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1 Introduction

This chapter aims to give an account of the chaingiecan be observed in the structure of the
Hungarian noun phrase from the first written sosiriethe present day, with a special focus
on determination and possessive constructionshieenominal left peripheryy Analyzing the
historical data, a possible scenario will be offees to how the functional extension of the
noun phrase develops in a language, apparentlyitabdy, after the overt marking of
definiteness grammaticalized and its use expantlecee steps (or states) of the so called
definiteness cycle can clearly be identified frondd GHungarian to modern times: the
appearance of the article in well-defined contextse emergence of a new type of
demonstrative modification, and the reintegratibthe adjoined demonstrative pronouns into
the DP domain. Word order variation arises dueht determiners’ interference with the
possessor expressions at the left periphery afithve phrase.

Following this general introduction, the essentiabracteristics of the noun phrase in
present day Hungarian will be discussed in se@iorelying on current generative analyses.
In the subsequent section, the noun phrase in Qidghtian will be described and its
structure reconstructed. This section also revigshistorical language stages of Hungarian
to provide the fundamental background informatibow the sources on which this study has
been built. Finally, through the presentation ainsopeculiar Middle Hungarian word order
phenomena, an overall reconstruction of the stratithange at the nominal left periphery
will be proposed and, accordingly, the word ordeargge from Demonstrative-Possessor-
Possessum into Possessor-Demonstrative-Possesslinbewiaccounted for. The study
concludes by summarizing the word order variatioth eéhange thus far discussed in a schema
of the various patterns.

2 The noun phrase in Modern Hungarian

The literature on the Hungarian noun phrase iseratloh: a detailed analysis in a generative
framework can be found in Szabolcsi (1994), whiels been modified to some extent by E.
Kiss (2000) and Bartos (2000, 2001). Of course,atlodspects of the noun phrase structure
will be discussed here; several features, suchhasirtner agreement properties, or the
derivation of attributes and quantifiers will bexayed. The focus of this study primarily falls
on possessive constructions and demonstrativesthaidinteraction at the left periphery of
nominal constructions.

! The paper forms part of a complex research prajeeoted to the study of the diachronic syntax ohéhrian
as well as to the building of an on-line searchdiidorical language corpus of Old Hungarian. Thggzt has
been supported by the Hungarian Scientific ResebBtid (OTKA No. 78074 and No. 112828), and thet firs
theoretical results have been summarized in arediblume, including the contribution of the presauthor
(cf. Egedi 2014a). The focus of the latter bookpteaand the present paper considerably differ,asutheir
topics are closely related, some of the argumenddize data will necessarily overlap.



2.1 DEMONSTRATIVES

Demonstrative modifiers behave rather interestimglylodern Hungarian, that is to say, they
are not prototypical deictic determiners. Demortistea co-occur with the definite article, and
unlike other Hungarian modifiers, they agree in bemand case with the head noun.

(1) a. ez-ek a konyv-ek b. az-t a konyv-et az-ok-at a konyv-ek-et
thisL the bookrL thatAacc the bookacc thatrL-Acc the bookrPL-AcC
‘these books’ ‘that book’ ‘those books’

According to the above-mentioned generative analjisere are good reasons to assume that
the demonstrative®g/az'this/that’) are located in the specifier positiohthe DP projection
(2), rather than being adjoined constituents, @liengh the definite article is also spelled out
in the head of the same phrase. This goes agaiestwell-known economy principle
established for functional projections, and stikre are good arguments for a doubly filled
DP analysis: nothing can intervene between the dstrative and the article, the construction
is not grammatical without spelling-out the artjcend the two determiners also form a
prosodic unit (cf. Bartos 2000, 2001; as far asi¢W this placement of the demonstrative
modifier was first pointed out by Kenesei (19995p9

(2) a. brez/az b a [nump harom fp konyvl]]]

b DP
T
Spec D’
TN
D NumP
T
Spec NP
ezlaz a harom konyv
this/that the  three book

‘these/those three books’

As will be shown at a later point in the discussitre conditions, however, were slightly
different when this pattern arose in the Middle Haman period.

2.2POSSESSIVES

In Hungarian, there are two types of possessoressmns: a dative-marked (3a) and a
nominative/unmarked (3b) — with no actual differenc meaning. (The gloseoss in the
examples stands for the suffix on tiead nourthat encodes its being possessed.)

(3) a. aszerzetes-nek a kényv-e b. aszerzet&bnyv-e
the monkpAT the bookross the monk bookeoss

The syntactic positions of the possessor expressia claimed to be different. This is
suggested by two main features (as has been pautday Anna Szabolcsi (1994: 180-181)):
() by the presence/absence of the article betvileernwo members of the constructions; and



(i) by the fact that dative-marked possessors lmarextracted from the noun phrase. This
latter means that the dative-marked possessor gqgreaa outside the noun phrase,
disconnected from the possessed noun by otheritemrds of the sentence, as a kind of
external possessor. Unmarked possessor expressionst be extracted in this way.

Following Szabolcsi's analysis, E. Kiss (2000: 184)ms that the possession marker on
the noun licenses the possessor as an argumentpdssessor-argument is realized either as
a dative case marked complement, or as a pre-nbspeaifier bearing no case at all. The
caseless possessor can only survive if it has at¢rehiner] feature and moves to the DP
domain to have it checked. The presence/absenteeddrticle follows from the difference
between the two constructions. The caseless passies§3b) moves directly into Spec,DP
and, consequently, the head of the DP cannotled fily the article. Actually, we never find a
definite article in the constructions of type (3t)n the other hand, the possessor in (3a) has
to leave its post-nominal complement position foe 50 called Case Constrdimind must
undergo noun phrase internal topicalization, lagdim a phrase-initial specifier position
(Spec,TopP). This derivation can be observed in Nd}e, that the notion of a DP-internal
Topic phrase was introduced by Katalin E. Kiss ém B000 paper only, while in her earlier
works this movement operation was considered tanba&djunction to DP.

(4) TopP (After E. Kiss 2000:139)
T
Spec DP
T
D PossP
T
Poss NP

T
N KP

Janosngk a  -e kényv it

JohnbAT the POSsS book

In this case, the definite article freely co-occuvgh the possessor, and so does the
demonstrative, since the dative-marked possesstocated in Spec,TopP, rather than in
Spec,DP.

It is important to note, and it also follows frorhet derivation in (4), that if both a
demonstrative and a possessor are present in tistrection (5), the possessor must always
precede the demonstrative which is located in $&c(5b) is therefore ungrammatical. So is
(5¢) with its unmarked/caseless possessor expressince this latter competes with the
demonstrative for the same structural position ¢€By). The structure in (6) corresponds to
the grammatical word order exemplified in (5a).

2 The asymmetry is obvious: in the case of lexicasessors the DP cannot be doubly filled, whilthéncase of
demonstratives the simultaneous filling of the head the specifier even seems to be required, sshéean
presented above. This phenomenon remained an @dsobntradiction in the generative literature oaspnt
day Hungarian. Even though it shows to be a chgdlein the synchronic description, however, viewihg

problem from a diachronic perspective may shed sligheé on the question as to how this asymmetry rgjeek
(see section 4)

® The Case Constraint is formulated as follows: lae Tase suffix must cliticize to the right edgette noun
phrase. b. The case suffix cannot cliticize toseaaarked stem. These constraints can only bdisdtita post-
nominal complement is extraposed, or if it is raadi in the form of a modifier (E. Kiss 2000: 12Mpt only are
possessive constructions subject to this ruleahytnominal expressions that can take a arguméhntneet the
case.



(5) a. a szerzetes-nek ez a konyv-e
the monkpAT this the bookoss
‘this book of the monk’

b. *ez a szerzetes-nek a konyv-e
this  the monleAT the bookross
Intended meaning: ‘this book of the monk’

C. *a szerzetes ez a kényv-e
the monk this the boakoss
Intended meaning: ‘this book of the monk’

(6) TopP
T
Spec DP
T
Spec D’
T
D PossP
T
a szerzetes-nglez a konyv-e it
the monkpAT this the bookross

3 The noun phrase in Old Hungarian

Before turning to the historical data, a few bdaits are to be mentioned with respect to the
nature and the date of the sources which are isedghout this study. The following table
summarizes the most important information relatedthte historical linguistic stages of

Hungarian: the time intervals and the types of sesinve have from the various periods.

Table 1. Historical language stages of Hungariam &ypes of sources

Proto-Hungarian 1000 BC — 896 AD no written docotae
sporadic records, glosses, a few
Ei%;;gn 896 — 1370 short texts, e. g-uneral Sermon
Old and Prayer(ca.1195)
Hungarian Late Old mainly codices; translations of
. 1370 — 1526 Latin religious literature + original
Hungarian . "
Hungarian compositions
Book printing
Middle Hungarian 1526-1772 New secular genres
Significant increase in quantity

Distinguishing between the Early and the Late Olthghrian period is relevant because of
the nature of the sources that come from thesepevimds. The first written sources can be
dated to the Early Old Hungarian period, but thase sporadic records, mostly names of



people and places and other glosses embedded @k Gré.atin documents and charters. The
first continuous texts from the same period (datnogn between the end of the 12th century
to the end of the 13th century) are short and ddarm a uniform corpus either in time or in
space. One of the four records is fragmentary avwml af them are not even narrative.
Accordingly, the first texts of considerable lengthd suitable for a syntactic investigation
come from the first half of the Late Old Hungareriod, in the form of the first Hungarian
codices’ These, for the most part, contain translationsatin religious literaturé but they
are long enough, each forming a closed, unifornpesiof their own.

3.1 DEMONSTRATIVES AND ARTICLES

The grammatical encoding of referential identificatin the Old Hungarian period appears to
comprise a different system, as compared to theused at the present time (for a detailed
study on this topic, see Egedi (2013)). Modern Huiiagn makes extensive use of the definite
article. As can be observed in examples (7) andt(®) article obligatorily occurs together

with demonstratives and with a dative-marked passed he corresponding Old Hungarian

examples, however, look rather different since dedinite article is absent in the same
contexts. Consider (9) and (10) to see the contrast

Modern Hungarian

(7) ezlaz a  konyv 8) a szerzetes-neka konyv-e
this/thatthe book the monlpAT thebookPoss
‘this/that book’ ‘the book of the monk’

Old Hungarian

(9) e(2)/a(z) o kobnyv (10) a(z) szerzetes-neka konyv-e
this/that book the moraTt bookpPoss
‘this/that book’ ‘the book of the monk’

As a result of my earlier investigations, it may dmcluded that the marking of pragmatic
definiteness on a syntactic level is already olbdtigaat the time of the first codices, but the
definite article only appears in the cases wheeeréferential identification is not encoded
otherwise. Therefore, among other contexts, it seat with nouns modified by a
demonstrative, which encodes directly accessilderernce, and in possessive constructions,
in which the referent of the possessed noun istemtislly presupposed and is identified
through its relation to the referent of the posseddo put it differently, the presence of a

* For more details about the first continuous tertsn the Early Old Hungarian period (beginning witte
Funeral Sermon and Prayeand about the earliest codices, see Egedi (2@l464).

®> The possible influence of the source language angdrian word order phenomena has been kept in mind
throughout this researcMoreover, it has been concluded for the languagéthefOld Hungarian codices in
general, that the influence of Latin can only beedid in terms of quantity rather than in termsgadlity. This
means that if Hungarian grammar allowed the usatefnative structures to express a certain conteatearly
translators were inclined to choose constructibias appeared to be closer to the original textddobt, some
of the passages read quite unnatural in a stybstitse, but the grammar itself seems not to hage affected
by the Latin syntactic structures. (The issue f@stsummarized in a paper written in HungariandiEgel14b)

® There are detailed arguments for the Old Hungatéfimite determiner functioning as a true arttel being a
fully grammaticalized category encoding pragmatdirdteness in the already cited paper (Egedi 2008
identification of definite contexts in which thetiale is still absent is also discussed there.



demonstrative (9) or a possessor expression (I0hgaly the definiteness of the noun phrase
as a whole, and the use of the article is notgeired.

The situation was changing quite rapidly, althougit in an equal manner in all the
possible contexts, as recent research has demedst(Bgedi and Simon 2012)An
automatic query carried out in five normalized cedi from the Old Hungarian Corpus
showed that the use of the definite article prapodily increased already within the Old
Hungarian period (cf. Table 2), but the spreadiag only be detected in certain contexts
(such as generics or before pronominal possessoinle the contexts relevant here (nouns
with demonstratives and lexical possessors) resite determiner all along the period.
Constructions such as those illustrated in (7) @anly appear during the Middle Hungarian
period and therefore will be discussed in the isextion.

Table 2. The proportion of definite determinersag/in five Old Hungarian codices

Codex Date Tokens alaz %
Jokai Codex after 1370/ca.1448 22 733 573 2,52
Vienna Codex | after 1416/ca.1450 54,423 2,233 4,19
Guary Codex before 1495 21,714 1,390 6,40
Booklet 1521 8,745 623 7,12
Kazinczy Codex | 1526-1541 20,027 1,437 7,17

It is to be noted that the Hungarian definite #&tideveloped from a demonstrative modifier,
as also happened in many other unrelated langudgesin this early period these two

elements, the distal demonstrative and the defaritiele cannot be distinguished merely on
formal grounds. The modern reader sometimes remaigsrtain how to interpret an Old

Hungarian phrase such as (11) because the artidi¢ha distal demonstrative modifier look
exactly the same, have the same position and dlew some functional overlap (e.qg.

anaphoric use).

(11) a. az kapu b. az kapu
the gate that gate

Depending on the context, the morpheme ‘az’ sonextiseems to behave as a demonstrative,
sometimes as a definite article, and often it ipdssible to decide between the two optidns.
The only exceptions to this ambiguity are the cleamantic or pragmatic contexts in which
only an article can appear, suchtlaes larger situational useorthe associative-anaphoric use

in terms of Himmelmann (2001).

Despite this homophony, the article and the digonstrative can be assumed to
occupy distinct structural positions, D and Spegc,B#spectively. The emergence of the
definite article may be reconstructed similarlyvbat Giuliana Giusti (2001: 167) proposes
for the reanalysis of the Latin determinke in the Romance languages. As is illustrated in

" The results of the query presented in 2012 hawn hepdated several times, which slightly modifieé t
numerical data. Table 2. has been synchronizedthétitable that can be found in Egedi (2014a: 66).

8 Hence it is not completely unexpected that there iendency in the descriptive tradition of Olchgarian to
consider these determiners as ‘pre-articles’, ooripun-articles’, representing a transitional wolass with
dual nature (Bakré-Nagy 1999: 7; I. Gallasy 19921-722). For the same problem in Old English, inéer
alia Sommerer (2011) with further references.



(12), ille, originally located in the specifier of the Detemer Phrase as a demonstrative, is
reinterpreted as an element in D.

(12) a. DP b. DP
/\
DemP D’ = Spec D’
/\ /\
(IL)LE D D
(IL)LE

This kind of reanalysis perfectly fits with one thie economy principles formulated by Elly
van Gelderen (2004, 2008), the so called ‘HeadePeate Principle’, according to which
speakers prefer to build structures where an elermenerged directly into the head position
instead of moving it to the specifier from below.

The two constructions in (12) may also have coesdisin the language for several
generations. Nevertheless, to avoid ambiguity, hexical items developed to fulfill the
demonstrative function in Romance: an adverbiahfoecer has been added to the
phonologically weakened demonstrative head resuitina new series of deictic elements.
Interestingly enough, in Hungarian, the homophonstiactures split in a different way,
resulting in a somewhat surprising word order \taomaon the nominal left periphery. This
problem will be addressed in section 4 on Middlengtrian.

3.2POSSESSIVES

As was presented in section 2.2, Hungarian haskinas of possessor expressions, dative-
marked and unmarked. Although the same holds far Kngarian, it is worth examining
whether the characteristics of these possessorespand to those established for their
Modern Hungarian descendants.

As far as possessor extraction is concerned, tisteexe of extracted constituents could
be tested and justified by an automatic query & dlgitized Old Hungarian Corpus. More
precisely, the search has been completed for otfeeafarly codices, namely in Jékai Codex,
which has also been morpho-syntactically annotétads it can be more reliable to probe.
After having also examined manually all the exarapiethe selected manuscript, out of 756
possessive constructions in which the possesstatige-marked, 21 external possessors were
found.

Table 3. Positions of dative-marked possessorskaidJCodex

Constructions with dative-marked possessors iretkie 756
Possessor and possessed noun are adjacent 613
Possessor and possessed noun are separatedbaytedtror quantifiers 122
Possessor extracted out from the NP 21

The presence/absence of an article between thenemabers of the possessive construction is
not a distinctive feature in Old Hungarian. As \s¢ated in the previous section, the use of the
definite article is more restricted in this peridaking redundant in the contexts where



reference is identified by another entity. Thuseagected, the definite article never appears
before the possessed noun in either of the corgtngc This phenomenon has also been
tested in the five normalized codices listed able 2.I attested zero occurrence of the article
between a caseless possessor and its possessomsiructions such as (13b), and less than
10 occurrences between a dative marked possessaisgpossessum in constructions such as
(13a).

(13) a. aszerzetes-nek @ konyv-e b. aszerzeie konyv-e
the monkpAT bookPoss the monk booleoss
‘the book of the monk’ ‘the book of the monk’

So the opposition shown in (3) for Modern Hungadaes not hold in Old Hungarian.

Undoubtedly, the morphologically marked possessarstmhave emerged in Proto-
Hungarian (or rather reanalyzed from an 'affectedistituent, cf. E. Kiss 2014 for modern
Hungarian) to encode extracted or external posses$be external position of the dative-
marked possessor can still be observed in spoed@imples, where an overt and coreferent
NP/DP-internal possessive pronoun co-occurs wighlelical possessor. By the documented
era, however, the variation presented in (13) degpread, with no interpretive difference.
Accordingly, there is no reason to assume, on @hsgnic level, that the Old Hungarian
dative-marked possessor could not occupy Spec,Dthase cases. (Of course, when the
dative-marked possessor is separated fronptissessummhere are still two possibilities: it
has been extracted out of the NP/DP and is co-edi@ith apro, or else, it is really external,
which means that it has been generated outsidePheWhat the data suggest at this point of
the analysis is that while unmarked possessorsyalwecupy the specifier of the DP, dative-
marked possessors can freely appear both in amek#nd in an internal position and, in the
latter case, they are located in Spec,DP as well.

The assumption that both types of Old Hungariansgesor expressions prefer the
Spec,DP position is supported by a remarkable ghSen: possessives and demonstratives
seem not to be attested together in this perioggesting that they mutually exclude each
other. Does it mean that these expressions ocduppdme structural position? It is really
interesting to observe how the Old Hungarian cali@ed an early printed book from the
beginning of the Middle Hungarian period translated Latin phrase of Mathew 24:14,
which contains the rare combination of a posseaadra demonstrative modifier. They all
apply various avoidance strategies by ignoring dbitic element, or by transforming the
possessive relation into an attributive constructioa relative clause:

Gospel of Matthew 24:14

(14) a. Latin:
Et praedicabitur hoc evangelium regni in universo  orbe
and will.be.preached this gospel kingdeen in wholeaBL worldABL
b. KJV:

Andthis gospel of the kingdonshall be preached in all the world

c. Munich CodeX1466] - ignores the demonstrative
Es prédikaltatikaz orszag-nak  evangéliom-a mend ez vilag-ban
and be.preached the kingdamt gospelPoss all this  worldiNE



d. Jordanszky Codej{d516-19] - attribute instead of a possessor
Es prédikaltatikez mennyei szent evangéliommindez teljes vilag-on

and be.preached this heavenly holy gospel #ilis whole worldsup
e. New Testament of Pesti Gaa636] - relative clause

Es ez evangéliom, ki mennyél vagyon hirdettetik ...

and this gospel which heaveBt is be.preached ...

4 Middle Hungarian phenomena
4.1 DEMONSTRATIVES

By the expansion of the use of the article in sdrmoally definite contexts, such as generic
readings and nouns with an inherently unique retetbe increased frequency of the spelling
out of the D head led to successive reanalysdwedett periphery of the noun phrase. During
the 16th century, in the Middle Hungarian periodeav pattern arises for the noun phrases
containing a demonstrative. In this structure @ ebdeterminer doublingcan be observed,
which seems to be identical — at least at firshisigto the construction we have in Modern
Hungarian, where the functional projection for d#&ness is doubly filled. This means that
the demonstrative is spelled out in the specifasitoon, while the determiner functioning as
an article is in the head of the DP (cf. examphe@) and the tree in (2)).

Observing the historical data, however, a distsyatchronic state can be identified in
which word order patterns at the nominal left peeiry differ from those established in
section 2. In the 16th and 17th centuries, the yeslded demonstrative can be separated
from the rest of the construction by various eletsea.g. particles, conjunctions, sometimes
by the verb itself, which means that it linksore looselywith the noun phrase in Middle
Hungarian than it does today. (15a) and (16a) aseneles from the first half of the 17th
century (taken form the descriptive grammar of Sign@g1914: 122-123)), while in (15b) and
(16b) alternative word orders are presented inraxshow how these phrases would look in
Modern Hungarian. In the Middle Hungarian data, shquence of the demonstrative and the
definite article is broken: in (15a) a scalar pEtintervenes, while in (16a) an interrogative
particle comes in between.

(15) a. azok is az eskuvések b. azok az eskivéasek
those also the swearings those the sweariadso
‘also those swearings’ ‘also those swearings’

(Pdzmany Five letters 131)

(16) a. Mit valasztasz inkabb? ezt a pénzt? (Kéldi Preachings 209)
what choose-you more? thsc-INT.PRTthe moneycc
‘What do you prefer to choose? This money?’

b. ezt a pénst
thisacc the moneCC-INT.PRT

To account for the Middle Hungarian data and fairtldlifferent appearance with respect to
their modern counterparts, it seems plausible teurag that the determiner doubling

construction is the outcome of an adjunction opematvhere the demonstrative pronoun as a
whole adjoins to the DP headed by an article:



(17) [bp [op €2-1] bra pénz-]]
thisacc the moneycc

It is to be noted that the spread of the new patitethe Middle Hungarian period does not
show the same degree with the proximal and thaldi&monstrative modifier. The proximal
demonstrative ‘ez’ differs from the article in itsrm, causing no ambiguity of the kind
illustrated in (11). As the figures ihable 4indicate, the doubling construction with ‘ez’ is
much less frequently attested in the entire peand its spreading is definitely slower than
that with the distal demonstrative.

Table 4. The spread of the constructions ‘ez/dX’az

16" c. 17" c. 18" c. For the entire period
‘azazN’ 54,5% 91,7% 92,6% 85,5%
‘azN’ 45,5% 8,3% 7,4% 14,5%

16" c. 17" c. 18" c. For the entire period
‘ezaz N’ 3,8% 21,5% 40,8% 20,4%
‘ezN’ 96,2% 78,5% 59,2% 79,6%

(Figures after DOmMo6tor 2008: 24-25)

4.2 POSSESSIVES

In line with the tendency of the more and more et spelling out of the D head by means
of an article, the definite article started to mee a possessed noun with a dative-marked
possessor as well. This means that patterns exXerdpin (3a) and (8) are getting to be
attested from the Middle Hungarian period. As foe structure behind this emerging pattern,
dative-marked possessors may be assumed to adjtie DP as a whole (just the same way
as demonstratives do, cf. (17)), if one acceptlhien that the simultaneous filling of the D
head and its specifier is not preferred.

As demonstrated in section 3, dative-marked possessmn regularly appear detached
from the noun phrase as early as in the first ooiotis manuscripts, thus an extracted or
external possessor can easily be reanalysed adj@neal constituent in Middle Hungarian
(18a). Nevertheless, the Old Hungarian possessimstiction with no article before the
possessed noun (18b) remains available and survestdes the new pattern.

(18) a. pp[pp a szerzetes-nek] pda konyv-e]]
the monleAT the bookrposs

b. [bpa szerzetes-nek p[g [konyv-e]]
the monkeAT bookPoss

Remarkably, unlike in Old Hungarian, the combinatiof demonstratives and possessives
becomes well attested in this period, but at theeséime shows a peculiar distribution in
which the demonstrative precedes the possessoessipn’

° The data in (20) and (21) are taken over agaim five Simonyi (1914).
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(19) azok a szerzetes-nek  konyv-e-i
thatPL the monkpAT bookPossPL
‘those books of the monk’

(20) az-ok az Anglid-nak nemes-e-i (Faludi 63)
thatPL the EnglandAT  noblemanrosspL
‘those noblemen of England’

(21) ar-rul is az Dbiblid-nak rész-@-r (Pdzmany Kal. 473)
thatDEL also the BibleeAT partPOSSDEL
‘also about that part of the Bible’

These word orders, with the demonstrative on tlfiealed the possessor inside, would be
completely ill-formed in Modern Hungarian (Cf. exples in (5)).

Because of the fact that, at this point of the asdg Middle Hungarian texts have not
been digitized and data could only be collected ualy, it is not clear when the Modern
Hungarian word order (Poss Dem) appeared. Neitharwe provide any numerical data
about the proportion of the peculiar Dem Poss vaodir. (The combination is extremely rare
in every period for obvious semantic reasons.) fhestion to be raised in the present
analysis is how this word order variation can beoaated for.

The possibility of a more extended noun phraseesilg emerged in this period, but
while the D head is more and more systematicallpuped by the definite article, the
position of the dative-marked possessor and theodstrative, two expressions of quite
different nature, have not become fixed yet.

The situation may be reconstructed in the followivay. When the determiner doubling
construction emerged in Middle Hungarian, the destrative (showing agreement in case
and number with the noun) adjoined either to thenmnphrase headed by the definite article
(as in (17)), or to the old, articleless and a nmedenseghossessive structure (18b), but it
did not adjoin to the possessive structure in whilth possessor expression was also
"external” (18a)- at least, the author does not know of such ocnoe® The combination of
the new loosely adjoined demonstrative with (18&b)llustrated below (an accusative case
ending has been added to make the agreement riéea

(22) a. pplop @az-t] pep a szerzetes-nek p @ [konyv-é-t]]]
thatAcc the monkbeAT bookPossacc
‘That book of the monk’

b. DP
/\
DP DP
/\
Spec D’
/\
D PossP
az-t a szerzetes-nek konyv-é-t
thatacc the monkeAT bookPossacc

11



In section 3.2, it could be observed how Old Huragasources had struggled with translating
a phrase from the gospel of Matthew (Matthew 24:id)which a demonstrative modifier
should have been combined with a possessor expnedsi the so called Bible of Vizsoly,
compiled in 1590, the problem is, however, pradlifceolved by the application of this new
combination:

Matthew 24:14 in the Bible of Vizsoly (1590)

(23) Es predikaltaticez Isten orszag-a-nak Evangeliom-amind az egész fold-6n
and be.preached this God kingdemwssDAT gospelPOSS all  the whole landgupP

The question remains how we get to the presentdaiybution where, according to the strict
word order rule, dative-marked possessors always @ precede demonstrative modifiers.
The simultaneous appearance of a demonstrativa @adsessor must always have remained
infrequent, but simple demonstrative modificatiendefinitely and universally a common
construction. At a certain point in the historytbe Hungarian language, which cannot be
defined in lack of empirical data but must be pthbetween Middle Hungarian and present-
day Hungarian, the position of demonstratives wataldished in the specifier of the DP.
When looking for an explanation, one might rely Bty van Gelderen’s (2008: 250) third
universal economy principle, the so-called ‘Specifncorporation’ principle, that claims for
elements coming from outside to tend to be a sigectither than an adjunttin accordance
with this principle, the originally adjoined demdragive phrase must have been integrated
into the DP domain, as its behavior in Modern Huiagasuggests (see section 2.1). In this
way, the demonstratives’ rather atypical naturehi@ present day system becomes more
reasonable: they appear in a doubly filled DP mtoge, and their morphology is also
somewhat exceptional, since they are marked foe easl plurality unlike other modifiers
within the Hungarian noun phrase. All these cardbe to their appositive origin and to the
assumption that, diachronically speaking, theywadifrom outside the DP.

However, a final question may be raised: why ithé demonstrative that has become
fixed in Spec,DP rather than the possessor expregsas the word orders presented in (19)-
(21) would suggest? The answer might be found hysidering the different nature of
demonstratives and possessors. Whereas demoredratigre (and are always) closely
associated with the noun they modify, the option dodative-marked constituent to be
interpreted as an external constituent (with afetaéd’ theta-role, cf. E. Kiss 2014), or to be
extracted or even completely omitted always renthanailable. At the same time, of course,
in unmarked cases, the possessor appeared adjsyetaictically adjoined, to the determined
noun phrase. After the demonstrative had beennaied into Spec,DP, the target position of
the adjoined dative-marked possessors may have tessralyzed as a new layer of the
extended noun phrase, namely a Topic projectionliné with what E. Kiss (2000) proposes.

5 Summary

In this chapter, by studying the determination #reldistribution of possessive constructions
from Old Hungarian to the present day, a peculiardnorder change phenomenon has been

19 Elly van Gelderen, providing a general overviewta DP cycle in several languages (2007, and @h#&pin
2011), points out that after the reanalysis ofdbmonstrative as an article, the renewal of dematnsts may
happen in one of the following ways: either fronoad, by the incorporation of an appositive dematiste
pronoun, or from below, through the addition ofoadtive adverb. It is to be noted, that reinforéeans of
demonstrativesefmez, amaz, ezen, ayatso emerged in the history of Hungarian, buotheir use is highly
limited and stylistically marked. For further dission, see Egedi (2014a).
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accounted for. The grammaticalization of the dédirarticle in well-defined contexts had
structural consequences at the nominal left perjphthe most salient of which is the
emergence of a new strategy for demonstrative noadibn. This strategy is called
determiner doublinghroughout the paper. It has also been observadttie newly added
demonstratives first adjoined to the noun phraseairsomewhat looser fashion: their
combination with the dative-marked possessors teguh a word order specific only to the
Middle Hungarian period (Dem Poss). Demonstratidesywever, at a later stage, got
incorporated into the specifier of the DP as thedbta Hungarian fixed word order (Poss
Dem) clearly testifies.

The word order variation and the change discussedsammarized in the following
schema of the various patterns and their combingtio

(24) Schema of variation and change
OLD HUNGARIAN

[op @z [ @ konyv]] br & szerzetes-nek [ @ konyv-e]]

v v

@ @ MIDDLE HUNGARIAN

[oplppaz] [pp a konyv]]  be a szerzetes-nek [ @ kbnyv-e]] pp[ppa Szerzetes-nekpd a konyv-e]]

Combination:
[or [op @Z] [or @ szerzetes-nek [ @ kdnyv-e]]]

v

PRESENTDAY HUNGARIAN

[op @z a [konyv]] [op [op @ Szerzetes-nekyd a kbnyv-e]]

\/

Combination:
[op [op @ Szerzetes-nekdd az a kdnyv-e]]

| |

[topr @ Szerzetes-nekd az a konyv-e]] {,ppa szerzetes-nekda konyv-e]]
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The complex figure in (24) presents how the Old ¢uran patterns without definite article
were replaced by new constructions involving adjiomcsites for demonstratives and dative-
marked possessors. However, as the old possessigéruction had still been preserved, its
combination with the new determiner doubling sggteroduced a word order that did not
survive the Middle Hungarian period (see the comtiam in the centre of the figure). The
lower part of the schema shows that the incorpdratemonstrative cannot precede the
possessive expression any more, and from this paintlative marked possessors occupy the
outermost position of the extended noun phrase.
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