
 

 

TÉZISEK 
(ANGOL NYELVEN) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BIRTOKOS SZERKEZETEK AZ ANGOL, NÉMET ÉS MAGYAR NYELVBEN 

 

DISKURZUSHOZ KÖTHETŐ JELENSÉGEK ÉS A BIRTOKOS DP  

 

 

________________ 

 

 

 

POSSESSIVE CONSTRUCTIONS IN ENGLISH, GERMAN AND HUNGARIAN 

 

DISCOURSE ORIENTED PHENOMENA AND THE POSSESSIVE DP 

 

 

 

 

HORVÁTH KATALIN 
 

 

 

 

 

 

2015 

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by ELTE Digital Institutional Repository (EDIT)

https://core.ac.uk/display/51328072?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1


EÖTVÖS LORÁND TUDOMÁNYEGYETEM 

BÖLCSÉSZETTUDOMÁNYI KAR 
 

 

 

 

TÉZISEK  
(ANGOL NYELVEN) 

 

 

 

Horváth Katalin 
 

 

 

Birtokos szerkezetek az angol, német és magyar nyelvben 

Diskurzushoz köthető jelenségek és a birtokos DP  
 

________________ 

 

 

Possessive constructions in English, German and Hungarian 

Discourse oriented phenomena and the possessive DP 
 

 

 

Nyelvtudományi Doktori Iskola 

A doktori iskola vezetője: Dr. Bárdosi Vilmos, CSc, egyetemi tanár 

Angol nyelvészet doktori program 

A program vezetője: Dr. Törkenczy Miklós, DSc, egyetemi tanár 

A bizottság tagjai és tudományos fokozatuk: 

 Elnök: Dr. Törkenczy Miklós, DSc, egyetemi tanár 

 Belső bíráló: Dr. Szécsényi Krisztina, PhD, egyetemi adjunktus 

 Külső bíráló: Dr. Joseph Embley Emonds, PhD, Professor Emeritus 

 Titkár: Dr. Surányi Balázs, PhD, egyetemi tanár 

 Tag: Dr. Marcel den Dikken, PhD, egyetemi tanár 

 Póttagok: 

1. Dr. Marosán Lajos, PhD, egyetemi docens 

2. Dr. Dékány Éva, PhD 

Témavezető és tudományos fokozata: Dr. Mark Newson, PhD, egyetemi docens 

 

Budapest, 2015 



ADATLAP 

a doktori értekezés nyilvánosságra hozatalához 

I. A doktori értekezés adatai 

A szerző neve: Horváth Katalin 

MTMT-azonosító: 10037323 

A doktori értekezés címe és alcíme: Birtokos szerkezetek az angol, német és magyar 

nyelvben – Diskurzushoz köthető jelenségek és a birtokos DP (Possessive constructions in 

English, German and Hungarian – Discourse oriented phenomena and the possessive DP) 

DOI-azonosító: 10.15476/ELTE.2015.181 

A doktori iskola neve: Nyelvtudományi Doktori Iskola 

A doktori iskolán belüli doktori program neve: Angol nyelvészet 

A témavezető neve és tudományos fokozata: Dr. Mark Newson, PhD, egyetemi docens 

A témavezető munkahelye: ELTE BTK, Angol-Amerikai Intézet, Angol Nyelvészeti 

Tanszék 

II. Nyilatkozatok  

1. A doktori értekezés szerzőjeként 

 a) hozzájárulok, hogy a doktori fokozat megszerzését követően a doktori értekezésem és a 

tézisek nyilvánosságra kerüljenek az ELTE Digitális Intézményi Tudástárban. Felhatalmazom 

az ELTE BTK Doktori és Tudományszervezési Hivatal ügyintézőjét, Manhercz Mónikát, 

hogy az értekezést és a téziseket feltöltse az ELTE Digitális Intézményi Tudástárba, és ennek 

során kitöltse a feltöltéshez szükséges nyilatkozatokat.  

 b) kérem, hogy a mellékelt kérelemben részletezett szabadalmi, illetőleg oltalmi bejelentés 

közzétételéig a doktori értekezést ne bocsássák nyilvánosságra az Egyetemi Könyvtárban és 

az ELTE Digitális Intézményi Tudástárban; 

 c) kérem, hogy a nemzetbiztonsági okból minősített adatot tartalmazó doktori értekezést a 

minősítés (dátum)-ig tartó időtartama alatt ne bocsássák nyilvánosságra az Egyetemi 

Könyvtárban és az ELTE Digitális Intézményi Tudástárban; 

 d) kérem, hogy a mű kiadására vonatkozó mellékelt kiadó szerződésre tekintettel a doktori 

értekezést a könyv megjelenéséig ne bocsássák nyilvánosságra az Egyetemi Könyvtárban, és 

az ELTE Digitális Intézményi Tudástárban csak a könyv bibliográfiai adatait tegyék közzé. 

Ha a könyv a fokozatszerzést követőn egy évig nem jelenik meg, hozzájárulok, hogy a doktori 

értekezésem és a tézisek nyilvánosságra kerüljenek az Egyetemi Könyvtárban és az ELTE 

Digitális Intézményi Tudástárban. 

2. A doktori értekezés szerzőjeként kijelentem, hogy  

 a) az ELTE Digitális Intézményi Tudástárba feltöltendő doktori értekezés és a tézisek 

sajáteredeti, önálló szellemi munkám és legjobb tudomásom szerint nem sértem vele senki 

szerzői jogait;  

 b) a doktori értekezés és a tézisek nyomtatott változatai és az elektronikus adathordozón 

benyújtott tartalmak (szöveg és ábrák) mindenben megegyeznek. 

3. A doktori értekezés szerzőjeként hozzájárulok a doktori értekezés és a tézisek szövegének  

Plágiumkereső adatbázisba helyezéséhez és plágiumellenőrző vizsgálatok lefuttatásához. 

Kelt: Budapest, 2015. november 30. 

 Horváth Katalin 

a doktori értekezés szerzőjének aláírása 



1 

 

Table of Contents 

 

1. Rationale ................................................................................................................................. 2 

2. Theoretical background .......................................................................................................... 2 

3. Research questions ................................................................................................................. 3 

4. A brief summary of the chapters ............................................................................................ 4 

5. The structure of the possessive DP ........................................................................................ 5 

6. Feature percolation ................................................................................................................. 8 

7. Extending the proposal to further constructions .................................................................. 13 

8. Concluding remarks ............................................................................................................. 14 

9. References ............................................................................................................................ 16 

10. List of my publications ....................................................................................................... 24 

11. List of my conference presentations ................................................................................... 24 

 



2 

 

1. Rationale 

Possession is a very interesting and large topic which is widely discussed in the literature. 

However, the structure of possessive constructions and the exact syntactic status of their 

constituents have always provoked debate. There have been many analyses proposed 

concerning these issues but, to my knowledge, none of them are capable of accounting for a 

wide range of cross-linguistic data. In particular, the discourse status of the individual 

elements of the possessive DP seems to be problematic. This is the motivation behind my 

thesis on discourse oriented phenomena and the possessive DP. It is a relatively poorly 

examined area and the majority of its researchers base their models on the Split-DP 

Hypothesis, which poses more problems than it solves as is demonstrated in my thesis.  

2. Theoretical background 

The dissertation is based on the Phase Theory version of the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 

2001; 2008) and makes use of the cartographic approach (based on Chomsky (1986), Abney 

(1987), Pollock (1989), Sportiche (1990), Koopman (1992) and Rizzi (1997)) in order to be 

able to account for the fact that in agglutinative languages, e.g. in Hungarian, the suffixes are 

realised in a strict order. The strict order of suffixes is an important tool in describing the 

structure of possessive DPs because the series of suffixes reflect the order of the different 

layers in the construction (cf. Baker (1985)’s Mirror Principle). Hence, it is proposed that the 

phonologically realised or unrealised affixes enter the derivation under heads. Therefore, 

lexical heads have to undergo head movement so that these bound morphemes can be affixed 

to them. 

In addition, phrases have to move to specifier positions e.g. to check features or receive case. 

Beside movements targeting a specifier position, features can also be checked off as a result 

of head movement. So, in the framework used in the thesis, feature checking is not necessarily 

bound to spec-head agreement. An important idea that is explored here is that discourse 

features may also percolate from an element to an XP which contains it and on which they can 

travel to a specifier position where they can be checked.  
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3. Research questions 

My dissertation provides an analysis of possessive DPs in English, German and Hungarian 

with special attention on discourse oriented phenomena. First and foremost, it intends to show 

that the discourse features [WH], [CONTR], [TOP] and [FOC] are not checked within the 

possessive DP as this does not contain any CP, ContrP, TopP and FocP layers. Therefore, it is 

proposed that the discourse features associated with the different constituents of the DP 

percolate onto the topmost DP node of the possessive construction after competing with each 

other to determine which will succeed in undergoing this process. In this way, the DP has the 

discourse function in the CP determined by the features it inherits.  

The Split-DP account works with DP-internal TopP, FocP and ContrP layers, so it has to 

assume a double set of discourse features (a verbal and a nominal one) in order to account for 

why the whole DP undergoes CP level discourse movements, although it is only one of its 

constituents which bears discourse features. The nominal discourse feature set motivates the 

DP-internal movements targeting [Spec, TopP], [Spec, FocP] and [Spec, ContrP], whereas the 

verbal set motivates the clausal counterpart of these movements. However, in the feature 

percolation approach only one set of discourse features is needed because it dispenses with 

DP-internal TopP, FocP and ContrP layers. Consequently, the discourse features are not 

checked in the DP, so they are still accessible for the heads of the left peripheral projections in 

the CP. The resulting analysis is simpler and it provides a better explanation for CP-level 

discourse movement phenomena. 

The specific research questions that the dissertation addresses include how it is possible to 

give a uniform structural analysis of English, German and Hungarian possessive constructions 

which can also account for the differences between these languages. On the basis of the 

proposed structure, a second research question is formed: how do discourse features behave 

inside the DP? Finally, a third research question is how to analyse possessive constructions 

which are traditionally assumed to be derived in an effort to express special discourse 

functions, specifically those involving possessor doubling, pro-drop and double genitives. 
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4. A brief summary of the chapters 

My dissertation is divided into six chapters. The introductory chapter is followed by a chapter 

which introduces the data to be analysed and reviews some influential analyses of possessive 

constructions. This is followed by the description of the framework used in this dissertation. 

In the light of the CP-DP parallelism proposal, chapter 3 argues for a uniform DP structure for 

the analysis of English, German and Hungarian possessive constructions which is also able to 

account for the differences between these languages. In the course of the discussion the 

structural place of the different DP internal elements is established. This chapter aims at 

identifying the positions in the DP which the possessor, the possessum, adjectives, quantifiers 

and demonstratives occupy.  

As a next step, chapter 4 examines how the discourse features [WH], [CONTR], [TOP] and 

[FOC] behave in the possessive DP. It is questioned whether they induce DP-internal 

movements to [Spec, ContrP], [Spec, TopP] and [Spec, FocP] positions. Concluding 

negatively on this issue and making use of the findings accumulated in chapter 3, this chapter 

proposes a feature percolation based approach to the description of topic-focus relations in 

connection with possessive constructions, arguing that it is better to abandon the Split-DP 

account. 

In chapter 5 possessive constructions are analysed which, according to some traditional 

approaches, speakers derive in order to express special discourse functions. In the course of 

the discussion it is claimed that not all of them have such a special meaning. In addition, this 

chapter aims to extend the analysis proposed in the previous two chapters to Hungarian 

nominal pro-drop and to possessor extraction in Hungarian and some Southern German 

dialects. 

Finally, chapter 6 summarises the main findings in this dissertation and draws the conclusion. 
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5. The structure of the possessive DP 

In chapter 3, my dissertation discusses the structure of possessive DPs in English, German 

and Hungarian so that it can find a uniform analysis which can be adapted to all three 

languages. In doing so my thesis draws on the analyses of Szabolcsi (1994), Roehrs (2005) 

and Haegeman and Guéron (1999) among others. It is proposed that the DP and the CP 

display parallel structures in as much as both contain lexical and functional projections. The 

lexical projections are the NP and the nP which are the nominal counterparts of the verbal VP 

and vP respectively. The functional projections are the NumP, the InomP, the DefP and the DP 

in the nominal domain, and the IP, the FinP and the CP in the verbal domain. It is also said 

that within the possessive DP the possessor behaves like the subject in the sentence and the 

possessum is, in several aspects, similar to the verb in the CP.  

In English and German the possessor can be realised prenominally (1) or postnominally (2). 

However, the possessor cannot be spelled out postnominally in the Hungarian DP. 

(1) a. Peter’s house 

 b. the man’s house 

 c. Peters       Haus 

  Peter-GEN house 

 d. Péter         háza 

  Péter-NOM house-POSS-SG-3.SG 

 e. a     férfi         háza 

  the man-NOM house-POSS-SG-3.SG 

(2) a. the door of the house 

 b. das Haus des         Mannes 

  the house the-GEN man-GEN 

 c. das Haus von dem       Mann 

  the house of   the-DAT man-DAT 

In some German dialects and in Hungarian it is possible to extract the possessor from the 

possessive construction to be able to derive sentences in which the possessor and the 

possessum take part in topic-focus relations independently of each other. 
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(3) a. Péter            kalapja                            tűnt el. 

  [Peter-NOM  hat-POSS-SG-3.SG]-FOC    disappeared 

  ‘It is Peter’s hat which disappeared.’ 

 b. Péternek                      tűnt el          a   kalapja. 

  Peter-NOM-EDGE-FOC disappeared the hat-POSS-SG-3.SG 

  ‘It is Peter’s hat which disappeared.’ 

 c. A    kalapja                 Péternek                                  tűnt el 

  the hat-POSS-SG-3.SG  Peter-NOM-EDGE-CONTR-FOC  disappeared 

  ‘It is Peter’s hat which disappeared.’ 

(4) illustrates the structure my dissertation associates with the possessive DP. (4) depicts the 

tree diagram associated with English and German DPs. In the Hungarian nominal domain the 

phrases are head final except for the DP and the DefP which are head initial. 

(4) 

 

Based on Roehrs (2005), it can be said that the possessum is merged into the structure under 

N and the possessive morpheme under n. As the possessive morpheme is a bound morpheme 

the possessum has to raise from N to n to host it. Then, the possessor is merged into the [Spec, 

nP] position. Possession can be interpreted in several ways, so the context has to disambiguate 

the exact relation between the possessor and the possessum. Hence, it is assumed that the 

possessive relationship is not interpreted with the help of theta roles but possession is 

formally marked with case which makes it possible for the possessor to be interpreted at LF. 
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At this point it has to be underlined that my dissertation deals exclusively with possession 

involving a referential noun possessum, so deverbal nouns and other nouns associated with 

arguments lie outside the scope of the discussion. 

Based on Ritter (1991) it is proposed that the number feature of the possessum is hosted in 

Num. In order to check these features, the possessum and the possessive morpheme undergo 

n-to-Num movement. In this position the possessum can enter into a spec-head agreement 

with the quantifier occupying [Spec, NumP]. 

Then, based on Szabolcsi (1994) and Haegeman and Guéron (1999: 427), the claim is made 

that there is an inflectional projection inside the DP which is labelled Inom. In Hungarian the 

possessum raises to Inom to host the bound nominal inflection but remains in Num in English 

and German. In the latter two languages the inflectional element is taken to be a 

phonologically realised (possessive linkers and the Saxon Genitive ‘s) or an unrealised free 

morpheme, so the complex consisting of the possessum and the possessive affix does not 

amalgamate with it. 

Prenominal possessors move from [Spec, nP] to [Spec, InomP] to receive case from the 

nominal inflectional head, whereas postnominal possessors remain in situ and are case marked 

in [Spec, nP] by a preposition.  

The Def head hosts the definiteness feature, whereas D is responsible for encoding deictic 

information. In Hungarian these features are spelled out by separate elements. As a 

consequence, Def hosts articles while D is occupied by demonstratives. Nevertheless, in 

English and German articles cannot co-occur with demonstratives, so demonstratives and 

articles undergo Def-to-D movement in order to check the definiteness and the deictic 

features. In addition, based on the analysis in Szabolcsi (1994), [Spec, DP] is the escape hatch 

for the EDGE-marked possessors leaving the possessive DP in some southern German 

dialects and Hungarian. 

The following table summarises which positions the different constituents occupy in the 

English, German and Hungarian possessive DP at Spell-Out. 
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(5)  The structural place of the constituents in the possessive DP 

 English German Hungarian 

 possessor  prenominal:  

  [Spec, InomP] 

 postnominal:  

  [Spec, nP] 

 prenominal:  

  [Spec, InomP] 

 postnominal:  

  [Spec, nP] 

 on the Edge:  

  [Spec, DP] 

 prenominal:  

  [Spec, InomP] 

 on the Edge:  

  [Spec, DP] 

 possessum  Num  Num  Inom 

 adjective  [N A, N]  [N A, N]  [N A, N] 

 quantifier  X
0
: D 

 X
max

:  

  [Spec, NumP] 

 X
0
: D 

 X
max

:  

  [Spec, NumP] 

 X
max

:  

  [Spec, NumP] 

 demonstrative  D  D  D 

 possessive 

linker  

 none  Inom  none 

 Saxon 

Genitive 

 Inom  none  none 

 wh-elements  same as non-wh  same as non-wh  possessor:  

[Spec, DP] 

 not the possessor: 

same as non-wh 

6. Feature percolation 

Based on the DP structure described above, the thesis explores the ways English, German and 

Hungarian can express topic-focus relations in possessive constructions. The discussion 

breaks with the traditional Split-DP Hypothesis which assumes that there are TopP, FocP and 

ContrP projections in the DP against whose heads the individual constituents can check their 

discourse features ([WH], [CONTR], [TOP] and [FOC]). The following discourse functions 

are examined: 
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(6) Discourse 

function 

Features Use 

 Topic [TOP] reference to a discourse-old entity about which 

something is predicated 

 Contrastive 

topic 

[CONTR][TOP] reference to a discourse old entity about which 

something is predicated in contrast with another 

discourse-old element 

 Focus [FOC] e.g. providing answer to a wh-question  

providing new information 

 Contrastive 

focus 

[CONTR][FOC] e.g. correction  providing new information 

instead of another piece of information for which 

the predication is not true 

 Wh-element [WH] asking for information 

 Contrastive wh-

element 

[CONTR][WH] asking for information which is in contrast with a 

discourse old piece of information 

(similar to Pesetsky’s (1987) D-linking) 

My dissertation utilises Webeluth’s (1989) and Yoon’s (2001) ideas about feature percolation 

by proposing that while discourse features are checked via spec-head agreement, those 

features internal to the DP and which cannot therefore be checked, percolate from a daughter 

node to its mother until they reach the top DP node which then moves to check off these 

features against an appropriate head in the CP.  

It is assumed that discourse features have three components: a syntactic, a semantic and a 

phonological sub-feature. The syntactic sub-features of discourse features hosted by the 

different constituents compete with each other. Then, the winner set percolates onto the DP. 

As a result, the DP inherits the most dominant syntactic sub-feature set and behaves in the CP 

accordingly. This happens after the whole phase (the DP) has been built but before it is 

spelled out.  

As a first step, the dominance hierarchy of the discourse features must be set up. Therefore, 

the dominance relations between the six types of elements listed in (6) above are scrutinised. 

For this, the thesis exploits a huge range of contextualised test dialogues on the basis of which 
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it can be established which features dominate over which ones and to what extent the 

syntactic status of the host constituents influences the effects of the hierarchy when it comes 

to feature percolation. It seems that the dominance of the discourse features is independent of 

the syntactic status of the constituents bearing them. The following table summarises the 

outcome of the 18 possible competitions based on which the hierarchy of the discourse 

features can be sketched as in (8): 

(7)
1
   Constituent A 

   T F CT CF WH CWH 

 

C
o
n
st

it
u
en

t 
B

 

T T F CT CF WH CWH 

 F F F CT CF WH CWH 

 CT CT CT CT CF WH CWH 

 CF CF CF CF CF WH CWH 

 WH WH WH WH WH WH CWH 

 CWH CWH CWH CWH CWH CWH CWH 

 

(8) [WH] > [CONTR] > [FOC] > [TOP] 

After competition, the syntactic sub-features of the winner discourse feature set percolate until 

they reach the phase boundary, i.e. the maximal projection of the DP. According to the 

analysis presented, feature percolation is a copy-delete operation proceeding from node to 

node in a step by step fashion. This means that at every step a new copy of the syntactic sub-

features is created and the copy on the lower node is immediately deleted. After feature 

percolation the DP is spelled out and later it undergoes movement to the left periphery of the 

CP to check the inherited syntactic sub-features against a C, Contr, Top or Foc head.  

On the other hand, the semantic and phonological sub-features of the discourse features do not 

compete or percolate. They stay on their original host element and do their job at the 

interfaces. As LF has access to the semantic sub-features, it is always clear what discourse 

function a given element plays even if its syntactic sub-features lose the competition. PF maps 

stress and intonation onto the DP based on the phonological sub-features. 

                                                 
1
 T = topic ([TOP]), CT = contrastive topic ([CONTR][TOP]), F = focus ([FOC]), CF = contrastive focus 

([CONTR][FOC]), WH = wh-element ([WH]), CWH = contrastive wh-element ([CONTR][WH]) 
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The following paragraphs illustrate this on a concrete example. As all of the languages 

examined behave in the same way regarding this mechanism it is enough to illustrate the 

whole process on a Hungarian dialogue in (9). 

(9) Context: A and B are talking about their colleagues, Péter and Géza. Both Péter and 

Géza have a Toyota. 

 A: Péter Toyotája eltűnt. 

  Peter  Toyota   disappeared 

  ‘Peter’s Toyota disappeared.’ 

 B: Nem, [Géza                     Toyotája]     tűnt el          (és   nem Péteré). 

  no       Géza-CONTR-FOC Toyota-TOP  disappeared (and not  Peter’s) 

  ‘No, it was GÉZA’s Toyota which disappeared (and not Peter’s).’ 

The DP Géza Toyotája is a construction containing a contrastive focus possessor and a topic 

possessum. In Hungarian the pre-verb (el) must follow the verb (tűnt) if the verb is preceded 

by a focus. In contrast, topics require the reverse order of these two elements. So, in (9) it 

seems that the possessive DP Géza Toyotája must have inherited [FOC] from the possessor. 

The presence of the corrective phrase és nem Péteré indicates that the possessor also gave 

over [CONTR] to the possessive DP. So, the possessive DP became a contrastive focus in the 

CP. How exactly did this happen? 

Based on the hierarchy of the discourse features the {[CONTR][FOC]} set of the possessor 

dominates over [TOP], so its syntactic sub-features are entitled to undergo percolation. These 

sub-features travel from the possessor onto the topmost DP node of the possessive 

construction. Thus, syntactically the possessive DP will be a CP-level contrastive focus. (10) 

is the graphic illustration of the DP under discussion. 
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(10) 

 

(10) shows that the syntactic sub-feature set {[CONTR][FOC]} percolates from the possessor 

in [Spec, InomP] to the maximal projection of the DP after structure building of this phase. As 

a result, from this time on the whole possessive DP is syntactically marked for 

[CONTR][FOC]. Then, Géza Toyotája is spelled out. Finally, the syntactic sub-features which 

the possessive DP inherited are checked in the CP: 
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(11) 

 

In (11) the possessive DP Géza Toyotája moves from its IP-internal subject position ([Spec, 

IP]) to [Spec, FocP] to check [FOC] against Foc, and from here to [Spec, ContrP] to check 

[CONTR] against Contr. The verb raises from I to Foc and leaves its pre-verb behind. 

This analysis is preferable over the Split-DP account because it does not work with vacuous 

movements, so it is more economical and its explanatory power is greater. As seen, the 

analysis can also explain why it is possible that a given DP contains two elements of two 

different discourse status (e.g. a contrastive focus and a topic) and it inherits the discourse 

features of only one of them.  

7. Extending the proposal to further constructions 

Finally, the dissertation turns to some constructions which are traditionally assumed to be 

discourse related: Hungarian nominal pro-drop (12), the English double genitive (13), the 

alternation of pre- and postnominal possessors in English (14) and possessor doubling (15)-

(16) and possessor extraction (17)-(18) in southern German dialects and in Hungarian. 

(12) a    proi    házami 

 the           house-POSS-SG-1.SG 

 ‘my house’ 
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(13) a dog of Peter’s 

(14) a. the man’s dog 

 b. the dog of the man 

(15)  dem   Vater            sein Haus 

 [the    father]-EDGE his   house 

 ‘the father’s house’ 

(16) a    nőknek                         az   ő    házuk 

 the woman-PL-NOM-EDGE the she house-POSS-SG-3.PL 

 ‘the women’s house’ 

(17)  Dem   Vater            ist sein Haus   schön. 

 [the    father]-EDGE  is  his   house  beautiful 

 ‘The father’s house is beautiful.’ 

(18) A    nőknek                         eltűnt           a    kalapjuk. 

 the woman-PL-NOM-EDGE disappeared the hat-POSS-SG-3.PL 

 ‘The women’s hat disappeared.’ 

The constructions in (13)-(15) are not ways of expressing topic-focus phenomena in English 

and German. It is proposed that (13) expresses partition (that x belongs to the group y), in (14) 

the alternation of pre- and postnominal possessors is attributed to the different realisations of 

Inom (whether it is associated with a possessor or a determiner) and in (15) the element sein is 

not a pronominal possessor but an inflectional element (Lühr 2002; Horváth 2013). In (16) ő 

is analysed as a resumptive pronoun which is the spell out of the possessor’s trace in [Spec, 

InomP] and it does not express any special discourse related meaning. 

In my dissertation the motivation behind Hungarian nominal pro-drop is described by virtue 

of the competing feature sets. The thesis describes possessor extraction as a subcase of feature 

percolation in which the discourse feature set of the possessor does not take part in the 

competition prior to percolation. 

8. Concluding remarks 

The analysis provided in my dissertation is not complete as several issues have had to be left 

open for future research. For instance, the exact structural place of adjectives has to be 

defined more carefully and the precise nature of the CP-level movements to the specifiers of 

Top, Foc and Contr need to be observed in more detail. In addition, it would also be worth 
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examining whether other features percolate and which XPs can be their destination. 

Nevertheless, my dissertation achieved the aims set by the research. 

Partly, my aim was to set up a uniform structure for the analysis of English, German and 

Hungarian possessive DPs which is also able to account for the differences between these 

languages. On the whole, the structure presented here seems capable of describing a wide 

range of data. Nevertheless, my primary aim was to show that discourse oriented phenomena 

in connection with possessive constructions can be approached more effectively if we 

abandon the Split-DP analysis for the sake of feature percolation because it can account for a 

wider range of data and it does not stipulate vacuous movements inside the DP. All in all, in 

terms of the analysis of discourse features my dissertation seems to offer a more explanatory 

approach than the Split-DP account. 



16 

 

9. References 

Abney, S. (1987): The English Noun Phrase in Its sentential Aspect. MIT dissertation. 

Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press. 

Asarina, A. (2009): English Partitives and Double Genitives. Home essay for the course 

“Topics in Semantics” (2009 Fall)  

[http://web.mit.edu/alya/www/double-genitives.pdf]  

Baker, M. (1985): The Mirror Principle and Morphosyntactic Explanation. Linguistic Inquiry 

16. 373-415. 

Baker, M. (1988): Incorporation. Chicago: Chicago University Press. 

Balogh, J. (2000): A jelző és az értelmező. In: B. Keszler (ed.): Magyar Grammatika. 

Budapest: Nemzeti Tankönyvkiadó. 449-465. 

Barker, C. (1998): Partitives, double genitives and anti-uniqueness. Natural Language and 

Linguistic Theory 16/4. 679-717. 

Bartos, H. (2000): Az inflexiós jelenségek szintaktikai háttere. In: F. Kiefer (ed.): Strukturális 

Magyar nyelvtan 3.: Morfológia. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 653-762. 

Brody, M. (1990): Remarks on the order of elements in the Hungarian focus field. In: I. 

Kenesei (ed.): Approaches to Hungarian. Szeged: JATE. 95-123. 

Büring, D. and Gutiérez-Bravo, R. (2001): Focus-related constituent order variation without 

NSR: A prosody-based cross-linguistic analysis. In: S. M. Bhloscaidh (ed.):  Syntax at 

Santa Cruz 3. Santa Cruz: Linguistics Research Center. 41-58. 

[http://homepage.univie.ac.at/Daniel.buring/locker/bur_gut.pdf] 

Chomsky, N. (1981): Lectures on Government and Binding. Dordrecht: Foris. 

Chomsky, N. (1986): Barriers. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 

Chomsky, N. (1995): Bare phrase structure. In: H. Campos and P. Kempchinsky (eds.): 

Evolution and revolution in linguistic Theory. Washington, D. C.: Georgetown 

University Press. 51-109. 

Chomsky, N. (2001): Derivation by Phase. In: M. Kenstowicz (ed.): Ken Hale: A Life in 

Language. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 1-52. 

Chomsky, N. (2008): On Phases. In: R. Freidin, C. P. Otero, and M. L. Zubizarreta (eds.): 

Foundational Issues in Linguistic Theory: Essays in Honor of Jean-Roger Vergnaud. 

Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 133-166. 

Cinque, G. (1980): On extraction from NP in Italian. Journal of Italian Linguistics, 5. 47-99. 

http://web.mit.edu/alya/www/double-genitives.pdf%5d


17 

 

Deane, P. D. (1992): Grammar in Mind and Brain: Explanations in Cognitive Syntax. New 

York: Mounton de Gruyter.   

Deen, K. U. (2006): Subject agreement in Nairobi Swahili. In: J. Mugane, J. P. Hutchison and 

D. A. Worman (eds.): Selected proceedings of the 35
th

 annual conference on African 

linguistics. Somerville: Cascadilla Proceedings Project. 225-233. 

Delsing, L. O. (1998): Possession in Germanic. In: A. Alexiadou and C. Wilder (eds.): 

Possessors, Predicates and Movement in the Determiner Phrase. Amsterdam: John 

Benjamins. 87-108. 

Demske, U. (2001): Merkmale und Relationen. Diachrone Studien zur Nominalphrase des 

Deutschen. Berlin: de Gruyter. 

den Dikken, M. (1997): The syntax of possession and the verb ’have’. Lingua, 101, 129-150. 

den Dikken, M. (1999): On the structural representation of possession and agreement: the case 

of anti-agreement in Hungarian possessed nominal phrases. In: I. Kenesei. (ed.): 

Crossing Boundaries: Advances in the Theory of Central and Eastern European 

Languages. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 137-179. 

Diesing, M. (1992): Indefinites. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press. 

Doron, E. (1982): On the syntax and semantics of resumptive pronouns. Texas Linguistic 

Forum 19. 1-48. 

É. Kiss, K. (2009): Scalar adverbs in and out of focus. In: K. É. Kiss (ed.): Adverbs and 

Adverbial Adjuncts at the Interfaces. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 297-316.  

van der Elst, G. (1984): Zur Entwicklung des deutschen Kasussystems. Ein Beispiel für 

Sprachökonomie. Zeitschrift für Germanistische Linguistik. 12 (3). 

Enç, M. (1991): The semantics of specificity. Linguistic Enquiry. 22: 1-25. 

Folli, R. and Harley, H. (2004): Flavours of v: Consuming results in Italian and English. In: R. 

Slabakova and P. Kempchinsky (eds.): Aspectual Inquiries. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 95-120. 

Gavruseva, E. (2000): On the syntax of possessor extraction. Lingua 110 (2000). 743-772. 

Gécseg, Z. (2001): A kontrasztív topik szintaxisáról és szemantikájáról. Magyar Nyelv 47 (4). 

423-432. 

Gécseg, Z. and Kiefer, F. (2009): A new look at information structure in Hungarian. Natural 

Language & Linguistic Theory 27. 583-622. 

Georgi, D. and Salzmann, M. (2011): DP-internal double agreement is not double Agree: 

Consequences of Agree-based case assignment within DP. Lingua 121. 2069-2088. 

Giorgi, A. and Longobardi, G. (1991): The syntax of noun phrases. Cambridge: CUP. 



18 

 

Grimshaw, J. (1990): Argument Structure. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 

Haegeman, L. and Guéron, J. (1999): English grammar: a generative perspective. Malden: 

Blackwell Publishers. 

Haider, H. (1988): Die Struktur der deutschen Nominalphrase. Zeitschrift für 

Sprachwissenschaft 7. 32-59. 

Hale, K. and Keyser, S. J. (1993): On argument structure and the lexical expression of 

syntactic relations. In: K. Hale and S. J. Keyser (eds.): View from Building 20. 

Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 53-110. 

Harley, H. (1995): Subjects, events and licensing. Ph. D. Thesis. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT 

Press.  

Hartmann, K. and Zimmermann, M. (2002): Syntactic and Semantic Adnominal Genitive. In: 

C. Maienborn (ed.): (A)Symmetrien – (A)Symmetries. Tübingen: Stauffenburg. 171-202.  

[http://amor.cms.hu-berlin.de/~zimmermy/papers/MZ2002-Genitive.pdf]  

Heim, I. (1982): The Semantics of Definite and Indefinite Noun Phrases. PhD dissertation. 

University of Massachusetts. 

Hole, D. (2004): Reconciling “possessor” datives and “beneficiary” datives – Towards a 

unified voice account of dative binding in German. In: C. Maienborn and A. Wöllstien-

Leisten (eds.): Event Arguments in Syntax, Semantics and Discourse. Tübingen: 

Niemeyer. 213-242.  

 [http://www.ilg.uni-stuttgart.de/mitarbeiter/hole/HoleEvents.pdf]  

Horváth, K. (2010): Possessive Interpretations. In: L. Varga (ed.): The Even Yearbook 9. 

Budapest: ELTE-BTK Angol Nyelvészeti Tanszék. 

[http://seas3.elte.hu/delg/publications/even/2010/10ho.pdf]  

Horváth, K. (2012a): A prenominális és posztnominális birtokos váltakozása az angol 

nyelvben. In: Z. Gécseg (ed.): LingDok11. Nyelvészdoktoranduszok dolgozatai. Szeged: 

JATEPress. 89-118. 

Horváth, K. (2012b): The Split-DP in Hungarian. In: L. Varga (ed.): The Even Yearbook 10. 

Budapest: ELTE-BTK Angol Nyelvészeti Tanszék. 62-79. 

[http://seas3.elte.hu/delg/publications/even/2012/12ho.pdf] 

Horváth K. (2013): Dem Vater sein Haus: Birtokos kettőzés vagy nyílt egyeztetés? In Z. 

Gécseg (ed.): LingDok12. Nyelvészdoktoranduszok dolgozatai. Szeged: JATEPress. 95–

114.  

[http://nydi.bibl.u-szeged.hu/SZTE_NYDI/LingDok_kotetek_files/LingDok12.pdf] 

http://amor.cms.hu-berlin.de/~zimmermy/papers/MZ2002-Genitive.pdf
http://www.ilg.uni-stuttgart.de/mitarbeiter/hole/HoleEvents.pdf
http://seas3.elte.hu/delg/publications/even/2010/10ho.pdf%5d


19 

 

Huddleston, R. D. and Pullum, G. K. (2002): The Cambridge Grammar of the English 

Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Ihsane, T. and Puskás, G. (2001): Specific is not Definite. Generative Grammar in Geneva. 2: 

39-54. 

Irvine, S. and Godden, M. R.  (eds.) (2012): The Old English Boethius: With Verse Prologues 

and Epilogues Associated with King Alfred. Boston, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Izvorski, R. (1995): A DP-shell for comparatives. In: ConSole III. Proceedings. The Hague: 

Academic Graphics. 99-121. 

Jackendoff, R. (1977): X-bar Syntax: A Study of Phrase Structure. Cambridge, Mass: MIT 

Press. 

Jesperson, O. (1965): A Modern English Grammar on Historical Principles Part IV: 

Morphology. London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd. 

Károly, S. (1972): The Grammatical System of Hungarian. In: L. Benkő and I. Samu (eds.): 

The Hungarian Language. The Hague: Mouton. 85-170. 

Kayne, R. (1981): On certain differences between French and English. Linguistic Inquiry 12. 

349-371. 

Kenesei, I. (1994): Subordinate Clauses. In: F. Kiefer and K. É. Kiss (eds.): Syntax and 

Semantics, 27. New York: Academic Press. 

Kenesei, I. (2006): Focus as identification. In: V. Molnár and S. Winkler (eds.): The architecture 

of Focus. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 

Koopman, H. (1992): Licensing heads. In: D. Lightfoot and N. Hornstein (eds.): Verb 

movement. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Kratzer, A. (1996): Severing the external argument from the verb. In: J. Rooryck and L. 

Zaring (eds.): Phrase Structure and the Lexicon. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 109-137. 

Larson, R. K. (1988): On the double object construction. Linguistic Inquiry 19. 335-391. 

Lee, C. (2003): Contrastive Topic and/or Contrastive Focus. In: B. McClure (ed.): 

Japanese/Korean Linguistics 12. Stanford: CSLI. 

[http://semarch.linguistics.fas.nyu.edu/Archive/mQ5MWMyY/jk12Lee.pdf]  

Lehrer, A. (1987): English Quantifiers from Noun Sources. In: R. Steele and T. Threadgold 

(eds.): Language Topics: Essays in Honour of Michael Halliday. (vol. 2.). Amsterdam: 

John Benjamins Publishing. 95-150. 



20 

 

Lindauer, T. (1995): Genitivattribute. Eine morphosyntaktische Untersuchung des deutschen 

DP/NP-Systems. Tübingen: Niemeyer. 

Löbel, E. (1996): Kategorisierung der Possessiva als Adjektive in der NP/DP. In: T. Tappe 

and E. Löbel (eds.): Die Struktur der Nominalphrase. Universität Wuppertal. 48-94. 

Lühr, R. (2002): Der Ausdruck der Possessivität innerhalb der Determinans-Phrase in den 

ältesten indogermanischen Sprachen. In: U. Junghanns and L. Szucsich (eds.): Syntactic 

Structures and Morphological Information. Berlin: de Gruyter. 

[http://www.indogermanistik.uni-jena.de/dokumente/PDF/Sonderdruck107.pdf]  

Lyons, C. (1985): The syntax of English genitive constructions. J. Linguistics, 22, 123-143. 

Mayer, E. Z. (2012): Wer hat dem Wächter den Schlüssel weggenommen – Külső birtokossal 

rendelkező szerkezetek a németben. In: Z. Gécseg (ed.): LingDok11. 

Nyelvészdoktoranduszok dolgozatai. Szeged: JATEPress. 119-138. 

Matthews, P. H. (ed.) (1997): The Concise Dictionary of Linguistics. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press. 

McClosky, J. (1990): Resumptive pronouns, A’-binding and levels of representation in Irish. 

In: R. Hendrick (ed.): Syntax and Semantics 33: The Syntax of Modern Celtic 

Languages. New York: Academic Press. 199-248. 

Mohr, S. (2005): V2, Discourse Functions and Split-CP. This paper was presented at the 38
th

 

“Societas Linguistica Europaea” conference at the workshop “Sentence-initial and 

sentence-final positions”.  

[http://ifla.uni-stuttgart.de/files/sle2005.pdf]  

Neeleman, A., Titov, E., van de Koot, H. and Vermeulen, R.  (2009): A syntactic typology of 

topic, focus and contrast. In: J. van Craenenbroeck (ed.): Alternatives to Cartography. 

Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 15-51. 

Newson, M., Pap, D., Tóth, G., Szécsényi, K., Hordós, M. and Vincze, V. (2006): Basic 

English Syntax with Exercises. Budapest: Bölcsész Konzorcium. 

Newson, M. and Maunula, V. (2006): Word order in Finnish: whose side is the focus on? In 

L. Varga (ed.): The Even Yearbook 7. Budapest: ELTE-BTK Angol Nyelvészeti 

Tanszék.1-33. 

[http://seas3.elte.hu/delg/publications/even/2006/06nm.pdf] 

Norde, M. (1997): The History of the Genitive in Swedish. A Case Study in 

Degrammaticalisation. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Amsterdam. 

http://www.indogermanistik.uni-jena.de/dokumente/PDF/Sonderdruck107.pdf


21 

 

Olsen, S. (1989): Das Possessivum: Pronomen, Determinans oder Adjektiv? Linguistische 

Berichte, 120 (1989), 133-153. 

Oritz de Urbina, J. (1993): Feature Percolation and Clausal Pied-Piping. Generative Studies in 

Basque Linguistics 105. 189-219. 

Pesetsky, D. (1987): Wh-in-situ: Movement and Unselective Binding. In: E. J. Reuland and A. 

G. B. ter Meulen (eds.): The Representation of (In)definiteness. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT 

Press. 

Pollock, J. Y. (1989): Verb movement, universal grammar, and the structure of the IP. 

Linguistic Inqury 20. 365-425. 

Puskás, G. (2000): Word order in Hungarian: The syntax of A’-positions. Amsterdam: John 

Benjamins. 

Pyles, T. and Algeo, J. (1993): The Origins and Development of the English Language. Fort 

Worth: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich College Publishers. 

Radford, A., Atkinson, M., Britain, D., Clahsen, H. and Spencer, A. (2009): Linguistics: An 

Introduction. (Second edition). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Ramchand, G. C. (2008): Verb Meaning and the Lexicon: A First Phase Syntax. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 

Ritter, E. (1991): Two Functional Projections in Noun Phrases: Evidence from Modern 

Hebrew. In: S. Rothstein (ed.): Perspectives on Phrase Structure: Heads and Licensing. 

(Syntax and Semantics 25.). San Diego: Academic Press. 

Rizzi, L. (1997): The Fine Structure of the Left Periphery. In: L. Haegeman (ed.): Elements of 

Grammar. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 281-337. 

Rizzi, L. (2001): On the position “Int(errogative)” in the left periphery of the clause. In: G. 

Cinque and G. Salvi (eds.): Current studies in Italian syntax. Essays offered to Lorenzo 

Renzi. Oxford: Elsevier. 287-296. 

Rizzi, L. (2004): Locality in Left Periphery. In: A. Belletti (ed.): Structures and Beyond: The 

Cartography of Syntactic Structures. Vol. 3. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 223-251. 

Roehrs, D. (2005): Possessives Consist of Heads and Complements: Some Notes. Indiana 

University Working Papers in Linguistics. Vol. 5.  

[http://ling.auf.net/lingBuzz/000302]  

Rosenbach, A. (2002): Genitive Variation in English: Conceptual Factors in Synchronic and 

Diachronic Studies. Hawthrone: Mouton de Gruyter. 

Russel, B. (1905): On Denoting. Mind. New Series, Vol. 14, No. 56. 479-493. 

http://ling.auf.net/lingBuzz/000302


22 

 

Sportiche, D. (1990): Movement, agreement and case. Unpublished ms., University of 

California, Los Angeles. 

Sternefeld, W. (2006): Syntax. Tübingen: Stauffenburg. 

Storto, G. (2000): Double Genitives aren’t (Quite) Partitives. In: A. Okrent and J. Boyle 

(eds.): Papers from the Thirty-Sixth Regional Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society, 

Vol. 1. Chicago: CLS, University of Chicago. 501-516. 

[http://semanticsarchive.net/Archive/WE2MnU0O/storto_CLS36.pdf]  

Storto, G. (2005): Possessives in Context. In: J. Kim, Y.A Cander and B. H. Partee (eds.): 

Possessives and Beyond: Semantics and Syntax. Amherst: GLSA, University of 

Massachusetts. 59-86.  

[http://semanticsarchive.net/Archive/mYOMTMwN/storto_UMass02.pdf]  

Strunk, J. (2005): Pro-drop in nominal possessive constructions. In: M. Batt and K. T. 

Holloway (eds.): The Proceedings of the LFG’05 Conference in Bergen, Norway, July 

15, 2005. 447-467.  

[http://csli-publications.stanford.edu/LFG/10/lfg05strunk.pdf]  

Svenonius, P. (2004): On the Edge. In: D. Adger, C. de Cat and G. Tsoulas (eds.): 

Peripheries: Syntactic Edges and Their Effects. Dordrecht: Kluwer. 259-287. 

Szabolcsi, A. (1981): The possessive Construction in Hungarian: A Configurational Category 

in a Non-Configurational Language. Acta Linguistica Academic Scientiarum 

Hungaricae 31. 261-289. 

Szabolcsi, A. (1983): The Possessor that Ran Away from Home. The Linguistic Review 3. 98-

102. 

Szabolcsi, A. (1987): Functional categories in the noun phrase. In: I. Kenesei (ed.): 

Approaches to Hungarian 2. Szeged: JATE. 167-190. 

Szabolcsi, A. (1989): Noun phrases and clauses: Is DP analogous to IP or CP? In: J. Payne 

(ed.): Proceedings of the Colloquium on Noun Phrase Structure. This book was not 

published.  

[http://files.nyu.edu/as109/public/szabolcsi_DP_IP_CP.pdf] 

Szabolcsi, A. (1992): A birtokos szerkezet és az egzisztenciális mondatok. Budapest: 

Akadémiai Kiadó. 

Szabolcsi, A. (1994): The Noun Phrase. In: F. Kiefer and K. É. Kiss (eds.): Syntax and 

Semantics, 27: The Syntactic Structure of Hungarian. San Diego: Academic Press. 179-

231. 

http://semanticsarchive.net/Archive/WE2MnU0O/storto_CLS36.pdf
http://semanticsarchive.net/Archive/mYOMTMwN/storto_UMass02.pdf
http://csli-publications.stanford.edu/LFG/10/lfg05strunk.pdf


23 

 

Szili, K. (2011): Vezérkönyv a Magyar grammatika tanításához (A magyart idegen nyelvként 

oktató tanároknak). Budapest: Enciklopédia Kiadó. 

Teuber, O. (2000): Gibt es zwei Genitive im Deutschen? In: R. Thieroff, M. Tamrat, N. 

Fuhrhop and O. Teuber (eds.): Deutsche Grammatik in Theorie und Praxis. Tübingen: 

Max Niemeyer. 171-183. 

Travis, L. (1988): The Syntax of Adverbs. McGill Working Papers in Linguistics. 280-310. 

Vermeulen, R. (2010): The syntax of topic, contrast and contrastive topic in Japanese and 

Korean. Short paper prepared for the presentation at the On Linguistic Interfaces II 

(OnLI II) conference at the University of Ulster, December 2010. 

Webelhuth, G. (1989): Syntactic Saturation Phenomena in the Modern Germanic Languages. 

Ph.D. dissertation. University of Massachusets. 

Weiß, H. (2006): The Possessor that Appears Twice. Variation, Structure and Function of 

Possessive Doubling in German. This study was presented at the Workshop „On 

Syntactic Doubling“ in Amsterdam (2006 March). 

[http://www.meertens.knaw.nl/projecten/edisyn/Online_proceedings/Paper_Weiss.pdf]  

Weise, O. (1902): Unsere Muttersprache, ihr Werden und ihr Wesen. Berlin: Teuber. 

Wright, J. and Wright, E. M. (1914): Old English Grammar. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Yoon, J. M. (2001): Successive Cyclic Movement, Feature Percolation and a Typological 

Approach to Cross-Linguistic Variation in Pied-Piping. Studies in Generative Grammar 

Volume 11. 283-292. 

[http://mercury.hau/ac.kr/kggc/Puclications/SIGG/SIGG11/SIGG1106_JMYoon.pdf] 

Zifonun, G. (2003): Dem Vater sein Hut. Der Charme des Substandards und wie wir ihm 

gerecht werden. Deutsche Sprache 31. 97-126. 

Zimmermann, I. (1990): The “Subject” in Noun Phrases: Its Syntax and Semantics. In: I. 

Zimmermann (ed.): Syntax und Semantik der Substantivgruppe. Berlin: Akademie 

Verlag. 33-68. 

http://www.meertens.knaw.nl/projecten/edisyn/Online_proceedings/Paper_Weiss.pdf


24 

 

10. List of my publications 

Horváth, K. (2010): Possessive Interpretations. In: L. Varga (ed.): The Even Yearbook 9. 

[http://seas3.elte.hu/delg/publications/even/2010/10ho.pdf]  

Horváth, K. (2012a): A prenominális és posztnominális birtokos váltakozása az angol 

nyelvben. In: Z. Gécseg (ed.): LingDok11. Nyelvészdoktoranduszok dolgozatai. Szeged: 

JATEPress. 89-118. 

[http://nydi.bibl.u-szeged.hu/SZTE_NYDI/LingDok_kotetek_files/LingDok11.pdf] 

Horváth, K. (2012b): A „dupla genitívusz” konstrukció. In: T. Frank and K. Károly (eds.): 

125 éves az angol szak az Eötvös Loránd Tudományegyetemen – konferenciakötet. 

Budapest: ELTE Eötvös Kiadó. 112–123. 

Horváth, K. (2012c): The Split-DP in Hungarian. In: L. Varga (ed.): The Even Yearbook 10. 

Budapest: ELTE-BTK Angol Nyelvészeti Tanszék. 62-79. 

[http://seas3.elte.hu/delg/publications/even/2012/12ho.pdf] 

Horváth, K. (2013): Dem Vater sein Haus: Birtokos kettőzés vagy nyílt egyeztetés? In: Z. 

Gécseg (ed.): LingDok12. Nyelvészdoktoranduszok dolgozatai. Szeged: JATEPress. 95–

114.  

[http://nydi.bibl.u-szeged.hu/SZTE_NYDI/LingDok_kotetek_files/LingDok12.pdf] 

11. List of my conference presentations 

Horváth, K. (2010): A prenominális és posztnominális birtokos váltakozása az angol 

nyelvben. LingDokKonf 14. (Nyelvészdoktoranduszok Országos Konferenciája). 

Szeged: 30 November 2010 – 1 December 2010 

Horváth, K. (2011a): A „dupla genitívusz” konstrukció. 125 éves a budapesti angol szak 

konferencia. Budapest: 9-10 November 2011 

Horváth, K. (2011b): Dem Vater sein Haus: Birtokos kettőzés vagy nyílt egyeztetés? 

LingDokKonf 15. (Nyelvészdoktoranduszok Országos Konferenciája). Szeged: 17-18 

November 2011 

 

http://seas3.elte.hu/delg/publications/even/2010/10ho.pdf%5d



