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Farrell Ackerman

The principal gquestion addressed 1n this paper 1s: What 18
the verb in Hungarian™ My answer will lead me, i1neluctably and
reluctantly, to consider a far less tractable problem: What ts a
word™, or alternatively, Can a word be what certain recent
morphologieal /eyntactrc theories suppose 1t 187 Although T w2ll
not conclude with a definitive characterization of the notion
‘word” I will suwuggest that, modulo the correctness of my answer
to Lhe fairst question, Hungarian and various other languages
offer some data necessary for any plausibie, future definition.

In 1he first part of thig paper I will introduce the reader
to the main assumptrons behind my treatment and will also aguarnt
Bizm wilhh & smattering of the relevant data from Hungarian. I
will flso be concerned to 1ilusliate why such phenomena are of
theoreli1cal 1nteresl. In 1he second part, I witll present an
overview of bLexslcal Functional Grammar, which 1s the theory
uttrlicred Ffor my analvs:is. Irn the third (and final) section I
will wort toward a theory of V' based on the analyses of Marant:z
(1781 and FMohanan (1982, 1987).

Section 13 The Terrailn

How can we determine what counts as a Vierb) in Hungarien™
P osuggest  thel this qguestion 1s most profirtably addressed by
abgur vmg from Lelt about verbs per se 1n favor of talbing aboul
argument Laling predicates (RTF). I will demonstrate that the
Hungartan  predicate 1z a Lwoe headed creature: one can speal
) Lher about complex predicates r.e. predicates with functiorially

comple: 1nternal structure, or predicate complexses 1.e. the
observation that the i1ntermnal composition of complex predicates,
ardinarily, consists of two conjorned ATPs. All this apparently
punning tall about complen predicates and predicate complexes are
merely alternctive ways of addressing different aspects of the
same phenomenon, namely, a V' constituent with the +following
structure: (cf. Horvath 1981 for the postulation of a syntactic

constriuent with a similar structure)
vt

VM v

The lefl sister position within V' 15 reserved for any single
tolten +from a categorrally diverse set of elements whiich T will
refer to collectively as Verbal Moditiers (VM. Desprte thear
categorial divers:ity the majority of VMs exhibit & certain
engaging, functiconal similarity: they are interpretable as ATFs.
That 15, the ¥’ can be i1nterpreted as a tind of clausal locus of
predication. For erzample, classic secondary predicates such as
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infinitives and resultativez are attracted to thig position:d

la. érpéd uszni al ar
Arpad swim—INF want-Tgg
‘Arpad wants to swim’

b. érpéd feletere festette a Veritest
Arpad blacl-SUBL painted-3sg the fence-ACC
"Arpad painted the fence blact ’

On the other hand, WVMs need not always appear 1n this position.
In fact, under certsain specifiable conditions they must not. One
such condition 15 when a non-VM 18 Focused:

2a. ARFPAD  al ar usz=n1
Arpad want-—-5sg swim—INF
"It 's Arpad who wants to swim’

b. Arpad A tERITEST festette feletére
“rpad the fence—ALC painled-Tsg blacl —-SUBL
"Ib's the +ence Arpad painted blaclh’

Though Lhe stalus of such  syntagmatae as  ledical urirte  1e
guesiicnable there are other V' constructions whose lenical
ct«tue seems ndisputable. For insilance, compare the following
sentences conlaitning the simple verb ful ‘run’ and the verbal

o

prefin ¢V pgsre-~fut ‘run into somebody’

Tt ﬂrpéd futott & {eleﬁégével a varosban
firgad ran the wite-Tsg/poss—~INST the city-IN
"ABrpad ran with hie wife 1n the city’

b. ﬁrpéd ossre—futott a faleségéval a varoshan
Ar pad togelher-ran the wife-Tsq/poss—INST the crty—IN
Arpad bumped 1nto bis wife 1n the city’

compositional 1t should be noted the argument structure of this
verb differs from the argument structure of the simple verb ful.
In LFG, as we will see, such a difference would be represented in
the lexical entries for these verbs. To anticipate a little, we
would find the following lexical entries:

Eeyond the fact that the meaning of gssze~fut 15 not purely

da. fut ¥V ‘run’ ~ {5}
SuURJcase=NDM

b. Gesre—ful V ‘bump into’ (&) (DEL)
SURJcase=NOM
UBLcase =INST

Essentially, these lenical entries i1ndicate that fut 182 a verb
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1.2. V, which has the lexical meaning ‘run’ 1.e. whatever 1s
between the single quotation marls and selects/governs one func-
tion 1.e. a SURJ. Additionally the leinical entry specifies the
case mariing required by thie verb for i1ts SURBJ. The entry for
the verb §§§gg:ﬁgg ctan be i1nterpreted similarlvy. The main
difference, of course, consists in the assumption that gssze-fut
selects/governs two functions and determines the case marking on
both. The lexical entry proposed for ossze—-fut together with
certain well—-formedness conditions 1n LFG explain why & sentence
auch as 5 18 unacceptable:

L4 ’

5. #¥Arpad Osste-~futott
ar pad together-ran
‘Arpad bumped 1nto”’

Thetre 15 another point that bears mentioning here: in LFG
Lhe fact that Ossze-fut determines the case feature on e.g. 1ts
OBL function, implrcates this function as a selected funchtion of
the predicate.(cf. discussion of government below) & strong
conctraint  on synlactic rules 1n LFG 15 that they cannot alter
ar gument structure. (cf. Direct Syntactic Emcoding, below) The
fzct  lhat 9 1= unacceptable cwing to the absence of an OBL 1ndi-
cates that this OBl 16 a selected function of the complex predi-
cate Ussre—fut. As « selected function 1t 15 to be expected that
the predicate will govern 1ts case: the 0BL tuncltion here must,
indeed, bear a particular case :1.e. INST. (cf. disucssion of
government, below)

Now, on  the assumption that dssre~fut 13 & word we are
surprised to sese that when some other constituent 1s Focused the
verhal prefi:x doess not appeqar wn immediately preverbal position:

(all wverbal prefires, 1nctidentally, are separable i1in this manner)

6. Arpad A FELESEGEVEL futott Bssze a  varosban
Arpad the witfe-Tsg/poss~INBT ran together the city—-IN
1t was his wife Arpad bumped itnto 1n the cirty’

Why are we sswprised to see that dssze wanders from 1ts
immedl ately preverbal position”™ The source of this surprise 15
connected with the so-called Lenical Integrity Hypothesis:
portions of words are not supposed to wander around 1n a clause.
On certain i1nterpretations, moreover, portions of words are
opaque for semantic processes such as modification and serving as

antecedents 1n anaphoric relations: Following Simpson (19B2):
Revised bLexical Intergrity Hypothesis

"Constituent-structure processes (which 1nclude
annotation of functionzl information, and i1nde:x—
ing of anaphoric information) are blind to the
tnternal structure of words." p. 73

Since, as we shall see, c—structure processes 1n LFG can nolt move
coristttuents Simpson’'s revision i1ncludes both the observation
thal portions of words don’'t wander and that words are 1slands
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for semantic processes. {cf. Aclerman 1984 for digcussion of
argument i1ncorporation and the LIMY This helps us to  understand
why we are surprised that the arrangement of osszceg and fut 1in &
departs Ffrom their sequencing 1n sentence Sb and the lexical
entry 4db. it does not help us to understand why linguists
subscribe to such a conception of the notion ‘word’. This 1s
particularly baffling since so many i1nvestigations have converged
on one domain which 18 problemat:ic and i1nstructive: verbal
derivation. Before elaborating on this 1t 1t good to review what
we have seen so far.

Hungarian, on my account, has a V' constrtuent waith &
heterogenoeus profile. I wall claim that V° 15 both a syntactac
and a leinical constituent. Moreover, the typolagy of V'

constructions (cf. Appendix) defines a scale of ‘wordiness’ from
contestable words to incontestable syntactic phrases: the V' 1s
the center of all this bustle. Those familiar with Hungarian
Intnguitslic tradition will realice that thais claim, 110  some
measure, echoes a refrain from the pretheoretical literatuwre.
Soltesr (1959) summarirzes this view with respect to one of our
Vits, verbal prefises, tn the following ways

"Ever since Laricoius Byula called attention

to the fact that there 18 no sharp boundary
between grammatical categories 1.e. that be-
tween the word and the formative, or the com-
pountd word and the derived word there simply
differences 1n degree, 1t has become tradi-—
Lignal to assume that the prefi 1 an inter-
medi ate category. We can comfortably place

the verbal prefir 1nto a transitional cate-
gory between the word and the formative.” p. 7

There 15 2 sense 1n which this paper 1s a commentary on the last
line of the preceding passege: the problem 13 that we feel

vncomforteble placing e.g. verbal prefixes 1nto "trens:itional
categories, precisely becauvse lainguistic theory has not provided
us with the suwilable "trans:itional categoriss.
The logico—-semantic structuwre (cf. discussion of Marantz 1n
sectron ) of V' might be represented as follows:
ATF
/ AN
ATF ATF

As wi1ll become clearer later on, the notion ATP wi1ll be related
to the notion head and both wi1ll be related to the LFB conception
of government. I wi1ll derive what I will refer to as the head-
to-head attraction’ evident 1n complex verbs from the LFG
assumption that governors are attracted to governors. c¢f. the
discussion of Marantz ‘s notion of "‘merger’ 1n section 3.

In the recent past numerous linguists have obhserved some
recurrent, puzzling behavior i1n the domain of verbal derivation
acrass  numerous unrelated languages. In particular, many lan-—
guages possess verh + particle/affin cellocations where, despite
apparent lexical unity, the particle/affix has been ocbserved to
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wander away from the V stem. Mash (1987), for instance, refers
to the aswlwardness of theoretically treating preverb + Verb
combinations 1n Walpir: (an aboriginal language of Australia) as
an ‘analytical parade:’. We have already seen that Hungarian V-
represents the same analytic paradou. In what follows I will
reter to such words as “twilight words': words that straddle two
wirlds.

Freliminary investigation suggests that twilight words
appear to prevail i1n the domain of verbal derivation. I w11l
assume  here {(as assumed 1n }omlosy and Actkerman 1983) that the
principle dirfference between verbal derivation in languages such
ag beorgian and Serbo-Creoation vs., Walpiri and Hungarian concerns
the role of braclets 1n word-formation. (t1parsky 1981, Mohanan
128°b)  In particular, 1n tomlosy and Aclerman (cf. also Simpson
12873b) 1t 18 assumed that whereas the word-formation process of
prefix + V combinations 1n e.q. Serbo-Croation, erases bracletcs
some time before lenical insertion, these bracltets are retained
it Hungarian. Schematscally, we find the followings

Table 1
Herbo--Croabtan A Ebacal
throw
b Chrollbaci i

acroszs throw

. {probac.]
“throw across’

Hurigar 1 an Y Cdobi
ti-ow
b. - Ldt1ldobl

across throw

c.’ (Cat1{dobl]
‘thirow across’

The major ditference centers on ¢ vs. c'. The braciets are
esrased 11n Serbo-Croatian and retained i1n  Hungarian. Such an
analysis accounts for the similarity of related phenomena across
languages while pinpointing their diffference 1n a simple and
principled way.

To date there has been no theoretical treatment devoted to
the Ffull scalter of lenical and syntactic V' constructions 1n
Hungarian (barring recent worls 1nspired by the leswically
oriented speculations of tomlosy and Aclerman 1987 cf. Sc-aboles:
1784, teneser 198B4) Even a quict loot at the (incomplete)
typology of V' constructions found 1n the Appendis will suffice
Lo convirite the reader that a thorough treatment i1s an 1mposeible
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goal for a relatively short article, Az a consequence of this I
have selecled certain constructions to focus on. They are the
constructrons which are most serviceable for providing a gestalt
of my analysis, The ¥' constructicns resemble one ancther 1in
notable ways -~ they also diverge from one another 1n notable
WaRYE . For +fuwll delails of the specific manouvres employed 1n
treating particular types of V's I must refer the reader to
Act erman 19844, 1984hb.

In SUMMary , Hungari:an has a large set of verbal
constructions which resemble verbal constructions elsewhere:
these constructions lead to the 'analytic parados’ mentioned by
Nazh. Though there 18 reason (and 1n many i1nstances, LFBG
determines we have no choice but cf.below) to regard such collo—

cations as words we feel strange doing so given certain
surpritsing properties of these constructions: they violate some
aspect of the LIH. Finally, the Hungarian V' does not represert

a unttary phenomenas the resoclution of the leiical status of one
Vooonslruclion does not necessarily settle the rsswe for all V7
canstiuctiony.

Section & The Theory

I the firel portion of this section T will intreduce those
agcumprlions and notati1onal devices of Lexical Functional brammar

central  to Lhe discuszion 1n section . At the end of this
section I il say & few words about why 1 have employed 1his
bheory.

bel s tale & sentence such ac The loala seen: bemused. 1n
LFG L e saphtence will receive two represenfations: a

clonslrbient)—strucluwre representation and a F(unctional }~sirus~
ture represenlation. In Table Z 1 have given the c-structure and
f-etiruw ture  {or Lhis senlence streamlined for  expository par-
poses

Table
Y{hn azer Slgbtructure) Rules: 5 ——— NP VE
($SUBI=y) =y

VE —oe Y AF
b=l (PXCOMF=Y)

a. Cc—structures
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S
/ \
(*SUBJI=y Ny
MNF ve
7 5\ / \
teg =y A= (M HC=y)
{DEF =+)} (FRED="loala’} (FRED="seem’'+« (XL) (8) (FRED="bemuse '« {(8) }
(NUM= =sqg) (SUBJ NUM= sqg)
(FER= 3) (TENSE = present)
H ] (SUBRJPER= 3) !
DET N v A
the hoala S@EMs bemused

bh. +—-structures (8= BURJ, (XC)=XLCOMF

SURJ IPRED ‘loala’
i P NUM =g
! iDEF  +

TENSE= present

SUBIFERS= 2

FHURJINUM= sg

| FRED = ‘seem’ (XC) s

Ort? ERED ‘bemused’ (5)

ow —ome comments are in order to render thie somewhat formrdable
representational schema comprehensible. Let's begin with the c-
etructure deprcted azs a. of Table 2.

L-structures encode the geometrical relations belwaeen
syntactic elements in terms of linear precedence and dominance
relalions, (cfoFall 1982) The phrase structure rules of a lan—
guaye (employing a variant of X' theory) are understood as  an
rnventory of permissable suwrface patlerns for & given language:
surface strucktures are not derived via syntactic rules which map
trees on one level of representation onto trees at another level
wf representation., FRatier , FS rules yield the syntactic struc-
ture of esach senltence directly. #As a consequence of this concep-
tion af c—struclure sentences ‘related’ 1n meaning e.g. active
and passilve pairs, camnot be related on the bas:is of sharing some
underlying structures: 1¥ there are no underlying syntactic
structures then one cannot appeal to them for syntactic explana-
tions. This limrtatiomn on the sources of possible explanation
for syntactic phenomena 1s encoded 1n the following prainciple:

Direct Syntactiec Encoding
"Wo rule of syntax may replace one function
name with another.' Bresnan & Faplan (19800

p. 180

The Ffunctions mentioned 1n this principle are the grammatical
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relations such as S5URBJ{ect? and OBJ (ect) which are employed as
primitives 1n  this theory. This will be elaborated on below.
The assumption of the universality of grammatical relations 1n
conjunction with a developed theory of the Lexnicon replace appeal
to structural explanation for certain syntactic phenomena charac-
teristic of suech a theory as e@.g. Government and Binding.
In addition to encoding phrase structure geometry 1t should
be apparent that c—structures are annotated with various sorts
of information. Thie i1nformation comes from two sources. First
of @&ll, various nodes are annotated with grammatical functaon
(6F) information. For instance, the FE rules i1ndicate that L[NP
S] bears the equation (MSUBJ=y). This equation should be read as
follows: I am the SUBJ of the category dominating me and my
features are all the features 1 dominate. Although the i1dentity
equation %=} wi1ll receive greater elaboration below 1t 15 worth
pointing out now that th:is should be read as: all the features of
the V are features of the 5. As can be seen the upward arrows
1adicate the relation of an annotated element to a dominating
category: Ffor the P5 rules we find out what grammatical relation

certatn constituents bear to the 5. On the other hand, the
downward arrows i1ndrcate that the annotated element has certain
features. These fealures are Lhe second sort  of informat:on

found 1n c—structures. Where does 1t come from”

Im LFBE (following the lexical speculalions of Lieber 1980,
Motianan 19852, Sellirt 1982 among others) all anflection and
derivation i1s performed in the lexicon prior to the i1nsertion of
lJexical 1tems into c-structure. This means that all features
of lexical entries accompany the lexical 1tem when 1t 15 1nserted
into a c~structure. By a percolation convention, these features
are passed up to become the features of phrases within their
percolation domain. For esample, let’'s tate a lool at the
lexiecal enltry for the verb seenm. I will focus particularly on
one feature 1.e. the PRED, which 1s c¢criterial for subsequent
discussion.

Al argument tal 1ng predicate such as a verb 15 assumed to
have an argument structure:

SE M FROF

An argument structure contains all those arguments over which the
predicate has semantic selectional restraction 1.8. the
predicates thematic roles. The representat:on of seem i1ndicates
that thig predicate has a single semantic argument 1.e. PROF. In
LFG semantic arguments/thematic roles are associated with GFs.
Each argument must be associated with one and only one GF. (cf.
below for discussion of BFs):

seem -~ FROP -

XComMP

The XCOMF function :s a so-called ‘ocpen function’. Thie means
that 1t 18 functionally i1ncomplete: 1t contains some argument

which must enter 1nto a control relation with some GF of the
matri predicate. Such control relations are entered as por tions
of leuical entries {(cf. Bresnan 1982 for comments about redundan-



cies n these relati1ons):
seem -~ FROF SUERJ
XC&MP
XCOMF SURJ = SUBJ
Such a control equation 15 to be read as follows: The XCOMF's

SURJ 1s the BURJ of seemn. Now one should note that such an
equation introduces a GF into the lexical entry for geem: a BUBRJ

appears with seem. The SUBJ, crucially, appears outside of the
angled bracltets. Thrs means that 1t 15 not a semantic argument
of seems. The assignment of GFs to a predicate eventuates 1n a

ledical +form:
seem - XCOMP  SUEBJ
The full lexical entry for geemn will be: (minus various equations)

meem YV ‘seem’ XCOMF SURJ

The FRED fealuwre for an argument taling predicate te the lenical
meaning of the predicate 1.e. the entry within the commas "X and
and  1te lennycal form. The separability of the three phenomens
involved in the FRED feature i1.e. argument structure (the thema-
tic rules aszsocrated wilth & predicate), assignment of GFs, and
ithe presence of a meaning, wlll be crucial later on. For the
Lime being the itndependence of Lhese factors 1= intimated by Lhe
following.

We will somehow want to explain the pecylirarity of such a
sentence a&s: The comet seems bemused. Clearly, the source of
aberrancy lies 1n the incompatibailaily of the SUBJI witiy the mean—
1ng of the ACOMP: comets cannot be bemused. In other words, the
themalic role of the matrix SURI 15 the thematic role of the
XCOMP= FRED. Any creditable theory must explain how the themataic
requlrements of the XCOMFs FRED become the thematic requirements
of the matraix Vs SURJ.

A difterent sorl of phenomenon involving relations betwean
thematic roles, GF and XCOMFs 1s 1n the domain of SUBJ and OREJ
incorporation.  Though this sort of 1ncorporation will not play a
large role on the present paper it 1s not 1napproprirate to give
some tdea of what 1T have 1n mind since such constructions are one
type of V'. Hungar:ian possesses constructions such ast

7. drpéd } Onyvet olvas & Ferthen
Arpad bool-ACC read the garden—IN
“fArpad 12 hoolk-reading 1n the garden’

In such constructions, the ‘i1ncorporated’ element bears a close
resemblance to i1ncorporated elements i1in other languages. One
relevant property 1s that these elements are non-referent:ial.
That 15, s=such constructions designate complen activitaies rather
than, say, the performance of an action on some particular enti-—
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ty. There s goed reason to believe that the OBJ of e.g. olvas,

here 15 simrlar to the semantic argument of e.g. olvas, when this
verb co-occwurs with a referential argument:

8. érpéd olvasta a lanyvet a lerthen amrior...
Arpad read—-3sg/DEF the bool —ACC the garden-IN when
‘Arpad was reading the bool 1n the garden when.,..”

Evidence for the similarity of thematic roles for the OBJ argu-
ment 1n these i1nstances i1s 1mplicated by the i1dentical selection-
al restrictions i1mposed by the verb i1rrespective of the referen-
ti1ality of the OBJI. For example,

Fa. *é?péd bol ygbt olvasott a kertben
Arpad planet-ACC read the garden—IN
‘Arpad was planet—reading in the garden’

b. *Arpéd ol vasta & bolygét a lertben
fAirpad read-Csg/DEF the planet-ACC  the garden—IN
‘Arped was reading the plangt in the garden’

In other words, there seems to be some reason for believing that
we are dealing with e.g. the same verb olvag in both instances.
Gt leaszt one can zsay that there 1s no obvious reason o assume
that Lhie OBJ bears a ditferent themalic relation to the verb a1n 7
and B. vef. Scabolecsy 1984, for & somehwat different interpreta—
ti1on agrcording to which the i1nmcorporated OBJ cannot bear a thema-
tic roleld. In default of a theory of themalic roles 1t 15, of

course, dif+icult to maintarn thal the thematic role 15 eirther

identical or different 1n each case. On the other hand, s1nce
both OBJs require the same case and abide by the same selectional
restrictions one must account for their relatedness. This rela-

tednes-t 135 rendered somewhat trivial when one observes that  the
basic difference between these ORJs 218 their referentiality. That
1e, mince therr difference can be pinpointed 1n terms of referen-
tiality there r1s no particular reason to assume that they differ

with respecl to thematic role. Naturally, these observations
rairse a much larger question which cannot be addressed here: What
1 the relationship between reterentiality and Lhematicity”™ For

my purposes 1t 18 sufficent to observe that the referentrality of
SURI and OBJ arguments appears to play a role 1n Hungarian con-
trol. For i1nstance:

10a. Arpéd «sdndéiba adta a kdnyvet
Arpad grft-ILL gave—-Jsg the bool —ACC
‘Arpad gave the bool as a girft’

b.+drpéd ajandélba adott |dnyvet -
Arpad gift-ILL gave~Tsg bool-ACC
"Arpad gave bool as a gift’

I assume thatl gléggétgg 1= an XCOMF. LFG assumes that XCOMPs can

crly be controlled by SUBRJ, OBJ or DBJZ., If we, further, assume
that only referential functions of these three sorts can serve as
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controllers then we have an explanation for the unacceptabilaity
of 10b. Since LOnyvet in 10b 1s nonreferential 1t cannot serve as

a controller for the XCOMF ajdndel ba. Argumentation aleong this
line can explain why XCOMP VYMs regularly exhibit dependencies
wirth [+spec] arguments 1.e. arguments accompanied by either the
definite or i1ndefinmite article. Moreover, 1t leads to an
expianation +or the frequently observed complementary
distribution between XCOMFs and 1ncorporated SUBJs or GEJ.

Finally, such an approach also has explanatory consequences for

several other phenomena i1nvolwving ‘tncorporation’ such as
nominalization. These are discussed elsewhere (cf. Aclkerman, in
progress) For now 1t 15 enough to observe that the XCOMP status

aof many VMes (excluding, for i1nstance, 1ncorporated SUBJ and OEJ)
will play a crucial role i1n subsequent discussion.

In the preceding discussion I mentiocned that arguments must
be assigned GFs. This reguirement, naturally, raises the
questron as to the class of BFs which are subcategoricable.
These functions are SUBJI(ect), OBJ{ect), OBJIZ (obiect 1n so-
called ‘double objlect’ constructions), OBRL (cf. OBL 1n 4b), COMF
(aubordinate clavse) and XCOMF. Bresnan wraites that:

"The subcategoricable functions correspond
to governable functrons: these are the only
functions to which lenical r1tems can male
reference." p.I288

be saw above Lhal {he predicate seem selects for two functions:
XCOMF and SURJ. We also saw that seem has semantic restrictions
anly ouver a subset of these functionsg, namely over Lhe XCOMF. On
the other hand, 1t 15 assumed that the predicate can determine
varir1ous fealwes of all of i1ts selected Ffunctrons. This
determinative influence which one element exercises over another
i whal 1s mzant, roughly, by the notion of govermment 1n LFG.
This 158 why the subcategoricable functions are said to be the

same as Llhe qovernable funclions. This conception of government
will play a large role 1n the discussion of configuratiomality
later on. Ferr the present one might exempl:ify this notion by

logolting at the SURJ verb agreement manifest 1n a. Both the SUBJ
and the lerical entry +for the V contain the information that the
SURJ 15 Tsg. The fuller lexical entry for seems will be:

gseems V ‘seem’ < (XCOMF) SUEBJ
SUBJ FER/NUM= Tsg (conflated FER & NUM)

The morpheme —s contributes the i1nformation that the SUBJ 1s Isg.
This intormation, 1lile all the other information. 1s percolated
up to become i1nformation about S. That 1¢, all the i1nformation
about the V 18 information about the 5. Thas 15 i1nsured by the
identity equation P=y. The V, then, {(i1nasmuch as inflection 1=
a portion of the V), demands something of 1fs selected function
SUEJ: tt regquires that the value tor the SUBJ’'s NUM feature be
Teg. In Hungarian, we will see that the V regquires that 1ts SUERJ
bear & certsin case-marler. In both i1nstances, the verb euerte a
determinative influence over a selected function.

There 1% one final property of c-structures which must be
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discussed before moving on to f-structures: the notion of head
and 1ts relation to the 1dentity equation.

Simpson (1983) clearly dafferentiates between two sorts of
heads: functional heads and structural heads. The structural head
15 the X' head: endocentric phrases are projections of lenical
categories. For i1nstance, in a. the VF 15 a projection of the V.
In many cases (especicially 1n configurational encoding cf.
below) the structural head and the functional head are i1denticsal.
However, there are numerous phenomena which warrant the assump-
tion that structwral heads can be different from functional
heads. For example, 1n LFG the sentence 1.e. 5, 1s assumed to be
an exocentric category: the VP, then, 1s the functional rather
than structural head of certain categories. What 1s a functional
head™ In Simpson’s terms i1t 1s:

"an element labelled with the equat:on

*=¢ which also has a meaning.” p. 98

Faor exxample 1n a. of Table 2 the V 18 both associated with a FRED
feature and the identity eguation: 1t 15 the functional head of
s. It 12, also, the structural head of VP.

Obvicusly, the reqguirement that only certarn elements
associated with the identity egquation can be regardeed as heads
tpliee  thael certain elements associated wilh this eguation are
not functional heads. APnotation by the 1dentity eguation 1s a
necessar y but nol sufficrient condition on functional headedness.
Thic distinctron an Lhe status of elements bearing 4=} 1%
arlended:

"to allow an easy representation of syntac—
tically relevent features and funcition anfor-
metion carried by more than one element within
a maximal projection.”" Simpson p. 946

Imn wlber worde, there are presumed to be certain phenomena  1n
1 anguage where the functional head 215 not the sole contri-
butor of anformation to a phrase. For instance, 1in a. we find

thal the SURJI NF has the following structure and annotations:

(dSUBI=¢)
NP
/ \
=y &=}
(DEF=+) (FRED= "kpala’}
(NUM = Jsq)
DET N

EBoth the DET and the N are annotated with the i1dentity equation.
This does not mean, however, that the NF has tweo functional
head=s. The theory, 1n fact. prohibits the presence of two
funclional heads within a single percolation doma:in. In this NF
the W 1s both the structural head 1.e. the phrase 1s a projection
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of Ny, and functional 1.e, 1t 1s the constituent annotated with
*=¢ which carries a FRED feature. Another constituent 1.e. DET,
however, contributes a feature to the NF, namely, that 1t 1s
defintte.

In section 2 we will]l see how this distimetion between
functional and structural heads i1nteracts with V' constructions
and the LFG conception of government.

Now we can retun to the second representation of the
sentence ‘the Fkoala seems cuddly’ 1n Table 1, namely, the £~
structure b. An f-structure represents a distillation of all the
semantically interpretable i1nformation associlated with c—
structures. In LFG, semantic 1i1nterpretation 15 done on -
structures not on c—-structures, for example, as 1n GB theory. F-
structures represent grammatical relatrons and feature
dependencies tn a umiversal format which 15 1ndependent of phrase
gstructure configurations. The Fact that such depedencies are
1ndepesdent: ot phrase cstructure configuwrations means that the
interpretation of discontinuwous constituency 15 quite simple: a
a4 dirscontinuous constituent will receive the same f-structure
representation az 1is continuous parr since f-structures encode

functronal relations not constituency relations, This aspect of
f-structures will be important for my analys:is of A"
constructrons  srnce the VM need not be 1n constituency with the
V. When 3t 1w noty howaver, there 1s no evidence that 11ts

functrwral relation o the V 15 altered.

The difference between c—structure and +-structure Finds
clear expression 1n the treatment of Lhe XCOMF function. Obeserve
that there 1z no c-structure position for the SUBJ  argument of
the  XCOMF function of seem 1 a. On the other hand, this SURJ
argumeni recetves an interpretation by virtue of entering 1nto  a
control relatron with the SUBJ of Lhe matrix predicate seem.
This control relaltion 1s a funclional relation - not parasitic on
phrese structure configurations and, only debatably entailing the
postul atr1on of an obligatorily emplty c-structure node t.e. FRO of
BH theory. Since we are dealing with & functional relation the
phenomenon recerves an explanation within f-structure: the line
connecting the 5UBJ of the matrii predicate with the SUBJ of the
XEOMF  FRED 1ndicates functronal control: all featuwres of the
controller are presumed to be features of the contreollee. (cf.
0O Connar and Acterman 1984 for a dissenting opi:mion concerning
the feature 1dentity 2n functional conterol)

Thus far I have reviewed those aspects of LFG that will be
criterial for subsequent discussion. Before +turning to the
actual analysis of V' constructions 1t 18 proper to provide a
syntactic baclidrop against which the reader can view my 4
primarly, lerxical speculations. This 1s all the more mptivated
si1nce there have been two recent GB oriented propeosals concerning
Hungarian syntan. I will be particularly interested 1n the LFG
conceptron of configurationality and the i1nteraction of thise with
the LFG conception of government.

Ferhaps, the most expedient wey of presenting the proposals
af Horvath (1781) and E. Fi1ss (1981, 1n press) 1s to give the
structwres generated by their FS5 rules:



Horvathe 5 E. ti1ss: S
/ \ / \
T 5 T S
/ \ / N
NF VF F 5
/N / N
v’ NP v Xn*
/ \ where Xnx=
Xmax WV any number of maximal major
categories 1n any order
T= Topic

F= Focus

O the account of Horvath Hungarian 1s  an ‘uncontroversially’
right branching, configurational language which contains a
mavericl left-branching V' constituent.l On the account of E.
biey Hungarzan 15  a non—configurational language. This

difference 11n the cornfigurational statuz of these frameworls has
consequences for  the analysilis of several other phenonena e.g.
government, but the notion of configuration presupposed in the
dgebale between these linguists 1s lamentably obscure. (ef. below)

For present purposes 11t 1s suffrcaent to note that the
elemonie 1  am calling VM= are base generated as  the left
si=sle of VYV  1n Horvath's schema wﬁlle they are moved w1nto F
postbton by a mule ot F-movement on E. bPiss’ account. Moreover,
beth linguists regard (wilhout argument) VMs as maiimal  major
caleqories. E. tiss' F-movement rule operates, zn fact, only on
mar-imai categories.

My aoswunption concerning & V' oconstirtuent an Hungariarn ob-
viously resembles Horvath '=. Oy the other hand, 1 do not assume
that the VM 14 always a madlmal major calegory. On the contrary,
mnasmuch  as  some of the ViMs participate in leracal V's such a
claiir would lead to the theoreticslly unsupportable claim  that
there are mauimal major categories in the lenicon. The only
phrasal calegory 1n the lexicon for which there appears to be
sugge tive cross-linguistic evidence 1s the V', to my | nowledge.

In general, netther linguist discusses the relation of thewr
syntactic speculations to the lexicon nor , conseguently,
dwells on the principled interaction between these two domains.
One cannot help but resmart that this neglect of the lexicon (and
phenomena consequent on 1t) 1s, 1n part, attributable to the
theory wtilized for these investigations, namely, variants of GH:
i1t rcannot bg said that this theory requires 1ts practitroners to
develop fully explicit hypotheses of the lexicon. On the other

1. That Hungarian 18 a right-branching language 1= very doubtful
given any criteria for determining predominant directionality of
branchingness I fnow of. The assertion that Hungerian 1s
"uneontroversially” raight-branching 18 samply baffling. {ef.
Ack erman, 1n progress, for a criticism of Horvath's revision of
Emornd % Surface Recursion Restriction which relies on the
azsumplion that the Hungarran 8 1= right-biranching.
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hand, 1t does not preclude the possibility of doing so. In a
sense, then, the neglect of the lexicon mantfest 1n the wort of
these two linguists reflects something about the theory they
utilic-e: 1t doegs not follow, according to this theory, that 1§
vou do sgyntar you must have a fully explicit theory of the
lenicon. (but cf. the promising and carefully detailed worl of

Maracsz within a GBR framewort utilizing lexical structure as
proposed by Hale (1987)) Inasmuch as the hypotheses of these
linguists may be marred as a result of 1gnoring lex:ical

considerations such liabilities would seem to follow from the
theory they employ. Once again, such 1nadequacies are not neces-—
si1tated by the theory (the theory can be augmented) rather the
theory doesn’'t Fforce one to avoid certain sorts of potentrally
1nadequate formul ati1ons. Fut a bit more positively, the theory
doesn’'t Fforce you to consider the necessary phenomena. I+ the
articulation of a developed lex:icon 15, as I believe, necessary
fpor understanding Hungarian syntax then the fact that LFG re-
quires an euplicit theory of the lenicon would appear to be a
porrnt 1n i1te favor.,

I will Bre assuming that Hungarian 1s an unconlroversially
left-branching non—confrgurational language with a V' a sort of
hybrid o+ the two previocusly discussed hypotheses. On the other
hrand I wrll be following Mohanan (1982), Bresnan (1282) and
Flavans (1582 concerming the tnterpretation of the notion (non)-
configurationals by,

in LF{3 11 1 assumed that configurationality 15,
eseentially, # malter of how languages encode their GFs.
Following fiohanan €198%) one might schemalize this difference as
ftollows:

ldominance
contigurational ————— g

| precedence
ayntactic
ent ading

icase
nonconfigurational ——1
iagreement

On =such an 1nterpretation the relevant question 15 not so much
whether a given language exhibits hierarchical structure (the
gssence of the debate between Horvath and E. bFi1ss) but rather how
1t encodes 1ts GFs. The basic assumption 18, contra a parameter
setting concepltion of configurationality, that a given language
can erxhibit an admiiture of configurational and non-—
configurational praoperties without rendering this distinction
theoretically vacuous.

In confirgurational encoding we saw that GFs were associated
with positions 1n the FE rules. This s, obviously, an
uristl babble assumption +or nonconfigurational  languages. One
method of asesigring GFs 1n nonconfigurational languages 15 " to
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agszociale parrs of function—assigning and feature assigning
gquations with an arbitrary X:" Bresnan 1982 p. 297

a. (¢~) Vv
G =

b. ey

ft H

Without going 1n to details, one could say, roughly, that in
Hungarian 1+ we might find equations of the following sort:

(4CASE) = NOM
(MSUBJ)Y =
(vEASE) = ACC
(TO0ER3) = ¢
Rccording to the 1deas advanced in Bresnan (1782)
configurational languages drffer +r om noncontigurational

lLanguages 1n the following way:

"In configurational encoding, functions are
1dentified by the category and the order of
maximal constituenls within the dominating
phrase while i1n nonconfigurational encoding
funcirons are rdentified by the case and
other inflectional features of unordered,
possibly, submaraimal , constituents." p. 298

fGrcording to bhis view a major theoretical difference between
these two 1lypes of languages 15 the possibility of associating

functional rnformation wrth stibmanimal categories in
rnonconftligurational languages. I+ the descriptive evidence
concerning the submaiimal status of GF bearing YMs 1= correct
then this would be compatible with 1ndependently motivated
assumplions concerning Hungarian nonconfigurationality. Corre-
spondingly, 1ttt would not be compatible with evidence for Hunga-

rian configurati1onality.

There 15 another i1mportant domain where the LFG conception
of (hon)configurationality leads to a difference 1n the anlyses
under consideration: government.

In the GE oriented analyses of Horvath and E. hiss different
nypotheses concerning the configuwrational status of Hungarian
lead to correlative differences concerning the domarn of
government of V. Since Government 1s a structurally defined
notion i1n GE the differences in the domain of government Ffollow
nalurally Ffrom different assumptions concerning contfigurations.
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On Horvath'= account, the V 18 lilely to be rergarded as the
governor of [NF VPI, while the VP (or, perhaps, INFL) would be
regarded as governing [NF §1. On E. tiss’ account, 1n contrast,
we are told that the V governs both the SURJ and the OEJ.

As mentioned earlier, the LFGE conception of government 1s
not parasttic on structuwral domains. The V, to repeat, aoverns
all of 1ts subcategorized functions (and exerts semantic
selectional restrictions over a subset of these). For example,
the verb might determine the case mart i1ng an its
selected functirons. This would be an instance of what we might
refer to as government by the ‘raw’ verb i1.e. the wverb +Form
without additional inflections. In contrast, we saw that the
agreement 1nflection -~s couwld govern 1.8, require certaan
features of, the SURJ.

Hresnan reviews the LFG position with respect to government
as follows:

"To summarize, we see that several major results
follow from the theory of syntay proposed here:
first, thalt governing morphemes universally ap-—
pear ei1ther in the heads (or heads(of heads...))
or 1n mnor categories of the phrases whose con-
st tuents they govern; second, that similar go-
vernment relatirons are 1nstantiated 1n configura-—
tionally dissimilar structuwes; and third, that
tihe tvpes of stuctural configurations which ra-
stantiate government relations i1n particuwlar lan-
guuayge (Lype) are predictable from the syntactic
encoding of functions 1n that language {typel. p.216

These conclusions have been 1mplicait or explicirt 1n ur
discussicocn up ttll now. I would 1ile to +ocus now on her first
observation: governing morphemes appear on heads (or  heads (of

heads...)) or 10 minor cateqgories.

We havez:, 10 fact, already encountered an 1nstance of this:
the person/number agreement 1nflection 1n English appears on the
VYV 1., @& governing morpheme appears on the governor of the
clause, namaly, the V.

In LFG, we find theoretical enpression given to the
descriptive observation that governing morphemes are, typically,
attached to heads while heads are, typically, themselves govern-
ors. It needs only to be added that certain governing morphemes
can be 1nterpreted as heads as well (this will receive more
attentron 1n section ). This leads to the phenomenon I  men-—
tioned garlier: head-to~-head attraction (ef. Nichols 1983). Head
to head attraction may be special case of governors tending to
appear with governors. 0One extreme i1nstance of governors appear-—
ing with governors ts i1nflection: & governing morpheme becomes
an rncontestoble part of anolher governor. The other extreme L=
when & separate element retains 1ts 1ndependence while st1ll
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functiocmning as a governor in conjunction with another governor:
this 15 the case we will examine 1n section 2 under the assump-
tion that VWMs are governors, 11n the relevant sense. A trivial
instance of such a relation 1s exenplified qQuite clearly by
certain verbal prefires:

1la. all V ‘stand’ ~(8)(0DBLloc) »

b. sremben-411l V ‘oppose, confront’ ~ (5) (DBL)
oppostte stand OBLcase= INST

Dirscounting i1ns:ignfrcant detasls, 1t should be observed that the
presence of the prefix has obvious consequences For the case
mariing of the OBL argument. That 1s, in the relevant sense, the
prefiyn could be i1nterpreted as governing the case on the OEL.

To summarize, the theoretical assumption that relates
government to headedness, 1n some sense, predisposes one  to
enteriain the possibility of a V' constituent: 1+ VMs  are
governors and governors are attracted to governors then 1t s
rot preposterous to assume that such attraction mght eventuate
i the creation of a V7. This 1 the sort of constrtuent whiech
flash regerded as conelituating an "analytical paradox’. The
curious thing about i1nstances of this "analytical paradon" 1i1s
thet they show such close resemblance to one ancther across such

diverse languages. (cf. Section T). Hungarian, then, presents a
par 11oular  example of & rather well-ostlested phenomenon within
Ehe domain of verbal derivation. Inasmuch &as the relevant
generalicalion 1n this domaint may be head—lo—-head attraction and
Leagmuech as headedness rnteracts desirably with the LFG concep-

tron ot government, the postalation of 2 V' by Hervathh must  be
looled &t guite cribtically.

Hor vatl e V' seems to be a linguistie accident: 1t 1=
unrelaled to any principle of finguistic orgenizabion {(for 10—

stance, lhere 1¢ no metivation for the family resemblance between
VMe nor for thelr preterred preverbal pos:ition), 1t fipds no
motivation from any principle of the theory she utilices. (cf.
Srabolcsy 1984 for an 1ntriguing attempt to relate the V° to
prifnciples ot (GH). (cf. E. liss in press, Srabolcsr ms., Farlas
1984 +or criticisms of the syntactic uses to which Horvath puts
this contituent.)

hs for B. tiss’ hypothes:s, we find an agreeable conclusion
concerning the V as the governor of both the 5UBJ and the O0ORJ.
However, we +find no attempt to define what the V might be.
felying on tradition, - tki1ss ackhowledges the eilstence af a
subsel of elemernts which I refer to as VYMs but both the actual
nature of their relation to Vs as well as any moltivation for
thei1r ‘cbligatory’ movement to preverbal position remains vague.

In copclusion 1 would lite to comment on my selection of
theory. Why LFG™ HEresnan (1987) observes:
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"I+ the formal theory contarns the appropriate
concepts and representations, then the linguistic
principles and grammatical descriptions expressed
within 1t will 1mmediately generalice along the
right dimensions, simplifying both descriptive
rules and theoretical postulates,” p. 282

I have selected LFG as the theory wirthin which to formulate my
analysie of Hungarian because 1 believe that, 1n Bresnan’'s sense,
1t does what a theory 1s supposed to do. In particular, the LFG

requiremant for fully euplicit representations firom word
formation to functional structures entails that one cannot ignore
what might be i1mportant to consider. The absence of a similar

requirrement, within 6B has permitted the postulation of two
cdifferent syntactic analyses which otherwise show a similar
rreglectl of the praincipled a1nteraction between the leiicon
(genercus]y 1nterpreted to i1nclude morphology) and syntast.

In what follows, to be clear, I am not claiming that ade-
gquate analyses of similar data sare, 1n principle, 1mpossible in

other framewortis - Hoel stra’s recent analysis (1984) of such
phenomena 11 terms of small clauses wilhin GR comes readily to
im1nid. For Hungarian, Srabolgsi’'s i1ndependently motivated OB

oriented analysis covers some of the same ground 1 cover and
points the way for a connection between certain VMs and the
{(imldefiniteness effect. This approach i1s enormously promlsing
but 1ts ramifications for the whole scatter of V' constructrons
awalls @ ¢loser investigation i1nto the concept of ‘incorporation’
as applied to Hungarian as well as the development of a thorough
typology of V' constructions.

In conclusion, my utilication of LFG 12 motiveted by my
belief thalt certain baslic assumpltions and reguirements of this
theory 1nteracl favorably wilh pretheoretical aintuitions aboutl
Hungar 1.an grammar .
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Section Z:r &n anlysis of V' constructions

My main task 1n this section will be to develop a
theoretical treatment for several V' constructions. Given the
diversity of these constructions this 1s not a trivial tasi. On

the other hand, these constructions resemble one another enough
so that, 1n some measure, the treatment of one type points to the
nature of the treatment for another type. Following the hypo-
theses 1n tomlosy and Sclterman (1983) I will assume that one type
of V' construction, namely, separable prefix + V combinations,
belong to the domain of verbal derivation. These prefiies will be
analyzed as affixal ATFs associated with lexaical forms. These
lexical +torms will contribute to the composite compleixion of the
lexical entry associrated with the derived verb. In support of
these assumptions I will draw some parallels with Bantu applied
verbh construactions as well as with certain valence changing or
tdrathetical processes tn such widely ranging languages as Chechen
(Catlcasrian) antd  Walpiri: (Australiad. I will pay particular
attention to a hypothesis for representing affin + V collocations
in terms of logico-semantlc dependencies proposed by Marant:s
(1%81). 1r the concluding portion of this section I examine Moha—
nan's  treatments for certain V' constructions in the Dravidian
}angusge, Malayalam. I will 1nvestigate how his proposals might
bBe applired to certain simlar V' constructions an Hungarian.

1 will begin my discussion of verbal derivation with an
1llustration of the relevant phenomena taten from Marants (1981).
Mar anlc sets up the discussion of Bantu "applied’ verb construc-—
trong in the following content: certeoin affiunes contribute the:ir
argumsnt  structures to the V with which they combine yvielding a
cotposl1 e argumenlt structure for the atfin + V combination.
Marantr posiul ates & process of "‘merger’ whereby these argument
strucluw es are combined. It should be mentioned that he 1s
emplaoyving a theory of 1he lIeicon in whaich atfines are lexical
ttems with lenical entries. In contrast say, to the leiical
entries Jor lexical cateqgories the lexical entries for affines
contarn  subcalegorizational i1nformation e.g. [_ v tor verbal
prefixes. This 15 a type of lexicon presupposed by LFBG. The
process of merger occurs at some point between the level of
‘logrco-semantic’ representation 1.e. " a representation of the
syntactically relevant semantic i1nterdependencies among senten-
tial constituents", and swface structure,

The fact that Marantz both assumes a theory dyfferent Ffrom
the one 1 employ :1.e. a theory with underlying 1levels of
Frepresentation, and assumes that ‘merger’ 1n the Bantu languages
entails relation changing (1t doesn't ordinarily have this effect
in Hungarian'}) should not obscure the principled similarities
evident between e.g. Chi-Mw:ini and Hungar:ian. I will tuwrn now to
arn 1llustration of how merger operates and then will comment on
the notion of ‘logico-semantic’ dependency proposed by Marant:z:.

Consider the following sentences from Chi—Mwiini:

1Za. Hamadi 0— gh- pishile charluga

Hamadi SH-0B- cooled food
‘Hamad: cooled the food’



- 43 -

b. Hamadi 00— wa— pibl-~ 11— 1le waina cha:l alu

MHamadiy SE-DB~ coobl—AFF-T/A children food
Hamadyr cooled food for the children’

I have underlined both the OB(ject) agreement morpheme and 1ts
dependent argument. In 1Zb we see that the OBJ of the applied
verb 1g the argument of the applied affix. Marantz represents
the logico-semantic relations exhibited by such a sentence as:

Table 4
5
7/ \
NF1 VF1
Hamada / N
V2 FF1
/ N / N\

Vi NFZ F1i NP2
cool food AFF children

Lertain basi1c morphological assumptions borrowed from Lieber
(128) are employed to explain the percerved properties of
‘applied’ constructions. Irn particular, affines are considered
te be heads which percolate their features up to become featwes
orf derived words. This percolation process as well as  the
assumption thal lexical entries + e affiues contain
subcalegoricational information 18 1llustrated 1n Table D@

Table 5

~p1l - 11~
Yo

—_— e

assigns ‘henefactive’ ;
tales 'patient’ & ‘benefactive’ ARGs|
1

/ \
/ A\
Vi Fi
-p1l~- vl_1, V
_11_

' iassigns ‘benefactive’
: ltales 'benefactive’ ARG

¥

iassigns ’pat1entT
ltales 'patient” ARG

Marantz comments:

"The merger of F1 and V1 1n [Teble 41 1nto

the derived verb shown in ETable &1 expresses
the modifier—-modifee relation between FF1 and
VFZ, which F1 and V1 head. Therefore the ar-
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gument structure of the derived verb VI will

be a combination of the F-A [predicate argument]
struclure of V1 and the modifier—-argument struc-
ture, shown i1n [Table S1. p. 269

Marantz describes here a phenomenon which 15 central to the

anatomy of complex verbs in Hungarilan: the head of the logico-
semantic modifier of the V 1.e the preposition-lile APF, atfixes
to the V. This affixation process has two consequences for the

argument of the head of the modifying phrase 1.e for Marants's
#1: 1. this argument becomes an argument of the complex predi-
cate, 2. this argument exhibits a non-contiguous dependency rela-
tion wrth 1ts former head.

Marant= 's description of ‘merger’ in terms of heads should
be remimiscent of ow earlier discussion of 'head-to-head attrac-
tion . In fact, Marant: describes here one particular i1nstance
where a governing morpheme becomes a portion of another sort  of
governor l.e. of the V. Thie resembles, 1n some manner,
description we gave of 1nflectional morphemes as governors
Earlier.

An rmportant 1nnovation 1s that Marants: describes the rela-
tion  between these governing morphemes in terms of  ‘logireco-
senantiec’ dependencies not simply i1n terms of the mechanics of
subrcategorizalron. That 15 to say, the palpable dependencies
esttaa b bed by ron-contrguous elements 1n surface structure receive
some explanation. What 12 the patuwre of Lhis explanation, howe-
ver ™ On Marantz 's terms the ‘logico-semantic’ representation
depicle "eyntactically relevant semantic interdependenicies." This
conception of the role of ‘logico-semantic’ structure should
sountd somewhat familiar: the f-structures we encountered earliler
were drstallalions of the semaniically i1nterpretable i1nformat:ion
found n cestructures.

In drawiivg this analogy between Marants ‘s "logico—semantic’
reprecentation  with f-structures I do not intend to claim that
they are 1dentical: they are only similar in suggestive ways.
A major difference between these representations of semantac
Uependencies (besides the obvious aone concerning their encoding
in Lree diagrams ve. f-structures) regards the level to which
they apply. Mar ant: ‘s schema here 1s i1ntended to account for
word—formation: the modifying PFi, Sfor example, 15 not presumed
to bear any particular GF to VPZI. In contrast, +f-structures
encode, among other things, dependencies between GFs.

Although 1 will not dwell on tt here 1 find this similarzty
suggestive si1nce 1n Hungarian, as I have mentioned, the V' ap-
pears to represent a tline of wordiness: some VMs appear to be
affinal, others appear to function as compounded lexical catego-
ries with GFs, while others appear to be full fledged phrasal
categories with GFs. In many 1nstances, as we shall see, VMg
exhibit non-contiguous dependency relations with some argument
1rrespective of the category of the VM. That 1s, the phenomenon
depicted by Marant: as the abandonment of an argument by 1ts
logico-semantic head duwring verbal der:ivation 1s a phenomenon we
shall see repeated throughout the scatter of V' constructions:
the VM, 15 typically, the head of some logico-semantic dependency
and 1ts atlraction to the verb eventuates i1 a palpable non-
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contiguous dependency with a particular argument, We will see
some graphic 1llustrations of this momentarily. However before
turning to these examples i1t t1s 1@oportant to say something 1n
connection with my 1nterpretation of ‘logirco-semantic’ repre-
sentations.

As far as I can tell, the motivation for representing the
semantic dependencires between elements involved i1n  predicate
formation 18 a diachronically well-motivated antuition with syn-
chironic ramifications.. On the other hand, I see little evidence
for postulating & synchronic syntactic level of representation
intended to depict these dependencies. This reluctance to postu-
Jate a syntactic level of representation should not be confused
with & reluctance to represent such dependencies at all. Rather,
I am simply attempting to delimit the proper statuse of such
dependencires within the grammar without assuming that dirachromco
processes should be given synchronic treatments. Thiz, perhaps,
bewildering distinction 1s best brought out by producing an
Hungar 1 an anal ogue of the Chi—Mwiin: derived verb constructions
and a1llusivrating what 1 tale to be an 1mplausible account of
these constructions:

17a. Arpid  fulstt (a *falnatl / fal mSge)
Arpad ran (the *wall-DAT/wall—-NOM to-behind)?
‘aArpad ran behind the wall’

b. drpéd mggéwfutott a falnal/* fal
Arpad to-behind—-ran the wall-DAT/* wall-—-NOM
‘Arpad ran behind the walil’

In 17a we Ffind o simple predicate which co-occurs with  an
ADJ (unct) postpositional phr ase. “4rn ADJ 18 & function which i1s
not a selected/governed function of the Vi 1t 128 an optional
rather than a possibly omissable argument. The postposition moge
governs the NDM case +or 1t nominal argument. This paminal
argumenl cannot appear with the DAT case. In contrast, the
nominal an 150 musl appear wiih the DAT case: this 1s, 1n fact,
the case governed by most lative postpositions  functioning as
verbal pretixes. On  an i1nterpretation such azs Marantz’'s we
might find a representation of the following sort (assuming as 1n
ILLFG that the V selects for SUBJ 1.e. agent herel:

g In fact, numerous verbal prefiies derive diachronically from
postpositions 10 Hungarian. This appears to be typical of the
origins of prefixal systems. cf. MNichols 1984, Additionally,
other csorts of complen predicates in Hungarian as well as 1n
other languages {(cf. Aciterman, 1n progress for Hungarian analo-
gues with other languages!) appear to invplve the head of some
other category ‘drifting’ over to become associated i1n some
manner with the head of the clause, :1.e. the V. There is then,
striting cross—linguastic uniformty for the diachronmic process
of complex verb creation. On the other hand, 1t 15 not clear
thal such drachronic uniformity 15 appropriately expressed by
&¢.9. synchronic movement rules which, 1n effect, mimic historical
processes. This will be the main force of my objection to the
spi1rit ot Maracs ' s BR oriented approach below.
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Table &
magé— fut
V2

tales 'agent’ & ‘goal’ ARG

- e

/ \

/ N
Vi Fi
fut mége

ital.es 'agent’ ARG } ltales ‘goal’ ARG |

The reader should note that 1n addrtion to including the thematac
role of the SUBJ 1 this representation (1.e. maling the
representation comptable with the LFG assumption that the V
governs &ll of 1ts selected arguments) I have omitted reference
to ‘thematic role assignment’ since this i1s not relevant for my
L.LFi  analvesis. The result 15 a mutation which I hope 18 not  so
diverting that the obvious similarities between Chi-Mwiiny and
Hungar 1an will be overlool ed. It particular, we find 1n Table &
thal the thematic argument of Fl becomes a thematic argument of
Y. Moreover, the former asrgument of Fl1  becomes ‘stranded’
configurational Ly: mﬁgé &5 a verbal prefi:; 18 not contiguous with
tte dependenl argument talnal rn 12b. We also see that the case
government pettern for the derived verb difters from the ermple V
plus ADJ. Specifically, the GOAL argument of the derived verb
bexre DAl case marbting while the goal argument of the &DJ postpo-
zi1tironal phrase bears NOM case marhing. HBefore we comment on
this difference 1n case marking & malor difference betwsen de—
Fived wverbs 11 Chi-Mwiin: and Hungarian should be noted: the
‘aftix’  in the Hungaer:zn derived verb 15 not a bound morpheme as
i Chr—Mwiznima . This, I will argue, represents a language speci—
fic drfference which should not obscure the overwhelming similo~
rities manifest 1n verbal derivation cross-linguistically.

Now turning to case—mariing (and retwning to the guestion
concerning the status of ‘logico-semantic’ representations,) 1t
should be noted that the DAT marlting on the goal in 172b might be
argued to follow +ram the hypothesis that this mariing reflects a
former time when the BOAL was part of a possessive construction.
Contemporary Hungartitan, 1n fact, exhibits two alternative posses-—
s1ve constructions: (cf. Sraboles: (1987) for a recent analysis of
these contructions as well as de Groot {(1983) for an alternative
view) s

14a. a fiu labdéﬂja
the boy ball-~Teg/FOSS
the boy’'s ball’
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b. a fiu-nat a labda-ja
the boy~-DAT the ball-J3sq/P0SS
‘the boy's ball”’

fis can be seen, i1n 14b the possessor bears the DAT case. The form
represented by 14b 18 the variant whtich can appear
discontinuously 1n a clause. (cf. Scabolcsi (1987) for further
detar1ls) Though postpositions cannot function as possessed ele-
ments 1n standard contemporary Hungar:an there was a time and
there are reputedly dialects still where this Ffunction was/is
open to them. (cf. Maraco 1984 for an encaging and detailed
analysis of postpositional inflection) fs a consequence of
these DAT variants one might, then, i1nterpret such constructions
as the result of some sort of syntactic movement rule which
separates the postposition from 1ts argument. This 1, I tale
1t, the spirit of Maracz's treatment of such postpositions under
the ruwbric ‘postposition stranding’': FFs are, alleged to contain
an  AGR  node which licenses the movement of a P through a COMP-
lite wecape hatch 1.e. through FOMF. i believe that 1t, 1n no
manner , 1mpugns the consi1derable amount of 1nteresting analyses
oftered by this aulhor 1f I contest the appropriateness of postu-
latimgy & synchrontc syntactic rule for these phenomena: this s
precisely the type of rule I find unmotivated. To repeat, 1t s
not  ihat such a rule cannot adeguately describe a synchronic
stale of Hungerian {(although the marginality of several supposed
synizhronie sources for movement as well as the tendency for many
relegvenl  construclions bto exhibit 1diomatic senses leads one to
wonder  aboul the synchronie state of this phenomenon i1n any case
23 bl ralher that 1t merely mimics a diachronic process. in
thils cormiectiowrn consider the following constructions in which the
povtpocition does not inflect 1.e. cannot have escaped through a
FOMF, and wvet 15 clearly discontinuous with 1ts dependent argu-
ment:

15&. Arpad at-csdszott & vizegan
frpad through-slid the exam—SUE
“Arpad squeal ed through the exam’

b. a Jigyd at-csdszott a racson
the snale through-slaid the grating-SUE
‘the snale slid through the grating’

-

. the 1diomaticity of certain of these constructions is evident
1n the following:

1. érpéd f31e1e }eret edett Fistanal
Arpad ahove-sg/FOSE arose Fista-DAT

“Arpad got the better of Fista

11.+Arpad |erel edett Pistanal $oléje
Arpad  arose Fista above-lsg/FOBS

The i1nflected postposition and 1ts dative argument (cf., 11} do
not constitute a synchronic constituent.
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c. érpéd az ablalon at bi-cstiszott  ar udvarra
Arpad the window through out-slaid the vyard-SUERL
"Arpad slipped out though the window into the vard’

Iin 15 we encounter three tolens of the elusive element ég;
in 1%a 1ts collocation with the verb yields an r1diomatic sense of
‘managing to get through something’, 1n 15b i1ts collocation with
the verb vields a more concrete meaning concerning the PATH of an
action, while 1n 15b we find 1t heading & postpositional phrase
tndicating, once again, the FATH of an action. Similar to what we
will presently see with fut vs. mdge-fut, the SUE argument in 1Sb
can be i1nterpreted as a selected function of the complenr verb ég;
csdscoa b while the postpositional phrase in 15c can be i1nter-

preted as an ADJ to the complex verb ki-cedszik: the selected
function of this complex verb 1s, once again, the GOAL which 1n
this 1pstance must bear the SUBRL case marter. The sigmificant
thing to note 1s the fact thal at in all of these 1nstances
governs the SUE case for i1ts dependent argument. 4

The i1ns:ght offered by both Marantz amd LFG 15 that heads
are speclal szorts of entities with respect to verb formation.
ihie specialnecs 1s well-attested cross—-lingustically, 10 some
sense, 1rrespective of the particular ‘logico-semantic’ ‘consti-
lusnle’ they may derive from.

It is not clear, 1n conclusion, that the dependency rela-—
trons evinced by heads (1.e. governors) and their non-contiguous
arguments 15 appropriately represented by syntactic rules such as
postpoasrtion movemenrt ralher than 1n a purely samantic
representalion of dependencies.

In example 15 we saw an instance where the former postposi-
Lion preserves 1ts government pattern. The maintainence of a
fried case—government pattern involving a governing head fune—
troning asz  erther prefix or adposi1tion 18 attested 21 other
langu-ges. For etample, Micthols 1984 observes this phenomenon 1n
Lhe Lauwcastan language Chechen:

"Many wverbs wlth preverbs tale the dative, &.9.

Lt 'e~ d- wuinan ‘dress, put on' (t'e- on):

T narnas bierana }uoc ta~- Jusu
mother—-ERG chi1ld-DAT shirt-NOM on-dress
‘“the mother puts a shairt on the child’

Such preverbs are former postpos:itions which
left their objects to become attached to the
verb. The dative 1s the stranded former object
of the postposition, now an obyect of the verb.
The older situation i1s still evident in T0:

4. There are numerous i1nstances, however when the dependent
argument of At bears the ACC case. This appears to be conrnected
with greater degrees of 1diomaticity or lexaicalization. Far
eyample, the wverb at—fut ‘“through-run’ in the sense of ‘slim

through (a boal ¢+ requires ACC case marking.
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g

2%. bLlerana t'e  huma Jurxan
chi1ld-DAT on thing~-NOM dress
‘get a child dressed’ p. 1932

As can be seen the sort of ‘postposition stranding’' analysis
proposed by Maracz 18 probably a redescription of the origins of
prefixal systems 1n many languages: indeed, one might even
describe the present day Indo-European reflexes of such a process
in this mannper, I¥f we are not tempted to do so 1t 15 probably
becauwse we appear, 1n most 1nstances, to be dealing with bound
mor phemes 1n e.q Serbo—Croation. In contrast, the synchronc
separability of prefixes in e.g. Hungarian, might entice one to
suppose that syntactic rules are approprirate:it 1s not obvious to
me, however, that the separability of prefixes licenses a syntac—
tic treatment 1n terms of postposition stranding. That prefixes
move 18 1ncontestables; that they move synchonically through a so-
calied FPOMF neode 18 debatable. I+ movement 15 licensed by the
enstence of an escape  hatch such as FPOMF (Maraco ‘s PP varzant
of COMF, permitting the attraction of P to V  then must we
simrlarliy posliulate escape hatches for every instance of what 1
have been referring Lo as "head-to-head attraction’™ 1 would
maintain, 1in contrast, that headedness 1s the major generalica—
tion  and FFs «are simply one 'logirco-serantic’ dependency invodve
ed. Hn account, «long the lines of Maranto, captuwres the phenome-
pon at the relevanl level of description and connects 1t wth
oather armilar plenomena independent of syntactic considerations
{1.8. FPOMFe and COMFs and AGR) .

1 have une final oblreclion to & syntactic analysis of  the
sor b oproposed by Maracz: 1t would appear to trivialicre the para-

do. mentrored by Nash. Twilaight words (where prefixed verbs are
one sorl) are anlriguing precisely because of Ltheir peculilar
stalus  wviz. syrtay and the ledicon. What we would lile 15 an
explanalion  forr the alternate argument structures for e.g. +tut
“run’  and moge-fut ‘behind-run’. it strites me that this re-
gurres  wore  then mechanical sppeal to syntactic movement. For

instance, 110 Acl erman (1n progress) I demonsktrale that pretfizes
wuch as mﬁgé (1.2 elementis which have postpositional partners)
behiave wmuch ltte a prefiy such as neit ‘pro-lsg-DAT’ (1.e. ele-—
mente withowt postpositional partrpers) with respect to cliticaica-
tion: they host person/number 1nflections and thereby satisfy
argument regquirements of the predicate. The interaction between
the lerxicon and syntax 1s far richer than can be revealed by
appeal to mere syntactic movement.

Those +amiliar with Hungarian might object to the preceding
(among other reasons) because Hungar:an complen: verb formation.
1s stiil such & vigorous process: acctording to one descraiptive
lingur st (Hadrovics) prefixed verbs seem to be created before our
very eyes. A syntactic, synchromc account wouwld seem to address
thi1e productivity - says such an objeection. My answer s that
precirsely this productivity throws such an account 1nto quest:ion.
The wvigurous creation of complenr verbs touches on more  than
prefi:es: 1t touches on al)] ATFs. That 1s, eiamples of ‘moved’
postpoertions niaght be more appropriately subsumed uwnder the
category of FATFs participating 1n "head-to-head attraction’.
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Before twmng to an LFG analysis of certain V' construc-
ti1ons 1t 15 worthwhile to mention one other theoretical analysis
af prefixes which 15 1ncompatible with the facts we have sgeen so

+ar. Morvath (1978, 1?81) regards verbal prefixes as [~transi-
tivel postposttions. It 12 difficult to irnow precisely what this
means, however. I+ transitivity 1s understood as constituent

contiguily (ags 1n the Aspects model) than this assumplion
correctly describes the difference between the contiguity evident
between éL and ablalon 1n 15c vs. the non—contiguity evident

between 5; and vizsgan in 15a. On the other hand, an 1mportant
similarity between these different uses of the postpositions 1is
obscured: they both have arqument structures and, 1n this i1nstan-—
ce, both govern the same case ending for their argument. Recall
that on Marant:z's analysis the affires were represented as heads
of PFs 1.e. even on a subcategorirational account of transitivaty

the relevant Fs enter i1nto ‘transitive’ configurations on  some

level of anal ysls. In some sense, then, w2 might claim that
urder & richer itnterpratation of transitivaty - one, say, 1n
terms  wt  argument structure -  both the verbal prefix and 1is

postpositional patr are (+transitivels they differ, simply, with
respect to constiluent contiguity. (cf. Fomlosy and Aclerman for
olher objections to the [—transitivel hypothesis.)

Betore youing on to a discussion ot Mohenan's treatment of V°
in Malavalam 1t would be good to sum up what we have seen so far
wrlh Lome simple examples. The most trivial case of prefiux + V
combinatrone 1n Hurngarian are directional prefines which co-occur
wills muttronal verbs. Wi saw an edample of Lhis with the verb
moye-fut  run behind . It 12 instructive 1n this connection to
rectount Simpson’s (1987 speculations concerning the difference
belween manner oFf motion’ vs, ‘change of locat:on’ verbs:

"1 adopt the worting hypothesise that 1+ the
mearti g of a verb males specific reference Lo
location or time, the, the locatron/time 15
probably a syntactically relevant argument of
the verb... Only some verbs, suwh as go, come,
descend, arrive, ascend, leave, enter, actually
tave as a part of their meaning the place left
or the place arrived at. I call this class,
change of location verbs... In Walpir:, a verb
wilypi-pardimi ‘emerge, exit, come out of’ 1s

a change of location verb. It focuses on the
place left, or Source, but i1mplies an end-point.
I assume that this focus 15 reflected 1n the
subcateqgorization: wilypr—pardimi tales an XCOMF
linled to the semantic role of Source and 1f an
end-point 15 expressed 1t has the function ADJ.
{n the other hand, manner of motion verbs lite
parntami ‘run’ focus on neither the end-point nor
the Source but imply both.”

Mow, I have gquoted this passage at length because 1t contains
some central assumptions of my analysis as well. First of all,
the Hungarian verb fut ‘run’ 15 much l1te 1ts Walpir: partner: 1t
is & manner of motion verb which can co-occur with ADJ (optional)



- 51 -

arguments but need nobt occur with any other function necept a
SuURd. Thise euplains why 1n 17a the additional arguments are 1in
parentheses: 1Za, though stari without accompanying ADJs, 15 a
perfectly acceptable sentence:

15, {(¢f. 12a) Arpdd futott
Arpad ran
"Arpad ran’

In contrast, the derived predicate mﬁgé:ig; can be considered a
change of location verb: the SUBJ gets located somewhere as  a
result of the activity. The dirfferent status of this GODAL argu-
ment with respect to the predicate 15 evident 1n a sentence such

as 168

J ’ .

16. fArpad moge-futott
Arpad  behind-ran
‘Arpad ran behind 1t

s 1ndicaled by the Ernglish gloss, the acceptability of 16 1s
contingent on there being an interpretation of zero anaphora. In
wileer  words, an argument 15 felt to be mssing which s
recoverable from context.

I find Simpson’'s worling bypothes:is quite congenial and will
Lherefore assume the following letical entries for the verbs
under consideralion:

17 a. +ut V¥V Trun’ (SURI)
SUERJcase=N0OM

b. mogé-+ut V ‘run behind’ {SURJ) (XCOMF)
SUBRJcase=NOM
ACOMF SUBRJ = GURJ

In partirealar, wirth respect +to 17b I am assuwmng that the
thematic role of GOAL contributed by the prefix to the comples:
verb 15 ascoe) aled with the function XCOMF, In addition. I am
asguming that the prefiy bears neither a function nor thematic
role with respect to the V. {cf. E. tiss 1981, 1n press where
there appears to be an assumption that V subcategorizes pre-
firue=s.35)

o. Such an assumption within GB would seem to entail that the
prefiir bears a theta role. Consider Chombsy (1281) 11n thas
connection:

"We must require that 1+ a subcategorices the
positien b, then & theta marls b... We there-—
fore require that subcategorization entails
theta-mariing.” p. 57
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We can generalize thie analysis to other, simple cases of

directional prefixes and motional verbs: prefixation here 15 a
lexical process which changez a manner of motion verb 1nto a
change of location verb. The thematic argument contributed by

the prefix will bear the XCOMF function. The contribution of a
themat:ic argument (as well of a GF) has already been witnessed 1n
both Chi-Mwi:ni and Chechen.

I must repeat that these are the straightforward cases: the
reader 1% advised to consult the Appendix for complicating cases.

In ftact, there are certain prefixes which invite an
interpretation whereby they themselves bear GFs. The GF 1n
question 1i1s the XCOMF function. For example, tonsider the

sentences 1n 18:

18a. Arpéd tele - ralta a sceleret szénaval
Arpad Ffull - loaded the wagon—-ACC hay-INST
‘Arpad loaded the wagon full with hay’

b. *érpéd tele — ralta a scenat a szelérre
Arpad +full - lpaded the hay-ALCL the wagon—-5UBL

c. Arpad rd — ralta a sxdnat/+szeleret a scel erre/*szenbval
Arpad onto—loaded the hay—-ACC/#wagon the wagon—SURL/xhay
"Arpad loaded the hay onto the wagon’

In 1Ba 1t appears that tele exhibites the same sort of control
relation that 18 usually asspciated wirth the resultalive XCOMF in
2.g. English: that the ‘controller’ must be an OBJ 158 evident
from the uwnacceptability of 18b. That the wagon can, however, be
marted with the GURBL 12 evident from the acceptability of 18c.
This 18 not the time to develop an analysis of resultavaive
constructions bubt the reader should leep them 1 mnd (I do').

Az a tramsitron to Indic parallels of the Hungarian V' 1.e.
to PMohanan's discussion of Malayalam, the following observations
directed at the eipression of aspect i1n Hindi and Hungarian seems
qurie suggestive:t

"I Hind: the modified verbal expressions
expressing perfectivity do not appear i1n the
lewicon as entries but only occasionally

as phrases and then not very regularly. The
Hungarian prefixed verbs, however, appear as
lenrcal entries i1n every i1nstance, they are
more fixed morphologically." Debrecren: p. I35

fig we shall see momentarily, we not only pass from fairly easily
defendable words to phrasal ceollocations 1n moving from Hungar:an
verbal prefixes to Malayalam V's but within Hungariran 1tself
those collocations (should one say ‘words ™) parallel with the
collocations i1nvestigated by Mohanan are themselves less ‘wordy’
than prefi: + V combinations. To say the former collpocations are
mpre analytic {(as contended by Debreczeni) 1s to miss an
rmportant point: In Hungarian all V' constructions are analytic
1n the sense that YMs are never bound to the V stem.

In this concluding portion of the paper I wi1ll review
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Mohararn s attempts to treat certain V' constructions 1n the
Dravidian language, Malaval am. I will present some corresponding

V' constructions Ffrom Hungarian and 1nquire as to how one
might elaborate on hi1s proposals to male them suitable for
Hungarian. It 18 my intention to present a general outline of
an LFG treatment: (1n)significant details will be 1n several
instances 1gnored.

According to Mohanan, Malayalam exhibits £x- Viv’

constructions of several sorts. Consider 19 below:

19. tutt:tl s aanayoots deegyam wannu
chilag-DAT elephant-DATL. anger came
‘“the child was angry with the elephant’

Before recounting the two different analyses he proposes for
these constructions 1t 15 worth going over what he finds
characteristic about [X' VIv’' 1n this language. {(ct., Mohanan 1987

tor delarlws) First of all, he maintains that X° 15 really a
phraszal category: this matles 1t unlilely that a wholly leiical
trealment o+ such consiruclions can be sustained. Second, he

notes  that the Ve 1 this construction are drawn from a rather
small eet and bebave, 11 some manner, ltle awirliaries 6. Thaird,
e describes come signitficant facts concerning case government.
In partrcular, 1t appears that even though the thematic roles of
Sl and DBL can be srgued to be the thematic roles of X' the case
marting on  these arguments 1= governed by the Vi the V 1n 1%
regquires that 1te BUBJ be DAT and 1ts OBL be DATO. Finally,
Moharnan observes thet evidence for Lhe selected/governed status
of Lhe OBL {(v=. 1ts ADJ statu=s) comes from the unacceptablity of
such « sentence as 203

0. o+ buttable  deegyam cddayl
child-DAT  anger become
the child was angry’

In generely, the [X° Viv' constructions 1nvolve MRs, FFs {and
predicate adiectives interpreted as NFs' 7)

&. in +acl, the resemblance of these verbs to auniliaries and
Lhelr behavior as quast—aftfixes col1ncrdes with s1m1lar
agbservatione Ffor other languages. To mention two primarily
descriptive accounts there 1s Dixon 19746 Topic E on  Australian
languages and Falman et al. (1983) on Hungarian (ef. below as=s
well). From & theoretical perspective we Ffind a developed
theoretical eupression of this i1nsight 1n Zubicarreta (1982) and
ruminations on this theme i1n Scabolecsi (1985, 1984).
7. 1 find Mohanan’'s treatment of predicative adjectives a little
hard to follow: for example, 1n addition to proposing that they
have the structure: (he mgtivates PRO but 12 silent about V)
he proposes that the lexical entry for an A& be:

v nalla vV, ‘good’ (SUBY) . Why does an A& have a

N syntactic category specification V™ What 15 the
[ ¥V role of V here™ Is 1t an affi1:, an i1ndependent
7 \ element™ Does A’ really have mo GF relation to
“e FRO V™ «gf, discussion below)
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Mohanan proposes twpo different treatments of V' (oddly
enough, he does not comment on the fact that Mohamnan 1982 differs
from Mohanan 19835 1n this regard) In Mohanan 1983 we find a
proposal  that Malayalam has a c-structure V' eupansion rule of
the +ollowing sort:

2i. V' ——— NF v
(P XCOMFP={)
(=4 3)

He comments:

"The equations under NF 1demtify the NF

as the complement of the V', and i1dentify
all of the grammatical functions of the NF
as the grammatical functions of V', whieh
are ujtimalely the grammatical functions
wf the O that dominates 1t. " p. 27

The recullanlt f-~slructure for 19 1s:

SUBJ FRED ‘chald”
cage= DAT

OEL  |PFRED ’elephant

case= DAT2

'XCOMFISUES [ 3
[ 3
'FREL  ‘anger ’  {(SUBJ) (OBL)

o
i
S

FRED ! 'be 1n state of © (SURJY (XCOMP) (OBL)

Certaln properbties of this representation clesrly reqgurre
e planation. The Iines connecting the matriy GFs to the GFs n
the XCOMP are supposed to follow from what Mohanan retfers to as
the ‘contreol edquations’ under the NP 1n 221, The lines 1ndicate
that the thematic roles of the matrin GFs are the thematic roles
of the XCOMF. Finally, 1t should be observed that the matris
FRED feature contains, on Mohanan’'s account, & string of GFs
which are not associated with any thematic roles: the V be has
no predicate argument structure. I will comment on this proposal
after we have seen Mohanan’'s second tiry.

In Mohanarn {1982) we find the proposal that Malayalam has a
c-structure V' expansion of the follawing sort:

20, Vv’ - X’ v
- -

s )
4 v

He says the following about the VY 1n this connection:
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This propopsal would essentially reqguire that
elements such as awriliary be etc. represented
without any predicate argument structure. We
shall regard them as grammatical formatives
which convert nonverbal predicates i1nto verbs
tor categorial purposes, sometimes modlfying
the meaning of the predicate they are attached
to." p. SE2

The "predicate" referred te 1n this passage 1s the X' i1nterpreted
as an argument taking predicate (ATF). Recalling our earlier
discussion of functional and structural heads we see that the
presence of two i1dentity equations i1n 22 does not lead to an ill-
formed f-structure: the V acts as the structural head
contributing 1ts category while the X’ acts as the functional
head contributing :1ts PRED feature. The definition of functional
head as that constituent with a FPRED bearing the identity
equation 1s upheld. Mohanan notes that vV, in fact, does more than
determing the categorral status ot the V': 1t percolates 1ts case
requir ements 1.+, SURJcese= DA1, OBl.case = DATZ,

How, the differences in these treatments should be evident.
Iin particular the difference i1 the treatment of V 1= striling.
O the fi:rst account, V has a FRED feature (a meaning and a set
of non—semarn! 1o selected functions). Moreover, the X which co-
occurs with Vo 1s one of 1ts  selected funcltions, namely, the
XLuMr funclaion.  In contrast, the V in the second acceount has no
FRED teature but Just a set of associated case government
equatt ons. The X' which co—occurs with 1t 1s not & selecled
function.

I believe thal bolh of these accounts are flawed for the
same reasun: bthe actual stalus of V 1.e. 18 1t & simple verb™, an

af{a 4% an anxi1liary™, as well as 1te relation to the X' 1.e.
du Lhey constitube & taind of phrase or a tind of word”™ how, where
and why do Lhey combine™ 15 left extremely vague. On the other

hard, sach account addresses 1hseld primarily to a difterent and,
} believe, correct intuw ti1on about such constructione.

The Firsl approach accounts for why X° co-occurs with V. at
allsy t+ 1t didn't the f-structure would be i1ncomplete. That 15,
one well-formedness condition on f-structures 1s that the selec-—
ted FunclLions demanded by the FRED feature Ffind satisfaction:
since VYV here selects an XCOMP there must be an XCOMFP for the {-
structure to be complete. The practical consequence of this 1s
the fellowing: there 13 no acceptable sentence in Malayalam which
differs from 19 only i1n thal there 18 no X’'. Mohanan does not
tall about such & case but 1f what 1 have proposed 18 correct
then the XCOMF status of X' viz., the V would explain this. {We
will see that similar constructions without an X 1n Hungarian are

unacceptable.) In other words, the first treatment ogives &
principled enplanation for why an X' appears in the sentence
at all. It does this at a cost, however: we find that V,
diverging from usual assumptions about auxiliaries; has no predi-
Cate argument structure. Vg, perplexingly, assoriated with a
heap of GFs. NF, on the other hand, bears an equation of
vuwbiouws theoretical pedigree. This “control equation" 1, 1

believe, necessitated by the desire to contribuate certain proper-—



- K6 -

ties of the XCOMF to the S despirte the barrier represented by the
XCOMF equation. in particular, the thematic roles of the § are
interpreted as the thematic roles of the XCOMFP's FPRED. These
cannot be simply percolated up since, among other reasons, such
percolation would only be licensed by the i1dentity equation. The
X'y, however, already bears the XCOMP equation.

The second approach avoids the 1ntroduction of peculiar
"control equations" but at the cost of obscuring the relation
between X' and V. In particular, since V has no predicate
feature both V and X' can bear the 1dentity equation with
impunity - and to advantage. The FPRED of X' can now become the
FRED of V' (and of S) without postulating questiocnable control
mechanisms which fi1x up thematic reole 1nterpretations. Now, X’
can bear the 1dentity equation precisely because 1t 1S
assumed that V has no selected functionsg and that consequently,
X 13 not a selected function of V 1.e. 1t 18 not, as i1n the
former treatment an XCOMF. But 1f X' bears no functional
relation to V what bkind of relation do they exhibit™ Are
sentences lile 1% but without X' really acceptable™ 1If not, then
why not” The advantage gotten by assuming that we are dealing
with the contribution of both a functional and structural head 1s
constderable:s the meaning of the 5, intuitively, does seem to be
the meaning of the X's PRED wininle the V really does appear to
function  as ar affin which Just passes up certain featuwres (and
determines the category of the dominating phrased.

in sum, the first account gets the GF relation between the
X and the V¥V right while Lhe second account accords with ouwr
inturtaion that the X7 1s the functional head while the V 18 the
structural head of the V'.

Mohanan (1987) hypothesi-es thate

"The specitication of a lexical entry of a
predicative word {(verbs, nouns lile anger,
adjectives lite angry) 1ncludes: 1) the de-
finition of 1ts meaning, 1:}) the specifica-
tion of the grammatical functions 1t tales,
111) the specrfication of the thematic roles
1t tales., My account assumes that any of
these specifications may be absent 1n an en-—
try." p. 29

Granting that such a conception of lexical entries should be
argued For rather than simply stipulated, I w1ll nonetheless
accept stipulation 1) of this hypothes:is without argument. In my
discussion of several related Hungarian V' constructions I will
agzume that certain Vs have no meaning, 1.e. no entry between
si1ngle quote marts, ° ‘. (cf. Stabolcs: 1984 for simlar specu-
lations centered around unaccusative predicates i1n  Hungarian
within a BB framework). in particular I will assume, contrary to
Mohanan's thesis about Malavalam, that Hungarian Ve (of the
relevant sort) have FRED features which contain only lexical
forms 1.e they have no lexical meaning. There i1s nothing 1n this
assumption which precludes the possibility that a lexical entry
for =such Vs can contain all sorts of feature 1nformation i1ncludg-
ing case specifications for selected functions - Mohanan also



- 57 -

maltes this assumption. The V, on my analysis, wi1ll be treated
1r1te an auxtliary and will be supplied with a FRED feature simi-
lar to "rarsing" Vs such as gegem (of. section 1):

sgemn " seemn’ -~ (XCOMF) S5URJ

The main drfference between these auxiliaries and rairsing
predicates concerns the presence or absence, respectively, of a
lexical meaning. (1 will speculate that this difference :1s only
apparent and that the Hungarian analogues of raising predicates

may, lilewise, have no lexical meanings.) The postulation of
‘meaningless’ predicates without an accompanying examination and
definirtion of this notion i1nvites the charge of obscurantism. 1

can only hope thal my discussion of the Hungarian examples
drmin:shes the passion of such a charge and engages the reader’s
curiosity,

1 advise the reader, once again, that my discussion of the
forthcoming Hungarian examples will be, of necessity, somehwat
superficial 3 I am more concerned with deliarting the proper
domain +or a tentative treatment than i1n providing a deta:led
analysis of Lhiese far ranging data.

Now, the data. Let’'s laol at a sentence which 13, 1n some
wWayw, Sifmllar to 19:

“. & bohdc diihds lett ar elefdantra
the clown angry became the elephant-SURL
‘the clown got angry at the elephant’

Compare I with the following sentences:

Z4a. & bohdc tlrelmetlen lett az elefanttal
the clown 1mpatignt became the elephant-INST
‘the ciown got i1mpatient with the elephant’

b.* a siivarvany dlhos lett az elefantra
the rainbow angry became the elephant-SUEL
‘“the rainbow got angry at the elephant’

In 24a we see that case-marking on the OBL covaries with
different As 1.e. the V lett does not appear to govern case on
the OEL. This contrasts with sentence 12 i1n which we saw that
the V governs case on the DBEL. In 24b we see that the themat:c
roles of the V' are the thematic roles of the A and not the
thematic roles of the V: after all, the V 15 r1dentical in 23 and
Z4b but  their acceptablity differs. It seems reasonable to
attribute the unacceptability of Z4b to the assumption that
g;;géggégz does not satisfy the thematic requirements of duhds:

1t's hard to 1magine an angry rairnbow.
Mow, consider a sentence lite 27 but wathout an  A:

"5, % a bohde lett
the clown became
‘the clown became’
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The wunacceptability of 25 15 easily explained i1+ we postulate a
lexical entry of the following sort for lett: (1 will,
expedient]ly, 1gnore certain detairls)

25, vani V CXCOMF) SURJ
SUBJcase = NOM
XCOMP SUBJ = SURJ

Given an entry such as this we cannot create a well-—formed +-
structure for 25: the V demands an XCOMF and there 1s none 1n 5.
25, then, represents a violation of Completion, mentioned above.
Unliie 1n Malayalam, we have no evidence that the V governs the
case marting on OBL in Hungarian for these examples.8 I pro-
propose that we are dealing with lexical entries of the following
gorl for As:

Déa.  dihde A Tangry’ + (SURJ) (OBL)
OB case= SUBL

b. turelmetlen A4 ‘i1mpatient’ <« (SUBJ) (OBL)
DBLcase= INST

The c-structuwre reprecentation for the V' containing duhos and
lett will bes:

L
27. / \
(AXCOMP=¢) =¥
(TFRED="angry’ (b)) {(OEL) » (4FRED= (XCOMF) SURJ
(OBL case = SUBL) {(bUBJcase=NOM)

{TENSE = past)
(BUBJ FPER/NUM = Tsqg)

In some sense, we arrive bacl at one of Mohaman's problems: the
VY and, consequently, the S8 mean what the XCOMF means yet this
meantng 1= stranded under the XCOMP: 1n Mohanan's setcond
trealment the FRED feature of our A could easily become the PRED
featurc of the 5 since the left-sister of V was annotated with
the i1dentity equation. Our A, on his account, would behave lile
the functional head while the V  could still contribute
its infaermation to & since 1t can also bear the 1dentity
equation. The V 13, among other things, the bearer of tense and
agr eement features. If A 18 associrated with the i1dentaty
equation how would we represent 1ts functional relation to V7 If
we represent &4 as XCOMF we must explain how 1ts PRED feature (or
a portion of 1t) becomes i1dentified with features of 5. We have,

8. In some 1nstances, however, 1t appears that a given cacse
marti1ng pattern 1s not simply reducible to to component portions
of V't srot fogad ‘word-ACC accept’ = obey, tales a DAT argument
despite the fact neither szo nor fogad govern the DAT.
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indeed, re—-entered Mohanan's labyrinth. How do we get ocut™ In
particuiar, I would like a solution that 15 both faithful to the
evidence that V selects an XCOMP and that thas XCOMFP s the
functional head of 5. There 1s an additional twist Ffor the
Hungarian V’': the functional relation between VM and V must
be construable despite constituent discontinuity. Moreover, 1t
wounld be nmce to explain why VM appears within ¥’ 1n so-called
‘meutral ' constructions.

Let’'s male the follewing assumption: for all Vs devord of
lexical meaning which select an XCOMP function the FRED of this
function supplies the lexical meaning for 8. 2 This asssumption
will account for the LFE claim that every § must have & lexical
meaning 1.&. must have a functiconal head, and must have, at most,
one functional head.

Looling at owr V vanl we see that it is a V without a
lenical meaning which selects for an XCOMF. But what might 1t
mean {for a ¥V to be meaningless™ I would li1le to suggest that
such Vs are essentially featuwre bearers: they carry grammatical
meanings such as stativity, change of slate, evidential.ity,

mogal t Ly, tense, agreement. I will assume that the verb vanl
carries the equation (change of state = +) and that the XCOMP
spetifries Lhe nature of the change. This would mean that e.g.

tdrelmetlen letlt ‘became i1mpatient’ would be a sort of analytaic

varrtant of the deadjectival, simple verb tiirelmetlenbedett "was
impalient’. In other words, I am suggesting that some Vs  (or
rather zome uses of some Vs) are lenically defective and musi  be
supplemented with lexical meaning: 1n both Malayalam and Hungar-—

1an thas lexical meaning is provided by a semantic argument o V,

namely, XCOMFP. The reason why these Vs have leiical forms whreh
resemble wuxiliaries 1.e.  rarsing pattern of GFs, 1s because
they should be considered, 1N some  sense, a5 @ auxiliaries
themsel ves, I take 1t that this 15 the insight aimed at by
Mohanan when he refers to certain AUX elements behaving lile
‘grammatical  tormatives’ {(although he deoes not  associate them

with the lexical forms for austliaries.)

fe for the fact that Hungarian VWMs are not always 1n
constituericy with the V this 1s not especially problematic. The
necessary relatrons musl be recoverable in f-structure and, as we
have zeen, this i1s independenl of syntactic constituency. The
relatyon belween V and XCOMP 15 recoverable at this level as 1s

g . I have phrased this observation in this manner so as to
include other possible i1nstances of lesically empty predicates
which dJdo not select for XCOMF functions. Imn particular, I have
1n mind a recent analysis of certain ‘unaccusative predicates’ by
Sraboles: (19B4) according to which the meaning of these
predicates 16  the meanming of their 'incorporated’ intransitaive
SUE or transitive OBJ. There appears to be a hierarchy here
which parallels a hierarchy for ‘i1ncorporation’ of functions. In
particular 11+ & predicate selects an XCOMF then the FRED of the
XCOMFP 1= Lhe FRED of the 8, 1+ 1t selects an OBJ {(and 15 an
incorporating V) then the FRED of ORJ 185 the FRED of §, while 1f
1t selects & OSURJ ( and 1s &n incorporating V) then the SUEBJ
zupplies Lhe FPRED. (cf. Al erman, in progress, for the
relation of Lhis hierarchy to i1ncorporation and nominalization.
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the possibility +or XCOMP to act as a functional head. But, one
can rightly asl, why do XCOMF and V {(more generally, VM and V)
enter 1nto constituency with one another in so—called ‘neutral ’
{or "hasic’ 1n leenan’s sense) sentences”™ XCOMF governs the
clause 1n conjunction with V: the S5's thematic roles are 1ts
thematic roles, the OFBL case 15 1ts OBL case and the ‘lexical
mearming’ of B i1s 1ts lexical meaning while the ¥ contributes
tense, agreement, BSUBJ case and the XCOMF 1tself. In other
words, 1 governors are attracted to governors (as discussed in
section ) then we have here a classic case of such attraction.
To repeat, certain of the Vs which enter 1nto v
constructions have only grammatical meaning: lexical meanming 1s
contributed by the VM. As potentially ad hoc as such a
differentiation between grammatical and lexical meaning may
appear to be one cannot help but be encouraged by the frequency

af descriptive studies 1amplicating the same digtinctions
el sewhere. The distribution of verbal properties among the
componenls of a complen verbh has precedents, for example, 1n
nuRerous Austrlian languages. Consider Vaszolyy 's

Cherat Lerication of cumpound verbs in Wunambal:

"Compound verbs consist of two marin com—
ponents: a head-verb and an auxiliary...

The non—fimite head-verb, remimiscent of

o gerund or rnfambive, functions as the
semantic nucleus of a compound and carvies
tte lewical meaning. It appears that the
following aw:tliary La finite simple verb FAD
{al leasgl on a descriptive plane) bhas but
grammatical functions, indicating mood, tense,
subhject, cbhiect ete.” p.o 657

He also mentions a phenomenon noted by Mohanan for Mal ayal am
about meny Vs which functron as "grammatical format.z ves": Lhey
undergo & sort of semantic bleaching:

"Gemantically, the lexical meaning of a simple
verb appears more often than not obscured

or neutralized when functioning as an auui-—
liary." p.b4l

This property characterizes numerous Hungarian Vs as well.

D. T. Tryon, 1n a description of the Daly family of
languages 1n  #Hustralia, comments on another aspect of complex
verbs which differentiates e.g. Hungarian from Malayalam: the
separability and clear i1ndepedence of component portions of the
comples vert from one another:

"The auxilrary unit may eirther precede or
fnilow the verb stem [read: Vaszolyl ‘s "head-
verh FAl and s phonologically separate from
1t. It describes the the general field of
action, while the verb stem 1tsel ¥ describes
the particular action performed within the
specitied freld.” p.&7S
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Unfortunately, this 1s not the time to elaborate on these or
other parallelisems between complex verbs 1n e.g. Australian
languages and Hungarian. {cf. Ackerman, 1n preogress, for a
fuller discussion). The mairn point here 1s that the hypothesis
relating to a distinction between leiical and grammatical meaning
in  the domain of complex verbs 15 not a hypothesis peculiar to
Hungarian: the same pretheoretical ainterpretations recur an
discussions of unrelated languages.

I will close this discussion with a brief survey of several
V' constructions which stribte me as candidates for constructions
which contain & "'meaningless’ V.

~8a. Arpéd 1deges b. Ve
Arpad nervous / N
‘Arpad 1s nervous’ 1 deges &
Notice we bhave no overt copula. I will interpret this as a

paradigmatic gap which sigmfies Trd present r.e. 08b. Compare
this with the past tense version i1n 29;

9. érpéd rdeges volt
Arpad ner vous was
‘Arpad was nervous’

Thie W vang which sppears 1n these sentences eHpresses

"statavity ' 10

IV vanl oV CACOMFY  BURJ

SURJ case= NOM
TENSE = +
STATIVITY = +
XCOMP SUBRJ = SUEJ

A indication that Lhe thematic role of the 5 12 the thematic
trecle of the A 1= given by the unacceptabilily of Tl

1. % a felhd 1deges volt
bhiee Llod RErvOUS Was
‘the clowd was nervous '

Hurigarian possecses & single copula which does not demonstrate
ei1ther animacy or number restrictions with 1ts selected functions
as do certian verbs in e.g. Georgiran, therefore, the unaccepta-
bility of 21 cannot be traced to the presence of an 1nappropriate
copula but rather to the strained semantic relations between the

The arnalytic construction i1deges volt has a close,

deadjiectival relative 1n i1degeshedett ‘was nervous’:

10, The reader should regard my corpus of ‘grammatical meanings’
as purely utilitarian: the features are, at this stage, clearly
ad hoc. I assume, however, that a final corpus and detailed
feature atlribution display will bear some resemblance tgo  the
analvels 1 set out here.
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]
Iha. Arpad i1deges) edett
Arpad Was nervous
‘Arpad was pervous'

b. *a felhd 1degesiedett
the cloud was nervous
‘the cloud was nervous’ i1

An i1ntriguing property of predicate adjective constructions such
as 2% 15 the number agreement evident between the predicate
adjective and the SURJ:

[} 3
+

ITa. a fiu/ [ 3 1deges/ gk
the boy/ pl nervous/ pl
"the hoy/s 1s/are nervous

b. & fiu/b ideges/ el volt/ ab
the boy/ pl nervous/ pl was / pl
‘the boyv/s was/were nervous’

Thig plhenomenon 1s more complilicabted than camn be examined here bul

onRe posstblie interpretation comes readily to mind: a usual
property of a predicate :1.e. number agreement, 1s distribuled
ameznyg  the conslituenl portiomns of the complex predicate.12 The

predicate adjective, theny 1% & good candidate for number
agr ecment since 11, 1n effect, 15 a portion o+ the predicate 1.e.
tts FRED feature (lexical meaning and lenical form).

Lopular construclions resemble constructions with evidential
V {or Vs used as evidentials) such as  tdpit ‘seem, appear’,

hangeal "eound’y,  bizonyttl twrn ont, prove to be’', telint

‘conslder’ eto.

Z4. a hangla rel edtrei tint/ hangzott
the vorce-Tseg/FOB5 hoarse—-DAT seemed/sounded
‘hre voiliced seemed/sounded hoarse’

Once again, the thematic role of the SUR] appears to be the
thematic role of the predicate A:

11. cf. the comparison of ;ﬁgglmgglgg lett and
tdrelmetlent edett earlier, where we find a distinction between
change of state and stativaity, respectively.

1. For a provisional list of agreement and disagreement

phenomena 1n this domain I would like to thant Anna S-abolesi.
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5. a virag sreledtnel/ hervadtnak tlnt
the flower hoarse/ withered appeared
‘“the flower appeared ¥hoarse/withered’

Whereas flowers can appear withered they cannot appear hoarse. 0On
the other hand, flowers can always appear to be i1n some state or
another so that one cannot claim that the co-occurence of e.q.
x;gég and LQQLL 12 the source of unacceptabilaty in 35.

Sentences 24 and 75 1llustrate a characteristic property for
constructions of ‘sub)lective evaluation’ :1.e. Ffor constructions

containing the Vs under consideration: the XCOMFP function
appears 1n the DAT case. in other words, the V governs the case
marting For r1ts selected function - this characteristic property

of governors bhas already been encountered elsewhere. A potential
lerical entry for e.g. tumii would, presumably, lool something
ltbe Té:

Th. Lhnst o (XCOMPY ((OBLYY SUBJ
XCOMPoaze = DAT
OBl case DAT
SUEJ case NOM
XCOMF SUBRJ = SUEBEJ
TENSE =
STATIVITY =
EVIDENTIALIL
DUBKELITY =

nu

+
+
TY = +
-+

The fegature EVIDENTIALITY :1s i1ntended to cover those cases of
subjiective evaluation which derive from particular sensory and
coghttive modes: sound, teszte, feel, seem, consider, judge etc.
The Ffeatuwre DUBEITY i1ndicates that an element of uncertainty 135
conveyed by Lhe presence of V. (0OBL) signals an omissable EXF.

Another construction which resembles those already presented
tnvulves the cu-occurence of modals with inflected infinitives: 13
7.  Arpadna  mennie lellett

Arpasd-DaT go-Tsg/FO0S5 must-FAST

TArpad had to go’ 14

Such construections «lternate with constructions which contain
uninflectaed 1nfinrtives without any discernable difference 1n
meanitng or stylistic effect:

135. Hy examples here will be somewhat misleading: they do not
contain VM + V collocations. In such cases, the ‘’‘neutral’
sequence of elements 15 the following: VM-agpectual /modal ~INF.

The relevant aspectuals/modals are, among others, alar ‘want’,
tud ‘can’, fog ‘will’, lehet ‘possible’, probdl ‘try’ etc.

Only certain aspectual/modals govern for DAT BUEBJ.
14, The 1nflections here resemble the present day FOSS
inflections. However, they appear to be a remnant from a period
it the language {and not atyptical of Uralic)) when verbals of
all types bore agreement marters with SURIs  (cf. Aclerman, 0

progress, for detarls)
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-B. érpédnai mennt  kellett
Arpad-DAaT go—INF must—-FPAST
“Arpad bhad to go’

There are three relevant properties of the construction i1n Z7: 1)
the V, as 1n the other constructions, 1s the TENBE bearev, 1)
typical verbal features are distributed among component portions
of the V' 1.e. person/number agreement on the INF and TENSE on
the V, 3) the V governs the case marking on its non-semantac
selected function 1.e. 1t governs the DAT case for SURJ.

As mentioned earlier with respect to both Malayalam and some
Australian aboriginal languages, the verb that functions as an

‘ausitliary’ (1.e. a grammatically meaningful quasi—formative)
often displays different properties 1n 1ts function as auxiliary
vs., full  wverb. I close this sectiom with & single example of

this property from the Hungarian sentences we have just seen.

The verb tell when functioming as an awrtiliary does not bear
person/number agreement mariing: 1t appears 1n the (apparently,
univereally wanmarted) Zsg form. In contrast, this verb when
functironing as & full verb can inflect:

9. en telle net ed
1L neaed-leg/2sg. or pl  you-DAT
you neerd me

ln 2% we see Lhal the wverb lLell hoste both person/number 1.e. the
morplreme -tal Alel i1ndicates lsg SURJI/ZZnd OBJ, and TENSE.

Throughoul this paper I have, somewhat cryptically, alluded
ioc ‘degrees of lextcalication’ and referred to & grab-bag
category called "twilight words'. Untortunately, this 1s nol the
Lime toe altesmpt & definmitron of these notions. On the other
hartd, bhes reader nead only recall the similarities arrd
thh$+terences of the small ssmple of V' conslructions swveved here
be see that onur conception of the lenicon (how we view words,
coumpowde,  phrases) will be criterial to our wnderstanding of &
centratl portion of Hungarian grammar . The boundary between
cimple verbs and prefiyed verbs as words 1= hazovy. The boundary
between prefined verbe and lesical categories + V 1s hacys  both,
Ll various deqrees, seem libte compounding. The boundary between
lexical category + YV and fined expressions/idiomg 1= hacvy.
Though, :n prainciple, we must postulate a distinct boundary
between VMs which are morpholexical categories and VWMs which are
phrasxl categories the actual distinctions with respect to  the
leswicon are, oance again, hazy. A categor:ially diverse set of
elemenlse share certain lexical and syntactic properties and f1-
gure centrally 1n the conception of the Hungarian predicate: thais
1 the problem we started with, Thias problem resembles similar
prablemns which ari1se when we try to 1nterpret predicates in other
languages. To state the problem 1s to attempt to relate Hunga-
rranm to other languages. To state the problem 15 also to male
suspeck  anal yees of Hungarian grammar which i1gnore the lexicon
and 1bs principled 1nteraction with synta.
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Conclusi1ons

In thie paper 1 have surveyed several VM + V collocations
and have tried to 1llustrate how Hungarian constructions of thas
sort both resemble and differ from such constructions :n other
1l anguages. The problems presented by the twilight status of
these constructions viz. syntax vs. the lenricon. 15 a problem
encountered +for the analysis of numerous languages in the domain
of predication. This problem, necessarily, atfects our notions
of how we i1nterpret words. More broadly, 1t challenges us o
provide & principled account of how words, however understood,
relate to other lexical and syntactic unmats. 1 cannot claim +to
have arnswered erther the question as to how we might best define
the notion "word’ nor how words might be best related to 'lexical
phrases’, ‘1droms’ or, perhaps, syntactic phrases. I have,
tnstead, demonstrated that for Hungarian as well as for several
other Tanguages lexical speculation i1n the domain of verbal
derivatron {and, perhaps more generally, 1n the domaan of
predication) seems i1ndispencsible for an understanding of the
aoperation and organization of Hungarian grammar.

Fimally, the theory of Lexical Functional Grammar appears to
provide us with the concepts and mechanisms which both enable and
conpel 1nvestigation of an appropriately plural:istic sort. This
theory  with, ot course, the necessary modifications) 1s well-
st ted to the anaslysis of & language which did not figure 1n its
inception, Hungar:ian. The fit belween theoretical postul ates and
languages +acts touted 1n Bresnan’'s desiderata for a theory
(quoted in sectioen 2) 1s a fit that 15 manifest to a significant
degree, 1 believe, 1n the relation between the (admittedly,
cursory swvey of) phenomena in Hungariam and the theory of LFG.
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AFFPENDI X

This typology of V' constructions 1s 1n many respects coincrdent
with a list of V plus ‘closest argument’ constructions presented
in Simonyl (1902). This typology 18 representative not
exhaustive.)

I. Frefixes of various sorts:
1. directional prefixes:

&. be — dobta & labdét a td-ba’ az asctal ala
into—~ threw the ball-ACC the lalFe—ILL/the table to—under
‘e threw the ball into the lale/under the table’

b. Fr-grzaladt =& szobéwbél
out—ran ike room-EL
“he ran out of the room’

2. non-directronal uses of prefiies:

&. be—- lapta a:z ebédet
trelo—got the lunch-ACL
"he: bolted down the lunch'’

b. Ossze— jatszott a barét—Jé—val & iormény ellen
together—-play the friend-J2s=g/FOS5~1NST the government against
‘he conspired with his friend against the government’

c. bl é- m —bolondul t
into-cl.lsg — went cracy
‘she flipped for me

d. ra& — sredle a  mamat

onto— collect the mother -ACL
‘e decerved his mother”’

I11. Complements of Vj

1. "incorporated" transitive OBJ and intrans:tive SURJ
&. 11ncorporated OBJ: N = [-ATF]

£4t vagott a=z erdé-ben

tree—-ALC cut the forest-IN

‘he was wood-cutting 1n the forest’

b, incorporated OGBJ: N = [+ATF]



b.
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Iehetgséget adott az 1vas-ra
opportun: ty—ACC gave the drinking-SUEL
"1t offered an opportunity for drainling’

incorporated SUBJ: N = [-ATF1

tavics volt a c1p3—m—ben
pebble was the shoe-1sg/FPDSS5—-IN
‘there was/were a pebble/pebbles 1n my shoe’

incorporated SUBJ: N = [+ATF]

lehetgseb volt ax 1vas-ra
opportunity was the drinking-SUEL
‘there was an opportunity to draind’

tdiomatic expression with i1ncorporated 0QBJ;

eleget Lettem az igéret"nei
enough—ACL made-lsg the promise~DAT
‘T fulfilled the promise’

natat furditottam a {Qleség“emwnet
bacl =400 tuwrned-1sg the wife-lsg/POSE-DAT
"I abandoned my witfe’

e, with various case marl ers:

sramon  tartotta a }8ltsegelet

number—-5UE teep the expenses—-ALC

‘e | ept tract of the eupenses’

tirgywlembe vette a tényt
consideration—-ILL tate the fact

‘he touotk the fact 1nto consideration’

a bterveim zdtony-ra futottal
the plan—-pl—-1sg/PG585 reef-SUBL fan-pl

‘my plans were aborted’

FFs

F with [-spec] N: compositional

figyelm-en fiviil hagyta azt a tenyt
constrderation—SUE beyond left that-ACC the fact-ACC

he neglected that fact’

Fwith [-specl Ni rdromatic
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tetd ala hozta az elsd fejeretet
roof to-under brouwght the first chapter
‘he finished the +i1rst chapter’

5. Constructions of Sublective Evaluation:

a. drégé-nak tartotta a Lalapot
expensive~DAT hold the hat-~ACC
‘he considered the hat expensive’

a.’ drégéllta a lalapot
considered-expensive the hat-ACC
‘he constdered the hat expensive’

&. infinitives:

& desni al arol
swin—INF want-lsy
‘'l want to swim’

b, (nekem) dszni/dsznom lellett
1~DAT swim—INF/swim—-1sg must
‘I had to swim'

£. be alarja ltapnir arz ebedet
into wants get the lunch-ACC
‘her wants to bolt down Lhe lunch’

7. predicate adiectives and nominal s3

" ~
a. belegstomaves lett
si1ct /mason became
‘he became sichk/ a mason’

8. resultatives:s

a. felete-re festette a leritést
blaclk-5UBL painted the fence—-ACC
‘he painted the fence blachk’

b. hiives-re fordult az 148
cold-SUBL twned the weather
‘the weather turned cold’

9. heads of ‘possessed’ constructions:
’ +
a. nehez—e-re esi1¥ (neki) a= 1ras

hard-Tsq/FOS5-SURBL +all he-DAT the writing
‘wrrrting comes hard to him’
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F ¥ ' L4
b. a bossrusag agyara ment Janos—nak

the reveng

e head-3sg/FOSS5-SURL went John—DAT

‘revenge went to John's head’

10. Direction

F- 1 az asztal

al NFsg

~-ra tette &a poharat

the table-SUBL put the glass

‘he put th
11. Selected
a. jél banik

well treat
‘he treats

Ackerman, F.

Bresnan, J.

Bresnan, J.

L

Kaplan, R.
Chomsky, N.

Dixon, H.M.W.
ed.

Falk, Y.

Farkas, D.

Hoekstra, T.

Horvath, J.

Falman, L.
et al.

e glass on the table
Adverbial s:
a barétujé— val

the friend-3sg/POSS-INST
his friend well’
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