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1. Introduction

This paper gives an analysis of the grammaticatinadf a large
group of Hungarian postpositions (Ps). More spedilfy, it
provides an account of the variation found in ttnecture of Old
Hungarian Pospositional Phrases (PPs) by clainmiagthe
observed variation is due to the fact that the el@siinvolved are
not fully grammaticalized Ps in Old Hungarian (88826 AD) but
are at an intermediate stage in the grammaticaliz@rocess of
nouns becoming Ps. According to this proposal, selements
retained some of their nominal properties and tamsappear in
constructions that are similar to possessive sirast

The change under consideration is a clear case of
grammaticalization: (i) there is morphophonemicucttbn (e.g.
belen > ben ‘in’; bdll > bél ‘out of’), (ii) the elements undergo
semantic bleaching when their original nominal niegums lost,
and (iii) they undergo a categorial change fromléxical
category of Ns to the (semi-)functional categdri?s.

The historical origins of Hungarian Ps can beddalback to
several different sources, but the most productive
grammaticalization pattern seems to be the oneeflygrossessive
structures change into PPs, with the possesseeneg@art of)
the postposition. Other sources are verbs and bidv@lements,
but those are not involved in the variation diseds® this paper,
so their grammaticalization patterns will not baltigvith here.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 witbduce
the historical data. | will first provide some infoation on the
class of postpositions and then | will turn to #agiation in Old
Hungarian. Section 3 will turn to the structurePéfs and will
introduce the category of Axial Parts (as defingdlenonius
2006) in the analysis of Old Hungarian, thus actiogrfor the
remaining nominal properties of otherwise postpos#l elements.
The grammaticalization process of postpositionsfrmuns will
be taken to go through an intermediate step wheeldgments are
neither fully nominal nor fully postpositional, thare Axial Parts.
Section 4 will conclude.

" The research presented in this paper is suppbytéite Hungarian National
Scientific Research Fund (OTKA) project NK 78074.
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2. Thedata: Old Hungarian postpositions

This section will introduce the relevant historidalta. First, | will
discuss the origins of postpositions and theiustat Old
Hungarian and then | will turn to the variationdhd Hungarian
PPs, which will call for the introduction of anénimediate step
between Noun and Postposition on the grammatid¢ediz@ath of
adpositions.

2.1 The class of postpositions

Hungarian has postpositions and case suffixes édnilé the two
have been assigned to different categories bytivadi grammars,
recently it has often been argued that syntacgi¢ch#y belong to
the same category, they are all Ps (cf. E. Kis919002; Asbury
2008)! Semantically, we can distinguish spatial and noatial

Ps, but even some of the non-spatial ones go loasatial
primary meanings.

The historical origin of these Ps is that the elets@sed to
be nouns and they developed in possessive conetisict
Historical grammars reconstruct a possessive ageigin with the
order where the (unmarked) possessor is followethéypossessee
and the possessee is case marked for locativwes latiablative
case. These ancient case suffixes on the finalezleare the origin
of the three-way partition: the ancient locativéfigus found on
today’s (stative) locative Ps, and the lative dreldblative suffixes
are found on directional ones. Some of the podtiposi have
become suffixes: they are monosyllabic and theysimwvel
harmony with the noun they attach to.

2.1.1 Possessives and postpositions

Most of the oldest spatial Ps are in the tripagitstem mentioned
above, where one is locative, one lative and otegiab. (1)
illustrates the system in Modern Hungarian withregées for
suffixal and postpositional elements as well.

(1)a. a haz-ban /I a haz mogott
the houseNE the house behind.at
‘in the house’ // ‘behind the house’
b. a haz-ba |/ a hdz moge
the housetL // the house behind.to
‘into the house’// ‘(to) behind the house’
c. a haz-bol // a haz mogul
the housexsL // a house behind.from



MANUSCRIPT

‘out of the house’ // ‘from behind the house’

The origins of these elements are taken to be kedgrossessive
constructions like the ones in (2), which illusér#tte ancient
possessive nominal with locative endings. The ukedess
means that neither the possessor nor the posssssdhe
possessive relation between the two, only theieoislindicative
(Zsilinszky 1991).

(2)a. haz Dbele-n
house inside-at
‘at the inside of the house’
b. hdz moge-tt
house back-at
‘at the back of the house’

The assumption in the historical grammars is thatd®Hungarian
had unmarked possessives, however, by the timddo@Gngarian
and the first written texts, we only find data wéth agreement
marking on the possessee and optionally dative @asee
possessor (Zsilinszky 1991). The examples in (8)vste two
options, and as we can see in both cases, thaneagreement
marker on the possessee and in (3b), the posdesmar dative
case.

(3) a. Wimagguc [uromc isten kegilm-e-t] ez lelkiert
pray.PL lord.PL god mercy-8G-Acc this soul.for
‘Let us pray for the our Lord God’s mercy for tisisul’

(FS)
b. De az hews vala [ysten-nek angal-a]
but the hero was ganaT angel-3G
‘But the hero was God’s angel’ (Jok 15)

Similarly to the possessive construction, wherepibgsessor often
appears in dative right next to the possesse, elsntieat are
considered to be pospositions by this time can ladsw an
agreement marker and appear with a dative-markexgblement.
This is shown in (4).

4) ysten-nek felewl-e
god-DAT from-3sG
‘from God’ (Jok 29)

One important difference between agreeing Ps asggssive
constructions is that when the complement of tiign&t is, the
equivalent of the possessor) is caseless, thegmisgmal element
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has no agreement marker. The agreement markingigatory in
possessive constructions not only with dative-mautiet also with
caseless possessors.

According to Zsilinszky (1991), the fact that Pippe@ar in
possessive-like constructions in Old Hungarianuggestive of
their possessive origins; the ancient relationdleifpveen the two
parts “lives on”. The traditional historical gramreaescribe the
change as the possessee becoming a more gramreéioant as
it loses its original meaning and the possessilioaship
becomes oblique. It cannot be too oblique yet ith Blingarian, so
the agreement and dative marking are possible.ddgs not hold
for all postpositional elements, however, thosé¢ dna already
suffixal, or on the way to becoming suffixes, da take part in
this variation.

2.1.2 Suffixes

There are postpositions which are becoming suffixeke
beginning of the written period of the languagee@rample is
the old formbaldl/belbl ‘out of’, which is becomingbdl/-bdl ‘out
of (ablative case)’ in Old Hungarian. As (5) shows, find both
the longer and the shorter form even in the santedad both
show vowel harmony.

(5) a. keze-belewl
hand-out.of
‘out of/from his hand’ (J6k 60)
b. paris-balol
Paris-out.of
‘out of/from Paris’ (JOk 28)
c. az lang-bol
the fire-out.of’
‘out of/from the fire’ (JOk 43)

The other two items developing from the same nbafe(inside’)
are also on the way to becoming suffixes alreadiénoldest
texts, but the illative form is still disyllabic drdoes not always
harmonize with the stem, as (7) shows.

(6) gimils-ben
fruit-INE
‘in fruit’ (FS)
(7) vilag-bele
world-iLL
‘into the world’ (FS)
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These elements and those that are similarly suiffixalose to
suffixal (with some variation) do not appear witireement
markers and their complement is never in the daiase, so the
variation discussed below does not extend to theviil argue
below that the items showing variation are not altyPs yet, the
suffixal elements, however, are already fully graaticalized Ps.

2.2 Variation in Old Hungarian

In Old Hungarian, many postpositional elements lexdd a
variation typical of possessive DPs. The Ps copftbar with a
dative marked complement and bearing an agreemariemor in
the ‘regular’ P construction, that is, with a casslcomplement
and without an agreement marker.

Let me illustrate the variation by first using exaes from the
same text, the Jokai-codex (after 1372/copy frodB)4This is the
first text where we find a considerable number bBth with
respect to types and tokens, so that we can ob#eextent of
the variation. Sebestyén (2002) cites the followdata: the codex
contains 21818 words; there are 39 different pastions in 351
tokens.

The data in (8)-(10) show that the two forms wexaly
present at the same time, and since it is not plest find any
rule as to the use of one form or the other, weasmume that they
were in free variation. The ‘regular’ use of thesxemplified in
the (a) examples and the ‘possessive’-like usb@ftis shown in
the (b) examples.

(8) a. keues bezed vtan
little talk after
‘after some talk’ (JOk 122)
b. ez bezedek-nec vtan-a
this talksbAT  after-3G
‘after these talks’ (JOk 25)
(9) a. az baratok-nak aztal-a  elewt
the monkseAT table-3G in.front.of
‘in front of the monks’ table’ (JOk 84)
b. baratok-nak elewtt-e
monksbAT in.front.of-3G
‘in front of monks’ (JOk 84)
(10) a. Sokak felet
many above
‘above many’ (Jok 114)
b. menden-nek felett-e
everythinbAT above-3G
‘above everything’ (JOk 79)
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Sebestyén (2002) counts the number of occurrerfdbe different
postpositions, and we can observe that only Psavibssessive
origin alternate. Most of the frequent Ps are liweah meaning
(directional ones are on average less frequemisrieéxt), except
for utéan‘after’, which is the second most frequent onenwi®
occurrences. They participate in the alternatiovaiying degree,
but roughly 19% of the Ps are in the “possessik&-Istructure.

While the Jokai-codex is useful because it is fdesi one,
we can observe that the variation is present iardgéxts from this
period as well. Zsilinszky (1992) gives a list @ Bs from late Old
Hungarian and their occurrences, where we seeathe gariation
based on several texts.

(11) a. een zyvem-nek alatt-a
| hearteAT under-3G
‘under my heart’ (Fest 396)
b. Jordan vyzee-nek elvol-e
Jordan watebAT over-3G
‘over the river Jordan’ (Jord 176)
c. Abel-nek helyett-e
Able-DAT place.in-3G
‘instead of Abel’ (Jord llla
d. anep-nek kOzepett-e
the peopleAT middle.at-3G
‘in the middle of the crowd’ (Bécsi 21)
e. viadal-nak miatt-a
fight-DAT because.of-8c
‘because of the fight’ (Bécsi 19)

Since these Ps developed from nouns in possessigtractions,
the variation has often been simply put down tase®f analogy
in the Hungarian literature (Betik980; Zsilinszky 1991). They
claim that as the “doubly”-marked possessive cositn is very
frequent in these old texts (arguably for stylisgasons) there is
an analogical push to use it in PPs as telbwever, if these
elements are Ps, that is, if they are already graticalized
elements rid of their nominal properties, thenfdet that they can
have a dative-marked complement and can agreethwth
complement is not accounted for. Postpositions auétn
Hungarian do not participate in such variationegber the
properties of Ps have changed diachronically sdleements are
not Ps. The fact that non-nominal Ps and suffisadl® not
alternate seems to suggest the latter. The analqmish can only
apply in Old Hungarian because the elements stitemominal
features.
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Hypothetically, one could also say that there a lexical
Ps that look very similar: one takes a caselesgptEment and the
other a dative-marked complement, and the secoadhas an
agreement marking. However, this would duplicategs in the
lexicon unnecessarily and would require us to asstwo different
grammaticalization times for the two items. Thegoal Ps
developed in constructions where the possessord\hatin dative
case and they were not agreeing with it. Similtbjir
complements have no case-markers and they do apot be
agreement morphemes in Modern Hungarian eithexesaould
have to assume that the second group of theselstpa! lexical
entries developed later but disappeared relatigeigkly. This
seems to create more problems than it solves.

Another possibility is that this could be a case of
degrammaticalization. Under such a hypothesisséeeingly
previously grammaticalized P elements become nagas, they
have nominal properties. This does not seem likedyever, since
they do not show any other nominal properties, ttanot be
pluralized, the do not have determiners or modifier
Degrammaticalization is a theoretically problematiocess,
anyway, and the data does not support such ansagadyp it is not
a path we will take either.

One more thing we can say about this kind of vianais
that it is not present in Modern Hungarian. Whilere are some
cases where it is possible to have the P agreeandttive marked
complement, in all those cases, it is obligatoedyracted from the
PP (cf. E. Kiss 2002). The examples in (12) aredssfble as
constituents, and (13) is only grammatical if thee@ment-marked
P does not form a phrase with its complement (erstirface).

(12) a. *a hadz-nak mellett-e
the house-dat beside-3sg
‘beside the house’
b. *az auto-nak utan-a
the car-dat after-3sg
‘after the car’
(13) Janos [utan-gtott [az autd-nak-futand
John after-3sgran  the car-dat
‘John ran after the car.

I will argue in the next section that instead & #bove listed
explanations, an analysis that attributes a spentarmediate
status to the Old Hungarian P-like elements on the
grammaticalization path is viable.
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3. Axial Parts
3.1 The structure of PPs

The structure of PPs can be rather complex. We teegthimally
distinguish between locative and directional Pghanstructure (cf.
Koopman 2000; Den Dikken 2003; Svenonius 2004). Van
Riemsdijk (1990) also proposed that we need aragxtjection to
host the “more functional” elements. This extraelawill not be
relevant for us in this paper, since the grammb@&@on
discussed here results in Place and Path heads.

(14)

pP
N

P PathP

p
/’\

Path PlaceP

Place

Svenonius (2006) argues that there is an additjorgéction in
the extended PP hosting a group of categoriallyigualns
elements that exhibit both nominal and adpositignaperties. He
names the projection Axial Part since the elem#asoccur there
mostly refer to regions or “axial” parts of objecBvenonius
(2006) also shows that we find such Axial Partgarnous
different languages. Their syntactic propertiessilg them partly
with nouns and partly with Ps, and their syntaptigjection is in-
between those two as well. His example is Englighlights the
difference between the propertiesfrmnt in the two sentences in
(15). In the first example it is an Axial Part, Weh{15b) is a
regular possessive phrase witbnt as a noun.

(15) a. There was a kangaroo in front of the daxPart)
b. There was a kangaroo in the front ofddue (N)

The structure Svenonius (2006) renders to PPsvinghn
AxialPart is the one in (16).

(16)
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PlaceP
T,

— S
Place AXPrtP
in  AxPrt  KP
A\

| f"

-

front K DP
| o /L\\‘\\

&

of the car

According to Svenonius (2006), English AxialPardsieot be
pluralized, modified, replaced by a pro-form or red\away, while
Nouns can. AxialPart elements, however, have samemal
features, but these features can be differentrinws languages.
Another fact is that AxialParts can be prepositigeay. Persian,
Tzeltal) or postpositional (e.g. Korean), with dint nominal
features.

These observations are relevant here, becausertrensic
class of elements Svenonius (2006) argues to balPaits is
exactly the one involved in the observed variatio®Id
Hungarian. It was “axial” nouns that started tatinto
postpositions in Proto-Hungarian, and it is thesens that seem to
have maintained some nominal properties in they @aitten
period as well. The original meaning of sme of éhelements
were ‘back’, ‘breast’, ‘bottom’, ‘top’ and similarientational
meanings.

Similarly to English, Hungarian AxialParts cannet b
pluralized, modified, replaced or extracted eithoert, they can bear
a nominal agreement marker. This is the propedydlows them
to appear in constructions similar to simple posisesphrases.

Asbury (2008) argues for the presence of AXPrtP in
Modern Hungarian PPs (although the postpositioesiaver in
AxPrt in her analysis), partially based on theimmal origin. My
analysis claims that AxPrtP is present in Old HuiggaPPs, this is
how their marginally nominal nature is accounted Fowever,
since these elements are Ps in Modern HungariaRrtRxs not
necessarily active in Modern Hungarian PPs, oeadtlnot in the
sense as it was in Old Hungarian.

3.2N > AxialPart > P
My claim is that we are dealing with a grammatizatiion process

in Old Hungarian which is in a transitional stdteOld Hungarian,
some of the “postpositions” are actually not yettRey are
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AxialParts, that is, they belong to an in-betweategory between
nouns and Ps.

AxialParts in Old Hungarian do not have determingsy
cannot be modified, and they have no plural forime dnly
nominal feature they seem to have is a personriattnich
allows them to agree with their dative marked camnmnt. They
do not agree in number with their complemiént.

(17) barat-ok-nak elewtt-e
monk-+PL-DAT in.front.of-3G
‘in front of monks’ (J6k 84)

Historically the first step of the grammaticalizatiprocess is then
N > AxialPart. The Old Hungarian elements that ta&g in
variation are AxialParts. In these cases the loeAtitive/ablative
case suffix is the P head. (18) gives the struatfi(@7) as an
illustration?

(18)
PlaceP

—
- .,

Place  AxPrtP.3sg
_tte  AxPrt DP

fele- mendennek

By this stage, the elements have lost their nomigference, they
do not refer to body parts or orientations by thelres any more.
Together with the suffixal P, they have a locativelirectional
meaning.

In the second step, the morphological border baiviee
case suffix (that is, the P element) and the Axgllement
becomes oblique, and the whole unit gets reanalggdte P head.
The grammaticalization thus proceeds from case-etark
possessive nouns to case-marked AxParts to Pse Biasents
that are (becoming) suffixal in Old Hungarian da take part in
the variation, they are already Ps (generatedariPtace/Path
head). Later, most of the items showing variatiothe early
written texts get reanalyzed as P heads as wdlllodern
Hungarian, the iterfelett‘above’ (from the previous examples) is
base generated in P. It has no nominal features.

10
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(19) ahaz felett
the house above
‘above the house’

(20)
Plage P
Place DP
aN

A

felett a haz

This is a grammaticalization process which redults lexical item
losing its nominal properties and becoming a (sgfaictional
element. There is morphophonological reduction (wbecoming
suffixal, Ps are monosyllabic), semantic bleaclkfthg nominal
reference is lost) and category change (N > AxHR) ivolved in
the process. The change is similar to other syictabanges where
lexical heads are reanalyzed and become functieeds
generated under a functional node (cf. RobertsRmdsssou
2003).

For Proto-Hungarian, historical linguists suggestskiould
reconstruct a possessive structure under PP, e elements
are the ancient locative, lative and ablative gefi In Old
Hungarian, we find structures like (18). Later, Ax®ill move
into Place, since Place is a suffix and gets regaedithere as part
of the Place or Path head as in (20).

Those structures that have the AxPrtP can have agpmet
marking since AxialPart has a person feature, tdeg8rson
agreement percolates up onto P. The AxialPart lsealdeady a
grammaticalized element, it is not a Noun. ThosthBkare
becoming suffixal at this point are already Ps,ageted in the
Place or Path head, hence, they do not take pHréinariation.
Similarly, in Modern Hungarian, the already gramicalized P
elements do not appear in possessive-like strugture

This analysis takes into account both the nommaalre
and the lack thereof of Old Hungarian alternatingtpositions.
The fact that the analogical push of the very fesgudoubly’-
marked possessive constructions can apply to thethia due to
the fact that they still have some nominal propsrtOn the other
hand, the fact that their slightly nominal natsg@riesent
throughout the Old Hungarian period might be exmdiby strong
presence of the alternation in these formal writetts, where the
agreement-marked forms keep the remnants of tbeiimal
origins conserved.

11



MANUSCRIPT

4. Conclusions

The analysis proposed in this paper shows thadtthieture and
changes of the Hungarian PP fit in with the anays®posed for
other languages and that the grammaticalizatidh @ements is
parallel to that of other functional material im¢pages.

The variation in the Old Hungarian data between
agreement-marked and regular postpositional elesyeamt be
explained by assuming a semi-postpositional hedldeirstructure
as an intermediate step in the grammaticalizatiomfN to P. |
argued that this intermediate step in the grammiliettion process
is when the elements are AxialPart heads, a catdlgat has been
proposed to exist in various languages hostingtxeee kind of
elements that are becoming Ps in the beginningeoWritten
period of Hungarian.

We can also say that the change takes place atetiff
times with different items. Some of the postposidibelements are
already on the way to becoming suffixal in thetftexts from the
13th century, which | take to indicate that theg Bs. Other
elements, which take part in the illustrated vasiatseem to have
some nominal features for much longer even afeeetid of the
Old Hungarian period.

Old Hungarian sour ces

Bécsi = Bécsi-codex (15c.) Published as:

Bécsi Codex, (Béhi atirat és latin megfel&), MESZOLY
Gedeon, Budapest, (Uj Nyelvemléktar, 1.), 1916.

Fest = Festetics-codex (1492-1494) Published as:
Festetics-kodex, 1494a&. A nyelvemlék hasonmasa ésilei
atirata bevezetéssel és jegyzetekkel. Kozzéetebryazetést €s a
jegyzeteket irta: N. ABAFFY Csilla, Budapest, Argemum,
Magyar Nyelvtudoméanyi Tarsasag, 1996. (Régi Mag§@texek
20.)

FS = Funeral Speech (around 1195)

Jok = Jokai-codex (after 1372/copy from 1448) Faltdd as:
Jokai-kodex. XIV-XV. szazad. A nyelvemlék Bkt olvasata és
latin megfelebje, bevezetéssel és jegyzetekkel ellatva kozzéteszi
P. BALAZS Janos, Budapest, Akadémiai, 1981. (Catlice
Hungarici 8.)

Jord = Jordanszky-codex (1516/1519) Published as:

A Jordanszky-kodex bibliaforditasa, sajto ala retelés
kinyomatta: TOLDY Ferenc, az eredetivel 6sszevetettCsemez-

12
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toredék szovegével kiegészitette ésubval ellatta: VOLF
Gyorgy, Buda, 1888. (Régi magyar nyelvemlékek 5.)
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! There are two classes of postpositions: many ohttake
caseless (or, arguably, nominative marked) compksnehile
some have complements that bear an oblique cagés€(1999,
2002) argues that oblique case suffixes and pasipos with
caseless complements belong to the same categoitg, the other
postpositions are adverbs. Asbury (2008) and Asbuay(2007)
claim that they all belong to the category of P.

2 “Doubly”-marked refers to the fact that the possesrelation is
marked both on the possessor and on the posséssegeneral
consensus in the historical literature is thatgeere of the old
texts requires as much explicitness as possikde jgtwhy
grammatical relations are explicitly marked whengyassible
(Benks 1980; Zsilinszky 1991).

®The lack of number agreement is not surprisingdftake into
account that lexical possessors and possesses dgree in
number in Modern Hungarian either, contrary to pramal
possessors (cf. Den Dikken 1999, E. Kiss 2002).Hldgarian
seems to differ to some extent from Modern Hungainethis
respect but the description of the exact struadfi@ld Hungarian
possessive structures awaits future research.

*The structures | assume for Hungarian are heaiddiaig well,
despite the fact that the P item ends up as agaigm. The
surface order can be derived by movement or moogjal
merger.
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