 's Mary that John wants us to 1nvate’

In sentence 2 the focused constituent ﬂé&;él 1s the 0OBJ of the
embedded sentence although 1t, allegedly, occupies the F postlion
1n thg matri:y clause.

E. Fiss {(1n press) devoles considerable attention to the
analysis of this phenomenon. She argues that any number of
embedded constituents can be soved up 1nto the F positions of
embedding sentences as long as such movement respects the
condilion that all Fs are esthaustively f11led by, at wmost, a
s1ngle constituent., As can be seen from sentence 2, the movement
of some constituent from sn enbedded clawse 18 not precluded by
the faect that the F positition might be filled 1n Lhe source
clause. Recall that on E. liss’' account the verbal prefiy 2.0
megq 15 moved ainto F position as a function of appiying F-
movement. Actually, the previous description represents comewhat
of an oversimpl:ification: the moved constituent can pwszs tnrough
an unlimited number of embedded clauses containing Fs filled with

local constituents. E. tiss concentrates on worling ocut Lhe
technical details for this aspect of 1ntertwining which she
refers to as Focus rarsing. She proposes two sorte of movement,

namely, clause—-to-clause movemnent and long distance movement and
attemplks to delimit the empirical domain for each.

In the remainder of this paper I will focus on the empirical
facts of Hungarran which E. tiss® theoretical treatment s
supposed to account for.

First of all, é. li1ss asserts that certain rnstances of
intertwining contain multiple cases of Focused elements distri-
buted throughout the embedding clauses of the sentence:

3. Jdnos MARIAHOZ mondta, hogy EGY LONYVET {gért meg hogy EL visz

John Mary-ALL said that a book-ACC promised pfi that pfutale
‘John said that he promised to tale A BOOF teo MARY'

I+ such sentencesare acceptable 1n Hungarian at all -~ and there
1s reason to believe that they are highly suspect = their
acceptability appears to depend on their i1ntepretation as being
corrective sentences. By this I i1ntend that such sentences are
not 1nstances of multiple focus but rather of corrections
directed at misheard or misunderstood previocus utterances. I+
such intertwined sentences do eni1st  they correspeond to
unexceptionable non-intertwined sentences of the following sort:
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4. Janos AZT mondta, hogy AZT 1gérte meg, hogy ﬂé&;éﬁgg visr el EGY
a

book-ACC

It should be observed that even 1f such a sentence as e.g. 4
served as the sowce for the guestionable sentence in I chat we
are still faced with a problem: E. li1ss’ rules do not generate
single clauses wirth multiple foci such as found 1n the lowest
embedding i1n 4. However, aas mentioned earlier, we will not
investigate corrective sentence types.

Among Lthe non—correct:ve sentence types focus raising  can

only effect a single constituent. Even 1n these sentences there
are tnkeresting restrictions. {cf. leneser 1280 for similar
observations) Firet of all, with most so-called bridge verbs

1.2, verbs which permit i1ntertwining) verbal prefixes are not
able to be rail=ed:

5. »Fdter LE  mondta hogy o1
Feter down said that si1ts
"TE's down Feter said he'd sit”’

Hecond, tn the event that a constituent 16 moved 1nto an eebed-
ding clause the F position 1n any 1nterceding clause (1ncluding
the suource clause for movement) can be frlled only by a VM lwhere

this 1ncludes wverbal prefises). In addakion, the WVMe which
accupy F 1n this instance receive neuwtral interpretation  1.e.
they are pot 1nterpretable as bheing Focused. Consider the

tollowing sentence tn bhils connection:

6. Janos gézgsggg mondta hogy EL viszci a | Onyvet

John Feter—ALL =ai1d that pfu-tatle the bool -ACC
John said that 1t 's Feter whom he'll tate the boob to’

There 15 an exceptien to the claim that Vs cannot be moved
ocut of their own clauses. This concerns a sub-class of bridge
verbs which E. VFisg calls ‘modal’ verbs. Relving on the +fine
descriptive analysis of t4&lmén et al. (1283) I will refer to
these elements as auxiltaries. This class contains such pred:-
cates as alar ‘want’, szeretne ‘would lite’, tell ‘must’ atc.
Contrary to all other i1nstances of so-called Focus railsing the
VMs raised 1n such constructiaons need not receive Focus interpre-—

tation. Consider the following sentences:

7a. Jénos EL tell, hogy menJien
John away must that go-Tsg/SUBJUNCTIVE
‘John must leave’
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+ ¢ ¥
b. Jarnos FAT tell, hogy vagion
John tLree—-ACC must that cut-Tsg/S5UBJUNCTIVE
“John must cut the tree”

A rmportant thing to observe about sentences 7a and b 1s  that
they represent a convergence of the ‘unmarled’ and ‘marled’
sequences of these constituents: the different i1nterpretations
are differentirable as a functiron of stress.

There are certain facts which seem to zuggest that we may
not be dealing with focus raising here. In particular, the sub-—
class of verbs which 15 exceptional with respect to Focus rars-—
ing 1s 1dentical to the class of verbs which are 1nterposed
between VMs and their 1nfimtival stems 1n unmarked variants of
infinitival constructions:

Ha. Janosnal ELL. tell mennie
Johrn-DAT away must go—INF-Tsg
"John has to go away”’

b. Janosnat FéT lell végnta
John-bAT tree—-ACE must cut-IMF-3sg
‘John has to wood—cut’

In Ba. and b. we see examples of the awirliwry verb tell co—
oeourrimg with 1ts 1nfainitival argument. Elsewher e (Fomiégy ®
Acterman 1987) 1t has been argued that the relevant 1nfainitives
here are gl-menni and ﬁég:géggi. fccordingly, awitliaries appear
"surrounded” by the components of complenr infinmatives 10 newkral—
sunmart ed sentences.

Autiliaries whether they appear n constructions such  as
those tn 7 or 8 require FROP{ositional) thematic arguments.
Such arguments can appear ei1ther as INF{iniltives) aor as clauses
with tense/mood. (In LFG, the FROFP argument would function as
@) ther XCOMF or SCOMF, respectively.) A& characteristic feature of
these aw:illiartes 1s that, 1n neutral/unmarled constructions, the
VM of erther the INF or the finite subordinate verbh appears
1mmediately betore them. There 15 one peculiar restriction
concerning the ‘raising’ of VMs from subordinate clauses embedded
under auxiliaries: the VM can only be 'raised’ when, 1n E. biss
terminology, the T position of the subordinate claunse 15 empty.
Consider the following sentence:

9. #Jdnos EL tell, hoay holnap menjen

John away must that tomorrow go-Tsg/SUBJUNCTIVE
In 2, the subordinate clause contains a constituent 1n T, namely,
holoap. It 15 possible to attribute the unacceptability of 9 tpo

the presence of a filled T since 1n 10 we see that a similar
sentence 18 admissable when T 1s empty:
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tu. Jénos holnap EL {ell, hogy menjen
John  tomorrow away must, that go-—-Jsq/SUBJUNCTIVE
‘Tomorrow John must go away’

sentences 7,9 and 10, Moreover, He has probably also wondered
why holnap appears before the VM 1n 10, 1t appears that both

Janps and holnap appear 1n the T position of the matrix predi—

cate. Earlier we observed that constituents :n T can appear 1in

11i. Holnap Janos EL tell, hogy menien
tomorrow John away must that go-Tasg/SUBJUNCTIVE

On é. Fiss® terms the presence of these constituents 1n the
matrin clause reflects a different aspeck of 1nlertwining,
namely, Topic raisinga. AR5 already mentioned, T wiil not
investigate this phenomenon, On the other hand, I must mention
some peculiarities of Topio rarsing 1o rtks  itnteraction  with
attrlraries and the alleged Focus raising of VMs.

Obviously one needs to euplain the difference in

acceptability between 2 vs. 10 and 11. Descraiptively, 1t appears
to be the case that when VMs are ‘rarsed’ all constituents 1n T
must also be ‘rarsed’. This 18 clearly a peculrar stipulation.
Firast of all, +this does not occur with any other sorts of maitrix
predicates. Secondly, Topic ralsing does nok, ordinartly, depend
on Focus rarsing: 1n all other 1nstances they are entirely soepa-
rate phenomena. Thirdly, the stipulation of obligatcry Topic
rairsing (for all constituents 1n T) 15 only 1n effect, even with
ausxillaries, when VMs are ‘rairsed’. With respect to this lakiter
point cons:ider a sentence where a congtituent remains tn T while
some constituent other than VM 1= Focus ‘raised’,

12a.gémgg kell, hogy heolnap EL menjen

John must that tomorrow away go-Jsq/5UBJUNCTIVE
“It’'s John who must Qo tomorrow’

b. HOLNAF kell, hogy Jénos EL menjen

tomorrow must that John away go—J3sgq/SUBJUNCTIVE
‘It's tomorrow that Jobn must go away’

As upected, both géggg and holnap recei1ve Focus i1niterpretation
here, 1n contrast, to the VM tn 7, 10 and 11.

I belirieve that the differences we have observed here between
the behavior of WVMs vs. other constituents entitles opne to
hypothesize that examples such as 7 do not represent the same
phenomenon as that found i1n e.g. 12,

In summary, we have seen some instances where Focus inter-—
pretation and Focus position do not appear to be 1in one to
correspondence with each other. In particular, VMs were seen to
he elements which allegedly appear within F but do not necesszari-—
ly receive Focus interpretat:on. This contrasted with other cons-
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tirtuents which obligatorily receilve Focus i1nterpretation when in
F. 1In addition we have seen that the single syntactic rule which
refers +to F posi1tion encounters difficulties both syntactically
and 1nterpretively, precisely, when we are dealing wirth YMs vs,
other constituents. The interpretation which VMs receirve 1n so-
called 1ntertwining constructions parallels their interpretalion
in simple sentences while the i1nterpretation received by other
constituents, similarly, parallels the interpretation they re-
cerve 1n simple sentences.

In conclusion, E. Kiss' Focus position and Focus rule lump
together constituents which to all appearances seem to represent
quite distinct categories. Although the postulation of both the
position and the rule that gets constituents there 18  admirably
simple the complications entailed by such simplicity leep
pointing 11n the same direction: two different phenomena have
been treated as one and they resist being treated this way. VMg
appear tao be different from other consituents and we need a
theory which respects this di fference.

REFERENLCES

Aot erman, F. (1984) Predication and Government i1n Hungar:an
Berkteley diss. (10 progress)

(1984) Verbal Modifiers as Argument Taking Fred.-—
cates, this volumne

FAlman, L. (1983) The Jystem of Hungarian Aunliaries. ms.
et al. to appear , Altaldnos Nyelvészet: Tanulmanyal XVII
Lin Hungarianld

F enese1, I. (1980} Froblems and Data: that clauses 1nn Hungdarian
ms.

7

E. ti1ss (rn press) Chapters of a Hungarian Generative Syn—
tai, Reidel

Pomlésy, A (1983) Several Steps Toward an Understanding of
& Hungarian Word Order, to appear 1n the Proceedings
Aclerman, F in Memory of Antal Klemm

Srabolcsi, A. (1984) From the Definiteness Effect to Lexical
Integrzty, BGAGL 24

Vargsa, L. (1982) About Two Syntactic Positions, Magyar
Nyelv LXXVIII, (in Hungarian]



