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Abstract®

The paper argues against the wide-spread vievatisaimes a direct correlation
between object-verb agreement and object pro-dréfungarian. Whereas
object—verb agreement has been present in Hungsiriea the first written
sources, and can be traced back to Proto-Ugrie@aed Proto-Uralic, object pro-
drop will be shown to be a sporadic phenomenonlihHingarian, spreading in
Middle Hungarian, and becoming general only in2Bé century. Recent
results concerning the evolution of object—verbeagrent also argue against its
direct relation to object pro-drop. Object-agreetmanrphemes evolved from
topic-doubling pronouns, and originally they enabdlee topicality of the object
in an SOV sentence. The present function of objerb-agreement is due to
iterated exaptation. When the evolution of topicveraent rendered its topic-
marking role redundant, it was reanalyzed as a enarkthe definiteness of the
object, and when the evolution of a system of kticendered its definiteness-
marking role redundant, it assumed the functiolicehsing object pro-drop.

1. The claim

It is a generally accepted view both in Hungariestdnical linguistics and in
Uralic comparative linguistics that object—verbesgnent, the so-called
‘objective’ or 'definite’ conjugation, arose as @ams of representing the object
in the sentence, i.e., as an alternative to a ghgiwally salient object pronoun.
In other words, the definite conjugation evolvedtaslicenser of object pro-
drop. This paper will claim on the basis of histatievidence that this view
cannot be correct. The definite conjugation hasilpresent in Hungarian since
the earliest surviving documents (in fact, it kel to have originated in Proto-
Uralic), whereas object pro-drop is a comparativelyent phenomenon,
sporadically present in Old Hungarian, spreadiragigally only since the
Middle-Hungarian period. It will be argued that Hamian object pro-drop
represents a case of exaptation. As suggested byaktanio (1985), object—
verb agreement originally encoded the topic roléhefobject; then, after Proto-
Hungarian had developed a topic movement rulgnteto mark the
definiteness of the object. It was only after Oldrgarian had evolved a definite

! This paper has been written in the framework efttungarian Generative Diachronic
Syntax project (78074) of OTKA, the Hungarian NatbScientific Research Fund.



and an indefinite article that it found its presday function, the licensing of
object pro-drop.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2flyriatroduces the Hungarian
definite conjugation and object pro-drop, and tlamdard views about their
history and alleged co-evolution. Section 3 presetdtistical data refuting the
generally accepted theory of their correlation.tl®ect outlines an alternative
route for the evolution of the definite conjugatievhich is not related to object
pro-drop. Section 5 concludes that object pro-dnase owing to two shifts in
the function of the definite conjugation, i.e.répresents a case of exaptation.

2. The definite conjugation and null pronominal obgcts

Hungarian allows not only null pronominal subjedist also singular null
pronominal objects. Their licensing is relatedhe so-called objective, or
definite, conjugation, encoding the presence définde object.

The Hungarian verb has two paradigms in everyetamsl mood: a
‘subjective’, orindefinite’ conjugation, used with intransitive tsras well as
transitive verbs taking an indefinite object, and bbjective’, or‘definite’
conjugation, used in the presence of a definiteabCompare:

(1)a. Subjective conjugation: b. Objectiomjugation:
én latok (valakit) én latom Péter
|  SeemDEF.1SGsomeonexcc | seePER.1SG Peteracc
te latsz (valakit) te latod étért

YOUs; SEENDEF.2SG SOmMeonexcC YOUs; SEEPEF.2SG Peteracc

6 lat (valakit) ) latja Pétert
(s)he seeNDEF.3SGSOmeonexcc (s)he se®EF.3sG Peteracc

mi latunk (valakit) mi  latjuk Pétert
we SeaNDEF.1PL someonexcc we Sse®EFRIPL PeterAcc
ti lattok (valakit) ti latjatok Pétert

YOU,, SEemDEF.2PL SOMmeonexcc you, SeebEF.2PL Peteracc

6k latnak (valakit) 6k latjak Pétert
they seaNDEF.3PL SOmMeonexcc they see@EFR.3PL Peteracc

If the verb is in the definite conjugation, and Hsmtence contains no overt
object, a 3rd person singular null pronominal objg@assumed, e.g.:



(2) Ismerem PrOsubj PrOopj.
KnowPAST-DEF.1SG [I] [(s)helitAacC]
‘I know him/her/it.’

Plural pronominal objects cannot be dropped, otshobecause their [plural]
feature cannot be reconstructed from the verb&kstiCf.

(3)a. A fil megérkeze-tt. Felismer-t-em pro..
the boy arriveAST.INDEF.3SG recognizePAST-DEFL.SG [him]
‘The boy arrived. | recognized him.’

b. A filk megérkez-t-ek. Felismertem Skétfpro,.
the boys arriveAST-INDEF.3PL recognizePAST-DEFL.SG them
“The boys arrived. | recognized them.’

In fact, we do find plural null pronominal objedtsthe second conjuncts of
coordinate sentences, or in answers to yes-noigassihey are allowed if their
antecedent is an object in the previous clauseieisThese cases, however,
involve VP-deletion (with the V raised out of th&Vhto T), which can affect
definite and indefinite objects and non-object ctaments alike. Cf.

(4)a. Az ismefse-i-m-et keresem, de nemtplal-om {pO]]
the acquaintanga-1sG-Acc seekbeF.1sGbut not findser.1sG
‘I'm looking for my acquaintances but | do not fiftdem].’

b. Ismedsoket keresek, de nempthlalok [pO1]
acquaintancet-ACC seekwDEF-1SG but not findNDEF.1SG
‘I'm looking for acquaintances but do not find [any]

Interestingly, 1st and 2nd person objects do rioit ¢he definite conjugation:

(5) Janos latott engem/téged /minkekét.
John sSe@AST.INDEF.3SG me  /yoys-ACC/us lyou,-AcC
‘John saw me/yqyus/yoy,.’

Actually, the verb agrees with a 2nd person obgstyell, if the subject is 1st
person singular. Its suffidak/lek (comprising I, an allophone of the 2nd
person indefinite agreement marker, akidhe 1st person indefinite agreement
marker) is not part of either the definite or thdefinite conjugation. If a verb

2 Hungarian pronouns are not marked for gender, éhéireverbal agreement suffix is not
expected to encode gender features.



bearing alak/lek suffix is not accompanied by an overt 2nd perdgjeat, a null
singular 2nd person pronominal is assumed (6a) piural 2nd person object
pronoun cannot be dropped (6b).

(6)a. Latlak pro .
see-2B11SG [you-AcC]
‘| see you.’
b. Ne buj-ja-tok el' Latlak titekep'fo.

not hidempr-2rPL PRT see-®BJL1SG [you,-ACC]
‘Don't hide! | see yoy.’

In E. Kiss (2005), the lack of object-verb agreenemase of a 3rd person
subject and a 1st or 2nd person object, and inaa@@nd person subject and a
1st person object is derived from the so-callecgisg Agreement Constraint,
which blocks agreement if the object is mtaaimate’ than the subjetiVhat is
important from the present point of view is that thck of verbal agreement
with 2nd and 1st person objects also plays a rothé reconstruction of null
pronominal objects: if a transitive verb is in thdefinite conjugation, and has
no visible object, a null 1st or 2nd person singolgject is assumed:

(7)a. Felismer-sz PrOsusj PrOop?
recognizeNDEF.2SG [yousq [me]
‘Do you recognize me?”’

b. Felismer-t-ek PrOsubj PrOop; -
recognizePAST-INDEF.3PL [they] [me/you]
‘“They recognized me/you.’

Thus, as a combined effect of the definite conjiegatnd the Inverse
Agreement Constraint, contextually salient singpl@mominal objects (whether
1st, 2nd, or 3rd person) need not be spelled gptésent-day Hungarian; they
can be reconstructed from the verbal suffix.

The crucial element in the licensing of null prarinal objects is the definite
conjugation. The standard view in Hungarian syneliresyntax is that the
definite paradigm involves both an object agreememtpheme and a subject
agreement morpheme, even if in 1st and 2nd peisgnlar they are represented
by a single portmanteau morpheme (cf. Rebrus 2Bafips 2000). Observe the

% The Inverse Agreement Constraint is attested, amtimeys, in the East Siberian
Chukchi, Koryak, and Kamchadal (cf. Comrie 1980, Bodaljik & Branigan 2006).



definite conjugation of the veiib ‘write’. The object agreement morpheri(@)
is sandwiched between the verbal stem and the cudgeeement suffix.

(8) ir-om [I] write [it]’ ir-j-uk ‘[we] write [it]’
ir-od ‘[you] write [it]’ ir-ja-tok  [you] write [it]’
ir-ja-0 °[(s)he] writes [it]’ irja-k  [they] write [it]’

Historical linguists segment the suffixes of théiniee paradigm in the same
way. Object—verb agreement is present in sevesaidhes of the Uralic
language family, among them the Ob-Ugric Khanty Btathsy, as well as
Mordvin, Cheremiss, and various Samoyedic languadence it is believed to
be Uralic heritagé.Finno-Ugric/Uralic comparative linguist including
Szerebrennyikov (1956), Hajdu (1966), Mikola (1966pnti (1984, 1995, 1996,
2009), Rédei (1996), Csucs (2001), and Havas (208vg traced back the
segments of the definite suffixes to various Pidtalic pronominal elements.
Honti (1984, 341-346) has derived tj¢- segment of the definite paradigm
from a Proto-Uralic 8V 3rd person object pronoun through a series of
independently motivated sound changes, i.e., thiaitdeconjugation is likely to
have arisen by the agglutination of an object puon@plus a subject pronoun) to
the verbal stem.

Uralists also share the view that the agglutimatibthe object pronoun to the
verb made the presence of another object pronquerfuous; that is, the
definite conjugation and object pro-drop developmaultaneously; they
represent two sides of the same coin — see, anttegspJanhunen (1982, 35),
Honti (1996), and Kulonen (1997, 63-71). This vidwever, cannot be
correct. In present-day Hungarian — similar to pnésiay Khanty and Mansy —
the objective conjugation indeed often goes togettlia object pro-drop, but
this was not the case in Old and Middle Hungarian.

3. The independence of object-V agreement and objgaro-drop

In the first surviving Hungarian document, Funeatmon and Prayer, written
(or copied) between 1192-95, we attest two fultifed verbal paradigms in all
tenses and moods, and the suffixes of the indefantd definite conjugations are
essentially the same as they are today. Obsen@sheentence of the text: the
main clause contains a 2nd person plural verbard#finite conjugation
(agreeing with the clausal object), and the sulbatéi clause contains a 1st
person plural verb in the indefinite conjugation:

4 Keresztes (1999), however, claims that the cummarphological form of the Mordvin
definite conjugation is an internal development.



(9) Latiatuc feleym zumtuchel mic vogmuc
seepEF.2PL friendPL-1SG eye-2L-with what are-BL
‘Do you see, my friends, with your eyes what we 'are?

The 50-clause text contains six 3rd person sinquianominal objects, but no
obvious case of object pro-drop, i.e., the defindajugation does not make
overt pronominal objects superfluous. For example:

(10) Heon tilutoa wt ig fa gimilce tvf
only enjoinPAST-DEF3.SG him one tree fruit-8c-from
‘[He] only enjoined him from the fruit of one tree.’

Actually, the following construction raises the gitidlity of a null pronominal
object:

(11) Hug es tiv latiatuc szumtuchel. isa es num igg
as also you seeF.2PLeye-2L-with surely even not one
ember mulchotia ez vermut.

man MiSPOSSIBDEF.3SG  this pitAcC
‘As also you can see with your eyes, not even omeaaa miss this pit.’

From a lexical-semantic perspective, the Mattatuc ‘see’ is the main predicate,
which selects an object clause. Clausal objectatcasidefinite in Hungarian,
and elicit the definite conjugation, as is atteste(l1). Syntactically, however,
the object clause is construed as the main claugEl), therefore, the object of
the verblatiatuc ‘see’ can be a null pronominal coindexed with thénnokause.
The first clear case of a null object pronoun osdnrMary’s Lament (1300):

(12) Walasth vylagum tul sydou fyodumtpro
separateNDEF.3sG  world-1SG from JewNOM son-EG-from [me]
‘The Jew separates [me] from my world, from my son’

Notice, however, that the null pronoun is the Istpn singulaengemme’,
eliciting no object—verb agreement. In other wotts,verb is in the indefinite
conjugation, hence the null object cannot be idiedtiwith a morpheme
agglutinated to the verb.

®The following instance of a null object represemtsase of VP-deletion of the type

illustrated in (4a,b):

(i) Hadlaua choltat terumteve istentvl.ge feledeve
hearrAsT-DEF.3sG death-83c-Acc creating  God-from but forgemsTDEF.3sG
‘[He] heard his death from Creating God, but forgt [

(Funeral Sermon and Prayer (1989-



The first clear cases of object pro-drop licensgdhe definite conjugation
occur in Kénigsberg Fragment, a 1350 copy of aliezaext. As the antecedent
of the pronouns is indefinite, the null objectsmatrbe due to VP-deletion.

(13) vleben tart chudaltus fiot.
lap-3Gin  hold4NDEF.3sG wonderful somcc
furiscte musia. etety ymleti

bathebEF.3sG washbEF.3sG feedDEF.3SG NUrsepEF.3sG
‘She holds a wonderful son on her lap. She batlieg,[tvashes [him],
feeds [him], nurses [him]’

In the following sentence of Kénigsberg Fragmeme, 3rd person object
pronoun is inserted above the line, which may iatiche scribe’s uncertainty
whether or not it could be omitted:

(14) Tudyuc latiuc ' scuz lean nac
knowDEF.1PL seeDEFR1PL her virgin maid for
‘We know, see her as a virgin maid.’

The first book-length Hungarian text, Jokai Codasitten around 1370 and
copied in 1448, displays sporadic pro-drop. FongXa:

(15) Es azert ewele kyuanuala zalny Azert nemy haladek
and therefore he-with wishasT-3sG speakiNF  as some delay
leuen: legottan masoczor es harmaczwnahy

being immediately 2nd-time and 3rd-time alled-DEF.3SG
‘And therefore he wished to speak with him. As theas some delay,
he called [him] for the second time and third time’

The impression that object pro-drop is rare inal@odex is confirmed by
statistical data derived from a dictionary procegghe vocabulary of the codex,
specifying the occurrences and the morphologicattire of each word (Jakab
2002). The codex contains 98 occurrences of the eiregular object pronoun
otet (spelled agwte). The plural object pronousket (spelled agwket/ewkewt
occurs 19 times - that is, there are about fiv@sims many singular 3rd person
object pronouns as plural ones. The number of &nglative 3rd person
pronouns is only about 2,5 times as many (107heasitimber of plural 3rd
person dative pronouns (42). As for nominative prors, the singular 3rd
person pronoun occurs 36 times, and the plurabooars 9 times, i.e., in their



case the singular : plural proportion is 4%ILsingular 3rd person pronominal
objects had been affected by extensive pro-drapsitigular—plural proportion
would have been smaller than it is in the caseatif’d and nominative pronouns,
whose singular and plural variants are affecte@roydrop identically (in the

case of datives, neither singulars, nor pluralskedropped, whereas in the case
of nominative pronouns, both of them can).

The proportion of nominative and accusative proisagralso relevant. Among
the plural 3rd person pronouns, where only the naihie ones could be
dropped, there are 9 nominative and 29 accusatiwgopns, i.e., the nominative
: accusative proportion is 9:29=0,31. Among thgsiar 3rd person pronouns,
where pro-drop could, in principle, affect nominatand accusative pronouns
alike, there are 36 nominative and 98 accusatigaqumns, i.e., the singular :
plural proportion is 36:98=0,367. If we expect #ane proportion among
singular pronouns as attested among plural ones,wie should assume 116
singular accusative pronouns, i.e., roughly 20%efsingular accusative
pronouns must be phonologically null.

In the first surviving Hungarian translation of tBespels, prepared between
1416-35, preserved in Munich Codex (1466), the remalh overt 3rd person
singular accusative pronouns is not much smalkem this in Luther's German
translation. In the latter, Matthew's Gospel com$al56 singular accusative
pronouns (134hn and 22 singular accusatiges), whereas in the Hungarian
translation their number is 137. The comparisosutfsequent translations of
Matthew’s Gospel shows a slow but fairly gradualrdase of overt 3rd person
singular accusative pronoufs:

(16) The number of overis& object pronouns in subsequent translations of
Matthew’s Gospel

Munich Codex (1416-35/1466): 137
Gabor Pesti: Novum Testamentum (1536): 124
Gaspar Karoli's translation (039108
Gyorgy Kaldi's Vulgata translation 6¢6): 117

Gellért Békés & Patrik Dalos’s translation (1950119

The slow decrease of overt singular 3rd personsative pronouns — and the
slow increase of their null equivalents — in théhtb7th centuries, i.e., in the

® The pronours(k) ‘he(PL)’ is mainly used to refer to [+human] refeeefi-human]
referents are usually referred to by the demorngtrat ‘that’. Sinceaz has several
functions, its pronominal uses cannot be counté¢onaatically; therefore | ignore them.
" The 16th century abounds in Hungarian Bible traimsiat Since they are very close in
time, | have only compared the best-known trarwsteti There are new Bible texts from
the 20th century, as well, but Békés and Dalosisstedion is the only one that is
completely new; the rest are modernized versiordfranslations.



late Old Hungarian and the Middle Hungarian perjd@&l apparently speeded
up by the middle of the 20th century. So as tolide to estimate when the use of
null singular object pronouns became general, intxad the proportion of overt
singular and plural 3rd person object pronouns ad®tn Hungarian texts from
the Hungarian National Corpistp://www.nytud.hu/hhc/The corpora
examined include all the texts of the corpus dé&teeh 1775-1800, 1875-1900,
and 1975-2000. Eventually, | compared the propontibovert singular and
plural object pronouns in Jokai Codex, subsequenttations of Matthew’s
Gospel, and the corpora representing subsequeséplod Modern Hungarian.
The changing proportion of overt singular and dlpranominal objects, i.e., the
decrease of singulars, is shown first numericdllg) (then graphically (Table 1).

(17) The proportion of overt plural and singul@fjexts pronouns
SINGULAR/PLURAL

Jokai Codex (1400): 98/ 19
Munich Codex (1450): 137/ 35
Gabor Pesti’ Matthew (1536): 124/ 43
Karoli's Matthew (1590): 108/ 48

Kaldi's Matthew (1626): 117/ 41

corpus 1775-1800: 116/ 108
corpus 1875-1900: 1171/ 915
corpus 1975-2000: 1317/2621
Békés-Dalos’s Matthew (1951): 19/ 49
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Table 1: The proportion of 3rd person plural/sirgubject pronouns



| conclude that the assumption according to witiehdefinite conjugation in
Hungarian has always served the purpose of licgnaifl pronominal objects
cannot be right. Whereas the definite conjugateam with certainty be traced
back to the period of the Ugric unity (before 500)Band it is likely to be a
heritage from the Proto-Uralic period (before 3@ID), null pronominal objects
are not attested in Hungarian before 1300 AD, aed presence is sporadic
throughout the Old Hungarian and the early Middisngarian periods. They
seem to have become general only in the 20th cgntur

There is also a further obvious argument agairstigw that agreement
morphemes agglutinated to the verb stand for queriouns, thereby making
their spell-out unnecessary: as is well-known,ailbtanguages displaying
subject—verb agreement license subject pro-drop.

If the original function of the Hungarian definitenjugation was not the
substitution of overt accusative pronominals, ttrenquestion arises what
purpose it served.

4. The function of object—verb agreement in Proto-tdngarian
General linguistic considerations formulated in @i1975), facts of the sister
languages of Hungarian (Marcantoni 1985 and Nik@ak999, 2001), as well as
certain Old and Modern Hungarian phenomena sugdigassthe function of
object-verb agreement in Proto-Hungarian (andial§yoto-Ugric) must have
been the encoding of the topic function of the obfef. E. Kiss 2011).
According to Givén (1975), object—verb agreemesimilarly to subject—verb
agreement — represents grammaticalized topic—\grdeaent, i.e., both subject
agreement morphemes and object agreement morpluames from topic
doubling pronouns. His claim is based on Creol ehiltl language data, as well
as on various Bantu languages, where object-vedeawgnt is clearly
dependent on the topicality of the object. In s@aatu languages, the topicality
requirement has been reinterpreted as a defingeegsirement, i.e., they
display definite-object—verb agreement. Furthederte for Givon's claim is
provided by the crosslinguistic generalization thlject—verb agreement is
constrained by the same implicational hierarchy tleastrains topic selection
(i.e., if in a language [-human] constituents cartdpicalized/agree with the
verb, [+human] constituents also can; if [-defihitenstituents can be
topicalized/agree with the verb, [+definite] cohstnts also can, etc.).
Marcantonio (1985) adopted Givon's theory in ordeaccount for the
evolution of object—verb agreement in Proto-Udttie ancestor of Hungarian,
Khanty (Ostyak) and Mansy (Vogul), and in Proto-garnan. Proto-Ugric and
early Proto-Hungarian are likely to have been S@glages with the subject
functioning as topic, and the object functioning@sus — as is the case in
present-day Khanty and Mansy. According to MarcaiatoV-object agreement
was used in OSV sentences to mark the fact thabtiie function is associated



with the object (instead of the subject). She asdoea three-stage development.
At stage 1, preserved in various Mansy dialecfactdized objects are marked
by a nominal suffix, which is reinterpreted in sodialects as the marker of
definite objects (cf. Collinder 1960). At staged#fferential object marking is
generalized to all objects, and the topic functibthe object is encoded by V-
object agreement. This is the stage preservednie $¢chanty dialects (although
grammatical descriptions tend to misinterpretléjming that verbal agreement
with definite objects in Khanty is optional (cf.ge Steinitz 1950:75). At stage
3, represented by Hungarian since the beginnirity afocumented history,
topical object—verb agreement is reinterpretedediite object—verb agreement,
and topic function is encoded by topic movementualty, Old Hungarian still
preserves sporadic relics of the previous stagegelisi.e., occasionally we find
examples where a topicalized indefinite accusatiative pronoun elicits the
definite conjugation (18&)and a non-topic definite object elicits the indéé
conjugation (18b).

(18)a. Saul keral kit isten meg veti az engedetlensegert
Saul king whom Go@RT detestoeEF.3sG the disobediencesg&-for
‘King Saul, whom God detests for his disobedience’
(Guary Codex (before 1495), p.19)

b. Hirdettink te czudaidat
announc@AST-INDEF.1PL you wonderPL-2SG-ACC
‘we announced your wonders’
(Apor Codex (written after 1416, copiedwnd 1500), p. 67)

Nikolaeva's (1999, 2001) new results on Khantyidadly confirm, and partly
overwrite Marcantonio’s theory. Khanty word ordethich is likely to have
preserved the Proto-Ugric order — cf. E. Kiss (9pisdlalways SOV, and the
subject also has the topic function. The agentaszume focus role only if the
sentence is passivized. Khanty object—verb agregnmeleed, marks the
topicality of the object; but it marks its secondtopic role, given that the
subject functions as the primary topic. Comparefdliewing set of examples,
cited from Nikolaeva (1999):

(19)a.ma dam kilan we:l-sam
I this reindeer killPAST-1SG
‘I killed this reindeer.’

8 A relative phrase can be preceded by a topic, hi¢icelaimed to be preposed into
Spec,TopP (instead of Spec,CP) by Kenesei (1994),



b. ma im lkilag we:l--@-e:m
| this reindeerkilPAST-SG-1SG
‘| killed this reindeer.’
c. ma im kilag we:l--lI-am
| this reindeer KilPAST-PL-1SG
‘| killed these reindeer.’
d. ma &m kilag we:l--gil-am
| this reindeer killPAST-DU-1SG
‘| killed these (two) reindeer.” (Nikolaeva 19, 1)

The primary topic is the subjeeta“l’ in each of these sentences. The object is
also the same definite expression in each casén lfli®a) it does not, in (19b-d)
it does elicit verbal agreement. The non-agreehjgat in (19a) is a contextually
new information focus; the agreeing object in (X®ben the other hand, is a
contextually given familiarity topic. Non-agreeiagd agreeing objects are also
shown to differ syntactically; agreeing objectsrshzertain syntactic properties
of subjects (they control reflexivization, and derence in the embedded clause,
and they can trigger quantifier float and topicatian of the possessor). Non-
agreeing objects are syntactically inert: they doparticipate in any of these
processes.

The sentence structure and agreement patterrdafigarian is likely to
have been similar to that preserved in presentkdenty. In E. Kiss (2011) |
have argued that comparative evidence, involvingri{yand Mansy data and
the most archaic constructions of Old Hungariaggsests that the Proto-
Hungarian sentence was also SOV, where object-agndement marked the
secondary topic role of the object. This hypothestonfirmed, among others,
by the fossilized Inverse Agreement Constraintckilog agreement with 1st and
2nd person objects if the subject is 3rd persod,veith 1st person objects if the
subject is 2nd person (cf. E. Kiss 2005). The Iseekgreement Constraint is a
totally unmotivated, ad hoc phenomenon as a moqgiicdl restriction. Its
motivation becomes transparent if it is interpreasdh grammaticalized
constraint restricting topic selection in a st§icHOV sentence. What it blocks is
that the secondary topic (the object) be marémate’, more involved in the
given event than the primary topic (i.e., the sat)jeAn object moréanimate’
than the primary topic can only be construed axcad. That is, the Inverse
Agreement Constraint is the grammaticalizationrofreverse topicalization
constraint.

5. From Old Hungarian to Modern Hungarian

If the hypothesis put forth in section 3 is tenahled the Hungarian definite
paradigm evolved from topic-doublinggonominal objects agglutinated to the
verb, then object—verb agreement never involved/#ivating of the object



position, hence the sparsity of null pronominaleait§ in Old Hungarian is not
surprising. What needs to be explained is why dlgea-drop started spreading
in the Middle Hungarian period, and why the dropaf singular 3rd person
pronominal objects had become general by the miditlee 20th century.

Apparently, exaptation, i.e., a shift in the fuantof object—verb agreement,
took place, and what is more, it took place replptdt occurred first in the late
Proto-Hungarian period, after Proto-Hungarian heased to be an SOV
language, and the Hungarian sentence had devetofugtttional left periphery
different from the thematic domain. With the appe®e of a topic movement
rule, which could target subjects, objects, andolel complements alike, the
original function of object—verb agreement, markihg topicality of the object,
became redundant. Object—verb agreement did nappksr but assumed a new
role: the marking of the definiteness of the ohjé¢tthat time, Hungarian had
already given up the Uralic way of marking definiégss via possessive
agreement suffixes, but the system of marking dtefiess by articles had not
developed yet. The fact that definiteness markiag more urgent in the case of
objects than in the case of subjects must be dtrettact that the definiteness
feature of the internal argument also affects asg¢mterpretation.

By the late 16th century, however, Hungarian haalved both a definite and
an indefinite article. Whereas the translationhef Lord’s Prayer in Munich
Codex from the first half of the 15th century consano definite article yet, its
translation in the Karoli Bible from 1590 has skfidite articles (and three more
in the last sentence added from the Greek tex.erhergence of the definite
article rendered the definite conjugation redundayatin; and it has again found
a new function: licensing singular null pronominajects. This is its primary
function in Modern Hungarian. Now singular pronoaiinbjects are only
pronounced if they are associated with focus seadgor contrastive intonation,
or if they host a clitic.

6. Summary

This paper has argued against the generally actee that assumes a direct
correlation between object—verb agreement and bpjeedrop in Hungarian.
The direct correlation is refuted, first of all, btatistical data. Object—verb
agreement has been present in Hungarian sinc@shevfitten documents; in
fact, it can be traced back to Proto-Ugric and ymeably even to Proto-Uralic.
Object pro-drop, nevertheless, was a sporadic phenon in Old Hungarian; it
started spreading in Middle Hungarian, and it hexsolne general only in the
20th centtury. Recent results concerning the eimiuwf object-verb agreement
also argue against its direct relation to objeotgtop. Object-agreement
morphemes evolved from topic-doubling pronouns, amginally encoded the
topicality of the object in an SOV sentence. Thespnt function of object—verb
agreement is due to iterated exaptation. Whenvbkion of topic movement



rendered its topic-marking function redundant, disweanalyzed as a marker of
the definiteness of the object, and when the eimiuf a system of articles
rendered its definiteness marking role redundaassumed the function of
licensing object pro-drop.

References

Bartos, Huba. 2000. Az inflexios jelenségek szitikak hattere. IrStrukturalis
magyar nyelvtan Il. Morfologieed. Ferenc Kiefer, 653-761. Budapest:
Akadémiai Kiado.

Bobaljik, Jonathan and P. Branigan. 2006. Ecceaggieement and multiple
Case-checking. I&rgativity: Emerging Issuge®d. A. Johns, D. Massam and
J. Ndayiragije, 44-77. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Collinder, Bjérn. 1960Comparative Grammar of the Uralic Languages
Stockholm: Almquist.

Comrie, Bernard. 1980. Inverse verb forms in Séuefvidence from Chukchee,
Koryak and Kamchadakolia Linguistical: 61-74.

Csulcs, Sandor. 2001. Die Konjugation im UmpermiacheCongressus Nonus
Internationalis Fenno-Ugristarium,4190-198. Tartu: University of Tartu.

E. Kiss, Katalin. 2005. The inverse agreement cairgtin Hungarian — a relic
of a Uralic—Siberian Sprachbund?@mnganizing Grammar. Linguistic Studies
in Honor of Henk van Riemsdjjed. H. Broekhuis et al., 108-116. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

E. Kiss, Katalin. 2011. Differential object-verbragment is (fossilized)
topic—verb agreement. Ms. Budapest: Researchutestibr Linguistics of the
Hungarian Academy of Sciences.

Givon, Talmy. 1976. Topic, pronoun, and grammatagreement. liSubject
and Topig ed. Charles Li and Sandra Thompson, 149-188. Xak:
Academic Press.

Hajdu, Péter. 196@evezetés az urali nyelvtudoméanyBadapest:
Tankonyvkiado.

Havas, Ferenc. 2004. Objective Conjugation and Misdition.Acta Linguistica
Hungarica51: 95-141.

Honti, Laszl6. 1984Chrestomatia OstiacicaBudapest: Tankdnyvkiado.

Honti, Laszl6. 1995. Zur Morphotaktik und Morphosgxder uralischen
ffinnisch-ugrischen Grundsprache.@ongressus Octavus Internationalis
FennougristarunPars |, ed. Heikki Leskinen, 53-82. Jyvéaskyla: Maderes.

Honti Laszl6 1996. Az urdli nyelvek targyas ragae#é@galakjainak torténeti
elézményeibl. Uralisztikai Tanulmanyok': 127-132. Budapest: ELTE.

Honti, Laszl6. 2009. In6dések targyas igeragozasunk kialakulasarél.
Nyelvtudomanyi Kézlemény2R6: 132-146.

Jakab, Laszlé. 2002 Jokai-kédex mint nyelvi emlék szétargzer
feldolgozasbanDebrecen: Debrecen University.



Janhunen Janhunen, Juha 1982: On the structuretofBralic. Finnisch-
Ugrische Forschunged4: 23—42.

Kenesei, Istvan. 1994. Subordinate Clause$him syntactic structure of
Hungarian. Syntacs and semantics &d. Ferenc Kiefer and Katalin E Kiss,
275-354. New York: Academic Press.

Keresztes, Laszlo. 199Bevelopment of Mordvin Definite Conjugation.
Suomalais-Ugrilaisen Seuran Toimituksia 233. HéisiSuomalais-Ugrilainen
Seura.

Kulonen, Ulla-Maija. 1989The Passive in Ob-Ugriamelsinki: Finno-Ugrian
Society.

Marcantonio, Angela. 1985. On the definite vs. fird&e conjugation in
Hungarian: A typological and diachronic analygista Linguistica Hungarica
35: 267-298.

Mikola, Tibor. 1966. A targyrag és a targyas ragokérdéséhedagyar Nyelv
62: 441-461.

Nikolaeva, Irina. 1999. Object agreement, gramrahtielations, and
information structureStudies in Language3: 331-376.

Nikolaeva, Irina. 2001. Secondary topic as a retaiin information structure.
Linguistics39: 1-49.

Rebrus, Péter (2000), Morfofonologiai jelenségelStrukturalis magyar
nyelvtan Il. Morfologiaed. Ferenc Kiefer, 763-949. Budapest: Akadémiai
Kiadé.

Rédei, Kéaroly. 1962. Targyas igeragozasligyar Nyeh68: 421-435.

Szerebrennyikov, B. A. 1956. A finnugor nyelvektéiretének néhany kérdése.
Nyelvtudomanyi KézleményBR: 187-200.

Steinitz, Wolfgang. 195@stjakische Grammatik und Chrestomatie mit
WoérterverzeichnisLeipzig: O. Harrassowitz.

Sources of examples:

Halotti Beszéd [Funeral Sermon and Prayer]. 1192+®Blagyar nyelvemlékek
[Old Hungarian linguistic documents], ed J6zsef Mwoland Gyorgyi Simon,
27. Budapest: Tankonyvkiadd, 1977.

Omagyar Méria Siralom [Old Hungarian Mary’s Lame300. InMagyar
nyelvemlékekOld Hungarian linguistic documents], ed J6zsefiddo and
Gyorgyi Simon, 43. Budapest: Tankényvkiadé, 1977.

Kdnigsberg Fragment. circa 1350.NMagyar nyelvemlékelOld Hungarian
linguistic documents], ed J6zsef Molnar and Gyoigiynon, 51. Budapest:
Tankodnyvkiado, 1977.

Jokai-k6dex1370/1448. ed. Janos P. Balazs. Budapest: Akail&haid6, 1981.

Bécsi codeXxVienna Codex]. 1416-1435/1450. ed. Gedeon MésARilglapest:
Magyar Tudomanyos Akadémia, 1916.



Mincheni kddefMunich Codex]. 1416-35/1466. ed. Antal Nyiri. Bymbst:
Akadémiai Kiado, 1971.

Apor kédex1416-35/1500ed.Szabd Dénes. Codices Hungarici II. Kolozsvar:
Erdélyi Tudomanyos Intézet, 1942.

Guary-kédexBefore 1495ed.Szabo Dénes. Codices Hungarici Ill. Budapest:
Magyar Tudomanyos Akadémia, 1944.

Pesti, GAborNovum Testamentum sei quattuor euangeliorum volufivigua
Hungarica donatal536. ed. Szilady Aron. Budapest: Magyar Tudomanyos
Akadémia, 1896.

Szent Bibliafranslated by Gaspar Karoli. 1590. Facsimile: Buedd Magyar
Helikon, 1981.

Szent Bibliatranslated by Gyorgy Kaldi. 1626. Budapest: Fabexy 2002.

Ujszovetségtranslated by Békés Gellért and Dalos Patrik 11®&idapest:
Bencés Kiadd, Sz. Jeromos Bibliatarsulat, 1991.



