s free postverbal order in Hungarian a syntactic 0 a PF phenomenon?

1. Introduction

This paper aims to identify the source of the fyestverbal constituent order attested in the
Hungarian sentence. It will examine whether ihis tonsequence of a base-generated flat
VP, it is the result of syntactic scrambling, oisit PF phenomenon, the free linearization of
a hierarchical syntactic structure.

The facts to be examined will support the latigrdthesis. In section 2 | introduce the basic
facts of postverbal word order in Hungarian, andention 3 | survey the major theories
aiming to describe them. Sections 4 and 5 disasugstditional sets of phenomena to be
addressed: postverbal adverbial adjuncts, and @ditivquantifiers. Section 6 will present a
new proposal which can account for all the factsesyed. Section 7 will demonstrate that the
proposal can also explain further phenomena of duag syntax: free extrapositon from NP,

and the free mingling of matrix and embedded maltariinfinitival constructions.

2. Free constituent order in the postverbal sectionf the Hungarian sentence

As is well-known, the Hungarian sentence displagsiatly fixed word order preverbalfy,

and a free constituent order postverbally. In thetral sentence in (1a,b), the fixed preverbal
section includes a quantified expression, an agat a verbal particle, whereas the free
postverbal section includes two definite noun pesag-or perspicuity’s sake, the verb will be

spelled in bold-face, and the quantifier and theeda will be spelled in italics.)

(1) a. Minden konyvet idejében visszavittek a filk a konyvtarba.
every book-ACC in.time back took the &dlye library-to
"The boys took back every book to the librargime.’

b. Minden kdnyveidejébenvisszavittek a konyvtarba a fidk.

If (1) is negated, the verb moves up next to tiitgai negative particle, whereby the
guantifier—adverb—particle string becomes parheffostverbal free-word-order section. In
other words, V-movement across the particle, theeda] and the quantifier liberates their

order relative to one another and to the postverbah phrases:

(2) a. Nem vittek; minden konyvet idejében visszajita fiok a kodnyvtarba.



not took every book-ACC in.time backthe boys the library-to
'The boys didn’t take back every book to thedry in time.’
b. Nemvittek visszaa kdnyvtarbaninden kényvatejébena fidk.

c. Nemvittek idejébenvissza a fiakminden konyvea kdnyvtarba.

Structural focus (to be spelled in capital leffesgmilar to the negative particle, also elicits
V-movement into an adjacent functional head. V-nmoget to focus also frees up the order of

the constituents that it crosses:

(3) a. RITKAN visznek minden konyvet idejében visszata filk a konyvtarba.
rarely take every book-ACC in.time cka the boys the library-to
'Rarely do the boys take back every book tdlittrary in time.’

b. RITKANviszneka fitkidejébervissza a konyvtarbainden kényvet

The focus projection can be iterated. In multipleus constructions the V moves up into a
functional head right-adjacent to the highest fodibsrating the order of all the constituents

crossed, including the lower foci:

(4) a. Mindenki CSAKEGY KONYVET vitt vissza a konyvtarba.
Everybody only one book-ACC took back litheary-to
'Everybody took back only one book to the liyra

b. MIERT vitt visszamindenki CSAKEGY KONYVETa koényvtarba?
why took back everybody only one ba&®RE the library-to
'Why did everybody take back only one bookHe tibrary?’

c. MIERTVvitt vissza a kényvtarba CSAK EGY KONYVERindenk?

d. MIERTvitt mindenkivissza a kényvtarba CSAK EGY KONYVET?

In fact, the different postverbal word order vatgaare not always equally unmarked, but
markedness is independent of the grammatical caésgor grammatical functions of
postverbal constituents; it is determined by tpéionological weight. A postverbal string of
constituents is felt to be optimal if it observeshBghel’s (1932) Law of Growing
Constituents, i.e., if lighter (shorter and unsgezh constituents precede heavier ones. (5a),
severely violating the Law of Growing Constituenssynacceptable (even if not

ungrammatical). Its optimal variant is (5b):



(5) a.??MIERTbukott CSAK PETERminden tantargybol az idénmeg?
why failed only Peter every subjecri this.year PRT
'Why did only Peter fail every subject this y&a
b. MIERT bukott megz idénCSAK PETERminden tantargyb®

3. Former theories of free word order
The question on which level of the derivation tteetiom of postverbal word order originates
has been given different answers in the literature.

The most trivial way of predicting free postverbader is to assume a flat VP, in which
only the initial position of the head is fixed; tagguments and adjuncts are base-generated as
sisters to it and to one another in an arbitradearSuch is the VP-structure implicit in the
work of Brassai (1863-65), and | also argued fahsa VP in E. Kiss (1987, 1994, 2002, etc.)
In the most recent version of this theory, E. KB806), | assume the Hungarian sentence
structure in (6). The structure is intended to aotmot only for the freedom of postverbal
order, but also for the fact that in the prediaagigpart of the sentence, the V is preceded
either by a verbal particle or by a focussed ctunetit, but not both of them. In the proposed
structure, the verbal particle is one of the pedial complements in the flat VP. Verbal
particles and focus-marked constituents are bailmeld to have the feature [+predicative],

thereby representing potential, alternative fillershe specifier of PredP.

(6) [Topp XPj [prearXP; [ve V ti tj XP*]]] (E. Kiss 2006)

The structure in (6) correctly predicts the fixedrd/order of the preverbal section and the
free word order of the postverbal section of thegrian sentence; however, it leaves the
subject—object—adverbial asymmetries attestedreanaphora unexplainéd.

In most partially free word order languages, etgJapanese, free word order is derived
from a hierarchical VP via Scrambling. This solatizas been adopted to Hungarian by
Suranyi (2006); see also E. Kiss (2008c). The Vjradion of internal arguments, followed
by V-to-T movement across them, not only yieldsdtigerent postverbal argument orders
attested but also correctly predicts binding paksés unexpected in a standard hierarchical
VP. However, in most languages Scrambling is a kinidternal topicalization, only
affecting [+specific] complements across langudgés.g., Karimi (2001) about Persian,
Kornfilt (2001) about Turkish, Dayal (2001) abounHi, as well as the German facts in



Diesing (1992)). This is not the case in Hunganainere non-specific indefinites also
participate in postverbal free word order. ObséR)ein which a non-specific bare plural has
been preposed in front of both the subject and mneraadverb presumably adjoined to VP:

(7) [Foce CSAK IRASBAN vizsgaztatnak,p nagy évfolyamokatf szivesefivp a tanarok]]]]
only writing-in examine great classACC gladly the teachers
It is only in writing that teachers examine grelasses gladly.’

In E. Kiss (2008a,b) | have sought to accounpfastverbal free word order in the
framework of Phase Theory. | assume two phasdwiderivation of a clause: a lexical phase
and a functional phase. The head positions of pbéses are filled by V-movement. When
the V is raised into the head of the functionalgghdhe hierarchical structure constituting the
domain of the functional phase is claimed to bidted — as the silent copies of the V and
their projections are deleted. In this framewohle major postverbal constituents become
sisters to one another at the syntax/semanticsfbbgy interface. If the interface
representation of the clause is visualized aseetdimensional tree, its postverbal section
consists of multiple branches spreading from alsingde, which are not ordered, and can be
linearized at will in the course of spell-out.

This approach can account both for the subjeceeblsisymmetries and the subject—object
symmetries attested in the language. The vP i®stdg to semantic interpretation twice: first
as the hierarchical domain of the lexical phasen ths part of the flattened domain of the
functional phase. Observe example (8a), a newgrdeace. In PredP, the lexical phase, the vP
is still hierarchical; however, once the verb hasrbremoved into the head of the functional

phase, PredP collapses and becomes freely linbleiza
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'Peter called up Eve.’

In non-neutral sentences, the functional projectiso includes an NNP (Non-Neutral
Phrase), and a FocP and/or a NegP. The V moves into thd&id, thereby reversing the
'particle, verb’ order of neutral clauses. The heathe functional phase of a non-neutral
clause is the V in NN (the highest overt head engéries of functional projections), and the
phasal domain subject to flattening is AspP — 8&¢. (Both neutral and non-neutral

sentences can also involve a TopP.)
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‘It was Peter who called up Eve.’

Grammatical phenomena which are indicative ofeadnchical structure, e.g., the anaphoric
relation licensed in (9a) as opposed to (9b), mexpreted on the hierarchical domain of the
lexical phase. Grammatical phenomena indicative ftdt structure, e.g., the lack of weak
crossover effect in (10), are interpreted on th#dhed domain of the functional phase, where
the objec variable c-commands (A-binds) the geaisipecifier of the subject (for details, see
E. Kiss 2008a).

(9) a.preqp Fel hivtak {p a filk p egymast]]]
up called the boys  each-other-ACC
"The boys called up each other.’
b.*[pregpFel hivtak |p egymas\jp a fidkat]]]
'Each other called up the boys.’

(10) [Foce Kit;  szeretgreapr[op @z pre anyjaj 1]
whom loves the his moth&EdM

'Who does his mother love?’



Postverbal free word order, nevertheless, canasblely the result of domain flattening
having taken place in the functional phase of @vdtion. If postverbal free word order
were nothing but the free linearization of sistedes, then postverbal scope-bearing elements
would all mutually c-command one another, and wallithave identical scopes. Thus in a
structure like (8b), postverbal quantifiers andexthials would all have scope over AspP. In
fact, however, postverbal quantifiers and adverdglincts can also participate in the free
postverbal order while having scope over NegP @PFro

The facts to be accounted for will be summarizesgctions 4 and 5.

4. The word order position and scope of adverbial@guncts
Preverbal adverbial adjuncts have scope over thesee part that they precede and c-
command. However, they can also follow the V, irichittase their order among the
postverbal constituents is free, and their scojredispendent of their relative position within
the postverbal string. (For further details of ph@cement of adverbial modifiers in the
Hungarian sentence, see E. Kiss (2008b).)

In example (11)figyelmesenattentively’ is a predicate adverbial, whereseerintemiin
my opinion’ is a sentence adverbial. The positiohgreverbal adverbials correspond to their
selectional/subcategorizational requirements aribei relative scope, assuming a right-

branching structure; henseerintemmust precedégyelmesen

(11) a.pzerintem [Janos figyelmesen[asppel-0lvastaa  konyvet]]]]
according.to.me John attentively PlRadr the book
'In my opinion, John read the book attentively.
b. Janoszerintem figyelmesgpspr el-olvastaa konyvet]

c.* Janosigyelmeserszerintenaspp €l-olvastaa konyvet]

Postverbally, on the other hand, the word orddigyelmeserandszerintenis free. Their
relative order does not affect the interpretatibthe sentencdigyelmeserinvariably takes

scope over AspP, arsterintemnvariably takes scope over the whole proposition:

(12) a. Janos alvastafigyelmesera konyvetszerintem
b. Janos ellvastaa konyvetszerintenfigyelmesen

c. Janos alvastaszerintema kényvetfigyelmesen



d. Janos alvastafigyelmeserszerintena konyvet.

Whereas in (11a) the structural positions of the &gdverbs are determined by their lexical
selectional properties, and their scopes follownftbeir structural positions, the variants in
(12a-d) represent problems for the analysis.

In the theory presented in E. Kiss (2008a), ihesphasal domain c-commanded by the
phasal head (the V) that is subjected to flatteming) to free linearization at the
syntax/semantics/phonology interface — howevefl®) neitheiszerintemnorfigyelmeserns
part of the phasal domain. A predicate adverbialliecome part of the phasal domain only in
an extended functional phase, in which AspP iswsulesl by a FocP projection, with the V
(representing the phasal head) raised to the NN.He&uch constructions, e.g. that in (13),
the V moving from Asp to NN crosses the predicakeegbials preceding AspP, whereby they
surface in the domain c-commanded by the V, tddieehed and to be linearized freely in PF.
Since they are part of the presupposition, theyetgl stress reduction. Observe the two
postverbal predicate adverbials in (13a-c). Thesifon in the postverbal sentence part is

free; they are understood to have scope over AampiPthey are destressed.

(13) a. Eocr CSAK'JANOS fp Olvastafaspe €1 @ konyvewégig figyelmeseli]
only John read PRT the boolend.till attentively
It was only John who read the book througkrdively.’
b. Eocr CSAK 'JANOS funp Olvasta [aspe €l figyelmesewégiga konyvet]]]
C. Focr CSAK 'JANOS fynp Olvasta[aspr €l figyelmesera konyvewégid]]

Whereas the word order and interpretation of ttemgdes in (13) do not contradict the
hypothesis that free postverbal order is the camsece of the deletion of the silent copies of
the verb and their projections at the syntax/sermslphonology interface, the examples in
(12a-d) are not compatible with this frameworksEiboth postverbal adverbials in (12a-d)
outscope the flattened phasal domain. Secondwh@aostverbal adverbials have different
scopesflgyelmeseras scope over AspBzerintenmhas scope over TopP). If they were sister
nodes c-commanding each other at the syntax/sersanterface, the interpretive component

would not be able to recognize their scope diffeeen

5. The word order position and scope of quantifiers



As is well-known (cf. E. Kiss 1991), quantifiersspede and c-command their scope in the
preverbal section of the Hungarian sentence thei; scope order corresponds to their linear

order. For example:

(14) a. Mindenki t6bb cikket is  [gyorsan fsppel-Olvasott a vizsgara]]
everybody several papers-ACC even quickly PRT read the exam-for
'Everybody quickly read several papers forekam.’ every > several

b. Tobb cikket is mindenkyyorsan hspp €l-0lvasott a vizsgaral]

'Several papers, everybody read quitidhythe exam.’” several > every

However, quantifiers can optionally also stand ypedtally, where their word order is free,
and their absolute and relative scope is indeperafeheir word order position. The word
order variants of (14a,b) listed under (15a-e)hwite or both of the quantifiers in postverbal
position, are scopally ambiguous: each of themblo&ls the reading of (14a) and the reading
of (14b):

(15) a. Mindenkigyorsan eblvasottttbb cikket isa vizsgara.
b. Tébb cikket iglyorsan eblvasott a vizsgaranindenki
c. Gyorsan alvasott a vizsgaranindenki tobb cikket is
d. Gyorsan alvasotttobb cikket isa vizsgaranindenki

e. Gyorsan eblvasott mindenkia vizsgaradbb cikket is

The interpretations of these sentences do natidifom the phasal theory presented in E.
Kiss (2008a). In these examples, the projectiofestlbo flattening and free linearization at the
syntax/semantics interface is PredP. However, tisévprbal quantifiers in (15a-e) cannot be
part of PredP, as they outscope it. They have scopethe AspP modified byyorsan

'quickly’, hence they must occupy positions c-conmaiiag AspP.

What the theory in E. Kiss (2008a) can handle straightforward way is postverbal
guantifiers in the scope of a focus and/or negatican AspP with Q-raised quantifiers in
front of it is extended by a focus and/or a negagiarticle, the verb is raised from Asp across
the preposed quantifiers into the NN head, as aemurence of which the quantifiers crossed
by the V will become part of the flattened phasahain, where they will c-command each
other. The phasal domain, representing the presifjigpoof the focus construction,

undergoes stress reduction. The two destressedifigrarare predicted — correctly — to have



scope over AspP, and to be interpretable in egbepe order. Indeed, such examples, e.g.,

(16a,b), are ambiguous:

(16) a. A  SZINTAXIS-VIZSGARA olvasottel mindenki  tobb cikket .is
the syntax exam-for read PRT evedyboseveral papers even
‘It was for the syntax exam that everybody reaces@\papers.’ every>several, several>every
b. A SZINTAXIS-VIZSGARAolvasott el tdbb cikket is mindenki

‘It was for the syntax exam that everybody reacesspapers.’ every>several, several>every

In non-neutral sentences quantifiers can also bewpe over FocP or NegP, and these
wide-scope quantifiers can also stand either pbaligror postverbally. In preverbal position,
they precede and c-command their scope, as expéetedentences with two or more

preverbal quantifiers are never ambiguous:

/(17) a. Mindenki legtobb targybdk..r KETSZER bukott meg]
everybody most  subject-from twice lddi PRT
'Everybody failed most subjects twice.’ every > most > twice

b. Legtdbb targybél mindenki,cp KETSZERDbukott meg]
'Most subjects, everybody failed twicanost > every > twice

These quantifiers can also stand postverbally, &ttaey do not lose their stress — unlike
postverbal quantifiers in the scope of focus andéwation. Their postverbal position,
however, is independent of their scope. Focus oactgins containing both a preverbal and a
postverbal wide-scope (stressed) quantifier areiguobis. Both (18a) and (18b) have the

same two readings:

(18) a. MindenkiKETSZERbukott meg’legtébb targybdl
'Everybody failed most subjects twice.’every > most > twice
'Most subjects, everybody failed twice.most > every > twice

b. Legtobb targybOKETSZERbukott meg’mindenki
'Everybody failed most subjects twice.’every > most > twice
'Most subjects, everybody failed twice.most > every > twice



The variants in which both of the wide scope (hestoessed) quantifiers follow the verb are

also ambiguous in the same way:

(19) a. KETSZEPRukott meg mindenki 'legtdbb targybol.
'Everybody failed most subjects twice.’every > most > twice
'Most subjects, everybody failed twice.most > every > twice

b. KETSZERukott meg’legttbb targybdl ‘'mindenki
'Everybody failed most subjects twice.’every > most > twice

'Most subjects, everybody failed twice.most > every > twice

Sentences containing a stressed postverbal geatié problematic for the theory in E.
Kiss (2008a), deriving free postverbal order atdjetax/semantics/phonology interface, for
the same reason why sentences containing a poshgenitence adverb: stressed postverbal
guantifiers cannot form part of the flattened, lydmearizable phasal domain, as they have

scope over (the whole or a part of) the left pheeiy of the phase, as well.

6. The proposal

6.1. Postverbal adverbials

According to mainstream generative tradition, abiads enter the derivation via adjunction.
They are adjoined to the syntactic projection thay have scope over. This is the view
represented by Chomsky (2001) and Ernst (2002)ttaads the framework that has turned
out to be most adequate for the description of ddakemodification in Hungarian (see the
studies in E. Kiss (ed.) 2008). The widely accetiéernative theory, elaborated by Cinque
(1999), Alexiadou (1997), Laenzlinger (2005), etiating adverbials as specifiers of
designated functional projections participatingaature checking, provides no
straightforward means of accounting for the posi&and interpretation of postverbal
adverbials.

Adjunction serves the purpose of establishingcaromand relation between the adjunct
and the syntactic projection it modifies. In stamdgenerative syntax, nothing constrains the
direction of adjunctiofi,i.e., not only left adjunction, but also right adgtion is allowed —
see, e.g., Ernst (2002) and Fox (2003). In a versidhe adjunction theory, developed by
Lebeaux 1988Afarli (1997), and Chomsky (2001)pmong others, adjuncts are merged into

the syntactic tree on a separate plane, in a thingnsion, and are integrated into linear order



only in PF. Third-dimension adjuncts can also b@pea onto the primary plane either on the
left or on the right according thfarli (1997).

Adopting this framework, | assume that adverbseis merged into the Hungarian sentence
via adjunction. Predicate adverbials (those modgyevents) are typically adjoined to a
functional projection in the predicational parttieé sentence: AspP, NegP, or —rarely —
FocP. Sentence adverbials are adjoined to Topt®,afunctional projection right below
TopP (identified as (Speaker Deixis Phrase (SDH}dsdi (2008)). Observe the structure
assigned to (11a):

(20) [ropp Szerintem [topp JaNos fspp figyelmeseriaspe €l-0lvastaa  konyvet]]]]
according.to-me John attentively PRT read the book-ACC

'In my opinion, John read the book attentively.’

The semantic interpretation of left-adjoined adiedsbis determined by their c-commanding
their scope at the syntax-semantics interface.fattethat postverbal adverbials have exactly
the same reading as their preverbal counterpagtgests that they c-command the same
projection from a right-adjoined position. Thatas;ight-adjoined adverbial is not part of the
flattened phasal domain c-commanded by the V;iittegrated into the postverbal string to
be linearized in accordance with the Law of Grow@anstituents only in PF.

In (21), for example, the (a) sentence repredéetthe output of syntax and the input of the
interpretive components, and the (b-e) sentengessent the output of PF. The optimal
variant is (21b), but, since the postverbal counstits do not differ very much with respect to
length, none of the PF variants violates the Lavaiwing Constituents severly.

(21) a. fopp [ToppJanos fspr [aspr €l-0lvassaa konyvetlfigyelmese]j szerinterh
b. Janos ellvassaa kbnyvetszerintenfigyelmesen
c. Janos a@llvassafigyelmesera kdnyvetszerintem
d. Janos alvassaszerintenfigyelmeserm konyvet.
e

. Janos d@lvassafigyelmesen szerinteakdnyvet.

6.2. Postverbal quantifiers
In standard generative syntax quantifiers assumsgi@as c-commanding their scope via Q-
raising, an adjunction rule. At the same time,raltiive theories have also been proposed in

which quantifiers move to specifiers of designdtetttional projections, where they



participate in feature-checking — cf. Beghelli &tdwell (1997). A version of this theory,
based on facts of Hungarian, has been elaborat&tdlyolcsi (1997), and Brody and
Szabolcsi (2003).

In the theory of Szabolcsi, and Brody and Szahalistributive quantifiers, among them
universals, are moved into the specifiers of Disiive Phrases. DistP is an iterable
functional projection located above FocP and befowP? A clause can contain several
instances of the functional series FocP, DistP Pf@bove vP, above AgrOP, above TenseP,
and above AgrSP. That is:

(22) Top*
/\
Dist*

N

(* marks the iterability of the given projectior)nce the V raises across the functional heads
AgrO and T into AgrS, the operators of the lowardiional series will follow the V. The
assumption of postverbal functional series expléiespresence of postverbal quantifiers,
however, it does not explain the possibility ofitl&ving wide scope over a preceding
sentence part, and inverse scope with respegptecading quantifier. This falls out from an
additional component of the approach: Mirror The@fy Brody 1997, and Baker 1985).
According to Mirror Theory, syntactic heads precddsr complement, whereas
morphological heads follow it. Brody and Szabobkssume that Dist can be analyzed as
either a syntactic or a morphological head. In st®with a morphological Dist head, a
guantifier in Spec,DistP has scope over the prigieathich precedes it in the complement of
the Dist head.

In addition to having several stipulative elemetite Szabolcsi—Brody theory also raises
empirical problems. For example, it does not folloem anything that, whereas the highest
quantifier and the highest topic can land in antheflower, postverbal operator series, the
highest focus must move up into the Spec,FocPipnsif the highest, preverbal, operator

series. It also remains unexplained why FocP isredee only in the lower operator series,



but not in the highest one. The theory does notapi be extendable to negative quantifiers.
(For a more detailed criticism of the theory, se&i§s (2008b).)

These problems do not arise if we return to thaedard, adjunction analysis of Q-raising,
and we derive the wide scope of postverbal quansifoy assuming right-adjunction, and we
derive their free postverbal order by assuming lirezarization in PF.

Quantifiers can be adjoined to any functional @ctpn in the predicational part of the
sentence. (The projections external to the predicak part, among them TopP and CP, are
not possible landing sites of Q-raisirgRuantifiers adjoined to NegP are subject to negati
concord, as a result of which their initralnden’every’ morpheme is replaced g 'no’.

If Q-raising is mapped on the two-dimensional agtit tree as left-adjunction, the semantic
and phonological interpretation of quantifiershe preverbal domain is trivial: they c-
command their scope, and they are pronounced iartter determined by their syntactic

position. Observe the syntactic structures assigméti4a) and (17a):

(23) a. hspp Mindenki[aspptobb  cikket i§aspp gyorsan fspp el-olvasott a vizsgara]]]]

everybody several papereven quickly PRTread the exam-for

'Everybody quickly read several papers forgkam.’ every > several
b. EoceMindenki[rocp legtobb targybo[roce KETSZER bukott meg]]]
everybody most  subject-from twice aildd PRT

'Everybody failed most subjects twice.” evermost

If Q-raising is mapped on the two-dimensional agtit tree as right-adjunction, quantifiers
will c-command, and take scope over, the very ssynéactic domain as their left-adjoined
counterparts. The right-adjunction of one or bdtthe quantifiers in (23a) yields the

following syntactic structures:

(24) a.hspp[aspp TObb  cikket igasppgyorsan fspp el-olvasott a vizsgara]]] mindenk]
several paper even quickly RBAd the exam-for everybody
b. hspp Mindenki[aspr [aspp gyorsan Lspe €l-olvasott a vizsgara]}obb cikket ij

C. hspr [aspr [aspp GYOrsan fspp €l-0lvasott a vizsgaraltobb cikket is mindenkj

Each of these structures has the same interpret@si¢23a), since the quantifiers have the
same c-command domains, and, consequently, the alasokite and relative scopes.

However, in PF the postverbal constituents of tletisegs are optionally reordered in



observance of the Law of Growing constituents. &@mple, (24c) can be pronounced as
(25). (The stresseamindenki'everybody’ is phonologically at least as heavytasone-
syllable longer but unstressadrizsgarafor the exam’.)

(25) Gyorsan eblvasott a vizsgaranindenki tobb cikket is

At the same time (25) is also a possible lineaopabf the syntactic structure in (26), in

whichtdbb cikketseveral papers’ c-commands, and has scope medenki'everybody’:

(26) [aspp [aspr[aspp GYorsan fsppel-olvasott a  vizsgaralinindenkj tobb  cikket i

quickly PRT read the exam-fverybody several papers even

In this framework, the ambiguity of sentences aonihg both preverbal and postverbal
guantifiers, such as (27a), also follows: the sergas a possible PF-linearization of both
(27b) and (27c):

(27) a. Mindenki KETSZER bukott meg legtobb targybol
everybody twice failed PRT most subfeam
b. EoceMindenki[rocp [Foce KETSZERbukott meg]’legtébb targybd]]
C. Focp[FocpMindenki[rocp KETSZERDukott meg]]’legtébb targybd)

In sum: the wide scope of right-adjoined advesbald quantifiers, extending over a
projection subsuming the overt verb, can be derivéee adverbial or quantifier c-commands
its scope at the syntax—semantics interface. Bhasiintegration into the postverbal string
must take place in PF; hence the free linearizaifdhe postverbal string must be a PF

operation.

7. A prediction

In the grammatical framework assumed, the outpth@®syntactic component is mapped on a
prosodic structure in PF. However, there is no iojue relation between the two
constructions; the former cannot be reconstruataa the latter. The prosodic hierarchy is
expected to be less articulated than the synthrarchy because of a NonRecursivity
constraint on prosodic representations. As fornedldty Truckenbrodt (2007), this constraint

requires that no constituent of levdle contained in another constituent of ldv@lhus no



phonological phrase can be contained in anothemgibgical phrase; phonological phrases
are to be directly dominated by an intonation paras

Phonological phrases are the PF equivalents atifumally extended lexical phrases such as
noun phrases. Because of the NonRecursivity cansteanoun phrase (or postpositional
phrase) embedded in another noun phrase dike falalkozaqdpp a régi barat@jével] 'the
meeting with his old girlfriend’ is segmented iteo adjacent phonological phrases (p-
phrases) as followsyd a talalkoza$[,p a régi baratwjével.

If in Hungarian postverbal free linearization iB& phenomenon, then it is expected to
affect phonological phrases rather than syntadtnages. This is exactly what happens. In
(28) the syntactic structure is ambiguous: in thi@ega talalkozast a régi baratfiével’'the
meeting-ACC with his old frienda régi baratjével can be either the prepositional object of

a taldlkozasor a comitative adjunct of the verb:

(28) Péter nagyon varta a talalkozasta régi baratijevel.
Peter very-much looked-for the mee#®@C theold girlfriend-his-with

'Peter was very much looking forward to the nregtvith his old girlfriend.’

Under both structural interpretations of (28)alalkozast a régi
baratrgjévelis linearized as two independent units — in acaordavith the fact that both
syntactic structures underlying (28) are mapped prosodic representation in whiagh

talalkozastanda régi baratdjévelrepresent two distinct phonological phrases:

(29) a. Péter varta a taldlkozdst nagyon a régi baratnijével.
Peter looked-for the meeting-ACC very.muttie old girlfriend-his-with
'Peter was very much looking forward to theetirey with his old girlfriend.’

b. Péter vartarégi baratnéjével nagyona talalkozast

The question arises what evidence we have thatisivgegration of the complex noun
phrase takes place in PF rather than in syntaerAft, the complex noun phrase cannot be
focus-moved as a whole, either; the complemenbligatorily extraposed, which suggests
thata talalkozastanda régi barat@jével are separated in syntax already. However,
extraposition is obligatory only in the case ofudsmg, for the reason that Hungarian
structural focus must be head-final. Topic movem&nbt constrained in this way; the

complex noun phrase is topicalized as a wholen #30a). The PP complement of a



topicalized noun phrase can only be extraposeadds discourse features other than those of
the host noun phrase (e.g., one of them is topit tlae other one is focus — see (30b,c)). If
extraposition could take place in syntax automéicevithout any trigger, (30d) should also

be grammatical.

(30)a.foppA talalkozast a régi baratnéjével [valOszirileg nagyon varta Péter]]
the meeting-ACC the old friend-hisfwpresumably very.much looked-for P.
"The meeting with his old girlfriend, Peter syaresumably looking forward to very much.’
b. [roppA talalkozast [rocp csakA REGI BARATN OJEVEL [wnp varta Péter nagyon]]]
‘It was only his old girlfriend that Retwas looking forward to meeting very much.’
C. FocrCsakA REGI BARATN OJEVEL [wnp Varta Pétea talalkozasi]
d.* [ropp A taldlkozast [ropp Valoszitiileg [ropp @ régi baratnéjével [rocp PETER
the meeting-ACC  presumably  theold friend-his-with Peter
varta a legjobban]]]]
looked-for the most

"The meeting with his old girlfriend, presubia JOHN was looking forward to the most.’

Infinitival constructions provide further evidenckfree postverbal linearization taking
place in the PF component. An infinitive phraseguts no CP in Hungarian, and it does not
represent a separate intonation phrase; it israteg into the matrix intonation phrase. If
linearization in the postverbal section of the mxagentence takes place in PF, then the
constituents of the infinitive are expected to fygaingle with those of the matrix verb. This
prediction is borne out:

(31)a. Nemtudta volna oket Janos egymassal valoszifileg kibékiteni.
not was.ablePERF.COND themJohn each-atitar- presumably reconcile-INF
'John presumably wouldn’t have been able tomede them with each other.’

b. Nem tudta volnkibékiteni Janosiket valoszirtileg egymassal
In the syntactic component, the non-finite claugeferms a constituent which can only be
topicalized as a whole (see (32a,b)) unless its@udiituents are supplied with different

discourse features (see (32c)).

(32)a. fropr Kibékiteni 6ket egymassalvaloszirileg [nem tudta volna Janos]]]



"To reconcile them with each other, John pnegily woudn’t have been able to.’
b.* [rope Kibekiteni [topp JANOS {opp €gymassalvalosziriileg [[ropp 6ket [negpnem tudta
volna]]Il]
C. [ropp Kibékiteni [opp JANOSHocp CSAKEGYMASSAL [wnptudta  Sket]]]]
reconcile-INF  John only eaxther-with was.able them

'As for making piece, it was only withah other that John could make them do that.’

8. Conclusion

It has been argued that the free constituent @idested in the postverbal section of the
Hungarian sentence cannot be either the resuétmafam base-generation, or the result of a
syntactic operation, e.g., Scrambling, or flattgniesulting from the pruning of the silent
copies of the V. It must be a PF operation, becéwdso affects postverbal adverbials and
guantifiers which c-command their scope from atrigthjoined position at the interfaces.
Further evidence of free linearization taking plac®F has been provided by the fact that the
units of reordering are the phonological phrasessdtic representations are subject to a
NonRecursivity constraint, hence complex noun pgsad infinitival phrases are segmented
into strings of non-recursive phonological phragdsreordering affects these segments,
yielding the illusion of free extraposition. Pogtval phonological phrases are reordered
according to their phonological weight.
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2 More precisely, the order of topic constituentsnultiple topic constructions is free.

% The most detailed discussion of these asymmeteedeen provided by Maracz (1989).

* According to Csirmaz (2006), Spec,AspP has arfEfie feature, which requires it to be filled by thesest
potential filler, the verbal particle.

> This functional projection has been argued foHoyvath (2006); the term is from Olsvay (2000).

® | do not regard Kayne’s (1994) Linear Correspomeefixiom, which excludes the possibility of right
adjunction, as a generally accepted, standard redmist

" For a recent version of this theory, see ErtesSiik (2006).

8 In the theories of Szabolcsi (1997), and Brody Srabolcsi (1997), the term TopP is replaced byRef

° Left-adjunction to NNP is restricted by a PF-coaisit: the focus and the finite verb must form one
phonological word. Consequently, left-adjunctiorNidP is only possible if it is dominated by NegBtler than
FocP), for example:

(i) [nege Nem e mindenki[une jOtt [pearel @z - éladasra]]]]
not everybody camePRT the show-to
'Not everybody came to the show.’



