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According to the blurb by Richard Larson on thekbeaver of the book(s), "...
the Syntax of Dutchproject GoD will ultimately become a model for
comprehensive grammatical description in the yahesad."

As participants of the Hungarian team responsibiecfeating a similar book
on Hungarian nouns and noun phrases as part o€t¢imeprehensive Grammar
Resourcesseries (edited by the Dutch Henk van Riemsdijk #mel Hungarian
Istvdn Kenesei), here we aim to answer the follgwielated questions: Is it
possible to write an exhaustive comprehensive gramnior a human languagea
grammar which can systematically walk all the paththe intricate labyrinth of an
entire syntactic system, one which is based onntetteoretical and empirical
advances, and which can both reach sufficient tdejot defining the necessary
grammatical (sub)categories and also retain gneatigh "breadth” to appeal to a
wide audience? Is there a reliable language- amwryhindependent way of
executing this task? Is it possible to decide endtiequate goals for each section of
the book when in each case a fine-cut distinctias to be made between those
morphological, semantic and pragmatic factors #ratjust the right ones for an
ideal background to syntactic description and thtbseé are irrelevant for it? Can
one draw a clear demarcation line between the reéldescriptive syntax and the
realms of contrastive, historical, dialectologica&xperimental, statistical and
"hardcore" theoretical linguistics?

Before reading the book(s) in question, we wouldehaasily said "no" to the
above questions as Hungarian seems to differ franchDso radically in so many
areas of syntactic description... Now our answeessentially "yes" because the
Dutch modelis suitable to serve as a model for the writing afcenprehensive
Hungarian NP-grammar. The logic and structure & Hook can be followed
subsection by subsection and even point by poitliéncourse of tapping into the
intricate realm of Hungarian syntax. The work isesmgbly language- and theory-
independent while its reliance on the solid basemoérheoretical and empirical
advances in generative linguistics is palpable ubhout the pages. The authors
manage to harmonize the demands of depth and bresaut they draw reasonable
demarcation lines around the relevant domains thegse to describe.

As our remarks below will show, we do not consittee Dutch model as a
perfect one. The first step, however, is alwaysthelest one to take. It is much
easier to follow in someone else’s footsteps, amlis the crucial point here: Hans
Broekhuis and his coauthors' waréin be followed in many senses of the word and
in many relevant respects. Hungarian and Romamfamdarin and Bask, and in
fact, all languages of the world can be describ@tthe most part, according to this
model; and we believe that those future descriptioill have repercussions on the
model itself, bringing it to perfection. With ouxgeriences concerning Hungarian,
we would like to contribute to this scientific pragr—which resembles, not at all
by accident, the approach to Universal Grammarhenbiasis of experiences from
more and more human languages.

Main objective.The authors' starting point is the infelicitoustféghat much
valuable descriptive information on Dutch senter{pe$x) is buried in publications
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inaccessible to large groups of readers, giventtiet are written in Dutch or are

embedded in theoretical discussions of interesy éot and accessible only to

"hardcore" formal linguists. Hence, the authorssider it important to produce a

work of reference which is accessible to a largatience with less training in

linguistics and/or training in neighboring discigs, and which can provide support
to all researchers interested in matters relatirthe syntax of Dutch.

The same holds true, probably even more so, foHtlmegarian community of
syntacticians. Many seminal publications are owmlgeasible to generative linguists
(e.g. Brody—Szabolcsi 2003, E. Kiss 2002, E. Kigefd¢ 1994, E. Kiss—Riemsdijk
2004, Laczké 1995, Suranyi 2011, and papers inAjpperoaches to Hungarian
series); other relevant works are only accessiblélungarian (e.g. Kiefer 1992,
2000, E. Kiss 1998, Szabolcsi 1992, and an exetm®d containing constituent
trees of hundreds of Hungarian sentences (Albegidwd 2002/2005)). It is high
time, thus, to present a synthesis of this syntdaiowledge of Hungarian in the
form of a comprehensive resource grammar.

Delimitation The goal ofSoD can be regarded as an attempt to sketch a fine-
grained contour of a language based on sophiglicpidgments about the
grammaticality of potential sentences, as is ithtsd in Figure 1 below. This raises
at least two unpleasant methodological questiortsckWariety of Dutch is (to be)
described? And: How can/should one make a decehount two neighboring points
on the scale of well-formedness?

*: unacceptable

» .
: relatively

acceptable

compared to *

SN

Chapterl
N

?7?: intermedi
or unclear status

Ch's 2-4: NP

2. Complementation
3. Modification
\ 4. Binominal constr,

Ch's 5-7: DP
5. D (articles, pronouns)

6. Numerals, quantifiers
7. Pre-determiners /

Ch8:
external syntax

?: marked (not completely
acceptable / disfavored form)

(?): slightly marked, but
probably acceptable

no marking:
fully acceptable
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Without hesitation, the authors choose the simptethodology available to them
(pp. xiv-xv): the variety of Dutch they describeoise which they all happen to be
native speakers of, and they simply appeal to tbein intuitions to establish
whether a given sequence of Dutch words constitatesacceptable or a less
acceptable but not totally unacceptable sentencehé area of description) (see
Figure 2, to be further discussed later). It is pait of the authors’ goals to use
tests, or to search corpora (systematically), orh&we recourse to statistical
methods, or to look for quotationsas those representatives of an earlier generation
did who undertook the job of producing comprehemgivammars (e.g. Hakulinen
et al. 2004). In addition, the authors do not eelédt least not in a systematic
manner) their decisions and findings to either oterieties of Dutch (dialects,
sociolects, earlier stages), or to other languages, any norm.

Is this blatantly "ignorant” attitude acceptable?

After reading the more than 1000-page-long disomssin Dutch noun phrases,
we should definitely say "yes" to this questionddno" to our doubts). The attitude
of the book coincides with that of mainstream gatiee syntax. What has been
produced here, thus, can be qualified as an (a)moptimal contribution
(proportionate to its size) due to the last twoadkss' generative endeavors to the
practical job of linguistic description. This bodk a valuable resource grammar
which might well serve as an input for further wenkhere one or more of the
aspects mentioned in the previous paragraph dizedti

Delimitation and goal specification, especiallytive case of a comprehensive
resource grammar, are equally important taskstwbesides of the same coin. What
we find problematic about the book(s) at certaimizois mainly theother side: the
discussion of certain phenomena in a dialect (1y{J), in another language (2-3)
(p. 1088, p. 678), comparisons made to the norarliee stages of Dutch (4) (p.
407), statements made in "hardcore" generative $5)I(p. 938), or allusions to the
consideration of corpus data (6) (p. 963):
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Q) ... Flemish Dutch, ... unlike Standard Dutchhas different articles for feminine and
masculine nouns. The examples in ... only acceptithsculine articles, regardless of
the gender of both the “implicit” noun and the ¢oealn ..., the masculine articles
dennen(definite/indefinite) are used...

) Note in passing that the agreement factsDurtch crucially differ from the
corresponding ones in English. For example, in Bhgl..

3) Unlike the German articles, the Dutch aeticldo not decline; apart from some
historical relics, their form is invariant in aljrgtactic environments. This is shown for
the definite non-neuter artictie in ..., but the same thing holds for the otheickas.
The primed examples give the German translationghef Dutch examples for
comparison.

4) Describing the use of the relative pronamat is complicated by the fact that a
process of language change seems to be going evhiah the use ofvat is on the
rise ...; many of the uses wfat in the examples below seem to be relatively recent
innovations in the language, and therefore meenative opposition.

(5) a. The interpretative gap is the result détien: er ... [Num/Q4f=H
b. The interpretative gap is base-generated asreominal element, which must be
licensed/bound by quantitiver: er;, ... [Num/Q [ pre]]
c. The interpretative gap is the result of movetmen... [Num/Q [t]]
(6) A rough search on the internet has shown that in examples like ..., with allebei

and alle twee/drie/vieruse of the article deis clearly preferred. In cases like ...,

with alle vijf/zesboth options have about the same frequency.

Undoubtedly, all these types of examples are véduaihd useful because they shed
illuminating light on certain phenomena in Dutdhisiunderstandable why they are
included. Moreover, we are going to mention beldweé¢ problems where a
generative-linguist reader would appreciate spedfialyses. In the preparatory
phase of the writing of the book, the authors hadtrprobably collected numerous
observations which — even though many specialisisldvappreciate it — the final
version of the book(s) does not contain, exactlganse of the above-discussed
reason of delimitation.

The major problem lies with the fact that the sewglyi homogeneous editing
of the text veils the heterogeneousity (in the &sense) of the content. It would
have been useful to insert, say, shorter footnddesbeginners, which could
provide, for instance, the motivation behind certaests (e.g. behind the
complement tests that play a central role in Chapten complementation), and
longer endnotes for specialists in different fiedddinguistics.

Subsection 4.1.1.2., for example, provides a thginademonstration of the fact
that it is often not clear all at once whethesil\j or N, that constitutes the head of
certain binominal constructions (egen kilo appelsa kilo [of] apples’). There is
claimed to be an ambiguity between a purely quiaatibnal and a more referential
reading. In a language like Hungarian, however, dhgse marking of the DP is
explicit and is unequivocally found orpNegy kilé almata kilo apple-Acc’). Here,



reference to specific structural proposals wouldrehded to an interesting
comparison.

It would also be instructive to see in an endnbte donstituent structure that
the c-command hierarchy on page 809 relies onestibj direct object > indirect
object > PP-complement > adjunct.

The third issue pertains to complex noun phrasdsasper nouns marked with
the genitive endings (normally referring to [HUMAN] entities) which may
alternate with the possessive pronouns (7a). Thbomsi claim (p. 825) that
"...these noun phrases do not function as detemiim the same sense as the
possessive pronoun: they are phrases and not fursisyand therefore cannot be
placed in the D-position of the DP". Here, we nissne solution to this structural
incompatibility, especially in view of the decisiveportance of data like those
those in (7b-c) from Szabolcsi’'s (1992) theoryha# Hungarian DP. (NB. Although
E. Kiss (1998:84) and Bartos (2000:751) sketchsoliitions to essentially the same
problem, those are not comprehensive.) (7c) shdwa tn Hungarian the
demonstrative pronoun, the possessor and the weéirticle (seem to) occupy three
distinct positions.

)

a. Jans boeklan’s book’
b. Jani/[a Jani] / [ad] / *[ 6] kbnyve
Jani / the Jani / the he / he book-Poss3Sg
‘Jani’'s / Jani’s / his / — book'
c. az a te két hires baratod
that the you two famous friend-Poss3Sg
'those two famous friends of yours' (pejorative)

Method The reason why we believe tt&dDcan serve as an appropriate model for
comprehensive grammatical description is because thef following four
methodological pillars (I-1V).

I. Universal Semantics as a Backgrouad first glance, on page 10, there can
be no obvious role assigned to the semantic repssen the book
mentions—even more so that a Montagovian (Dowty et al. 198ihpositional
semantics does clearly not constitute a goal dfasyic projects like this one.

A B

ANnB

Figure3: Set-theoretic representation of the subrredicate relation

This semantic representation, however, reappea amd again throughout the
subsections until it becomes clear that its rol® isnsure that the discussion of the
linguistic area is conducted in a universal manriEne language-dependent
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syntactic description thus relies on a (sufficigntllanguage-independent
(pragmatico-) semantic basis. Let us look at amgst@ as regards number.

It is argued (p. 683) that the singular markingregpes that |A B| = 1, which
is not surprising, and that the plural marking esses that |A B|= 1, instead of
[A n B| > 1, which is somewhat unexpected. As an exgpian, the authors cite a
situation in which Jan is in hospital with a fraetd leg. He's bored stiff so his
friend Peter always brings him something to readme is visiting: the number of
books varies depending on size. One day Petersettier hospital ward empty-
handed, i.e. |A B| =0, as in (8a). In this case Jan will probaddk the question in
(8a) withboekenbooks' in the plural and not wiloek'book' in the singular, given
that the latter option presupposes that Peter ryrrbeings only one book. The
plural marking thus expresses the presuppositiah|&n B21.

(8) a. Hebje geen boeketbbek voor me meegenomen?
did you no books/ book for me prt-.taken
b. Nem hoztal nekem [kényvetfjegy konyvet] Flkonyveket]?
not took-2Sgto_me book-Acc a book-Acc books-Acc
Intended reading: ‘Didn’t you bring me any books?’

In Hungarian, the plural marking simply express$eg {An B| > 1. However, if we
use semantics as our starting point, we can séé¢AhaB| > 1 is expressed by the
bare form of the NP (which can be used in Hungavidgth countable nouns as
well), as is illustrated in (8b) above.

In addition, semantic classifications contributelie application of a universal
background in comprehensive syntactic descriptionChapter 2, for instance,
where the distinction between NP-internal argumemd adjuncts are discussed,
the authors refer to three classes of nouns (stEtesffairs, relational nouns,
story/picture nouns) which, based on various syntactic tests,ciimed to bear
subcategorized arguments in the complement of thbedld (in three different
ways).

Note in passing that contrary to the reasonabksiflaation above, Table 4 (p.
17) provides a more traditional classification ofrtnon nouns (with such classes
as proposition nouns, speech-act nouns, propemysioemotion nouns), which
remainsad hocsince no systematic syntactic differences are showest upon its
classes. A morperfectmodel for a comprehensive grammatical descriptvonld
require an improved version of this classificatiaich should be supported by a
system of morphological and syntactic tests. Thaeesholds for the discussion of
specificity (see pp. 154, 387, 688, 754, 950), Whtoo, is lacking in systematic
distinction between the (at least) three meaninfghis interesting pragmatico-
semantic concept and the multifold syntactic anslyg those ("known by the
speaker" / "member of a known set" / "having a vddepe").

Il. The Syntactic MinimumThe authors — seeking the favor of non-formal-
linguists — limit themselves to highly underspesdfilabeled constituent structures
and they provide simple structures, but the faat they retain underspecification
instead of committing themselves to any one rebeas specified variants may



also win the favor of formal linguists. The enti¢&-model rests upon the simple
structure in (9a), which is inspected from withutwards, according to the onion-
shell model shown in Figure 2 above:

9 a bp..D ...fpeN.T]
b. az a \pte két [phires cikked drievekol ] ]
thatthe youtwo famous paper-Poss3Sgaohes-Del
'those two famous papers of yours on nounsofpiye)

C. [pp.Dlpeee [ N ] 0 1]
d. Janis [een vriendhn Petef
Jan is a friend of Peter
e. Szabolcsi's DP structure in Kiefer (1992:2%):( [pp ..- D e (DP) ... N]]1]

Even this simple structure signals definite commaitinto a recent approach where
determiners, quantifiers and numerals are genesattyymed to be external to the
NP-domain, and are taken to function as the headpwbjection containing the NP-
domain. This implies that elements such as a daternor quantifier are assumed
to be the head of the full noun phrase, and ihésé¢ elements that determine the
referential and/or the quantificational propertéshe noun phrase.

Owing to Szabolcsi’'s work (e.g. 1992), this appro&cnow broadly accepted
in Hungarian generative literature. Unfortunatélgwever, as is illustrated in (7c)
and (9b), it does not hold for Hungarian that aspssive pronoun should occupy
the D position. Hence, what seemingly correspondstite NP in Dutch
("semantically speaking, the denotation of the detepnoun phrase”, p. 9) is a
proper subpart of the NP in Hungarian; see (9c).

By the application of (9a), the Dutch authors alemmit themselves to another
non-trivial approach (p. x): "Although this is dftdess conspicuous with nouns,
adjectives and prepositions, it is possible to deecexamples like (9d) ... [as
follows]. The phrases between straight bracketsbhzmaiseen as predicates that are
predicated of the noun phragan which we may therefore call their logical
SUBJECT(...). Furthermore, ... the noumiend may combine with a PP-complement
that explicates with whom th&BJECTJanis in a relation of friendship..." As (9e)
shows, standard Hungarian generative literature e@sc no postnominal
complement domain.

The reason for this lies with the practice of usthg focus construction in
Hungarian as a constituency test (see p. 1121dnsétond Dutch NP-volume),
illustrated in (10a). In contrast, however, we midhat the focus construction is not
suitable for this task as it refuses all sorts right branching” from the head. In
(10b), for instance, ill-formedness is caused gy -internal phonetic presence of
the subordinate clause in the postnominal domalme $ubordinate clause in
guestion must leave the focused DP (10b").

(10) a. *A kalap-ja Péter-nek]y..s veszett el. (Szabolcsi and Laczké (1992:190h))L0
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the hat-Poss3Sg Peter-Dat  lost away
intended meaning: 'lt is Peter's hat that has best.'
b. Ki hivott meg? *[ Az a lany akiveltegnap talalkoztunig,,s hivott meg.

who invited prt.  that the girl who-Ins yestay met-1PI invited prt.
b'. Ki hivott meg? [ Az a lanyd]ecushivott meg, [akivel tegnap talalkoztupnk]
who invited prt.  that the girl ited prt. who-Ins yesterday met-1PI

'Who has invited you?' 'Who has invited me &gl we met yesterday.'
b". [Az a lany, akiveltegnap talalkoztunil,. nagyon tetszett nekem.

that the girl  who-Ins yesterday met-1PI| very pleased to_me
'As for the girl we met yesterday, | liked hery much.'

®[Az a vicces kalap-jgannak a kissé részeg baratodrglk] nagyon tetszett nekem.

that the funny hat-Poss3Sg that-Dat the quiitéeh friend-Sg2-Dat very pleased to_me
'As for that funny hat of that somewhat drunk@&end of yours, | liked it very much.'

Na példaul [az a régi cikkeSzabolcsinak ashevekbl], az nagyon tetszett nekem.

well for_example that the old paper-Poss3Sg SzHeenouns-Del that very liked to_me
'‘Well, as for that old paper by Szabolcsi on repuiiked that very much.'

134

o—

A topic construction, however, does not (obligdyririgger a split like this, as
is shown by (10b") above. Neither does it triggespéit for a DP which has an
argument of the N-head appearing postnominally }1@n the basis of this
observation, we will use the contrastive topic ¢ardion demonstrated in (10c’)
for a constituency test in the Hungarian NP-volun®milar to the focus
construction, this construction, too, is an ansteela question on a participant
(which is, hence, expected to form a constitudnt}, here there is no danger of
splitting because of the phonetic refusal of righdinching. Therefore, the basic
structure in (9a) with the postnominal N-complemesmrt be adopted for Hungarian
as well, with the difference shown in (9c).

We conclude this point with two short remarks oa timion-shell model of the
eight-chapter-long Dutch NP-volume (again, see i@igdi above). Chapter 1 does
not seem uniform and consistent enough, which mightlue to the fact that the
description of the "innermost circle", i.e. the Wadd itself, is fused with the
introductory description of the whole model. Othsey however, the overall
structure of this comprehensive description of Bfe is uniform and consistent
enough to dispense with the conventional constittree graphs (before reading the
book, one might doubt the sufficiency of undersfiedilabeled formulas).

lll. Combinations, permutations, variation§he authors are aware of the fact
that creating a model for comprehensive grammatidascription requires
systematic methods in the strictest mathematicedese

Describing the syntactic classification of devenbalins, for instance, requires
the inspection of all the 25 combinations of thagtically five nominalization types
with the five basic types of input verbs:



Table 1: The basic syntactic classification of adbaénouns

TYPE OF DEVERBAL NOUN TYPE OF INPUT VERB VARIATIONS
. Intransitive verbs Slubg,ectior
2.2.3.1. Agentiver-nominalizations X5 X5
Il. Transitive verbs w[he]re
2.2.3.2.INF-nominalizations (2 types _ n )
Il. Ditransitive verbs W= Pk?
2.2.3.3.NG-nominalizations nominalization with

IV. Verbs selecting a PP-themg certain k %rgum?nﬁs
2.2.3.4.GE-nominalizations %Xg;gafneen%%?ﬂt\e

V. Verbs taking a complementive input verb

74

Inspection of mathematical variations occurs wherinput verb with n arguments
is nominalized and the output deverbal noun hastkaming arguments expressed.
A ditransitive verb (with an agent, a theme anédpient), for instance, may yield
three sorts of deverbal nouns with two expressgdmaents. In the particular case
discussed on pages 210-211, the following two paies said to occur: {agent,
theme}, and {theme, recipient}.

The example below (11) illustrates permutationl(®/9): in the last chapter on
the external syntax of noun phrases, different rsraé arguments and adjuncts
occurring between the auxiliary and the verb adg@d (see Figure 1 above).

(11) a. Jan heeft twee boeken al drie keeriet kunnen lenen.
Jan has two books already three times not caborrow
‘Already three times Jan couldn’t borrow two books.
b. ?%Jan heeft al drie keer twee boeken niet kunnemlene
c. *Jan heeft al drie keer niet twee boeken kuriaean.

Not only can strictly systematic methods like thon (11) help to (re-)consider,
complete or shed new light on cases which haveadyrdbeen examined in the
literature, but they can also help to discover wages for future research.

The authors are not consistent, however, when, annection with the
variations of binding in (12) below, they say (113 — without giving a specific
reason — that "other predictions that follow frdma binding conditions ... in tandem
with the c-command hierarchy ... are also on tgbtrirack, but we will not discuss
this here". Knowing how hard it is to create exasphith arguments other than the
subject or the direct object as the binder, we dddve been interested in seeing
some examples.

(12) « Direct object antecedents
c. Hij speeldale meisjegegertzichzelfelkaar uit.
He played the girls against themselves/edicbr prt.
‘He played the girls off against themselves/eatteot
d. Ik waarschuwdede meisjes/oorzichzelfelkaar.
I warned the girls for themselves/eattten
‘I warned the girls about themselves/each other.’
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We conclude this point by observing another incgigsicy: translations are
missing from several examples (e.g. (1.6), (1.18&0-11), (8.67)).

IV. Prototypical CaseThe book is written in casual style, and — as e is—
one secret of this casualness lies with the autlstnstegy to start each new topic
with the prototypical case rather than with an rafie at an all-encompassing
definition that would be true for each and evestamce of the given phenomenon.

It is not easy at all, for instance, to define toacept of a proper noun (p. 17):
"Proper nouns likdan on the other hand [compared to common nounsk hitike
or no descriptive content. Typically, they form nophrases all by themselves and
lack modifiers and complements.” The reason whywbrdslittle andtypically are
needed — however suspicious they are — is becdlse exceptional uses of proper
nouns. This, however, lends too much vaguenedsetdato sentences cited above,
which makes the definition problematic as a thecaetone. True, it is a general
tendency of all linguistic concepts to become naré more intricate and chaotic as
one tries to take into account more and more oftixEases.

It seems, nevertheless, that "starting with theqgbypical” proves to be a good
strategy to systematically review the differentesagrom the more to the less
typical and then to the exceptional, while alsairéhg optimism. The authors can
afford this opportunism because what really coanthe end of the day is the data
evaluated; this system of description can latee giray to new findings brought
about by new researches. Furthermore, this strateyycapture a decisive property
of UG: Hungarian translations often prove to refldee same gradual movement
away from the prototypical case.

The same strategy is applied to the concept of Emgnts Yersusadjuncts)
(p. 136): "As with verbs, complements of nouns(argrinciple at least) obligatory
elements: they fill the argument slots in the argotrstructure of the noun and are
therefore needed to complete the denotation ofdlum.” As for this obligatoriness,
an alternative approach is accepted in the Hungditerature following Komlésy
(Kiefer 1992), according to which a head (predicatetermines the obligatory or
optional status of its complements (arguments).

Full elaboration of this topic would require anatipaper; here we only sketch
out the authors' long route from subsection 2.2..which declares that
"complements are obligatory elements, whereas atfjare optional”. It is already
admitted in 2.2.3.4.2 (p. 261) that there may b@opl complements: "... recipients
and agentiveloor-phrases are normally also optional in verbal gosibns ...; we
will therefore assume that they have a similarustats the theme, which clearly
does behave as an argument". Subsection 2.2.5agsltse same about "picture
nouns [which] can be used quite felicitously with@ny complements in most
cases".

Subsection 2.2.6 reaches the following conclusidite discussion [e.g. the
numerous different complement tests in Chapter@}iged us with interesting new
material for further research. At the same time,fct that it is often not possible
to give a clear-cut answer to the question whetghegrtain constituent functions as
an adjunct or as a complement raises the questibove real this distinction is. ...



Although the agent is an obligatory argument inbebal domain [for instance],
agents do not behave as obligatory complementginéminal domain.”

As for the concepts of complement and adjunct, wefep a terminological
approach according to which a head is furnisheti witomplement in a syntactic
sense; the complement, thus, is a syntactic dombioh can accommodate both
arguments and adjuncts of the predicate occupyiaghead. In light of what was
guoted in the previous paragraphs, the syntactideinof two syntactic layers
(distinguishing adjuncts from arguments) as itrigppsed by the Dutch authors and
is shown in (13a) below, can best qualify as amlided standpoint rather than a
reliably provable syntactic configuration eitheDatch or in Hungarian.

(13) a. [p[N PP-complement] PP-modifier] ((2.5b), p120)
b.  [bepD..[kp[. N..] MODestictivd] ((3.10a), p363)
C. [DP D.. [NP - N ] MoD\on-restrictiVJ ((3.10b), p363)
d [ne AP-modifier [ NP/PP-complement N]J ((2.5a), p120)

A similar question arises in connection with otiP-layers. It is claimed, for
instance (p. 363) that the differences in funcéow scope between restrictive and
non-restrictive modifiers must follow from the fathat they are attached at
different levels within the noun phrase. Given tlatrent generative grammar
distinguishes several functional layers within tioein phrase in between DP and N,
there will be ample opportunity to do this. Theheus provide the (underspecified)
structural representations shown in (13b-c) ab@e.do not intend to question this
particular analysis concerning postmodifiers, but do wish to point at the
following theoretical problem: restrictive and nmstrictive AP-modifiers in the
prenominal domain do not at all seem to verify dpproach according to which
semantic relations (function and scope) are traflected in syntax via structural
layers/levels.

Let us consider the Hungarian data below in (14)il#ere are two DP-internal
prenominal positions for the possessor in a HuagabbP—one preceding the
definite article and one preceded by-ite can test on Hungarian sentences the
hypothesis whether there exists an NP-internaticéise AP position distinguished
from an NP-external non-restrictive AP position{4g. (14a), with the possessor
preceding the determiner position, demonstratespotential syntactic structure in
conformity with the hypothesis. Everything seemsb® all right. The problem
arises in the other version, where the determimsitipn precedes the possessor
because, as is illustrated by (14a"), this verg@lso perfectly acceptable.

(14) a. ppPéternek gtlirelmeses[np apaires; [Nagyapjalll
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Péter-Dat the patient paternal grandfathe
a.  ppa [np Péter tlrelmeggapaires [Nagyapjalll
the Péter patient paternal grandfather

'Peter’s patient paternal grandfather'

b. [ppa® [ne[@ konferenciankra ed&ént érked). es: [Kissé flUgos]esi[résztvevy]]]
the the conference-Poss1PI-Sub first-Form edrivfairly dim participant
'the participant who was the first to arrivets tonference and was a little nutty'

Thus, no evidence is gained in favor of the idealiztandpoint as for the
connection between syntax and semantics. Examgle),(where the restrictive
modifier precedes the non-restrictive one, alsogests that the two kinds of
modifiers should share the same syntactic level.

Let us return to the problem of arguments and atgurChapter 2 identifies
three types of nominal heads as argument-taking: ateverbal nominals (which
inherit the input verbs' arguments; (15a&}pry/picturenouns (which are claimed to
take an Agent and a Theme as arguments besidegeefitly occurring adjunct, the
owner; (15b)), and relational nouns (15c). We hdesigned a test for the purposes
of our Hungarian NP-volume which we based uponsttratiny of scope relations
in order to decide whether these "dependents” ofimal heads behave as verbal
arguments, or as adjuncts, or as members of dwwteutalled a conceptual frame by
Laczko (2000:303), which could serve as an intefargdtatus between argument-
hood and adjuncthood.

What the pairings of meanings with the sentencasillastrate the possessor’s
DP-internal / DP-external position (primeless /npd examples) show first and
foremost is a bidirectional scopal interaction ledw the DP’s and the verb’s
syntactic domain—giving a new meaning and signifaea to the discussion on
external syntax (cf. the discussion on page xiowhts "useful redundancy”). On
the one hand, the DP-internal possessor as a fieamtan take scope over the
matrix verb (15a&bé&c.1), and on the other hand, B external possessor, in spite
of its syntactic position above the matrix verb]l wike the narrowest sentence
scope if it is given a special rising intonatiomtaur typical of contrastive topic
(15a’). As could be seen, however, this latter ipdig is only available in the case
of deverbal nominals (see also (15b'&c'"). This esbation then leads to the
following conclusions. A deverbal nominal has (tigtinherits) a "real" argument
structure which is capable of perfect scopal irtdgoa with the verb’s argument
structure, whilst a non-deverbal nominal has noumygnt structure. The verb,
however, readily ensures a high position in its @eopal hierarchy to the possessor
belonging to the nominal head, independent of iBiernal/external syntactic
standing (15b-c").

(15) a. Elleneztenpp mindkettték meghivasat].



disagreed-1Sg both-Poss2P| invitation-Poss3Sg-Ac

1. 'As for both of you, | was against the idegyadr invitation.' /

2. 'l was against the idea of inviting you two ttbge.'

“MEANING1: disagree > both > invite; “MEANING2: both > disagree > invite
a.  Mindketétoknekyyanycropicelleneztemge a meghivasat].

both-Poss2PI-Dat disagreed-1Sg the invtaRoss3Sg-Acc

Versionyyani *MEANING1 | "MEANING2; VersioRropic “MEANING 1/ *MEANING2
b. Elfogadtamjr mindketbtok cikkét].

accepted-1Sg both-Poss2PI paper-Poss3Sg-Acc

1. 'As for both of you, | accepted your paper.'/

2. intended meaning: 'l accepted the paper youenogether.'

*MEANING1: accept > both > paper; “MEANING2: both > accept > paper
b'.  Mindketttokneksyanycropicelfogadtam gp a cikkét].

both-Poss2PI-Dat accepted-1Sg  the papes33gy-Acc

Versionyani *MEANING1 | “MEANING2; VersioRropic *MEANING1/*MEANING2
c. Imadom fp mindketttok nagyszuleit].

admire-1Sg both-Poss2Pl grandparents-Poss3Sg-Acc

1. 'As for both of you, | admire your grandpassnt

2. intended meaning: 'l admire the persons whyaue mutual grandparents.'

*MEANING1: admire > both > grandparent&EANING2: both > admire > grandparents
¢ Mindkettitoknekyyanicropicimadom pp a nagysziileit].

both-Poss2PI-Dat admire-1Sg the grandps#feass3Sg-Acc

Versionyani *MEANING 1 | MEANING2; VersioRropic *MEANING 1/ *MEANING2

Nevertheless, we prefer a hypothesis, in harmotly what we said in connection
with the Dutch authors' standpoint shown in (12&gording to which verbs and
nouns are furnished with the same syntactic domatrish are to be called their
complements, and these domains accommodate, icae of verbs and deverbal
nouns, an argument structure, or, in the case mfdeverbal nominals, a conceptual
frame.

The distribution of the possible readings in thet Example below suggests that
in the case of deverbal nouns, both the verbaklaaominal character can appear:
the patient behaves as a verbal argument (in apleonevent” as in the sense used
by Laczké (2000:298-303)), whilst the agent protesehave as a "conceptual
argument”.

(16) a. Elutasitomgp mindketttok™2 A% ez alését].
refuse-1Sg both-Poss2PI treatment-Pgs588
1. 'As for the both of you, | refuse to [tredt]be treated by] you.'/
2. 'l refuse to [treat] / [be treated by] both olyat the same time.'
Versiorf®®™ “MeaNING1: refuse > both > treat’ MEANING2: both > refuse > treat
Versiorf'%™ *MEANING1: refuse > both > treat'MEANING2: both > refuse > treat

b.  MindketttokneK®" % anycropcelutasitom §p a kezelését].
both-Poss2PI-Dat refuse-1Sg therreat-Poss3Sg-Acc

atient

Versio Quani *MEANING1 /“MEANING2; Version a“e"‘CTopio' “MEANING 1/ *MEANING2
Version' %o, *MEANING1 /“MEANING2; Version®"crois *MEANING1/ *MEANING2

ConclusionWe think that hundreds of further fascinating dioes could be raised
on the basis of this Dutch NP-syntax, and we agedirto create even more
elaborate analyses in innumerable topics, includirey problem of an adequate
pragmatico-semantic and morphological basis, asl asel that of a perfect
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methodology... Th&yntax of Dutclproject,thus has definitely become a model for
comprehensive grammatical description, by virtués€lear main objective, which

is worth following, the proposed delimitation, whics reasonable, and its firm and
reliable four-pillar method discussed above (ursaérpragmatico-semantics,
adequately underspecified syntax, meticulous syasieity, and casual discussion
with the prototypical in the center).

Alberti, Gabor & Anna Medve 2002/200&enerativ grammatikai gyakorlokdnjixercises in
Generative GrammarJanus/Books/Gondolat, Bp.

Bartos, Huba 2000. “Az inflexiés jelenségek szintadithattere [The syntactic background of
inflectional phenomena]”. In Kiefer (2000), 653—-762

Brody, Michael & Anna Szabolcsi 2003. “Overt Scopdiungarian”Syntax6.1. 19-51.

Dowty, David R. & Robert E. Wall & Stanley Peters 19Bitroduction to Montague Semantics.
Reidel, Dordrecht.

Kiefer, Ferenc (ed.) 1992Strukturalis magyar nyelvtafHungarian Structural Grammar).
Mondattan[Syntax} Akadémiai Kiado, Bp.

Kiefer, Ferenc (ed.) 200Gtrukturalis magyar nyelvtafHungarian Structural Grammar]l.
Morfoldgia[Morphology]. Akadémiai Kiadd, Bp.

Kiss, E. Katalin 1998. “Mondattan [Syntax]”. In Kdin E. Kiss & Ferenc Kiefer & Péter Siptar
(eds.)Uj magyar nyelvtafiNew Hungarian GrammarBudapest: Osiris.

Kiss, E. Katalin 2002The Syntax of Hungariaambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Kiss, E. Katalin & Ferenc Kiefer eds. 199Bhe Syntactic Structure of HungariaByntax and
Semantic®7. New York: Academic Press.

Kiss, E. Katalin &Henk van Riemsdijk eds. 200derb Clusters; A study of Hungarian, German
and Dutch Linguistics Today 69. Amsterdam / Philadelph@h)rd Benjamins.

Laczko, Tibor 1995The Syntax of Hungarian Noun Phrases. A Lexical-Eonal Approach.
Peter Lang, Frankfurt am Main.

Laczko, Tibor 2000. “Az ige argumentumszerkezetéigiteé fonévképzés [Nouns derivation
preserving the argument structure of verb]”. Inf&ig2000), 293—-407.

Suréanyi, Balazs 201 FEreedom of Word Order and Domains for MovementléiBle Syntax of
Hungarian.Acad. dr. diss., RIL HAS.

Szabolcsi, Anna 1992A birtokos szerkezet és az egzisztencidlis mofitla¢ Possessive

Construction and the Existential Sentencékadémiai Kiado, Bp.
Szabolcsi, Anna & Laczkd Tibor 1992. “Arfévi csoport szerkezete [The structure of the noun
phrase]” In Kiefer (1992), 179-298.



