Theses of doctoral (PhD) dissertation

DIANA VARGA

THE STRUCTURE OF HUNGARIAN
IMPERATIVE SENTENCES

Pazmany Péter Catholic University

Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences
Graduate School of Linguistics
Lead by:Prof. Katalin E. Kiss
university professor, member of the Hungarian Acaglef Sciences
Theoretical Linguistics Studies
Supervisor: Prof. Balazs Suranyi

university professor

Piliscsaba
2014



1. AIMS

In this dissertation, entitledhe Structure of Hungarian Imperative
Sentenced analyze the structure of Hungarian imperatigetences
in the generative syntactic framework. This disgé@nh fills a gap in
the generative analyses of Hungarian sentencetstelisince so far
imperative clauses have only received attentioml@acriptive and
functional grammars.

I claim that imperatives are those sentences tbatam verbs
with the affix -j, the word order is inverted, that is, verb—verb
modifier Menj el! ‘Go away!’), and the complentizéiogy ‘that’ can
be left out when they are embeddéat(parancsolom, (hogy) menj
el. ‘1 order you to go away.’). Apropos of imperatiydgtalk about
subjunctives as well. | claim that subjunctives #rese sentences
that contain verbs with affix thg (similarly to imperatives), but the
word order is nuclear, that is, verb modifier—verbnd the
complentizethogy ‘that’ cannot be left out when they are embedded
(Azt akarom, *(hogy) elmeri].want you to go away.’).

The following phenomena are examined:

A: While imperatives and subjunctives are diffeiergyntax the
first question is whether imperative mood and sntijive mood
exist in morphology as well. Verbs with the impearataffix (-j)

cannot only appear in imperative sentences.

(1) Men;j el!
goIMP.2SG away

‘Go away!’



(2) Nem kell, hogy elmen;.
not necessary that away.lg®.2sG
‘It is not necessary that you go away.’

(3) Lehetetlen, hogy elmen,;.
impossible that away.gwP.2sG

‘It is impossible that you go away.’

Only the first example is imperative. Examples @jd (3) are
subjunctives according to Pataki (1984), E. Kis80@ and Téth
(2003, 2005). That is, we can claim that the affigzan appear on the
verb of imperatives and of subjunctives as wellerEffore, the
question is whether thisj is the marker of imperatives or
subjunctives.

B: We can read in grammars of Hungarian (e.g. Pdi9&#4, E.
Kiss 2003) that the fundamental word order of irapiges is
inverted, that is verb—verb modifier (1). | propase analysis that
can explain this typical word order.

C: | examine the structure of negative imperativiesmperative
sentences we find a special form of the negativéga which isne

‘not’ as opposed to the formemthat is used otherwise.

(4) Nem mész haza.
not QgoIND.2SG home

‘You are not going home.’



®)

b.

. Ne menj haza!

not gomp.2sG home
‘Don’t go home!’

*Nem menj haza!

The question is whether negative imperatives hasteusture that is

different from that of negative indicatives.

D: In chapters 2 and 4 which are about embeddedratipes

and embedded subjunctives, | describe three diféere between

these two embedded sentence types.

1.

In imperatives, the word order is inverted: tleebvmodifiers

follows the verb (6a,b), however in subjunctivegréhis nuclear

word order (7a,b).

(6)

()

a.

b.

Felszdlitalak, hogy men;j el.
orderND.1sG  that goMmP.2SG  away
‘| order you to go away.’

*Felszolitalak, hogy elmen;.

. Nem kell, hogy elmen;.

not necessary that away.g®.2SG
‘It is not necessary to go away.’

*Nem kell, hogy menj el.

2. We can omit the complementizbpogy ‘that’ in embedded

imperatives (8a,b), but not in embedded subjunst{9a,b).



(8)

9)

b.

. Felszolitalak, hogy menj el.
ordernD.1sG  that gaoMP.2SG.  away
‘| order you to go away.’

Felszdlitalak, menj el.

. Nem Kkell, hogy elmen;.

not necessary that away.g®.2sG
‘It is not necessary to go away.’

*Nem kell, elmen;.

3. We can use infinitival constructions instead objsnctives

(10a,b), but not instead of imperatives (11a,b).

(10)

(11)

a.

a.

b.

Tohotom képtelen ra, hogy megtanuljon
Tohotdm incapablepFx that learnmpP.2SG
norvégul.
Norwegian
‘T6h6tdm is incapable to learn Norwegian.’
Tohotom képtelen norvégul megtanulni.
Tohotom incapable Norwegian leamr.
‘Toh6étém is incapable to learn Norwegian.’

(Pomozi 1991: (6), (6a))

Kérem, hivjon meg egy sorre!
askinD.1sG invitelMP.3sG  VPFX one  beer
‘| ask you to invite me for a beer.’
*Egy s6r meghivasara kérem.
(Pomozi 1991: (13), (13a))



| propose an analysis for embedded imperativesfanémbedded
subjunctives which explains these three properties.

E: It seems that Hungarian imperatives appear with word

orders:
(12) Hazagyere nekem!
home.comevip.2SG for me
‘Come to home!’
(13) Gyere haza nekem!

comeiMP.2sG  home for me

‘Come to home!

Hungarian grammars (e.g. Pataki 1984, E. Kiss 2@0@n claim
that the fundamental word order of imperativesnigerted, verb—
verb modifier, therefore we have to explain why wen find
imperatives with two different orders. Furthermowee may ask
whether both orders are indeed imperatives.

These five phenomena are discussed in detail idigsgrtation.

2. RESEARCH METHOD

In my dissertation, two main methods were appleddllect data.
On the one hand | used data from the Hungariarotiisi Corpus. |
applied this method to determine the role of disseuparticles
(aztan‘lit. after that, am ‘orig. that there’ nekemrlit. for me’) in

matrix subjunctives. On the other hand, | did astjoenaire survey

including 35 male and female participants who w2e35 years old



and they were university students or graduatesedl the Praat MFC
software for randomizing situations. The test cmste882 dialogues:
16 experimental items and 16 fillers. The partioigahad to judge
the last sentences of the dialogues on a scale fram5, where 1
meant that the sentence was unacceptable and 5t riegtnthe

sentence sounded natural. | applied this methodddatermine

discourse conditions on the use of matrix impeestiand matrix

subjunctives.

3. THE STRUCTURE AND THE MAIN THESES OF THE
DISSERTATION

Chapter 1 introduces the phenomena under inveistigatiustrates
the problems to be solved, introduces the thealefiamework and
outlines the structure of the thesis. Chapter 2taina a critical
review of the literature on Hungarian imperativ@bese previous
descriptions and analyses are divided into 3 graupshe basis of
the way they identify the moods of the verb. In finst group (e.g.
Tompa 1962, Kugler 2000) there are the followinge¢h moods:
indicative, conditional and imperative. The secgnoup (e.g. Pataki
1984, E. Kiss 2003, T6th 2003, 2005) distinguisfms moods:
indicative, conditional, subjunctive and imperativighe authors of
this second group claim that imperative and sulijumaanood exist
at the level of morphology. However in this case thorphological
form of the verb 4) in the subjunctive and in the imperative

paradigm would be the same and this would not bea@muical.



In most languages the imperative paradigm exislg io second
person or sometimes in third person, that is, tlaeagigm of
imperatives is defective in various languages. H@reHungarian
exhibits a full paradigm. | assume — agreeing \hih third group of
grammars of Hungarian (Farkas 1992, Hdige@004) — that the
reason for this is that at the level of morphologyy the subjunctive
paradigm exists; imperative is not a different péagm
morphologically.

Chapter 3 contains an analysis of the structureHofgarian
matrix imperative sentences. | discuss whether #fictural
proposals of current cross-linguistic studies cenadapted to the
Hungarian imperative structure. The structure ofpenatives
depends on the existence of true negative impestiFor example
Rivero (1994) and Rivero and Terzi (1995) propobkat tthe
imperative feature is in the CP projection in thtsm®guages that do
not contain true negative imperatives. Meanwhil¢hére exist true
negative imperatives in certain languages, the iatpe feature is in

the IP projection in that language.

(14) fer c’ [Negp Nego [ip 1° [vp VO]]]]
(Rivero, 1994: (20), Rivero és Terzi 1995: 306)

However, Zanuttini (1991, 1994, 1997) and Han (12881) argue
that the imperative feature is in the CP projectioevery language.
Zanuttini claims that the defective structure operatives triggers
the lack of true negative imperatives in certainglaages. Han

argues that true negative imperatives do not éxiftose languages



where the negative particle has scope over theratige operator. |
argue in section 3.1 that these theories do novuaatcfor every
phenomenon of certain languages. In section 3.Rtrbduce an
analysis of Hungarian matrix imperatives. | consithe proposal by
Zanuttini (1991, 1994, 1997) and Platzack and Rgrsan(1998) and
| argue, similarly to Potsdam (1998), that Hungaiimperatives do
not have a defective structure. On the basis ofiffizun (1991, 1994,
1997) and Han (1998, 2001), | propose that the ctire
illocutionary operatdris at the top of the structure in the CP/FofceP
projection. | confute Platzack and Rosengren’'s & 9¢%heory
claiming that the FinP projection is missing frohe tstructure. |
argue that Hungarian imperatives contain a FinReption, and the
verb moves into this projection to trigger the verbrb modifier

word order.

! Han (1998) claims that this directive illocutiopaforce operator takes an
irrealis proposition as an argument. She definesctive force as a function that takes
a certain type of proposition and turns it intoiective action, which she defines as
an instruction to the hearer to update his or Han get. A plan set is a set of
propositions that specify the hearer’s intenticarg] it represents the state of affairs
that the hearer intends to bring about.

2 | follow Rizzi's (1997) split CP theory, that isdecompose the CP-layer into
ForceP and FinP. Topic, focus, negation of focus$ egation are between ForceP
and FinP:

[FurcePForce {'opP* TOp [NegP Neg [:ocP FOC [NegP Neg [:\nP Fm]]]]]]



(15) a. Men;j haza!
golMP.2G  home
‘Go home!’
b. [rorcep OP Force' FOrCE [finp [rin MeN] [pregphaza freq't;

[t [+ ti [moodp[mooa ti [ve- - JITIIIIII-

| argue that Hungarian negative imperatives haeestime structure
as negative indicatives, and the negative partielmis replaced by
nein an irrealis environment. The verb of imperagivlves not move
to the ForceP projection in affirmatives and in at@ége imperatives,
therefore the following expressions can appear atlo® verb: focus
(Csak Janos menjen haza&Only John go home!), focus and
negation Csak Janos ne menjen hazé@nly John should not go
home!’), negation of focus and focuNg csak Janos menjen haza!
‘Not only John should go home!’), or all three dlein (Ne csak
Janos ne menjen haz@ot only John should not go home!’), topic
(Valaki menjen haza!'Somebody go home!’), and quantifiers
(Mindenki menjen haza'Everybody go home!). Therefore, the
directive illocutionary operator in ForceP will resvbe in the scope

of negation, and there are true negative impemiivélungarian.

(16) a. Ne  menj haza!
not go home
‘Don’'t go home!’
b. [ForcepOP [Force: FOrcé [NegpN€ Reg Ned [xne
[ne menj [rine [Fin & [preaph@za brea & [ 1111111111



Chapter 4 introduces a recurrent claim in theditere, namely, that
imperative mood universally cannot occur in depahdtauses (e.qg.
Sadock and Zwicky 1985, Palmer 1986, Platzack andeRgren
1998, Han 1998). Another line of analyses argueseler, that
embedded imperative sentences exist in some laeguagor
example Rus (2005) proposes this about Sloveniatherbasis of
Sheppard and Golden (2002), Régnvaldsson (199Bh&lis about
Old Scandinavian, Portner (2007) makes the samign cibout
Korean, and Criiand Trinh (2009) about English. | claim in section
4.3 that embedded imperatives exist in Hungarianweli. The
following properties support this claim (all digguishing them from
embedded subjunctives): (i) word order peculiasitigii) the
possibility of leaving out the complementizer, )(iiusing the
infinitival construction. In Chapter 4, | introdudbat embedded
imperatives exist in Udmurt, another Finno-Ugrindaage, as well.
| propose an analysis of embedded imperatives antedded
subjunctives in section 4.4 which can explain therdv order
peculiarities of both sentence types. The existevfca directive
illocutionary operator triggers the word order eiffnces. |
hypothesize that the directive illocutionary operaselects a FinP
with strong tense and mood features which triggebwmovement in
imperatives (18a,b). This operator does not appeaubjunctives,
therefore in this sentence type, the verb doesnmmte, the word
order is nuclear (17a,b). | propose that in these etmbedded
sentence types there are two differbogy ‘that’ complementizers.

One of them appears only in subjunctives, and & ha[conj]

10



feature® The other one can appear in all sentence typesnbedded
subjunctives, the complementizer bears the [cag}ure, which is
selected by the matrix predicate. Therefore, thkectiag verb
determines the type of embedded sentence via thplementizer so
the complementizer cannot be omitted. However, imbedded
imperatives the main verb selects a ForceP witfimap] feature. In
this case it is not the complementizer that beargitmp] feature, but

the directive illocutionary operator in ForceP (18a

(17) a. Megengedem, hogy hazamen,;.
allowIND.1sG  that home.gsuB12sG
‘| allow that you go home.’
b. [preap MY Prew €Ngedem [... dorcep [Force hOGY [cON]

[PredPhaza lEred' menj [ . ]]]]]]]]

(18) a. Megparancsolom, (hogy) men; haza.
ordernD.1sSG that gsuUB1I2SG home
‘| order you to go home.’
b. [prescpMeg Freqr parancsolom [...dhcer OP Eorce Forc@
[subp[sub h0QY Eine [Fin MeNj [preaphaza

[preati [ JIITIIII-

3 There exists a special complementizer in embedkidgjunctive in certain
languages, therefore it is possible that therespexial complementizer with a [conj]
feature in Hungarian embedded subjunctives. Fomel@ in Russian subjunctives
there is umo6w ‘that’ but in indicative sentences we findno ‘that’ as the
complementizer. Furthermore, Polish subjunctivestaio zeby but indicatives
contain the complementizée.

(i) To XOYEIIIb, umobbl s TPOYUTAT  ITY KHUTY? Russian

you want that I read this book
‘Do you want me to read this book?’

11



In Chapter 5 | am concerned with a sentences ty@ has
imperative force but has a special word order. Thisstruction has
not been examined in the synchronic generativeatiiee yet. |
provide an analysis fofAztan) haza (ne) gyere (nekert{(Po not)
come home!” sentences and | determine the discaamsditions of
their use. | introduce two analyses in section &l 5.2. One of
them is that this sentences type is an imperatergtesice with
special word order. The other possible analysibas this sentence
type is a matrix subjunctive clause. | argue thatdecond analysis is
the right one for these sentences. On the basidaof (2001), |
assume that there is a subjunctive operator ireteeatences, which
triggers subjunctive mood on the verb. Han (200&jnts that the
subjunctive operator does not encode illocutionfomce but the
modality of irrealis. She states that the subjwectoperator can
express illocutionary force via pragmatic inferensence the
directive force is compatible with an irrealis irgeetation. | suggest

the following structure for matrix subjunctives:

(19) a. Hazagyere!
home.comsuBi2sG

‘Come home!’

b. [cp [c Subj-Op] Ereaphaza frea gyere [...]1]1!

In section 5.3 | analyze the structure of negatemtences like
(Aztan) haza ne gyere (nekerf)b not come home!’ | propose that

the negative particle is in the Neg head and thb wedifier moves

12



into the specifier of NegP, which results in therdvmrder ‘verb

modifier—negative particle—verb’.

(20) a. Haza ne gyere!
home not  COmMBUB12SG
‘Don’t come home!’
b. [cp[c Subj-Op] fegphaza [neg N€ [ine [nv QYETE
[prearti [prea i [ TIITIIT!

Sections 5.4 and 5.5 deal with the discourse cimmditon the use of
matrix subjunctives. Matrix subjunctives can be dusé the

proposition or the fact that the action is carr@d is given in the
discourse. | present a questionnaire survey oretdata, the results
of which confirm the hypothesis that matrix subjiives are more
acceptable if the sentence contains at least otteedhree examined
discourse particlesagtan‘lit. after that’,am‘orig. that there’nekem

‘lit. for me’) because these particles signal a lohdivenness in the

discourse.

13
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