Kenesei Istvan

Nonfinite clauses in derived nominals

[In: Christopher Pinon and Péter Siptar (edspproaches to Hungarian, Vol, 8kadémiai
Kiado, Budapest (megj. alatt)]

Nonfinite clauses in derived nominals
Research Institute for Linguistics of the Hunga#aademy of Sciences
and Department of English, University of Szeged
ikenesei[at]nytud.hu
(November 2003)

1. Overview

This paper sets out to show that, contrary to commizdom, complex event nominals in Hungarian (&N&
hereunder) do not arise through a purely lexicakgss involving a change in argument structure @tlem
promotion and the like) but are a result of a ssticaderivation that crucially relies on the asstimpthat CENs
have clausal properties. | will first review earleork demonstrating that undisputed nonfinite stgiin Hungarian
exhibit more arguments than had been thought & before. The method of acquiring this evidendati®duced
and its consequences explained. This move is regdsscause similar arguments will be made use discussing
at least one aspect of CENs, which will point tadgathe need to accept the clausal derivation. fikendata will be
listed showing that CENs, too, have more argumesitipns than can be accommodated in the previmmopals
and that properties of (non)resumption are incoitleatvith lexical derivation. Finally, a somewhatricate new
analysis will be presented, which is based on dkkeD's (1999) analysis of Hungarian possessive DPs

2. Nonfinite clauses

That Hungarian nonfinite constructions are clause® longer questioned even in the most traditiqoarters of
Hungarian linguistics. Although there have beeangits to classify nonfinite verb forms into ondher other of the
major word classes or their own separate claskeg, have never exerted any influence on the vield bg

generative linguists that the constructions thal tare parts of are indeed clauses, and not, sggctigal or

adverbial phrases.

2.1. Undisputed argument structures in nonfinigaises
There is also general agreement that in some sEthenfinite clauses at least one argument carowertcat
Phonetic Form, but visible at the level of LogiEakrm. One such example comes from a constructiotaiting a
simple active converb (or in traditional termsaatverbial participlej.
1 a.[PRQ alabda-t rag-va] (mihaza-men-t-tnk.
the ballacc kick-sacve  home-goPAST-1PL
‘Kicking the ball, we went home.'

b. *[PRO beesteled-ve] haza-men-t-unk.
evening-fallsacve  home-goPAST-1PL

! Research underlying the work reported here wapatgd in part by the NWO-OTKA Project on the Left
Periphery (NWO-OTKA N37276), and by a grant frora tbollegium Budapest — Institute for Advanced Study
| owe special thanks to the participants of tdrernational Conference on the Structure of Huiagaand in
particular to Marcel den Dikken, Anikd Liptak, Carifién, and an anonymous reviewer. Needless tdtsay
responsibility for any remaining errors is mine.

2 Abbreviations: APRT = active/present (‘adjectiealattributive) participle; PPRT = passive/paatljéctival' or
attributive) participle; SACVB = simple active ca (= ‘adverbial' participle); PFCVB = perfecta@nverb; OP =
empty operator; PV = preverbal prefix; DEV = dewaominalizer affix; POSS = possessive affix (nearon the
possessed noun)



'(With) evening coming, we went home.'
(Cf. the comparable English example: *Raining,went home.")

c. *[ugy tin-ve [hogy esiK]] haza-men-t-unk.
thus appeasAcvB thatis-raining home-geasT-1pL
‘Appearing that it was raining, we went home.'

In the case of simple active converbs, as in (&a)face full argument structures with PRO subjedtis null or no
Case marking and under obligatory control. The RRBGject of the weather verb in (1b) cannot be odett for
obvious reasons: in fact, weather verbs cannot RR®@ subjects at all, since PRO is either contioiehether
under obligatory control, i.e., c-command, or ndigalbory control), and then it cannot serve asrtbereferential
pronominal subject of the weather predicate, or dradrary reference, when it has to be [+human],option
unavailable for the subject of weather verbs. Furtiore, even apparently nonpronominal expletivies tigy
(literally: 'thus") are prohibited, as shown in)(IEhe reason is again simple: althoumgly is homonymous with the
nonproximate deictic manner adverbial, in this tgpeonstruction it is a dummy for the nonfactiyation of the
usual, but often factive, pronominal expletige 'it’, as argued, for instance, in Kenesei (1994)tte basis of
examples such as these:

2  a.Azlatszik, hogy esik.
it seems that is-raining
It is visible that it's raining.'

b. Ugy latszik, hogy esik.
thus seems that is-raining
'It seems that it's raining.'

Another type of converb is the active perfectivee,owhich has the peculiar behavior of allowing #or
nominative-marked subject.

3 a.[Péteralabda-t el-rag-van] haza-men-t-link
Peter the balcc pv-kick-PFCvB home-goPAST-1PL
‘(With) Peter having kicked the ball away, we tgome.'

b. [pro; beesteled-vén] (Mihaza-men-t-tnk.
evening-fallPFcve  we home-g®AST-1PL
'(With) evening having come, we went home.'

c. [gy tin-vén [hogy esik]] haza-men-t-tink.
thus appeaprcvasthat is-raining home-gpAST-3PL
‘(With it) appearing that it was raining, we wéoitne.'

This type of converb construction has full oveduament structure, with the nominative-marked sulpessibly
arising due to the somewhat mysterionsaffix on the converb, which is reminiscent of thed person singular
affix on imperative/subjunctive forms and archaicli¢atives, cf.:men-j-en'goiMP-3sG or megy-en'go-3G.
Arguably, nominative in Hungarian correlates weithwAgreement, rather than with Tense, as was eldiin
relation to another idiosyncratic nonfinite formkenesei (1986). At the time this view receivedrsy support from
Szabolcsi's (1981, 1984) position concerning thendduan possessive construction, later refurbishad
systematized in Szabolcsi (1994). Although her mgnts and conclusion have been challenged by ddres
(1999) recent analysis, which will be presentethore detail below, the fact remains that, discagnfiossessives,
we witness nominative-marked subjects in at lémettdistinct constructions, two of which are nosgel, where the
presence of Agreement is indisputable.

In the perfective converb construction exemplified3) weather verbs are perfectly possible, tledwe to the
nominative-marked and suppressed explgiigeas in (3b). Moreover, the nonfactive expletigy can also surface
here, giving further support to our position ofarding it as a variant of the general expletizesee (3c).



2.2. New evidence for more arguments in nonfiteteses

Nonfinite clauses exhibit more arguments than ez ltlaken for granted before. The reasoning tovioit based
on the properties of binding, that is, coreferérgigpressions containing pronominals and anaphksss well-
known, the classical version of the Binding Priteifef. Chomsky 1981) specifies that pronominald anaphors
are in a complementary distribution with respec tocal domain in the following manner:

4 A) Anaphors must be bound in a local domain.
B) Pronominals must be free in a local domain.

The example below illustrates the fact that whileaaaphor takes a c-commanding antecedent in ¢aédomain
marked by the brackets, a pronominal is preventad thoosing an antecedent in a similar configomatin other
words, the anaphoeach otherr themselvesnust have identical reference with the subjleetboysn their local
domain, but the pronomingiemmust not takehe boysas its antecedent; it can, however, be corefevightany
noun phrase outside this domain, includimg girlsin our example, as shown by the (starred) indices.

5 a. The girlgdon't know that [the boysan see each other/themselvgds
b. The girls don't know that [the boysan see thep)]

Note that the exact form of the Binding Principte,the theoretical developments challenging itsecage, are
irrelevant here: all we are interested in is thet faf the complementary distribution between proimaits and
anaphors in some well-defined domain, which is estjanable in these and the following examples.

Having now set the scene, let us introduce the deger from nonfinite clauses. Passive (or moretioadlly:
past) participle clauses are analyzed in currégrature as containing the internal argument asoagdically null
PRO subject coreferent with the head nominal trehbnfinite clause modifies, cf. Laczké 2000, Esk002

6 [ora e [ve PRO ppJanos altal)] megold-ott]] [ feladat]]]
the Janos by soleeRT problem
'the problem solved by Janos'

Sure enough, the nonfinite clause labelled asnV@) behaves as a prenominal (restrictive) redatiause,
therefore there must be some relationship betwaeinwsible constituent inside it and the head n@hiBut it
certainly cannot be realized by means of a PRGgiwimiay have two and only two versions as transfrioes the
literature. PRO can have arbitrary (human) refexeias for instance in the senteriae bark is dangerou$-or
anyone to bark is dangerous', an option unavaifablhe nonfinite construction above. Or it cobklthe canonical
‘pronominal anaphor', whether under obligatoryirfam wants PROto leavg, or nonobligatory control (as in the
examplePRO to leave would be something that Jim wouldrréase to dg. But in this latter case PRO must have a
full independent DP as its antecedent, rather ¢hBP, or even less than a DP, that it is sittisidin The fact that
the clause containing the PRO in questidnsglethe DP that it ought to be coreferential with raoanter to thé
within-i principle, which rules out precisely this typecohfiguratiori:

® The example is from Laczké (2000: 410), who wanka Lexical Functional Grammar framework, witHigrst
change in showing PRO as not absorbed by the gagshiown by thesuBiecT= PRJ' label below the category V
in the original example, bptacing it under a distinct node as is customa@avernment and Binding Theory.

4 ", ...3 ...], wherey andd bear the same index.” (Chomsky 1981: 212). Chortislty adds footnote 62, which

exempts relative clauses from the prohibitionngithe example in (j).

() [na [ne The man] § whaq [ t; saw himself]]
Note first that the implied identity of the ent#, the head nominal and the relative pronoungklpimplausible.
Secondly, further examples, such as (i), wouldwhdoubt upon the general applicability of the egtom, but
even if we grant that it works, a relative pronaertainly differs from PRO in its referential projes.

(ii) [[every man] [who saw himself]]
Clearly, the head nominalvery mans not coreferential with the relative pronoun dene with the entire NP, since
the semantic reading of the construction is in etarece with the logic of the expression: ‘for eversuch thak is a
man,x sawX. In other words, the quantifiereryis outside of the identification carried by thdiges.



If then PRO is not a possible candidate to idgtiti& phonetically empty argument in passive gplés, then
we are left with two choices: either the head naini&m moved out of the clause or we suppose thatat empty
operator, since it is this type of device that sarve as a suppressed relative pronoun. We widiwolhe latter
option here, without attributing any theoreticagsficance to the choice. The participial clausg¢@pwill then be
rendered as (7), with the empty operator OP coedi@ith the head nomintdladat'task’.

7  [orane [ve OR [ppJanos altal]] megold-ott]] s feladat]]]
the Janos by  solweRT task
'the task carried out by Janos'

Note that the head nominal is not necessarily thénmal N, but can contain quantifiers (eminden'every'),
numerals (e.gharom'three’), or adjectives (e.gehézdifficult’), aligning the prenominal relative dises with the
postnominal ones.

Having clarified the status of the empty subjadhiese (and other) prenominal participial relatieeises, let us
now turn to the occurrence of coreferential promatsi and anaphors inside such constructions. As isethe
examples below, both types of expressions are dilstgoaith the same antecedent.

8 a. Alanyokelolvastédk az [OP egymashomgukhoz  ir-f] verseket]
the girls read the to-each-other/themselvesite-PPRTpoemsacc
‘The girls read the poems written to each otmemtselves.'

b. Alanyokelolvastak a [OP  hozzajuk-t] verseket]
the girls read the to-them writeRTpoemsacc
‘The girls read the poems written to them.'

In (8a) the anaphors must have a local c-commaratitecedent and the only possible choice is thexnsatbjecta
lanyok'the girls'. But if the relevant local domaintig tmatrix clause in (8a), how is it possible fa tlionominal in
(8b) to corefer with the same matrix subject, witemust not be bound in this very domain. Suppbse the
relevant local domain in (8b) is the clause initireer brackets; then the pronominal is free iniiie domain and
can choose the matrix subject as its antecedentthBa the anaphors in (8a) must be bound in thee dacal
domain, which in turn contains no possible antecedbe empty operator stands in for the head ramehthere
seems to be no room for the agent argument ofdheiiv'write'. This state of affairs leaves us no otidernative
than provide this place for an empty external antiri.e., subject, in passive participles.

This move has various consequences. First ofialhave to revise the received view of Hungariampminal
passive participial clauses, according to whicly gmése by demoting or suppressing their subjedtéch can only
be rendered in Hungarian by the equivalent of Ehgly adjunct phrases, as the following example illtstra

9 a. Alanyokelolvastak a [[OP diakekaltal egymashe@magukhoz ir-t]  verseket]
the girls read the students by to-estbler/themselves writePRTpoemsacc
‘The girls read the poems written to each othemiselves by the students.'

b. A lanyok elolvasték a [[OP diadkgkltal hozzajukir-t] verseket]
the girls read the students by to-therritewPRTpoemsacc
‘The girls read the poems written to them."

That overt subjects cannot occur in these clagsasdeniable, and the examples in (9) serve to $lyamhat device
they can surface in them. But the empty subjeeixternal argument) in (8a-b) can easily be the etically empty

® As in the following example:
0] [op @ [ve [ve OR Janos éaltal megold-ott]f; minden/haromypnehéz | feladat]]]]]
the Janos by solweRT every/three  difficult problem
‘the three/every difficult problem/s solved by dgin
If quantifiers, numerals and adjectives projectrtbesn QPs, NumPs, and APs, respectively, the lalgel
changes accordingly.



pronominal anaphor PRO, possibly controlled byrtiarix subject. Then the empty operator retaingoitiinal)
object position with the proviso that in passivetipgles accusative marking is missing. If thesed case marking,
there can be no overt DP under Visibility: thatvisy we must have an empty operétdieedless to say, neither is
there nominative marking in this type of particjphich is why the only option for the subjectasstirface as PRO.
The resulting structure is then given below.

10 a. Alanyokelolvastak az [[OP PR@gymashaimagukhogzir-t] verseket]
b. A lanyok elolvastak a [[OP PRMozzajukir-t] verseket]

As is confirmed by native speakers' intuition, (&) indeed has the reading assigned: that ipdems had to be
written by someone other than the girls in casgptheominal takes the matrix subject as its anteaed\Iso, as an
alternative to the reading given in (8/10a), ineca$ an adequate context it can be interpretedlisvé: some

people have written poems to each other and thergad those poems written (by those people)do etner. (Note

here that the version with the reflexive is moriddlilt, if not impossible, to construe with refer® to someone
other than the girls.) In other words, in neithesecis the PRO embedded subject under obligatatyot.o

Under these circumstances it must be concludeg#ssive participles do not exhibit the propertiesubject
demotion or suppression. In this respect at Itasy, are in line with 'ordinary’ passive constauasi, which neither
demote or suppress their external argumievitsat is at work in this subtype of nonfinite clesiss case withdrawal,
that is, no assignment of accusative or nominatigee is possible here, but nothing prevents ploatigti
pronominal anaphors and empty operators to be mhdrgsubject and object positions, respectively. hvgst
assume then that a transitive verb (i.e., a v-Vgler) has no accusative case to assign, and, asersq that
accusative assignment arises in an interactioneo¥{V structure with properties of the Tense heathe nonfinites
allow for accusative case; others, including pé@saion in general, do not.

There is, however, independent evidence to shatstibject demotion does take place in Hungariafinite
forms, though in an entirely different process.sTlhhguage abounds in lexical derivational procgssee of which
produces middles from transitive verbs. In the gplamat hand, transitive agentiveéwrite' becomes the middie
0d-(ik) ca. 'be written', promoting the object into subjand requiring that the original external argumbat
suppressed and not even expressible oy adjunct. Unlike the syntactic process of parteifbrmation, the
derivation of middles is a true lexical processhvat concomitant change in argument structure. Nusvrhiddle
verb can also serve as the basis of the (so-cglieshive participle (as all middles in Hungariai @t if it is in
such a participial clause, anaphors are impossifitepugh pronominals coreferential with the masiitbject can
occur.

® Note that these passive/past participles can icomteovert object in case they relativize thebjscts, cf.:
() [or akelrOR sok vers-et ir-t] £
the many poemec write-PPRTQirl
ca. 'the girl having written many poems'

’ This generalization is due to Marcel den Dikkegrépnal communication). The familiar example queigainst
the demotion or suppression of external argumergg/en below, where the PRO subject of the ragodause is
controlled by the external argument of the passivizerb in the matrix clause.

(i) The ship was sunk [PRO to collect the insuegnc
Incidentally, the assumption of PRO in nonfinigatjzipial clauses receives support from the faat it has
an arbitrary [+human] interpretation, cf.:

(i) A kutya meg-ugat-ott egy kisfiu-t.
the dog pv-barkrasTa boyacc
‘The dog barked at a boy.'

(i) a meg-ugat-ott kisfiu

thepv-bark-PPRTbOy

'the boy barked at (by someone/*some dog)'
The discusssion of further examples, suclelasasztott terlletflooded area’ and comparison WA passives
would lead us too far afield.



11 a. *Alanyokelolvastadk [[OP az egyméasnakaguknak ir-6d-ott] verseket]
the girls read the to-each-other/themselvate-MID-PPRTpoEemMsacC
‘The girls read the poems writignto each other/themselves.'

b. A lanyokelolvastak [[OP  a hozzajuik-6d-ott] verseket]
the girls read the to-them writgb -PPRTPOEMSACC
'The girls read the poems writignto them.'

The pronominal can corefer with the matrix subjeatl1b) because it is free in its local domainjolibcannot be
the full (matrix) clause. Consequently, the relévanal domain is the participial clause, whethenot there is a
(lexical) subject inside the clause. Since theimaigexternal argument has been demoted here andhtiérnal
argument has been promoted to subject, thereuisiacs, namely, the empty operator.

In (11a), in turn, the anaphor must have a los@aedent and although the matrix subject c-comminitl is
not in the local domain of the anaphor. Since thlg possible binder is the empty operator, themigavailable)
antecedent in (11a). Moreover, we now have indem@ngroof that in (8a/10a) there must be a sul@cthe
anaphor to be bound by in the embedded nonfiraiesel

In what follows, we will make use of the bindingoperties of participial clauses to draw an analag
complex event nominals, ultimately to show thati#tier also have properties found in nonfiniteisks.



3. Previous analyses of complex event nhominals

3.1. The received view

Szabolcsi and Laczké (1992) and Szabolcsi (1994) @B-theoretical approach, and Laczké (2000a, 200an
LFG framework, make the following, in part overlagp claims with regard to complex event nomin@EgKs):

12 a. Their heads are nouns.
b. They do not have plural forms.
c. They must be definite.
d. If they have one or more internal argumentsy #ixternal argument is rendered as an adjundtifaot, it
must be suppressed or at most made part of soimallstucture.
e. The (or one) internal argument (or, in its absgthe only external argument) is rendered apdhgessor in
a possessive construction.

The properties listed in (12a-c) are self-explaryatihough they will not be taken for granted hezwill be seen
when they will be shown either to be untrue, asa)1@r derived from more general properties, ab,32The
examples below illustrate some of the propertiesgated in (12d-e).

13 a. *ale-vizsgaztat-as
thePv-examinepev

b. a professzor levizsgaztat-as-a
the professapv-examinepev-pPOSS
'the professor's examination (= examining thégssor)'

c. aprofesszor-nak a  dékanéltal-i  levizageis-a
the professopbAT the dean byFx  Pv-examinebev-POSS
'‘the professor's examination by the dean'

As was argued in the first systematic surveys oNE€ih Szabolcsi and Laczké (1992) and Szabolcs94),9
perfective verbs, marked by preverbal prefixeggei processes leading exclusively to CENs, anabitize
perfective verbs retain their internal argumentenvbhanged into CENs, as shown by the contradt3a-lf). The
internal argumerd professzomust be accommodated as the possessor in thesgivesBP, the only slot available
for it. Other arguments, including the externaluangnt, can be rendered as postpositional premigifiche DP,
see (13c), or in the somewhat mysterioai$-constructiorf.

It was already noted in the works cited that angtioally null external argument is not incompatiltith
CENSs. PRO can either have arbitrary reference oph#&olled, as the examples in (14) and (15)tits.

14 a.afalu elaraszt-as-a
the village floodsEV-POSS
'the flooding of the village (by someone/*by soriver)'

b. Mari megcsip-és-e
Mari stingbev-POSS
‘Mary's being stung (by someone/*by some bee)'

8 Thevalé-construction has been studied in detail in theegmtive literature on Hungarian, especially by Anna
Szabolcsi in the works citeWald is formally the active/present participle of ttopualavan'be’, and its function is to
make possible for a case-marked or postpositioRaidccur as a premodifier inside the DP, cfetkemple below,
which is a possible version of (13c).

0] a professzor-nak a dékan altal valo le\azsat-as-a

the professobAT the dean by VALO PV-eXxaminepEV-POSS

‘the professor's examination by the dean’
Note that when without the ‘attributivizeglo, postpositional phrases are changed into prersoslifiy the affix i
as seen in (13c).



When an external argument is suppressed, the réemaifi the construction is in principle compatibligh both a
[+human] and a!puman] interpretation for the suppressed argumesitin the English passivdhn was hit
‘Someone/something hit John'. But, although bothsvenderlying the examples (14a-b) alldiwjnan] subjects,
the CENs illustrated must be interpreted as haj#thgman] agents. Consequently, the CENs in (14} mwoigtain
PRQ,; with the standard interpretation.

Szabolcsi's second argument for PRO in CENs deawthe properties of control predicates. Among rsthe
they can restrict the thematic role of the corgblhrgument, as illustrated below.

15 a. Péter abbahagyta a kocog-as-t.
Peter stopped  the jaEv-Acc
'Peter stopped jogging.'

b. *Péter abbahagyta az 6reged-és-t.
Peter stopped the grow.adv-Acc
'Peter stopped growing old.'

The verbabbahagyselects an agentive embedded subject, which i¥81y) is impossible, growing old not being a
voluntary action. As a result, the appropriate thigrwole must be carried by some entity.

Where this item is located is the next questionhaee to address. According to Laczkd's (1995, BPOO
proposal couched in the framework of Lexica-Fumal Grammar, the external argument is suppresséidei
following manner. The 'syntactic' PRO is mappea dhe POSS function in intransitive predicates(X$a), while
transitive predicates have a 'semantic', 'lexieafiull function' PRO, since in these construditite POSS function
has to be assigned to the object argument, cf).(16b

16 a. Maria elkezdte [az énekl-és-{]
Maria began the sirmpgv-Acc'
‘Mary began singing.'

b. Maria elkezdte [a dal énekl-és-é-{]
Maria began the song sibgv-POSSACC
‘Mary began (the) singing (of) the song."'

All sides agree then that overt external argumeatsot occur in CENs, but must be rendered asetdju
Whether phonetically null external arguments mestdalized in syntax or are relegated to some ddrsgmantic or
lexical level is the next issue we will study. Ndtat our analysis remains strictly within the bdsiof the 'Principles
and Parameters Theory', thus our proposals dosgessarily carry over to other models.

3.2. Data from binding, antiagreement and negation

First, we present examples of CENs relying on figdirelated to the binding configurations in secB®. Then we
introduce new data based on antiagreement phenotfieadly, some observations on aspect and negatgide
CENs are noted in order to argue for the clausalreaf these constructions, before we proposeanalysis of
CENSs in the next section.

The Binding Principles A and B operate the samg iwdlungarian possessive DPs as they do in thejtigh

counterparts. In other words, both anaphors andopnimals can take a c-commanding DP outside theepsie
DP as their antecederits.

17 a. Afilk lattak [egymasrajz-a-i]
the boys saw each-other pictex@ssacc
'The boyssaw each othgs pictures.’

® Unless stressed, pronouns in possessives, suichn #47b), are regularly dropped in Hungarian. Heevefor
the sake of illustration full forms are presentedch



b. A filk; lattak [az6, rajz-uk-at]
the boys saw the he picturesspL-AcC
‘The boygsaw their pictures.'

If, however, CENs are examined, a different distion of grammaticality arises.

18 a. A filk abbahagytak [egymémajzol-as-a-i]
the boys stopped each-other dzgv-POSSACC
'The boys stopped drawing each other (lit.: edlbbr's drawing).'

b. *A filk, abbahagyték [a# rajzolas-uk-af]
the hedrawDEV-POSSPL-ACC
*The boys stopped drawing then(lit.: their drawing).'

While the anaphor continues to be apparently bdaynthe matrix subject in (18a), the pronominal i8k) must
have reference disjoint form that of the matrixjsab This is a scenario reminiscent of, thoughatptivalent with,
the case of (8)-(10). If we followed Laczké and [8#esi, we would have to suppose that the PRO aitedrby the
matrix subject has no syntactic presence and wiaeirgy an ordinary possessive DP. But if the pnoinal were in
a possessive DP in (18b), then it should be canefexith the matrix subject. Since it is not, westndraw the
conclusion that the PRO controlled by the matriyjesct has an actual syntactic position in the Caid since it is
controlled by the matrix subject, it binds the pmminal, thus making it illegitimate. Consequenthe pronoun in
(18b) cannot be coreferent with the matrix subjettich is the only reading possible here. In (18ajurn, it is
immaterial whether or not there is a syntacticailgrt PRO. But we will assumger analogiamthat there is one, so
the structures proposed for (18) are as illustriztéti9).

19 a. Afilk abbahagytak [PR@gymasrajzol-as-a-t]
‘The boysgstopped PROdrawing themselves

b. A filk, abbahagytak [az PR®, rajzolas-uk-at]
‘The boysgstopped PREGdrawing them'

Another piece of evidence demonstrating the diffee between ordinary possessive DPs and CENs comes
from antiagreement phenomena as presented in derD{1999), which will be made more use of furtbelow.
Let it suffice at this point to recall the fundartardistinction in Hungarian possessive DPs witpeet to plural
lexical versus plural pronominal possessors.

20 a.pp a fiok rajz-a/*-uk]
the boyPL-NOM pictureP0SS3sG/3PL
‘the boys' picture'

b.azé rajz-uk
the slhe  pictureoss3rL
‘their picture’

A plural lexical possessor DP is marked for plubalt its possessum is not marked for plural, @aj2A plural
pronominal possessor, in turn, is unmarked forghltnut its possessum is marked for plural, cfbf20

As has been known since Szabolcsi's early workkisriopic, dative possessors can be moved away the
possessum in this language. In this case the possdwas two possible possessive markings availaloeuld be
either marked or unmarked for plural. Accordinglem Dikken's highly plausible analysis, when thespasum is
unmarked for plural, the possessor has been mawkthare is a trace left in its original positisee (21a). When,
however, the possessum is marked for plural, tsere movement, but the possessor is merged iausituhere is a
resumptive pronoun in the possessor position inkiel®P, see (21b).

21 a. Afidk-nak j6 volt [at; rajz-a] singular/'unmarked agreement
the boyseAT good was the pictueass3sc



‘The boys' picture was good.'

b. A fidk-nak j6 volt [apro rajz-uk] plural agreement
the boyseAT good was the pictumreass3pL
‘Idem.’

Clearly, the trace in (21a) triggers a possesdiie unmarked for plurality, while the resumptiveopoun in (21b)
behaves just as the standard third person promaliadivates a plural possessive marker on thepsiss.

Now the behavior of CENs does not square withdhabssessive DPs. As seen in the sentences heloah
exemplify CENs derived from both transitive and egusative verbs, only one option is available érth

22 a. Afilk-nak veszélyes volt [&lerajzol-as-a]
the boyssAT dangerous was the dravv-POSS3SG
'(The) drawing (of) the boys was dangerous.'

b. *A filk-nak veszélyes volt [aro, lerajzol-as-uk]
drawbEV-POSS3PL

23 a. A problémak-nakaratlan volt [&; fel-meril-és-€]
the problem®AT unexpected was th-emergeNoM-POSS3SG
‘The emergence of the problems was unexpected.’

b. *A probléméak-nakvératlan volt [gro; fel-meril-és-UKk]
PV-emergeNOM-POSS3PL

If CENs were run-of-the-mill possessive DPs in Hanin, we would have no account for why they caenbtbit
the resumptive pronoun strategy rampant with almibpbssessive DPS.

Finally, CENs resemble clauses rather than DR lemast two further respects. One of them has bieted at
above: most CENs are marked for perfective aspdied visibly by the preverb, although it is afsussible to
produce CENSs with verbs without prefixal prevedbsias also been noted that CENs are not possitiestative
predicates. Moreover, since the standard deveebatiminalizer affix, which derives nouns from (a#rbs is the
same as the one producing CENs, the only waterplistifiction, apart from thealé-test', between deverbal nouns
and CENs is based on the presence/absence ofeteriglt Szabolcsi (1994), in noting this peculiar property
CENSs, half-heartedly presents a Davidsonian arsalgsioking an event variable, but is scepticalcagst overall
applicability to CENs. Aspect is obviously a cldusather than a nominal property, and it belomgthé V-1 system,
rather than the N-D system.

Another clausal characteristic of CENs is negatidrere is no negation inside DPs in Hungariarludiog
possessives, except if the negation scopes oajactive! but then it is technically inside an AP, rathartta DP
proper. Since postverbal negation is ruled ouhis fanguage, the examples contain DPs placed gybstly, or
more exactly, following the finite predicate.

24  a. Lattam [a fidk-nak (*nem) a rajz-a-t]
I-saw the boy®AT not the picturerOSSACC
' saw the boys' (*not) picture.'

b. Lattam [a filk-nak a.p nem egészen (j] rajz-a-t]
not quite new
'I saw the boys' not quite new picture.'

' The only exceptions are the possessives whosegzuss cannot be removed as listed by Szabolcsisamzitd
(1992), e.g.L,ondon(-nak) varos-4 ondonbAT city-POsS the city of London'.

11 The val6test' is based on the use of a P&8, which is possible only in CENs, as was demoritsirdy
Szabolcsi and Laczké (1992) and Szabolcsi (1994).8.
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However, negation in CENs is perfectly possiblerenwer, the negative word occurs ‘inside’ the ssexbdnead
nominal, that is, between the preverb and the ivead.

25 Veszélyes volt [afilk-nak a le nem ragsla]
dangerous was the boysT thepv not drawbev-POSS
'(The) not drawing (of) the boys was dangerous.'

While it is possible to have lexically derived newontaining the negative word, suchvaeg-nem-tamadésv-not-
attackbev; 'noninterference’ as imeg-nem-tamadasi szédés'pact of noninterference’, areg-nem-értégv-not-
understanding; lack of understanding’, these asetleated as lexicalized exceptions, althouglisthiee has hardly
been studied and any premature conclusion mayhéséianger of widely missing the mark.

It is, however, safe to infer from the above BENSs do differ from standard possessive DPs. PsigsedPs
contain no local binder for their possessors. CENsturn, count as local domains for both anaphemd
pronominals, containing a phonetically null extérmi@ument. Although both Laczkd and Szabolcsi Haed to
account for the phonetically null external argumen€ENS, their solutions relied on relegatingoitsbme lexical
level, and current research is unanimous in objgdid binding at the level of lexical structure.(&.g., Lasnik
1999)*2 CENSs differ from possessive DPs also if the passes removed from the DP: resumption is possible
case of possessive DPs, but it is not in caseciM. While it is too early to say exactly what goesn CENs, they
show signs of being closely related to, if notigttiorwardly derived from, some nonfinite clauséhwa full
argument structure, as well as devices to accommedpect and negation.

4. Analyses and proposals
In this section | will put forward an intricate dyss of complex event nominals in Hungarian, whiakes into
account the clausal properties of the construction,does not regard CENs as nonfinite claymasse In this
respect, it is in agreement with Szabolcsi (1984)p argues against considering CENs to be gerumttsedbasis of
CENSs assigning no accusative case and taking mgigctather than adverbials, as modifiers. The aluthe
proposal is an additional CP/VP phase merged witloszsessive 'shell’, which provides for the D/Netaiy the
structure and is modelled after den Dikken (1999).

First, | will review den Dikken's suggestion twiee the analysis of the possessive DP in HungaFiaen two
types of complex event nominals will be illustratacdetail: first one of an unaccusative verb, theother of a
transitive verb. Finally some remaining problemt loé addressed.

4.1. Den Dikken's possessive DP

In a discussion of traditional problems and neva adtthe Hungarian possessive construction, dekebik1999)

draws an analogy with the Dative Shift/Predicateetsion structure after the pattern introduced én ®ikken

(1995). He relies on a distinction between a foll @ null form of the dative preposition/case markea small

clause (SC) construction. If the dative PP is erheiyded, the indirect object PP (I0) moves neftidoserb, so that
the 1r31u|| P could incorporate into the V head, drel direct object (DO) remains stranded at the mglgfe of the
VP.

2 The arguments for binding at work at S-structareit§ equivalent), rather than D-structure or Efyon the
distinct grammaticality judgements of examples saslbelow (Lasnik 1999: 137; 177).

0] Some linguistsseem to each othégt to have been given good job offers]

(i) *|t seems to each othdthat some linguisthave been given good job offers]

(iii) Which book that Johrread did hdlike?

(iv) *He; liked every book that Johread.

In (i) the matrix subject can bind the anaphor,ibuyti) it cannot from its D-structure positiom Its S-structure
position in (iii) Johnis not bound by the pronominal, but it is in (ig)though the quantifiezverymoves in the
same posiiton as the wh-phrase in (iii) at LF.

13 Here and below F in FP stands not for 'Focuss amw customary in the literature on Hungariart, fou
'Functional'.
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26 a.{pV[scDO - [Roar - 10]]] (den Dikken 1999, ex. (20))
b. [vp V [rr [pr P 10]; F [sc DO t]]]

As is suggested by the name, the operation apptés to Dative Shift, as in (27) and Predicate ocdtive
Inversion, as in (28), cf. den Dikken (1995:199).

27 a. He\psent fca letter ppto the students]]]
b. He [p sent Ep F [sc @ letter p P the students]|p
C. ... [p sent Ep [pp Py the studentsF [sc a lettert]]]

28 a.p... | [vprolled [sc [the baby carriagelbf down the hill]]]] 6
b. [p [rppdown the hill] ... | [yp rolled [sc [the baby carriage] ]]]

It is on the pattern of this apparently wide-raggiegularity that den Dikken (1999) takes issuénV@rabolcsi's
(1981, 1986, 1994) analysis of possessive DPshichwa nominative-marked DP moves from a Spec, NiRipo to
a dative-marked Spec,DP position. While arguingregiahis 'double Case marking' proposal, den Diktekes
advantage of the two positions in Spec,DP and Specieanalyzing the latter along the way as SpedirP
accordance with his proposal for Dative Shift. Scatically, the underlying structure in (29a) canehaither a full
dative marked possessor or one with a null caskemarhe null-case-marked possessor then moveSpeo,FP to
the right of the article in D, as in (29b), whileetpossessor with overt dative case marking mawesSpec,DP to
the left of the article in D, as in (29b), cf. deikken (1995:154ff).

29 a. ppD [sc DO [pp Poatiz 10]]]
b. [op D [re[rp Ps 1O];i F [sc DO
C. [op [pp Poar 10]i D [rp F [sc DO]]]

The relevant structures are exemplified in moraibieelow. In line with den Dikken's (1995, 199%alission, the
indirect object serves as the Goal/Possessor arguwigle the direct object is the Theme/Possesauhe thematic
hierarchy. FP is merged with Agr, which hosts teeament affix always present in Hungarian posgessi

30 a.pp Spec D fgp [agrjallre F [sc [N rajZ] [pp Poatig [nume Num fpa  fiGKII
possessum possessor

b. lgre -ja [rp [pp Po @ filKi F [scrajz ...t ...]]l]

C. belepPoar afitk-nak alagp-jalmFlsc rajz..t..JM
the boy®AT the POSS picture

‘Nominative' possessors thus hayeaRd end up (as PP) in Spec,FP; dative possess@$gar and end up (as PP)
in Spec,DP (with ho number agreement) or outsideDtR (with optional number agreement). Case igiaadi by
Poatiz- Incidentally, in den Dikken's analysis the possesaffix in the Agr head is realized on the headn by no
syntactic head movement, but in the Phonetic Foymi\ffix Hopping. Note, however, that Knittel (199@nd,
independently of her, E. Kiss (2002) make an istarg proposal based on the distinction betweenquminal and
'lexical' possessors. In E. Kiss's terminology, leviiie former project agreement, the latter make ardy of a
possessive marker. Incorporating this into den &ifk structure in (31), his F should be labeleB@ss, and Agr
projected only if the possessor is a pronominaénTpronominal possessors would have to move (thr@mec,
PossP) into Spec,AgrP, and their possessed nonmit@alégr, picking up the agreement affix. ‘Lexlqabssessors
end up in Spec,PossP (the former FP), and thedeped nominals in Poss (the former F). Since Agotiprojected
in their case, no affix hopping is called for.



31 Den Dikken’ possessive DP structure

DP
R
PP D’
B
D AgrP
/\
Agr
— T~
Agr FP (= functional, not focus)

4.2. The structure of derived nominals

Our idea of CENs in Hungarian shows a high degfegnailarity with van Hout and Roeper's (1998) eal
concerning er and tion/-ing nominalizations, which contain fully projected ViRsluding functional projections,
such as Tense, Aspect, and Voice-Event. For tteepee of an AspectP they quote evidence from thekma@vn
contrast illustrated below.

32 a. the destruction of the city *for hours/infeur
b. They destroyed the city *for hours/in an hour.

33 a. the destruction of cities for hours/*in amho
b. They destroyed cities for hours/*in an hour.

The resulting structure is schematically represeinté34).
34 ... ke [n -ing/-tion] TP [ AspP [ Voice-EventP [ vP [ VP ]I

They also argue that vPs inside nominalizatiorene Agents, thus implicitly, as it were, contrtic Marantz's
(1997) conviction that agents in these nominatiratiare implied rather than projectéd.

Having accepted van Hout and Roeper's line ofraggiation and amalgamating it with den Dikken'dyesig
of Hungarian possessives, as well as den Dikkenappear) proposal for nominalizations, we makefdtiowing
proposal for the structure of Hungarian derived inaia containing unaccusative verbs.

4 The contradiction is implicit because van Hout &ukper (1998) make no reference to Marantz (1997).
Agency is argued to be present from examplesldtwn-mower which can be both an agent and an instrument,
versugnower of the lawwhich can only stand for the agent.

Fu, Roeper and Borer (2001) advance strong argsrrefavor of VP in CENs, and some, though nat all
of their tests seem to work for Hungarian, too. 8@enot follow them, however, in refusing to positlR/layer for
reasons ultimately going back to data from binding.



35 CEN with Vynacc

[opD [agPlagrial [rp F [nomp-8S [piPoatiz [telaspd fell [velv meril] [pp a problémdI]]
POSS3SG DEV Pv  emerge the problem

Every position in this syntactic structure is walbtivated. First of all, the VP contains an unaatius verb, thus
only the object position is filled. Asp hosts tHeen necessary preverbal prefix, so characten$tidungarian. Note
here that the large majority of CENs are perfediiraeasons as yet unclear, as was mentionectiioise.2. For
instance, the tensed sentences in (36a,b) arectherfeell-formed, yet their CEN counterparts in §33) are
unacceptable, whereas the version with the peréepteverb is fine, cf. (37c).

36 a. Péter Olt.
Peter killed
'Peter has committed murders.'
b. Péter 6li a kacsak-at.
Peter kills the ducksec
'Peter is killing (the) ducks.'

37 a.*Péter Ol-és-e
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Peter killNom-POSS

b. *a kacsak (Péter altal valo) 6l-és-e
the ducks (Peter byaLO) Kill- NOM-POSS

c. a kacséak (Péter altal val6) meg-6l-és-e
PV
‘the killing of the ducks (by Peter)’

TP and its head Tense is necessary for the EPldegtracting the internal argument of the unaatbes verb to
move into the Spec, TP subject position. Nom igtheition of the (harmonizing) nominalizer affiks the terminal
of the head-to-head movement (ultimately) of thdv&hus, the order of movement operations is lsafs.

38Movement operations ingMacc nominalizations
1. V to Asp fel-meriil'emerge [perfective]’)
2. Object DP to Spec,AspP
3.V+Aspto T
4. Spec,AspP to Spec, TP (= Object gf\to Subject position, Case by Agree from P)
5. V+Asp+T to P
6. V+Asp+T+P to NomW felmeriil-ésemergesev = emergence’)
7.1. PP with Rto Spec,FP (‘'nominative possessor', cf. (30b)), or
7.2. PP with Bar to Spec,DP or outside DP (dative "possessor36t)j

With move 6 the derived nominal head of the stmectsi no longer inside the PP; it is practicallyttie position of
the 'possessum’ in (30), and the movement of thacBérding to the options outlined by den Dikke®9@) are as
follows: either (a) the PP headed lyyrRoves into Spec,FP resulting in a 'nominativeiranarked ‘possessor’, or (b)
the PP headed by moves into Spec,DP yielding the dative 'possessostruction, as shown below:

39  a. bp D [agr-ja [re [pp Pa [op @ probléma..]] [nome[fel-merdl-€3...

b. [oe [pp Poat [op @ probléma-nak.]] D [age @ [re [nompfEl-mertl-é§...
the problenbAT POSS PV-emergenEv
‘the emergence of the problem’

As was seen above, every category is justifiethimgtructure, and every move is called for. Theuy structure
has the following consequences. (i) The PP isingilg a Case-marked DP but, in effect, a clauseigiement to
Nom, where no (structural) Case can be assignedesiaternally. Therefore, any overt DP has to mdtimately
into a position where it can be Case-marked, whicbur case is Spec,TP. Observe that the thenwécof the
object DP is determined inside the clause, i.ethbyerb. (ii) Since what moves is a PP with asghcomplement,
rather than a PP containing a DP complement, ie t@s PP is or moves outside the DP, there is sgilge
resumption by a pronoun since no pronoun can $uiestor a clausal argument, cf. (22)-(23).

Finally, let us see CENs formed from transitivebge where (at least) two arguments are licenséukiclause
inside the DP.



40 (37) CEN with Vg

[oPD [AgrP[Agr'ja] [eeF [NomP'éS[PFPDAT/(ZI[TP[AspPIe [ve SU Vv [velv rajzol] [op a fiaK]IITIII]
POSS3SG DEV PV draw the boys

41 Movement operations infy¥nominalizations
1.Vtov
2.V to Asp le-rajzol ‘draw [perfective]’)
3. Object DP to Spec,AspP
4. V+Aspto T
5. Subject DP to Spec, TP
6. V+Asp+T to C
7. Spec,AspP to Spec,CP (= Object DP to Spec pf CP
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8. V+Asp+T+Cto P

9. V+Asp+T+P to Non# lerajzol-as'drawbev = drawing'

10.1. PP with Rto Spec,FP (‘nominative possessor', cf. (30b)), or
10.2. PP with fxr to Spec,DP or outside DP (‘dative possesso(3@f))

42 a.bpa[agrlagrial [re [pPo [opa filK [1r PRQ [tlasppti [t [ve t [V [ve 1T m
F [Nome [v le-rajzoll; -as e t]]]]
b. [oe [pePoat [op @ filiK [rp PRQ [tlaspp tic [ti [ve t [V [ve GIIIIII] m @ [agrelagr-ial [
F Nome [v le-rajzol]; -as [eptm]]]

Recall that agents must be projected because biritling facts reported in section 2.2. Once wepicAspectP as
the projection of the perfective preverb, Tenseitsig called for as the locus of the EPP featareetsatisfied by the
raising of the subject DP into Spec,TP. The veriyin, moves into Nom via C and P, allowing thgzohin Spec of
CP to be case-marked by through Agree. The rest is just as was seen widlceusatives: if the preposition has
no overt case-marking capacity, the PP moves ipgz 5P yielding the 'nominative' CEN; or, if thedPries dative
marking, then the PP moves into Spec,DP or outside.

Of course, the subject DP cannot be case-markibe iclause and if it is an overt DP, it will vitdaVisibility.
However, if it is the phonetically null PRO, no pkem arises because Tense can assign it the sd-talnimal
case' necessary for its survival. If the subjeqthisnetically overt, it can in principle abide bysMility by being
case-marked through Agree with P. But since ontbjesits can be nonovert, the object also has taéet, @iolating
Visibility in its turn. In other words, just as the case of the nonfinite clauses illustrated atize 2.2, it is because
no case can be assigned inside the clause thaboaliexical DP can occur in a clause. The onlytargument is
the object if the verb is transitive, but it canthe subject if no obligatory internal argument t@abe assigned
(structural) case. And indeed that is the case wieehave an intransitive predicate with a compldritea CEN, as
illustrated below.

43 afilk Pest-re utaz-as-a
the boys PestuB travelDEV-POSS
'the boys' travelling to Pest'

Binding applies between the argument positionglénthe clause, thus the subject always c-commthels
object, even though it may end up in a nonargumesition by moving out of the CEN proper. Consedglyeim the
examples (19a,b), repeated below, the PRO comrbilehe matrix subject binds the anaphor in (4dat)jt cannot
bind the pronominal (in 44b), requiring the forntebe coreferential, and the latter to have disjaference, thus
providing the readings attested..

44  a. Afilk abbahagytak [PR@gymaésrajzol-4s-a-t]
‘The boysstopped PRQIrawing themselves

b. A filk; abbahagytak [az PRG) rajzolas-uk-at]
"The boysstopped PRQ@rawing therp

4.3. Further problems and suggestions
There are a number of problems remaining that arg@hinsignificant. As was studied in detail, algasthers, in
Laczko (2000b), arguments marked by oblique cagerat always omissible in CENs. While we cannojudtice
to all the issues arising in this connection, we mato sketch the outlines of a conceivable sotuto at least some
of them, noting that they have been notoriouslfjatilt to accommodate in any proposal so!faithout, however,
trying to shift the reponsibility for failing to pvide an adequate explanation.

Only internal and external arguments can be cas&ed in the possessive DP serving as the frarG&Ns in
Hungarian. Any further arguments, which as a ratenaarked by oblique (semantic/inherent) casesemdered in



either of two ways: (a) as a postnominal PP/Kasef) as a prenominal modifier irvalé-construction, cf. fn 8

45 a.a csomag el-kuld-és-e Péter-nek
the packagev-sendpev-POSSPeterpAT
'the sending of package to Peter'

b. a csomag Péter-nek val6 el-kild-és-e
‘idem.!

Note for the record that native speakers judge(#etype to sharply deteriorate when in any cabserothan
nominative or accusativ@gceE. Kiss 2002). While the reasons for this stataft#irs are also unclear as yet, the
extra arguments in both types can be handled #tengame line¥

We will argue that if the verb is a three-placet(@dic) predicate, as in the case of verbs wihgi sending,
etc., the following options are available for CEN&) the internal argument occupies the only atrally case-
marked position and a preverb in Spec,AspP starids the oblique argument, specifying the directib the action
and changing the obliqgue argument into an adjybgtwith the internal argument in the case-markesitjpn, a
PP/KaseP is placed in the Spec,AspP; finally, ¢pwing the lexical incorporation of the interreigument, the
external argument moves into the case-marked positid the oblique argument is lined up as an atlagain.

46 a.a csomag (Péter-nek valo) *(el)-kild-és-e
the package PeteaT VALO PV-sendbEV-POSS
‘the sending of the package to Peter'

b. a csomag-f Péter utan] (*el)-kild-és-e
Peter after
'the sending of the package on to Peter'

c¢. Anna (Péter-nek vald) csomag-(*el)-kiild-és-e
Anna PetebAT VALO packagerv-sendbev-POSS
‘Anna’s sending of package(s) to Peter'

What is illustrated in (46) by means of the staid the parentheses is the obligatory occurrentieegpreverb and
the optional nature of the goal argument in (a8 ocking of the preverb, showing the Spec,Aspéitipa filled by
the PP in (b), and again the blocking of the piieaerd the optional nature of the goal argument)inshowing this
time the incorporation of the noun and that thd gmgument is an adjunt.

We may suppose then that whenever the verb umtgtiye CEN has an obliqgue argument in additioarto
internal and an external one, the oblique arguméhtbe optional in the corresponding CEN. This dgl
incidentally, for both prenominal and postnominasifions. As for postnominal PP/KaseP, it movesafuhe CP
presumably to an adjunct position in Spec,PP oP#agg, just below Nom, which is, in effect, ultimatelyetright
edge of the DP (see tree structure in (40)).

The only subtype of CENSs that apparently conttadfis generalization derives from verbs that hareserbs
governing an oblique argument. Their structuredmmex and is a subject of controversy between giiyn
Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000) and E. Kiss (19992208 agreement with E. Kiss, we suppose thabtligue
argument is in fact required by the preverb ofctitegory P (= postposition), thus ultimately moving of a PP2

15 For the notion of KaseP, see E. Kiss (2002).

16 Marcel den Dikken (personal communication) suggtett the ungrammatical structures may be dug ta-a
over-A' violation in that a PP/KaseP has been maugidof a PP/KaseP, a scenario comparable to Bntlie
whom did you leave after speaking?

" Note that (46a) is marginally OK with the prevenmitted. But even so the oblique argument in k-
construction remains optional.

18 In the examples below, modelled after Laczké (200the preverb/postpositiona 'under' and is glossed as
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47 a. Pétera roncs-ot vet-i vizsgélat ala
Peter the wreckec subject-3G examination under
'Peter subjects the wreck to an examination.'

b. Péter a roncs-ot ala veti a \asgnak
Peter the wreckec under subject-$s the examinatiomAT
'Peter subjects the wreck to the examination.'

48 a.a roncs *(vizsgalat ala val) vet-és-e
the wreck examination under VALO subjectbEV-POSS
'(the) subjecting (of) the wreck to an examinatio

b. a roncs *(vizsgalat-nak vald) ala-vet-és-e
the wreck examinatiobAT VALO under-subjecbev-POSS
‘idem’

We can conclude here that the generalization coimgethe omissibility of any additional internaljament(s) in
CENSs can be maintained, and that the arguments aocdpmmodated here are those of postpositionsdite

Obliqgue arguments of a different source have &lsen traditionally problematic. Whenever the irgérn
argument is not an object, the oblique argumentt raosur in avalé-construction in the CEN, unless placed
postnominally.

49 a. Anna *(Péter-rel val6) foglalkoz-as-a
Anna Petems vALO dealbEV-POSS
'‘Anna’s dealing with Peter'

b. Anna *(Péter-re vald) var-as-a
Anna PetesuB VALO wait-DEV-POSS
'‘Anna’'s waiting for Peter'

c. Anna *(Péter-ben valo) biz-as-a
Anna PetemNE VALO trustbEV-POSS
'‘Anna'’s trusting in Peter'

Note here that in contradistinction to (45)-(46F examples in (49) correspond to imperfectiveinants actions,
thus representing the 'minority' of CENSs referedhtconnection with example (36), and also notedipusly in the
literature. It may very well be the case that theklof the preverb and the obligatory occurrencéhefoblique
argument is related, especially in the light of fiaet that the verb underlying (49lwgar ‘wait' does not require an
obligatory internal argument except in a CEN.

Descriptively speaking, the case is not complethd verb has an internal argument, it must oowertly in
the corresponding CEN. No more argument, whethemrial or external, must be overt in the CEN. Havesince
oblique arguments cannot be (structurally) caseéeabby the Barig they must be accommodated either, in effect,
as a postnominal adjunct unchanged, or prenomiiraltiie valé-construction. But this descriptive generalization
accounts in no way for why oblique arguments havedve out of the CP/VP containing them or howwihié-
construction arises. As our predecessors, we ai o leave these questions for further research.

5. Conclusion
In this paper we set out to revise the standardoapp to complex event nominals in Hungarian. CE&lge been

such without marking if forP\'. The postnominal position of the oblique argunierf course a viable option here
too, provided the CEN is in either of the two stmwal cases, cf.:
0] a roncs ala-vet-és-e a vizsgalat-nak

the wreck under-subjeCEv-Possthe examinatiomAT



shown to differ from ordinary possessive DPs onessvcounts. They demonstrate clausal propertiesnwh
containing anaphors and pronominals: the relevaal domains are not the same as when they ocpassessive
DPs. When the putative ‘possessor’ is removed & @&N, resumption is not an available strategyoimtrast with
possessive DPs. Finally, clausal characteristic) as negation and (perfective) aspect are atservdble in CENS,
while they of course are missing in possessivi fact any, DPs.

These properties, as well as a recent analysjgosdessive DPs in Hungarian, induced the propgssdls
forward subsequently. They were based on a distincf a morphologically marked and unmarked datigse
assigned to possessors, which are then moved tedatprminer and a postdeterminer position, relsphct\We
suggested that CENs originate in nonfinite clausesged with a Fixrr case marker, which assigns case to the
argument moved by Agree, and with a Nom head, tongethe nominalizer affix. The PP itself, whiobntains the
clause is then moved into the predeterminer ordptestminer position, at this point analogously witidinary
possessives, and the verb moves into the Nom besd< up the nominalizer affix.

We undertook to reevaluate the received view di§€HEsee (12)), and now we will have to count oarks.
With (12) repeated here, we will now add commaestg) our hits and misses.

50 a. Their heads are nouns.
b. They do not have plural forms.
¢. They must be definite.
d. If they have one or more internal argumentsy #xternal argument is rendered as an adjundtifamot, it
must be suppressed or at most made part of soinallsucture.
e. The (or one) internal argument (or, in its absethe only external argument) is rendered apdhsessor in
a possessive construction.

It transpires from our analysis that the head ©EA is not a nouper seiit is not listed in the Lexicon as a houn (or
at all), as would follow from (50a); rather, itriis out' to be, or ends up as, a nominal categmitygoto a syntactic
process, cf. Halle and Marantz's (1993) 'late tiser Although CENs are nominal in some importsense and can
take on case inflection as, for instance, adjestared numerals do in Hungarian, or gerunds in Emglhey cannot
have plural forms, similarly to numerals in Hungarior again gerunds in EngliSHNominalized' verbs in CENs
are thus like gerunds in this respect: nonfinitenf having (some, but not all the) nominal propsrtiOf course
CENs must be definite, but that is again not amoppt property chosen by the head: it simply fokiofrom the
default properties of the (Hungarian) possessive DRless idiosyncratically marked for indefiniteseshe
Hungarian possessive construction is always defioft Szabolcsi (1994). Once in the Nom headyéne behaves
much (though not entirely) as a noun should: iesakttributive, rather than adverbial adjunctsnasdifiers’,
differing from gerunds in this respect. In otherdg) from then on a CEN is part of theNDsystem.

Now as for (50d,e), it was one of the centraldisses of this paper that the external argumenbtssuppressed
or relegated to the lexicon: it is present in tinecture, though not phonetically visible. Whatligmately to become
the possessor in the DP is an issue resolved liyil¥ys a lexical object must have case and neobgan be a PRO.
This leaves subjects to end up as PRO and themiggets can be case-marked in the possessoopodithile our
analysis appears to cover the distribution of esleand nonoblique internal arguments, it has ngthéadically new
to say of oblique obligatory arguments, leaving sqmoblems for future research to resolve.
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