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OVERT SCOPE IN HUNGARIAN

Michael Brody and Anna Szabolcsi

Abstract The focus of this paper is the syntax of inverse scope in Hungarian, a
language that largely disambiguates quantifier scope at Spell-Out. Inverse scope is
attributed to alternate orderings of potentially large chunks of structure, but with
appeal to base-generation, as opposed to non-feature-driven movement as in Kayne
1998. The proposal is developed within mirror theory and conforms to the assumption
that structures are antisymmetrical. The paper also develops a matching notion of
scope in terms of featural domination, as opposed to c-command, and applies it to
otherwise problematic cases of pied piping. Finally, the interaction of different
quantifier types is examined, and the patterns are explained invoking morphological
considerations on one hand andér&construction on the other.

1. Introduction

This paper has two goals. The more general goal is to argue that there is a
significant set of structures where the assumption of overt scope assignment
can be maintained without complementing it with non-feature-driven
movements. The descriptive goal is to account for direct and inverse scope
in Hungarian, with specific reference to the differential behavior of
guantifiers. The theoretical tools will be developed and substantiated in the
context of Hungarian.

Kayne (1998) proposes that scope is predominantly assigned by the overt
movement of quantifiers into feature-checking positions such as the specifiers
of negation,only, or a distributive operator. According to this analysis, the
reason why, in languages like English, these movements are not visible is that
further leftward movements (for instance, that of a remnant VP) mask them.

(1) [ve marry no one]
[negp NO ONE [vp Marry ti]]
[we [ve marry ti]; [nege N0 ONgl t]

The same combination of overt operator-feature checking and subsequent
remnant movement can generate inverse scope; for example, the scoping of
no oneover the matrix verlforce

* Earlier versions of this paper were presented at UMass (September 1999), SUNY Stony
Brook (November 1999), UCLA (April 2001), at Formal Approaches to Japanese Linguistics 3
(MIT, May 2001), and at the Triggers Workshop (Tilburg, October 2002). We are grateful to the
audiences of these talks, to three anonym®ystaxreviewers, and to Huba Bartos, Katalin E
Kiss, Laszlo Hunyadi, Mark Baltin, Stefan Benus, and Kriszta Széndows comments. A
previous incarnation of this paper had been accepted by another journal. Due to unexpected
delays in publication, however, the paper was withdrawn. All remaining errors are ours.
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20 Michael Brody and Anna Szabaotsi

(2) [ve forceyouto marry no one]
[negp NO ONg [yp force you to marry ti]]
[we [ve force you to marry tj]; [nege NO ONE] tj]

As hasbeennotedby variousauttors,theremnantmovamentsthatrestoe the
initial orderin this proposl do not seemto be triggered by lexica featues?
In this paper we adoptthe overt operatoffeaturecheckingpart of Kayne's
theory but arguethat the surfaceordersthat seemto involve non-feature
drivenmovemaent or chainsneednot bedueto movamentor chainrelationsat
all; insteal, they maybe “basegenented’ (i.e., trivial, one-memberchains)
On our analyss, the remnantVP in (1)—(2) precedeso one without having
gotteninto its surfaceposition by movemat.

For about20 years, Hungarianhasbeenknownto usesurfacelinear order
for the expressin of topic, focus, and quantfier scope (SeeBrody 1990;
Hunyadi1981,1999;E. Kiss 1981,1987, 1992, 1998; Szabotsi 1981,1997;
amongothers.)More specificdly, phrasesn the prevebal field line up in an
order that is dictated by their quantiier type, not by their grammaical
function For instane, asthe exanplesin (3) show, an everyphrasein the
preverbhfield mustpreedea fewphrase but which of thetwo is the subject
andwhich is the object is immaterial. A furtherimportantfact is that linear
orderin this prevebalfield correspadsto scopalorder, the everyphrasethat
comesfirst invariably scope over the few-phrase:

(3) a. Mindenember kevesfilmet nezett meg
every mannom few film-acc viewed pPrT
‘Every manviewedfew films.’
Viz. evensupject™ feWopjea
b. Mindenfilmet kevesember néezett meg
every film-acc few manwowm viewedpPrT
‘Few menviewedevewy film.’
ViZ. evenpbpiect > feWsupjee
c. *Kevés ember mindenfilmet megqié&zett/ nézett meg
few menwom every film-acc prT-viewed/ viewed PRt
d. *Kevés filmet  mindenember megqézett/ nézett meg
few film-acc evely mannom prRT-viewed/ viewed PRT

Szabolcsi1997 proposedto capturethesefacts by saying that quantifers
moveto desgnatedfunctional projecticnsto checka featurein overtsyntax.
Movemer to thes positionstakesplaceirrespective of whethe the quanti-
fier interact with anoter quantfier in the senence,conta Fox 1999, for
exampe. Therefore, scope is simply a by-product of featue-checkiny
movemats.

1 Muiller (2000),for example proposeghat the problermatic movemats in Kayne 1998 are
instancesf “repair,” motivatedby Williams’s (1998) principle “conserveVP-shape’’
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Oveat Scopein Hungarian 21

The relevantpositionsgreadly resemle thoseposulatedby Beghelliand
Stowell (1997) for the Logical Form of English, so we largely follow their
labels: Referential Phrase, Distributive Phrag, and Counting Quantfier
Phraseln Hungarian,they are easilyidertifiable by surfaceclues.Usingthe
labelsin (4), a prevabal quantifier in CountP (or focus)triggerstheinversion
of the verbalparticleif the verb hasone(cf. nezet megin (3)), onein DistP
doesnot; quantfiers in RefP can be followed by unfocusedadvebs like
tegng ‘yesterday’, thos in DistP cannot See Szalwlcsi 1997 for a
discussiorof the distribuion andthe semantis of these types. The diagram
in (4) givesa smallsanple of the operatorghat moveto thesepositions.For
spacereason®nly the determirers of the quantifers are shown.*

4) Ref(erential)P*

“t(l)pics” Dist(ributive)P*
vala- ‘some’

hat ‘six’

a legtobb ‘most’
“distributives” Count(ing)P*
minden- ‘every’

tobb, mint hat ‘more than six’
legalabb hat ‘at least six’

“counters” AgrsP
keves- ‘few’ finite verb
HAT/SOK ‘six many’rocus

tobb, mint hat ‘more than six’

hatnal tobb ‘more than six’

If Hungarianwasastrictly verb4inal languagethen accordng to whatwe
have just said, a couning quantfier could never scopeabovea universa,
becausehe checking postion of the counteris below that of the universa in
the preverbéa field. Howeve, Hungarian canleave mod XPsin postverial
position. Exanple (5) illustratesthat a preverb& few-phrasecan take wider
scopethana posterbaluniversd But a postverlal quantifier doesnot always
takenarower scopethana preverb& one;whethe it doesdepend, for many

2 Somequantifiess only occurin oneof thesepositions(e.g.,mindenfilm ‘every film’ in DistP,
hatnd tobb film in CountP).Some othersare compatibé with more than one position, with
interpretaion varying accordingy (seeSzabolcsil997for discussbn):

(i) [refeMari tegnap [pistp tobb, mint hatfilmet [ag,sp megriett]]]

Mary yesterdg morethansix film-acc PRT-SQW
(i) [refp Mari tegnap [countptObb, mint hat filmet [ag,sp NEzett meg]]]
Mary yesterdg morethansix film-acc saw  PRT

We assumethat such quantifiess occur with more than one feature contentin the lexicon. A
similar phenomenoiis observedn Russianwherethe surfacecorrelateis whetherthe quantifier
triggerssubjectagreemen{Pesetskyl 982, Rapoport2000).

<In this paperwe ignorethe preverbalcontrastive/eRaustivefocusin orderto abstracaway
from its specific properties but what we say aboutcountingquantifierscarriesover to focus.
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22 Michael Brody and Anna Szabotsi

speakers on stress.In (5), the narrow-scopng postvertal universal is
destressedelative to the prevabal fewphrase.In (6), both have primary
stressandthe postverlal universaltakeswide scope.

(5) "Kevésfilmet latott mindenember. (Direct scopg
few  film-acc saw evely manwom
‘few > evey’

(6) "Kevésfilmet latott "mindenemter. (Inverse scopé
few film-acc saw evely manwom
‘every > few

This paperfocuses on questionsraisedby thesetwo senencetypes:

1. In wha kind of postion is the postverbalquantifier in (5)?
2. How is inversescopeobtaned?

We argue that the overt syntax of scoperelies on four distinct devices:
movemet to operator-Bature checking postions, featue inheritance via
specifierheadagreenent (i.e., pied piping), a way to alternatethe order of
specifier and complement that preservs the (Kaynean) antisynmetry of
structure and reconstuction into successie cyclic A’-posiions.

2. Reiteration of Ref-Dist—Count

We first addressthe postion of the postverbalquantfier in the direct scopa
structurein (5). We assune that all feature checkingis by overt movement.
Therefoe we would wart to assumeat leastasa working hypothess, thatthe
universa in (5) is overtly in the specifierof DistP. This canbe achievedby
postulding thatthe operatorseriesRef-Dig—Countreiteratesitself aboveall
inflectional headsandpossiby abovetheverbd headsThe ideaof reiterative
syntaxwasintroducedin Hallman 1998; the specific proposalin (7) follows
Szabolcsil997 and E. Kiss 1998*

4 We takethe feature-checkig behaviorof quantifiersto be analogouso that of wh-phrases.
They all are free to checktheir relevantfeaturesin any domainthat containsan appropriate
functiond head,and they moveto (in representénal terms,form a chain with) their actual
checkingpositionin a successivatep(i.e., locally linked fashion).A revieweraskshow the fact
thatquantifiersdo not necessarilynoveto the lowestavailablescopepositionis compatiblewith
minimality andthe requirementhatall movemenbetriggered. We assumehatfeatureshatare
interpretake in principle (e.g., number,dist, or wh) may or may not be interpretedin a given
position(number for examplejs interpretedon the subjectbut not on Infl; wh onthe selectedC
headbut notin the argumenpositionor the intermediatdandingpositionof the wh-phrase) See
Brody 1997a,bfor anapproacho checking(barecheckingtheory) basedon suchassumptias;
notice that the [*interpreted distinction used here is different from the [+interpretable]
distinctionin Chomsky1995.A functiond headmay havea featurethatis interpreted(in which
casethe specifiercanbethe headof achain)or it mayhavea featurethatis not(in which casethe
specifiercan only be an intermediatelink of a chain); seethe analysisof wh-chainsin Brody
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In (7), the Kleene stars indicate recusion of a single categoy; this
recursionis entirely independat of the reiteration of the Ref-Dig—Count
series.The surfacedatamake clear that the prevebal (pre-Agrs) serieshas
only asingleCount, butfrom the scopeinteractonsobservedgostverballywe
infer thatthe otherseriescontain Court*. (Thisis somewlatsimilar to having
justonelandingsite per clausefor overtwh-fronting in English.)Agrs marks
the positionof thefinite verb,andit is precededby only one Ref—-Did—Count
series. We believe that the preverb& quantfier seriesdoes not have a
distingushedstaus; it just so happes that the finite verb is pronowncedin
the Agrs postion.

" <
/\
Ref*
/\

Dist*

RN

Count

O Dist*...

"Kevés filmet  latottCmindenemter. (Direct scope[=(5)])
few film-acc saw every mannNom
‘few > every’

1997b. Each functional head has only one relevant (interpréed or noninterpretejl feature,
whencemultiple specifiersand adjunctionare excluded.Thuswe may assumethat a quantifier
cantraverseseveralspecifiersif the correspoding headsdo not haveaninterpretedfeature. The
existenceof A’-chainsof the Ref-to-Reftype will becomeimportantin section9, wherewe
discussa residualneedfor reconstration.
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24 Michael Brody and Anna Szabotsi

Thus, quantifies in the prevebal field line up in strict observanceof the
Ref-Dig—Countorder, given that this field contains just one scopa series
Quantifiers in the postverfal field may occurin any order, given that this
field contins severalscopal serieswithout overt elementsto mark their
boundaies, wherefore two adjecentquantfiers may belong to two different
series.

Let usintroduceheresometerminology pertaning to quantfier types.We
will saythatquantfiers arerankorderedbasedon therelativepositionsof the
checkingsitesin a singleseries Topical indefinites andmostphraseoutrank
distributve quantifiers, which outrankcounters A corollary is that a lower
rankingquantifier takeswider scopethana higherrankingoneiff theyarein
two separat operatorseries the lower ranking quantifier beingin the higher
series.This is what is happeing in (5).

As we explain in sectio 6, whatquantifier type a given phrasebelongsto
is determired by its heador by its specifier.

3. Preview of the Generalizations Regarding Inverse Scope

Usingtherankingterminology of sectian 2, this sectionprovidesa previewof
thedescrigtive generalizéionsthatconstitue the subjectmatter of this paper

Therelative scopeof preverb& quantfiers is typically determinedby their
linearorder. Preverbaluantifiers scopeover postvertal onesby defadt. But
a posverbal quantfier may scopeinversely, over a preverba or another
postverfal quantifer.

Given a pair of quantifiers Q1 andQ2, where Q1 precedeQ2 and Q2 is
postverfal, the possibilitiesfor unmediatedinversescope(Q2 > Q1) areas
follows (regarding“mediated” inversescopeseenote 21):

(i) When Q2 rankshigha than Q1, Q2 > Q1 is unprobdematic. For most
spealers, Q2 on this interpretationrecaves high stressrelative to Q1.

(i) WhenQ2 rankslower thanQ1, Q2 > Q1 is possibk only if Q2 itseff is
not a couner and, moreove, thereis no negatio or focus or couner
lineaty intervening between Q1 and Q2. Inversescopein thesecass
doesnot seemto dependon a characgristic intonaion contour.

(i) WhenQ1 and Q2 belorg to the samequantifier type, they patternwith
(i), with one excegtion. When Q1 is a prevebal counterand Q2 is a
posterbalcounter,Q2 > Q1 is impossble. This canbe seento correlate
with thefact thatthe preverb& CountPis the only categoy thatdoesnot
allow recusion.

In sum
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Ovet Scopein Hungarian 25

(8) Can ... Q1...Q2 beinterpretedas Q2 > Q1?
a. . refldist... count... no
b. ...countV ...count... no
C. ..V ...count...count... yes
d. .. dist/count. .. dist... yes
e. .ref .. #.. . dist... yes,unless# = negatia, focus,or a
counter
f. ... ref/distcount...ref... vyes

This paperpropo®stwo distinct ways to createinversescope.One that
ordersthe complanentbeforethe specifier is motivatedin sections4 and5
andformalizedin secton 7. How it accountgfor the ranking genealizations,
savefor (8e), is discussedn section9.1. Anotherway we propo® to create
inversescopein theresidu# (8e) caseis A’-reconstructio; this is introduced
andelaborged in sectio 9.2.

Therearetwo kinds of datathatthe proposaln this paperdoesnot seekto
account for. Any quantifier may occur clause initially with a fall-rise
intonatian. Such contastively topicalized, or left dislocaed, phrasestake
narrowerscopethanall or at leastsomeoperatorsto their right, seeE. Kiss
1987, Biring 1997, and Krifka 1998. To our knowledge, no one has
suggestd that scopeinversionunderthefall-rise conbour is the sameasothe
casesof inverse scope we note that in Hungarian it doesnot respectrank
orderandis not subjectto the interventionconstrant in (8e). The othe issue
we ignore in this paperis the fact that contastive foci and couning
guantifiers havesomerestricions of their own. Thus,we notebut do not seek
to explainthe fact that thereis no CountP or FP recusion in the preverb
field as well as the fact that a focus or couning quanifier can occur
postverlally only if a similar quantfier or negaton occuss prevebally. These
issuesare not takenup in part becauseof limitations of spaceandin part
becausethis paperseeksto address certain theaetical issuespertaning to
guantifier scoperatherthanoffer a full descrigion of all matiersHungarian,
andwe believethatthe constaintson FP and CountP haveto do with focus,
not with quantifier scopeper se.

4. Inverse Scope, First Try: Preposig

We now turn to the moredifficult questian of how inverse scopeis obtaned.
Giventhatour goalis to encodescopein overtsyntax,the obvioussolutionis
Kayne’s (1998). According to this proposl, quantfiers checktheir featues
in overt syntax(this is what we havebeendoing). Featue checkng may be
followed by movementof the remnantto a projecion Kayne calls WP, to
resolveword-oder discre@ncies.This is illustrated with the inversescopa
sentence(6), repeatedhere The resulting structure is interpreted using
reconstructon, forced by the ProperBinding Condition in view of the fact
that CourtP contairs the traceof the operatormindenember‘every mari.
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26 Michael Brody and Anna Szabaotsi

)
keves filmet
(6) "Kevésfilmet latott "mindenemter. (Inverse scopé
few  film-acc saw evely man

‘every > few'

The aboveappication of movemat to WP is problematic,becaseit hasno
identifiable trigger. We note that movement to WP is not a privilege of
structures dominaed by CountP.As (10)-(11) illustrate the sameinverse
scopaloptionis avaiable when the highe quantifer is in RefPandthe lower
is in DistP (the partide-verb order indicatesthat the lower quantifier is in
DistP, not CowntP).

(10) [a "legtthbfilmet Ref [legdébb "hatember Dist [megnezte]]]
the mog film-acc at-least six marnrnom PRT-Viewed
‘most > at least six’

(11) [legdabb "hatemker Dist [megnete]] [a "legtobb filmet Ref]
at-least six manwowm prT-Viewed the most  film-Nnom
‘most > at least six’

The phenonenoncan be replicaed with two RefP or two DistP quantifers
(notethe Kleenestasin (4) and(7)). We cannotevensaythat prepasing has
a partiaular semantic function or discour function that might be encodedn
a feature that drives the movement.No onein the Hungarian literature has
suggestd that it hassucha function; we have not beenable to find one,
either.In othe words,the movemat seemso be entirely optional.

5. Inverse Scope,Secondtry: Pre-Antisymmetry X-bar Theory

Let us indulge for a moment in wishful thinking. Supposethat X-bar
theory allowed the following two base-generatedrdering options. The
crucial differenceis that the specifierof Dist comesfirst in (12a) but last
in (12b).
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(12) a. DistP
S
minden ember  Dist’
every man N\
Dist CountP
=

kevés filmet latott
few films saw

b. DistP
S

Dist’  minden ember

_~ ¢very man
CountP Dist

=

kevés filmet latott
few films saw

The potential advantage of (12) are obvious.Becaug (12b) is not derived
from (12a) by movement, ther is no need for a movemet trigger.”
Moreover becausé€l12a)and(12b) havethe sane hierarchcal structure they
have the sane interpretation;the interpretation of (12b) doesnot require
reconstructon of ‘few films’ into the scopeof ‘every man’.

By assumig the availability of (12b), we make sone further empiricd
predictins. Becaus the complemat that precedeghe specifier may be an
arbitrarily large chunk of the sentence we predict, for instane, that a
quantifier can scopeinversely over a sequace of quantfiers interpreted
linearly, which is correct.

(13) Thescopeinterpretaion Q3> Q1> Q2canbelinearizedas[[Q1 Q2] Q3].°

Also, given that the sane “complement precedesspecfier’” option can be
usedin morethan one projectian, we predictthat a scopalsequace canbe
linearizedin a mirror imagefashion,which is againcorrect.

5 The movemenfchain-freeapproacho theseconstructios to be advocatedn this papermay
be applicableto other caseswhere the missing-triggr problem is encountered Whether a
particular remnantmovemaet thatrestoreshe “original order’ is featuredrivenis at leastpartly
an empirical question.For example,Koopmanand Szabolcsi(2000) arguethat a variety of
“order+estoring’ but feature-drven remnantmovementsarticipatein the formation of verbal
complexes,whereasBrody (1997a)proposesnapproactsimilar to theoneoutlinedin this paper
for both verbal complexesandfor inversescopalstructures.

® Thetreein (i) illustrates(13). Becausehree-quatifier sentence aredifficult to judge,we
useanexamplewhereCountPis replacedyy a focusedphrasethetwo havethe sameword order
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28 Michael Brody and Anna Szabotsi
(14) ThescopenterpretatiorQ3> Q2> Q1canbelinearizedas[[[Q1] Q2] Q3].

A third important prediction concernsthe questio of which quantifers
cantakeinversescope As will bedetdled in sectian 9, we would predictthat
inverse scope respectsrank order in the following sense(although the
empiricd factswill turn outto be more complex):

andscopalpropertiesThe choiceof RefPandDistP quantifiess ensureshatRefPhasdistribuive
wide scopeover DistP (we thanka reviewerfor raisingthis question).

0] RefP
S
Ref"  alegtobb fiii [Q3]
~ ‘most boys’
DistP Ref
S
sokszor [Q1] Dist’
‘often’ s
FocP Dist
P
csak a sziinet utan [Q2]  Foc’
‘only after the break’ P
AgrP Foc
=
jott meg
‘arrived prT’

Q3> Q1> Q2:‘Therearemoreboyswho on manyoccasionsrrivedonly afterthe break
thanboyswho did not do so.’
" Thetreein (i) illustrates(14).

® RefP
P
Ref”  alegtobb fiii [Q3]
~ ‘most boys’
DistP Ref
S
Dist’  sokszor [Q1]
. ‘often’
FocP Dist
P
csak a sziinet utan [Q2]  Foc’
‘only after the break> "
AgrP Foc
=
jott meg
‘arrived prT’

Q3> Q2> Q1:‘Therearemoreboyswho on manyoccasionsrrivedonly afterthe break
thanboyswho did not do so.’
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(15) A lower ranking quantifier doesnot take inversescopeover a highe
ranking one.

Thefact thatcountingquantifiers do not scopeinversely over distributives or
topicsbeas outthis predicfon in Englishaswell asHungarian(seeLiu 1990,
Beghelli & Stowel 1997, Szabolcsi1997).

(16) Every mansawfew films.
a. ‘every>few (Direct scopé
b. *few > every’ (Inverse scopé

(17) Mindenember [tavaly] latott kevées filmet®
evely manwow last-yearsaw few films-acc
a. ‘every>few (Direct scopé
b. *few > every’ (Inverse scopé

In sum the structure we areimagining havevariousattractivepropeties.
However,(12b)is highly unusu& Although not all currentsyntactictheories
prohibit it explicitly, it hasrarely if everbeenpropo®d in recent yearsto
base-genmate specifies to theright of conplemerns. Theorieswhich assume
that syntacic structuresare (for whaever rea®n) antisymnetrical exclude
(12b)on principledgrounds. This is becauseén (12b),the highe unit (minden
ember‘every man’) follows, ratherthan precedesthe hierarchically lower
elements

Therefore,in the bestcasewe would hopeto find atheoryin which (12a)
and (12b)}—or their equivalents—eoexist in a principled mamer and in
which, preferdly, antisymnetry is alsorespected.

6. Scopeas Featural Domination

Kayne’s program of making scopea matter of overt syntax has anoher
importantcomporent: a particula definition of c-commandKayne obsewes
thatthe specifierof a specifierappeardo be ableto scopeout, asillustrated
by the ability of ever girl to bind her in (18), which is unexpectd under
many definitions of c-command:

(18) Every girl's fatherlovesher.
Must the derivaion of (18) involve the extracton of everygirl to a more

prominentpostion in overtor covet syntax?Kayne’s(1994:18) definition of
c-commandn fact delivers the desiredresultwithout suchmovemaent:

8 The presencef focusedtavaly ‘last year is necessaryor the countingquantifierto occur
postverbdl, asnotedin section3.
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(19) X c-command Y iff X andY are categores and X excludesY and
every categorythat dominatesX dominatesy.

We proposethatthereis a perhas simplerway to obtainthe sarre resut: by
abandaing the traditional graphtheorgic notion of scopeanddefining it in
termsof featue dominaton:®

(20) Scope:a scope over B iff o's featuesdominat f.

Note thatthe purely graph-heoreticnotion of c-commancdhadbeena natual
conceptfor scopeat stagesof the theory when the wide-scopetaker could
occupyavariety of differentpositionsin the strucure. It could be a specifier
whethe or notit wasinvolvedin featureshaing, andit could be an adjoined
phraseor head,or evena sister-agbined phrasein Reinharts original work
that introduced the notion of c-command Thesedays,andespedlly in our
theory, wherescopeis a by-productof the checkng of operatorfeatures, a
wide-scopetaker is alwaysa heador it is a specifier that sharesoperator
featureswith a head. Therefoe, we do not needa purely graphtheordic
notion of scoperelatingtwo arbitrary nodes We cansaythat scopetakingis
alwaysthroughthe ageny of a head.

Consicer (21).
(21) XP
/\
YP X'’

S

By specfier-headagreement,ZP shaesfeatureswith Y and YP with X. YP
hasthefeatuesof Y andXP thefeaturesof X. By dominatbn, bothY andzP
scopeover WP and VP, andboth X and YP scopeover VP.*°

Let ustakemindenlany ‘every girl’ to illustratewhatit meansin semantic
termsthat scopetaking is throughthe ageng of a head.(For the readers

° This alternativecomesnaturally in mirror theory;seeBrody 2000andsection8 of this paper.
For expositoryconvernence,we presentthe basicidea usingtraditional X’-theory.

10 An additional requirementis that the relevantfeature be of the percolatingsort. For
examplethe naturalassumptiorihatreferential(¢) featuresdo not percolateup explainswhy (i)
is not a condition C violation.

(i) Her fatherlovesMary.

The samemight be involved in the explanaton of the unacceptallity of (ii), although,asa
reviewerpointsout, ReinhartandReuland1993)excludeit independetly becauseverygirl and
herselfare not co-argumats of the samepredicate.

(ii) *Everygirl's fatherlovesherself.
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conveniere, we write out the illustration using English, but the sameis
claimedto hold for Hungarian.) Begheli and Stowel (1997)and Szabolcsi
(1997) arguel in detal that the existential and distribuive scopes of
distributive universalscan be and shoutl be distinguishedmuc like it has
beenarguel for indefinites, by the sameauthors,by Renhart (1997) and
others Although the derotation of ewery girl remans the traditiond
generalizel quantifie-theoreic denotaibn (the set of propeties every girl
has),in Everygirl hada sodadistribuivity is providedby the Dist head,and
everygirl, which occuss in its specifier, contributes a witnessset!* Because
everyqgirl is a principal filter, it hasa unique witness: the setof girls. (To
avoid confusion, the prime synbol is retainedin its X-bar theaetic senseand
interpretaton is indicatedby boldfacing.)

(22) a. Distis interpretedasAPrLpVX[X € withessfp) — P(X)]

b. everygirl is interpretedas APvx[girl (x) — P(x)]

c. If theconplemer of Dist is interpretedasp, Dist is interpretedas
Dist(Ly[B]).
With every girl in its specifier, DistP is interpreted as
Dist(Ay[B])(every girl), i.e.,
MPAEVYX[X € witnessf) — P(x)] (A\y[B]) (APvX[girl (X) — P(x)]),
which redu@sto vx[girl (x) — Ay[B](X)].

In Every girl's mother had a soda every girl doesnot occur in the
specifierof Dist: evely girl's motherdoes.To facilitate this, the combination
of every girl with 's mother is interpretedusing Szabotsi's (1992:2%)
semantis for pied-pping.

(23) Whenevely girl occursin thespecifierof Y = Dist,andY’ isinterpreted
asvy, YP is interpretedasiQ[every girl (Ay[Q(y(y))])], with thetype of
Q chose asappragriate for YP.

(24) a. ’s motheris interpretedas mother-of
b. everygirl is interpretedas APvX[girl (x) — P(X)]
c. By (23), everygirl's motheris interpretedas:
AQAPYX[girl (xX) — P(X)] (Ay[Q(mother-of(y))])], which redues
to AQvx[girl (x) — Q(mother-of(x))].

11 A witnesssetof a generalizedjuantifieris an elementof the quantifierthatis alsoa subset
of the setthe quantifierlives on (Barwise& Cooper1981;Beghelli, Ben-Shadbm & Szabolcsi
1997).Whereaauniversalsanddefiniteshaveuniqguewitnessesindefinitesdo not. For example,
any setcontaining(morethan)two girls andno non-girlsis a withessof (morethan) two girls.
Beghelli et al. (1997) and Szabolcsi(1997) proposethat the existentialclosureinvolved in the
analysisof theseexpressionalwaysappliesto variablesrangingover their withessesBesides
otheradvantageghis solvesthe sameproblemthatmotivatedReinharts (1997)appealo choice
functiors.
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Every gir's motheris a universal, as expeded. When it occus as the
specifierof DistP, it contributes to interpretationin the mannerof (22). Its
uniquewitnessis the setof motherswho are mothes of girls.*?

As regardsword order,this apprachcorrectly predictsthatthe positionof
the larger phraseis determired by the quantifier type of its specifier. In our
terms, this is so becausethe relevan operdor feature of the specifier is
inherited by the containing phrase,and the overt movement of the latter
servesto checkthis operdor featurein the apprgriate functional projection.
This prediction receives striking confirmation in Hungarian, where word-
order postion is contingent not only on relativdy crude denotaional
semantic properties such as increasingness/decreasingness or principal
filterhood but also on finer nuance of featureconposition. As mertioned
in note2, the quantifier hatnd tobb film ‘more thansix films (morphdogical
compargive)’ occuss only in CountP whereastobb, mint hat film ‘more than
six film s (syntadic compargive)’ may occureitherin CountP or DistP.These
propertes are fully inherited by the quantifiers hatnd tdbb film vettése
versustobb, mint hat film vefitése ‘the screenmngs of morethansix films'.

Let us now demorstratethe usetfilnessof the featumal-domindion notion
of scopeon Hungarianmateral. We will usetwo construtions whosesyntax
is discussd extensivelyin Szabotsi 1994. They involve an operatorphrag
(‘few boys’, ‘every boy’, etc) lodgedin a left branch;caseswvherewe truly
haveno reasonto believethatthis operatorphraseis capatbe of moving out.
Oneis a possessiveonstrution with a nominatve possesorDP. Hungarian

121 the spirit of the overall propos$ we areassumingdy defaultthatwheneverygirl occurs
in a complementpositioninside a DP, it finds a DP-interral Dist to checkfeatureswith. This
assumptia is supporteddy the fact thatmanyspeakerdind thatthe scopeof sucha universalis
trappedinsidethe DP. Thesespeakergudge that whereagib) canmeanthe samething as (ia),
(iib) cannotmeanwhat (iia) can.

(i) a. Everygirl's oldestrelative attendedthe potluck.
b. Theoldestrelative of everygirl attendedhe potluck.
(i) a. Everygirl's oldestrelative broughta different dish.
Canmean ‘a dishthatwas different from whattheotheroldestrelatvesof girls brought’
b. The oldestrelative of everygirl broughta different dish.
Cannotmean:‘a dish that wasdifferent from what the otheroldestrelativesof girls
brought’
Canonly mean:‘a dish that wasdifferent from what, say,| brought’

Thisis explainedf theoccurrene of everygirl in the specifierof someDP-interral Dist prevents
the percolationof its [+dist] featureto the oldestrelative of everygirl, whencethe latter doesnot
occurin the specifierof Dist atthe sentencéevel (which would be a preconditionfor the desired
interpretaion of singulara different asobservedn Beghelli& Stowell1997).Alternativel, if a
quantifier apparentlyin complementposition within DP does scope out, it may be that
constituencyis only apparentaindthe quantifierin fact movedout. This is whatDorfman,Levon,
andLeu (2002)arguefor the ‘every’ > ‘some’ readingof the following VP-preposig structure,
supportedby Englishgappingand SwissGermanword-orderdata:

(iii) Fondof everyboy somegirl is.

But giventhatDP-interral quantificationis notwell understod, we do not pursuethis matterany
furtherin this paper.
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possessarare extractabé, but this is so only when they are in the dative;
nominatve possesors never extract The otha constuction is a left-
branchirg one interpretedas the complex eventnominal ‘talking with DP’.
The argumenmn DP in this caseis “‘adjectivalized’ by anitem thatis literally
the participial form of the copul but in this caseactsas a mereformatve.
This DP is againabsoluely immohile. Relewantly to us, however both the
nominative possaesorandthe adjectivdized argumem occuron the left edge
of the containing phrasesand canreasonalyl be assumedo be specifies, or
specifiersof specifies.

Let us now turn to datathat show that theseimmobile specifies scope
over the sisterof the container. The senencesin (25) containthe negative
polarity item valamt is ‘anything, lit. evensometling’. This mug be within
the scopeof a downwad-entailirg operdor. The downward entailing phrase
keves fiu ‘few boys’ licensesit in all threeexanples:

(25) a. [Kevés fiutol] tanulam valamit is.

few boysfrom learned-I sonething even
‘There were few boysfrom whom | learnedanything.’

b. [Kevésfii apjadl] tandtam valamit is.
few boys fathers-fromlearnedl sometling even
‘There were few boysfrom whosefathersl learnedanything’

c. [Kevésfitval valo besZégetesbd] tandtam valamit  is.
few boyswith beingtalking-from learnedl somethingeven
‘Therewere few boysfrom talking with whom | learnedanything’

Next, note that plural definites and distribuive universals licene two
quitedistinctinterpretationsof sometling different The plural only allowsan
anaphort interpretation. The distributive universal allows a boundreading;
seeBeck2000. Again, theimmobile specifierdetermireswhatinterpretaion
of someting differentthe big nounphraselicenses.

(26) a. [A fidktol] mast kaptam. (Only anaphaic)

the boysfrom differentacc got-I
‘I got somethingdifferent from theboys(thanwha | gotfrom, say,
Mary).’

b. [A fiuk sZileitdl] mast kaptam
the boys’ parentsfrom differentacc got-I
‘I got sometling different from the boys’ parents (than what| got
from, say,Mary).’

c. [A fidkkal vald besZégetesbd] mast tandtam.
the boyswith beingtalking-from  differentacc learnedl
‘I learnedsometling different from talking with the boys (than
what| learnedfrom, say Mary).’
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(27) a. [Minden fiutol] mast kaptam. (0 bound)

every boy-from differentacc got-I
‘I got sorrething different from evely boy (i.e., different things
from differentboys)’

b. [Mindenfid  szleit6l]  mast kaptam
every boy's parentsfrom differentacc got-I
‘ca. For everypair of boysx andy, | got sometling differentfrom
X's parentsthanfrom y’s parets.’

c. [Mindenfidval valdo besZégetesbd] mast tanultam
every boy-with beingtalking-from differentacc learned-I
‘ca. For evely pair of boysx andy, | learned sonething different
from talking with x than| did from talking with y.’

Finally, we point out a suggetve correlationin English betwee negative
fronting, bound different readings and wh pied-piping The correhtion
appeargo corroboatethe proposl thatwhat is traditionally thoughtto be a
matterof scopingindeedis a matter of dominationby some inherited featuse.

(28) a. Fromno boys’ fathersdid | learn anything
b. | got sonethingdifferentfrom evely boy’'s parents.
c. Fromwhosefatherdid you learnthis?

(29) a. *From talking with no boysdid I learnanyting.
b. * learnedsomethingdifferent from talking with everyone.
c. *From talking with whom did you learnthis?

To conclude,it seemsthat replacingthe c-conmanddefinition of scope
with oneasfeaturedominaton is attractive We arenow looking for atheay
in which this moveis not simply possibk but perhapgheonly natual choice.

7. Inverse Scopeand Mir ror Theory

Sectionss and6 skethedout a proposl thatfollows Kayne’s(1998)insight
regardirg overt scopebut removessormne problemaic or unnatur& aspets of
the execution.Both sectilms endedwith a wish. Secton 5 called for atheay
that makesthe “complement precdesspecifiet’ treatmentof inversescope
possibé while obsewing antisymmetry, and section6 called for a theoryin
which the definition of scopein terms of featule dominatian is independetly
motivated. In sectilns 7 and8 we arguethatonesuchtheay is mirror theay,
putforwardin Brody 1997a,2000,for reasmsentirelyindependem of matters
of quantification under discussionhere. In section9 we show that mirror
theory also offers a naturalframework within which to addresghe issueof
why different quantifiers havedifferentinverse scope-tiking abilities.

In this paper we do not attenpt to give a geneal introduction to mirror
theory,andonly singe out the featuresthat arerelevarn to us.
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7.1 The Separationof the Interpretiveand the Structural Senss of Speciier
and Compkment

In standad theories,the termsspecifer andcomplenenthavetwo senss. In
the interpretive sensethe specifieris a featue-skarerandthe conplemert is
a sekcteddependentin the structurd sensethe specifieris a left daugher
nodeandthe conmplementis a right daugher node.Mirror theory separags
the interpretive and the structurd sensesand in this way it allows some
freedomin how the interpretive and structurd propertes match up. The
feature-barerwill alwaysbealeft daugher, asstandard(i.e.,featureshaing
is specifierheadagreement But whethe the seleced dependenbccus asa
left or a right daughterdepend on its morphological relation to the head.
Mirror theay takes a specfic statemehof a genealizationakin to the mirror
principleto beanaxiomof thetheory:Y is aright daughterof X in syniaxiff
Y-X formsamorphobgicalword. It follows thatif the selecteddepeneéntis
a right daugher in synix, the headthat selectsit will be suffixed to it in
morphology When the headis not suffixed to the selecteddepenént, the
latter mug be a left daughter (For more discussionof specifies and
complemats, seeBrody 2000:sect4.)'®

Additionally, in mirror theorythe phragl nodeversusheaddistinctionis
eliminated. The projecion line X—X'—XP “‘telescopes’into a singlenodeX.
In this paper we do not discussthe implications and advanagesof this
simplification, exceptfor a single onerelating to scopeand c-conmandin
section8. (For furtherdiscussbn, seeBrody 2000sect.3.1.) Forthe purpoes
of this sectim, one canthink of telesoping asjust a matter of notaion.

Given the requirement that the right daugher of a headH mug form a
morphologcal unit with H, the traditional core strucure of the sentencen
(30a)is analzedasin (30b)

(30) a. Traditiond: b. Mirror-theoretic:
IP
S
John I’
P John
1 vP
N (John)
(John) v’
P
N vP

Insteadof beingderived by headmovement, morphobgical structureis read
off the encircledcomplementseries It is readoff in the revase order,asa

3 Mirror is only concernedwith when a headis suffixed to its selecteddependentit says
nothingabout,andthereforedoesnot exclude,a headbeingsuffixedto its feature-sharefwhich
appeardo be the casewith focusmarkersin WestAfrican languagesfor example).
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conseqgence of the Mirror axiom. Whether the morphdogical word is
pronownced at the top of the complement seriesor lower we take hereto
dependon consideationsregardingfeaturestrengh; it is spelled out in the
higheststrongpositionit occupies

In caseswhere no morphobgical relation is involved, as for exampe
betweenan auxiliary anda verbin Endish, Mirror forcesthe structureto be
asin (31), wherev—V mug bethe specifierof will asa consguenceof thes
elementsnat forming a morplological unit.

(1)

John

(John)

7.2 “Complerent PrecedesSpecifiet’ in Mirror Theory

In section5 we arguedthatwe needa theoryin which the selecteddepenént
of a headcan occur either on the right, following the featue sharer(asin
(12a)), or on the left, preeding the featue sharer(asin (12b)). In mirror
theory, if a headcan be readeither as a suffix or a nonsufix, its seleced
depen@ntmay freely occurasa right daugher or aleft daughter This offers
a natual way to formulate our analyss.
Whencanaheadbereadeitherway?Oneobviouspossibilityis thatwhenthe
given head is systematicallyempty in the given language,it would be
empiricallyvacuougo claimthatit is asuffix or afree-standinglementunless
independentonsiderationgorce us to readit one way or the other). This is
preciselythe casewith the operatorheadsCount, Dist, andRef in Hungarian.
Theseempty headsmay or may not be suffixed onto the verb. In the spirit of
mirror theory,this shouldallow their selectedlependent&heir complementin
the interpretivesenseo occureitherasright daughtersr left daughters?

4 n mirror theory,the questionwhethera selectediependenappearssa right daughteror as
a left daughterof the headis determinedby whetheror not the headis a suffix—such choices
musthave morphologica consegencesThe theoryinescaphly commitsus to this much. The
more specific claim that the systematicemptinessof the operatorheadsallows them to be
ambiguouswith respectto suffix statusmay turn out to be wrong, and future researchmay
replaceit with anempirically superiorcondition But languagesike WestGreenlandi@ppearto
lend preliminary supportto the morphologcal explanation.West Greenlanit hasa variety of
operatorsuffixes, whoserelative scopeis determinedby the order of suffixation, as expecte
underthe mirror principle. Additionally, the orderof suffixesseemgo determne the scopesof
the free-standingoperatorsthat are relatedto them (Bittner 1995). In other words, the overt
suffixationof the headseemdo eliminatescopeambiguitybetweerthefree-standinglependents.
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How is this idea execued? To obtain a structurethat mimics inverse
scopal(12b)we needmorethantheability of selecteddepen@ntsto occuron
eitherside of the selecing head.The seleced depen@nt needsto be ableto
precedeboth the headand the featule sharer.Becauseeachnode can have
only one left daughtey this requires an innovation with resgect to what we
havedisaussedsofar. It is presentdin (32b); seeBrody 2000:sect4.4.and
esp.note 18.

Structure (32a) correspads to the order where both quantifies are
preverbd cf. (12a).In structure(32b), theempy Dist headhastwo segments.
The featuresharerevery man’is the left daugher of thelower segmentThe
selecteddepenént Count, which dominates ‘few films’ and the inflected
verb (andwhaever materid may occurimmedigely postverlally) is the left
daughterof the higher segment This structureis “basegeneragd’; it does
not come aboutby adjuncton, and the strucure hascrucial propeties that
makeit different from standad adjunction*®

(32) a. Direct: Dist
head

‘every man’ Count
feature sharer selectee
/\
‘few films’ Agrg

=

3 )

saw

b. Inverse: Dist

head

/\
Count Dist

selectee head
o ~
‘few films’ Agrg ‘every man’
=~ feature sharer

3 il

saw

The basicpossibiity to generag¢ Dist asa complenentof Dist follows from
the fact that sucha consellation existsevenwithout “two-segmem heads;

seetheKleenestasin (4) and(7). This constllationresultsin atwo-segnent
headwhentwo suchheadgoin forcesin picking up thedepenénts Thewell-
formednesgonditions of two-segmentstructuredargely follow from the fact

1% Thereis anothemotentially relevantapproach Edwin Williams’s 1998work aswell ashis
recent2000 monografp manuscrip containan operationhe calls “flip’’ that could be equally
usefulhereif it wasappropriatelyextendedrom inflectional structureto syntacticspecifiersand
complemerg. However beforethisis done,it is difficult to judgeto whatextentthe resultwould
or could differ from the relevantaspectsf mirror theory.
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that features percolde upward,neverdownward. First, for the two headsto

qualify as segmerg of one categoy, they must have idertical featues.
Therefoe, thefeatue-share mug betheleft daughterof thelower of thetwo

heads;this ensuesthat its features percolde to the highe one.If a phrag

sharedeatueswith the highe head thosefeatueswould not permlatedown
and the two heads would be ines@paby intempreted as two distinct

categoies, eachneedng its own depenents. Second,the operatorphrag

‘every man’ mustform a chainwith its trace(lower copy). Chainformation

requiresthatthe featuesof the headof the chain dominatethe featuresof the
lower membersof the chain, correspading to the traditional scope/c-
command requiremat on chainformation. Therefoe, ‘every man’ mustbein

a positionto percolde its featuesto a nodethat dominateghe chunkof the
sentencehat continsthe copy (or copies)of ‘every mari.*® Thisis possibe

only if ‘every man’ sharedeatureswith the lower segnentand Count(which

contairs the lower copies)is the selecteeof the highe segnent of the sane

head.We assumethat feature permlation betwee two identically labeled

headss optional if it doesnottakeplace,thestrucureis well formedonly if

both headshavetheir own approriate depenents’’

Now recdl our definition of scope

(33) Scope:a scopes over § iff o's featuesdominae f.

In both (32a) and (32b), ‘every mari scopesover ‘few films’ becawse it
sharesfeatues with the distributive head Dist that dominates‘few films
[saw]'. The caseof (32a)is trivial. In (32b), the unit ‘every man shaes
featureswith the lower Dist head. The lower and highe Dist headsmust
share all features to form a single two-segment category, and they
legitimately do so by feature perwlation. The two-segnent head Dist
dominatesfew films’. Comparethis with the staus of ‘few films’ in (32b).
Although it is to theleft andhighe, its featuesaretrappedbecauseCountis
crucially a sekcteddepeneént, not a featue-share. Thereforeit doesnot
scope over the linearly secom quantifier ‘every man’. This is how the

18 |f the featurednvolvedareof the percolatin sort, this predictsthe possibility of movement
into the specifierof a specifier—rot a traditionally c-commandig position.But Hallman (2000)
argueghatpreciselysucha resultis necessaryor the formalizaton of Sportiches (1999)theory
whereNP movesto D, ratherbeing generatedsits complement

7 An additionalrequirementhattwo-segnentheadsbe word-intern rulesout the possibility
of (i) asanequivalen of (32a).

@ Dist
/\
Dist Count
— =~
‘every man’ ‘few films saw’
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interpretaton of (32b) comes to differ from that of standad adjuncton
structures '8

8. Antisymmetry and Scopein Mirror Theory

Now we can addresswhethe the structurein (32b) is antisymnetrical In
relatively theay neutal terms the relevan aspet of antisynmetry requires
higherelemeantsto preedelower elementsthis is wha the wishful thinking
structure(12b)violated. Let ussaythata nodeX is higherthanY if the node
immediately dominating X nonimmediately dominates Y. Using this
definition, indeed,the highea unit (the selecee)in (32b) precdesthe lower
distributive element.

Why do we needthis theory-reutral talk? Given the synfactic structres
mirror theay generags, this apprach does not need c-command as a
primitive nation. Instead c-command constrants are statedin terms of
dominarce (seeBrody 2000:51-52and sectian 6 on scopg. This meansthat
we cannot ask whether its structures are antisymnetrical in the literal
technicalsenseof the LCA, whichis statedwith referenceto c-command.But
we canaskwhetherthe strucuresareof the kind thatthe LCA is intendel to
allow. This is wha we havejust done.Indeed,asobservedn Brody 2000(p.
53), mirror theay doesnot provide meanswith which nonantigymmetric
structures canbe built andtherebre it doesnot needa sepaate principle to
ensureantisymmetry.

Mirror theory— fact, anytheay thatadoptsthe assumgbn thatphrasal
projectilns arerepresentecby a singlenode(cf. “telescope” in Brody 2000,
esp.sectin 3.1)—appeardo be necesarily committedto the assumgbn that

18 |n section1 we mentionedthat, for many speakersthe inverselyscopingquantifier must
bearprimary stress.This observationis due to Hunyadi (1981). Hunyadi (1999) assumeghat
whentwo operatorsarewithin the sameprosodicdomain,onemay reducethe stressof the other
andis therebyinterpretedasscopingoverthe other. This procesof stressreductionis goverred
by a specific hierarchyHunyadi postulategsententialoperator> quantifier > nonquantifer >
verb). In inversescopalstructuresstressreductiondoesnot take place(i.e., both the preverbal
narrowscope and postverbal wide-scopequantifiers are stressed)He accountsfor this by
assunmg that eachof the quantifiersis locatedin a separaterosodicdomain.

Without attemptingto provide our own stress-reductioralgorithm we point out that the
structures proposedabove map onto prosodic domains correcty. The edgesof maximal
projectonsarealignedwith the edgesof prosodicdomains.By a prosodicdomainwe meanthe
domainbetweenProsodt Word and IntonationalPhrase By maximal projectionswe meanXP
itself or, when XP is in a position whereit sharesfeatureswith someheadY, then YP. We
proposethat the syntax/prosdy mappingin Hungarianrefersto the right edgeonly. Hencethe
right edgeof XP (YP) alignswith the right edgeof the prosodicdomainandthereare asmany
prosodicdomainsasthereare distinct right edgesof XPs (YPSs).In view of thesedefinitions,a
structurewhereall selecteddepenéntsoccurasright daughterawill constitue a singleprosodic
domain,but eachoccurrenceof a selecteddependengsa left daughter(“inversion®) will split
prosodicdomains Quantifiersthenserveasheadsof theseprosodicdomains Becauseaherecan
beonly oneheadin the prosodicdomain,quantifiersof the sameprosodicdomainundergostress
reduction(accordingto the hierarchyproposedby Hunyadi). Quantifiersoccurringin different
prosodicdomainsremainstressedWe thankLaszlo Hunyadiand StefanBenusfor discussioron
thesematters.
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elementsin headehain type relaions must be in a relation of domination
rather than c-comnand (indepemently of whether the relation involves
chainsor sonre othernotion asin factis the casein mirror theay). Thereare
thentwo reasos to eliminate c-commandfrom the theory andto usein its
place only the concet of domination. First, dominatbn is simpler than c-
command, which is a rather problematic conceptfor various reasons(see
Epstein,Groat,Kawasima& Kitaharal998;Brody, 2000b) Secondhaving
both c-commandanddominationasprimitives is clearly lesspreferablethan
havingonly the simpler of thetwo. Becausethe only remaning casein mirror
theory is c-command by a specifier, this can be naturally and
straightbrwardly reducedto dominaton using the independenty motivated
specifierheadrelation. This is wha we have alreadydore with respectto
scopein section6, althoughfor exposibry purposeswithin the X’-theoretical
framewok.®

So the fact that mirror theory doesnot rely on a purely graphtheordic
notion of c-commandout replacesit with oneinvolving dominarce bearson
the other issueon our agenda We are now using a theory in which the
definition of scopein termsof feature dominaton is not just one option but
the only naturalone?®

9. The Inter action of Diff erent Quantifier Types

In this sectionwe discussthe emgrical coverageof the proposl in termsof
the interaction of different quantfier types.Two descrigive generalizéions
are asfollows:

(34) Countingquantifiersdo not scopeinversdy overdistributivesor topics.
(35) Distributivescan scopeinversely over either counersor topics.

Generéization (34) is knownfrom Liu 1990,Begheli andStowell 1997,and
Szabolcsil997.

(36) Every mansawfew films.
*few' > ‘every’ (Inverse)

(37) Mindenemter [tavaly] latott keves filmet.
every manwowm lastyearsaw few film-acc
*few’ > ‘every’ (Inverse)

191t may be possibleto simplify mirror theory further, eliminating specifierheadagreemen
(on this see Chomsky 2000, Starke 2001), in which caseonly the notion of dominationwill
remain(Brody, in prep.).

29 The proposaheredeviatesrom Brody 2000(p. 52), whereit wasassumedhatpercolatio
from the specifierof a specifieris not possible Thatgavecertainresultsthatarenotreproducible
givenour presentassumptionsthat Qs overtly moveto designatedeadsFor alternativesn the
presentiramework,seesection6.
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Generalizabn (35) is exenplified by (38)—(39)for Englishand (40)—(41)for
HungarianRecall thattopicalindefinites shae a featue with Ref, the highest
scopalcategory:

(38) Fewmensawevel film.
‘every’ > ‘few’ (Inverse)

(39) Somene(that | know) helpedeveryone.
‘every’ > ‘some’ (Inverse)

(40) Keveés filmet latott mindenemter.
few film- acc sawevel marnnowm
‘every’ > ‘few’ (Inverse)

(41) Valamit kolcsonadottmindenk.
sonethingacc lent everyone
‘every’ > ‘some’ (Inverse)

We propo® that (34) is to be accounted for by tightening the conditions
under which a selecteddepen@nt can precedethe feature shaer. This
accountwill effectivdy predict(42).

(42) A lower ranking quanifier doesnot scopeinversdy over a highe
rankingone®*

The inversereadingsof (39) and (41) obviowsly contadict (42). We will

arguethat the tightening we propo® is neverthéesscorrectandtheselatter
examplesaredueto recastructian, notto “‘complementprecedespecifier”

The claim that the two kinds of inverse scope are due to two distinct
grammaical devicesis suppoted by the fact thatthey aresubgctto different
conditions.Specfically, the inverse scopingwe attribute to recastructian is
blockedby the intervention of certainoperatorsput the inverse scopng we
attributeto “‘complerrent precedespecifier’ is not.

9.1 “ComplemenPrecedesSyecifier” Respect®kankingOrder

The simplest explanaion of why (34) holds might be that counting
guantifiers cannottake inverse scopeat all. This is not true, however. In
the postverlal domain, two counterscan be interpreed in either order.

21 More precisely,we predict that a lower ranking quantifier doesnot take “unmedated’
inversescopeover a higherrankingone.A caseof “mediated’ inversescopewould be this:

(i) ‘every’ >‘few’ > ‘most’ linearizedas:[[few V most] every]

The fact that every outranksfew enablesthe chunk [few V mos} to occurto the left of every
Inside this chunk, we find the legitimate few > mostscoperelation (the two quantifiersare in
different series,even separatedy the verb). By transitivity, every scopesover most This is
theoretcally legitimateand factually attested.
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Example (43) allows inverse scopebecase the lower scopd serieshave
Count* andtwo countingquantifiers havethe samerank, thus‘‘complement
precedesspecfier”’ is available

(43) Tegnap nézett meghatrél tobb filmet keves emter.
yesterdayiewedprt more-thansix films-acc few peopk
‘morethansix’ > ‘few’ (Direct)
few’ > ‘more thansix’ (Inverse)

Similary, a counteris capableof takinginversescopeoveranohercounerin
Englishandin OSV sentencs in Japanesé¢Keiko Muromatsuand Kimik o
Nakanshi, p.c; we assumethat floated quantifies are counter$. This
suggestshatthe restriction mug be statedin termsof the rankinghieraichy.

Beforewe start,notethattradtionally onethinksof derivinginversescope
by first generatinga structure that has the desiredlinear order and then
rearrangng it (by QR, for exampk) sothatit carries thedesiredinversescope
interpreation. In our theory, we must start with geneating a structurethat
carriesthe correctinterpretation,andthe questian is whetherthis canbe done
using a linear order wherethe lower scopingquantifier precedeghe highe
scopingone. This is how we will procesd.

Becaus the “‘complementprecedesspecifiel’ option is entirdy local in
that it pertans to two depeneénts of the same head,our proposl already
comesclose to predcting (34)/(42). Considerthe structurein (44), with Infl
any of the inflectional headsAgrs, T, andsoon.

(44) Count
—
‘few films’ Infl
\
Dist
—

‘every man’

This structurecarries the ‘few’ > ‘every’ interpretition, andin factthisis the
only kind of structurethatmaydo so.As waspointedoutin section2, alower
rankingquantifier canscopeovera highea rankingoneonly if theyarein two
separatescopa series with the higherranking onein the lower series The
questia is whethe (44) hasa linear order variant in which ‘every man

precedesfew films’ but the scoperelation is maintaned,sothatin fact ‘few

films’ scopeinversdy over‘every mar. Our proposl alreadyexcludesany
possiblity for the Dist nodethatdominates'every man’to beordereddirectly
above(before the Countnodethatdominaes‘few films’. Giventhat Dist is
not the complamentof the sarre Countheadthat ‘few films’ is the specifier
of, the “complementpreedesspecifier’ ordeiing option doesnot comeinto
play. The only othe possiblity would be to remnant-mee the Dist chunkto
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someWP right aboveCountin a nonlocalfashion,butin sectio 4 we argued
againstthe use of any movemat that doesnot sene to check a feature;
thereforethis is alsoexcluded.

We are not quite done yet, however. As our proposl stands,the
unavailabg inversescopingcanbe obtainal by ordeing Infl, thecomplemen
of Count, before its feature-saring specfier:

(45) To be excluded: Count
_/\
Infl Count
™~ -
Dist ‘few films’
_—
‘every man’

The treein (45) expressesthe samescoperelaion as (44), but the counter
now linearly follows the distributive. The geneal form of the problemis this:

(46) If a categoy that sepaatestwo scopa seriescan occur as a left
daugher, (42) canbe violated.

The taskis thento excludethis possbility. We proposeto excluck it with
referenceo thefact thatthe categoresthatsepaatescopé seriesareAgrs, T,
Agro, v, andV; see(7). They needto form the morphologcal word V-v-
Agro-T-Agrs by suffixation. We arguethatthis is disruptedif onemembe of
the sequece occursasa left daugher.

To spellthisoutmoreprecisely we assune thatMir ror is a biconditional %

(47) Mirror: Y is aright daughterof X iff Y-X form a mormphologial word

Two issuesneedto be attendel to beforewe cansaythat (47) excludeg45).
The first concernsthe problem that, independatly of the issueof inverse
scope,the componerg of the momphologial word are separagéd by scopa
categoriesThe formation of the morpholaical word mustignore these This
canbe staed asfollows:

22 As noted in Brody 2000, the biconditiond formulation of Mirror encouters some
descripiive difficulties. Potentialsolutionsto mostof theseproblens were proposedn the cited
work. The mainremainingdifficulty (apartfrom the caseof sentence-finahdverbialswherethe
dataseemlessclear)wasthatin translatingkayne’sanalysisof focusto mirror theoretcal terms
(Brody 2000, n. 14) the verb was positionedon a specifierbranchandit was not clear how it
createda morphologeal unit with T/Infl. If, however,focus is higher than T/Infl, no such
problemarisestheV is thena complemenof T/Infl, which itself occupiesthe specifierbranch.
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(48) Y-X form awordiff eitherY istheright daugherof X, or all categories
betweerthetwo thatdo not partidpatein theword form asubteeT s.t.
theroot of T is theright daugher of X andY is theright daughterof a
terminal of T. Thatis:

a. X or b. X

N
Y >

Noticethat(48) is compatiblewith either(49a)or (49b), whereAgrs=X, T =
Y, andDist, Count plus their featue shaersform the relevan subtees:

(49) a. Agrg b. Agrg

Count

It is moreoverrea®nableto requirethatthe headsn the main projectionline
of the subtee be empty. (This is not meantto exclude languageslike
JapanesandKorean,wherequantificational momphemesare suffixed to the
verb: in that case those morphengesareindeed part of the word.)
Returnirg now to our quesiton—does(48) exclude (45)? It doeswhenlInfl
is a nonhghestmembe of the inflectional sequencebecausdnfl and the
higher membes mug form a morphobgical word. If Infl is the highest
membe (i.e., therightmostsuffix), thenlInfl itself canbealeft daughter This
could be a problemif Agrs, which marksthe postion of the finite verbin
Hungaran, werethe highestmembe of the inflectional sequenceye would
predict, incorrectly, that inverse scopecan violate the ranking order in the
preverbafield. A naturalsolutionto this problemis to assumehat what we
call Agrs is not the highestmember:there is at leastone (nonoverj further
membe of the inflectional sequ@&ce aboveit, which however hasno scopa
seriesof its own. Plausble candidaésarethe lower C headsasin Rizzi 1997
or theheadsorrespadingto the highersubpctpositionof Cardinaktti 1997.
Theneedfor this headto getsuffixed onto the overtfinite verbforcesthe pre-
Agrs quantifier sequene alsoto obeythe ranking genealizationin (42)%

2% seealsoBrody and Szabolcsi2000for an alternativeapproach.
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9.2 Recorstructioninto SuccasiveCyclic A'-Positions

Ourtheay now predictsthata lower rankingquantfier doesnot takeinverse
scopeover a higherranking one. This predicion is descrigively too strong.
Example(50a) exhibitsa mild ambguity (in the judgmer of Hunyadi 1999,
also of one reviewer of the presnt paper)although as (50b) shows, the
checking postion of ‘someting’ (Ref) is higher than that of ‘everyone
(Dist). Likewise, (51) is ambiguas.

(50) a. [rer Valamit [pis; mindenk [agrs kblcstnadot]]]
somethingacc everyonexom lent
b. *Mindenki valamit kolcsonadott.
everyonenom somethingacc lent

(51) Valamit kdlcstnadot "mindenki.
sonethingacc lent everyoneNom
‘every’ > ‘some’

Similarly surprisng is (52), which hasa readng that cannotbe expressed
using only direct scope;witness the unaceptabilty of (53), the closest
approximaton. The problem is that the Ref-quanifier ‘most’ scopes,but
cannotlinearly occur, betwea a Dist anda Countquantifier.

(52) Mindentana hatrél tobb pédét adott fel a legtabb
evey teachermore-thansix problemacc assgnedrrt the most
oszélyban.
class-in

O for every teacherx, for mostclassesy, x assignedmore than six
problemsin y’

(53) *Mindentana a legttbb oszélyban hatnd tébb
evely teachemom themod classin  more-than-sk
pddéat adott  fel.

problem-acc assignecrT

Thesedataappeatto indicatethatno theay of inversescopethatrelies solely
on rearramging the mateial of a sentencdhat expressesthe desiredreadng
with direct scopecan be descrigively fully adequée?

24 E, Kiss (1987,1998) proposeghat all scoperelatiors in Hungarianare expressedn overt
syntaxand derivesinversescopeby Stylistic Postposingan operationthat leavesinterpretatio
andstressintact but changeshe linear order of expressionsExamples(50) and (52) presenta
problemfor E. Kiss's theoryasmuch asthey do for our solutionso far. Additionaly, Stylistic
Postposig beinglesslocal thanour “‘complementprecedespecifier’ option, it allowsto violate
therankinggeneralizationlt predictsfor examplethat (i) hasaninversescopalreadingwhich we
believedoesnot exist (seethe discussiorin Szabolcsil997).
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Short of throwing out the results of section 9.1, these data can be
accomnodated by invoking an addtional device—éther featue (covet)
movemaet/chainsor reconstructin. We developthe recanstruction option,
relying on the assumpbn that operatos move to their actual checkng
positions succesive cyclically, leaving copiesin the lower series. The
desiredinterpretationof (51) then utilizes the bold-faced copies®®

(54) Valamit [agrs kOlcstnadott [gre (valamit) [pise mindenki [ [rer
(valamit) [pist (Mindenki) [

This move howeverraisesseriousquestions Reconstration being more
powerlul than the “complement preedes specifief’ technque discussed
earlier,how do we know that recanstructian is not the only inversescopirg
device?And why doesit not wipe out all the rank-ordereffects?Our answer
to both questims is basedon the following observabn:

(55) Reconstration (as relevant here is blocked by intervenng focus
countingquantfiers, and negatia.?®

(i) Nemlatott mindenfilmet hatna tébb ember.
not saw every film-acc more-than-st men
a. ‘not’ > ‘every’ > ‘more thansix’ (Direct)
b. *not’ > morethansix’ > ‘every’ (Inverse)

2% Oncereconstration s introducel for the sakeof exampledike (50) and(52),it will account
for somelinear ordersthat are not producedby the “‘complementprecedesspecifier’ options
pointedoutin (13) and(14) of section5. For example reconstuctionwill “lower” the counting
guantifierwith keves ‘few, little’ into the position markedby the underscoe:

(i) Kevespdda adott fel mindentana _ egyrnié tobb oszfdyban.
few problemsassignecrx every teacherone-thanmore class-in
‘Every teacherusedfew problens in more than one class(i.e., teachergrarely reused
problemsets).’

(i) Keveés lecke adott fel mindentana legaldb haom oszfdyban _.
little homeworkassignecrx every teacherat-least three class-in
‘For everyteachertherewereatleastthreeclassesn whichsheassignedittle homework

26n this paperwe do not examinewhatexplainsthe blocking effectin (55). Two remarksare
in order, however.First, the kind of reconstructioninvolved in (55) mustbe distinct from the
processhat assignsnarrow scopeto contrastve topics (left dislocatio, preposedhraseswith
fall-rise intonation). The latter is not blockedby focus,counters,or negation.For example:

(i) MindenkV nemnevetett
everyone not laughed
‘It is not the casethat everyonelaughed.’

Secondthe blocking effectinvolvedin (55) is distinct from that discussedn Beck 1996.Most
conspicuasly, universalsare not on the list of blocking operatos in (55) but they block Beck’s
LF-movenent. The intervenergelevantin (55) may be tied togetherby beinginformationfoci.
The divergencebetweenthe two setsis understanddb. Pesetsky(2000) proposedo reinterpet
Beck’s LF-movemat as featuremovementand to adoptHoncoop’s(1998) operator/resictor
split semanticslIf (55)-typeA’-reconstrgtion is not a caseof operator/resictor split, we do not
expectit to be blockedby the sameinterveners.
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We illustrate blocking with negation where the judgmens are very
straightforward. Exanple (56) has two readings:(a) is the scopirg that
matchedinearorder,and(b) is aninversereadng obtaindle by ordeiing the
complemat beforethe specifier, asin the mirror-theoreticproposl. But (56)
lacksreadingg(c) and(d), which could be obtainel if the couning quantifier
‘more than six questims’ reconstuctedinto the scopeof negation?’

(56) Hatnd tdbb kérdést nem értett meg mindenki.
more-than-sk quesion-acc not undestoodeverone
a. [O‘more thansix’ > ‘not’ > ‘every’
b. O‘every’ > ‘more thansix’ > ‘not’
c. *not’ > ‘every’ > ‘more thansix’
d. *not’ > ‘more thansix’ > evey’

Example (57), on the othe hand, hasno inversereadingat all. The order
‘every’ > ‘some’ contradics the ranking generalizéion, unlike ‘every’ >
‘more thansix’ in (56b), and reconstrudbn is agan blocked by negation®®
The readng in (57c) contasts with (51), where no intervener blocks
reconstructin ?°

(57) Valamit nem értett meg mindenk.
sonethingacc not undestoodeveryonenom
a. ['some’> ‘not’ > ‘every’
b. *every’ > '‘some’> ‘not’
c. *not' > ‘every’ > ‘some
d. *not'" > ‘some’> ‘every’

The sameblocking effects areobtanedif theinterveningnegatian is replaced
by anintervenng couning quantifier or contrasive focus.

27 The remainingtwo readings,given here as (i) and (i) are unavailable,irrespectiveof
whethe the DistP is a universal which cannotscopedirectly abovenegation,or somethingelse
thatis capableof scopingdirectly abovenegation.

(i) *Dist > ‘not’ > ‘more thansix’
(i) *more thansix’ > Dist > ‘not’

This supportsthe accountin the text. Reading(i) is predictedto be out becausehe preverbal
guantifie cannotreconstuct acrossnegationand (i) becausehe postverbalDist cannotcome
betweenCountand Neg by “‘complementprecedespecifier”

28 The impossibilty of reconstructioncannotbe attributedto valami ‘something being a
positive polarity item, becauseén (57c¢) the interveninguniversalwould shieldit from negation,
cf. Not everyonesaw something SeeSzabolcsi2002.

2% For example(57), the readingpresentd in (i) remainsunavailable put the readingin (ii) is
perfecty okaywith the choiceof a DistP thatcanscopedirectly abovenegation On our account
this is explainedby the fact that “complement precedespecifiet’ canbring Dist betweenRef
andnegation:

(i) *Dist > ‘not’ > ‘some’
(i) ‘some’> Dist > ‘not’
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Thus, the descriptive generalzation is this: inverse readingsthat go
againstrank orderare possibe only if they are obtanable by recorstruction
subjectto the blocking effectin (55).

The blocking effect shows that “complenment precedesspecfier” and
reconstuctionaredistinct grammaical devicesrespnsiblefor inversescope
Neitherfully subsunesthe covemgeof the othe.*° The blocking effectalso
ensureghatthe strongestranking effect exempified in the main body of the
paper(i.e., a couner doesnot scopeinversely overadistributive quantifier or
a topic) is not wiped out even by recorstruction The reasonis that this
interpreation would require that the distribuive quantfier or topic be
reconstuctedinto the scopeof the counter,which is one of the things (55)
prohibits.

Finally, could we have invoked covert movement or featue movement
insteadof reconstuction? We would not wish to arguethatthereis no way to
restrict feature/c@ert movement to obtain just the right results,but we can
point out that two straightbrward implementations would make incorrect
predictins. If featue/covet movement targetsthe same scopé specifier
positionsthat overt movemem might fill, thenit cannotderive the inverse
readingsof (50)-(52), where the lower ranking universal scopesinversely
over the highe ranking topical indefinite. To derive these,one would need
eithertheassumpbn of non-featire-che&ing landng sitesaswith traditional
QR or the assumptia that thereis a whole seriesof “invisible” operdor-
feature checkng positionson top of the clausethat is reservel solely for
feature/overtmovemant. If, onthe othe hand,featue/covet movementhas
no designatedargetor cantargetsuchaninvisible series it cannotrule out
(58) and (59), the indicated inverse readingsof which are unimaginable.

(58) Mindenemker keves filmet nézett meg
every man few film-acc saw PRt
*few' > ‘every’ (Inverse)

(59) Kevésfilmet nézet meghatnd tobb ember.
few film-acc saw pPRT more-than-sk peopk
*more thansix’ > ‘few’ (Inverse)

3% nversereadingsasin (6) canbeobtainedn two ways:by “complement precedespecifier’
(becausehe linearly secondQP is higher ranked)and by reconstrution (becausethereis no
offendingintervener) As we havenoted,mostspeakersequirehigh streson theinversescoping
quantifierin such exampleswhereasfor someothers,the stresspatternis not relevant. This
might be attributedto the assumptionthat the first set of speakersprefer the “complement
precedespecifier’ structurewheneverpossible(seen. 18 on this intonationalcorrelate) but the
secondsetof speakerslo not care.As a reviewerpointsout, this ideapredictsthatthe group of
speakersvho do not needhigh stresson a quantifierto get inversescopefor it (i.e., they can
deriveit freely via reconstructin) would still requirehigh stresgustin casethereis a blocking of
reconstrution. This predictionis indeedborneout.
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10. Summary

In the first five sectims of this paper,we introduced the bast propeties of
inversescopeconstuctionsin Hungarian and discussd somepromising but
problemaic analses. Section6 set out evidencefrom pied-pipirg for a
featural-donmation definition of scope In sectin 7, someaspectof mirror
theorythat wererelevart to our analyss were introduced.We showed how
mirror theory helps explain the possibiity of the curious “complement
precedesspecifier’ order and explicated the notion of scopethis apprach
leadsto. In sectilm 9, we disaussedaddtional genealizations relating to
inverse scope and different kinds of exceptionsto these.We offered a
modularanalysiswith two differentmechanisrmainteracting to coverthedata.

References

ALSINA, A.1999. Where's the mirror principle? Natural Language& Linguistic
Theory16:1-43.

BARWISE, J. & R. COOPER1981. Generalizedquantifiersand natural language.
Linguisticsand Philosophy4:159-219.

BECK, S. 1996.Quantifiedstructuresasbarriersfor LF movementNatural Language
Semanticgl:1-56.

BECK, S. 2000. The semanticsof different Comparisonoperatorand relational
adjective.Linguisticsand Philosophy23:101-139.

BEGHELLI, F., D. BEN-SHALOM & A. SZABOLCSI. 1997. Variation,
distributivity, and the illusion of branching.In Ways of scopetaking ed. A.
Szabolcsi29—-71.Dordrecht:Kluwer.

BEGHELLI, F. & T. STOWELL. 1997.Distributivity andnegationIn Waysof scope
taking ed.A. Szabolcsi,71-109.Dordrecht:Kluwer.

BITTNER, M. 1995. Quantification in Eskimo: A challenge for compositional
semantics.In Quantification in natural languages ed. E. Bach, E. Jelinek, A.
Kratzer& B. H. Partee 59-81.Dordrecht:Kluwer.

BRODY, M. 1990.Remarkson the orderof elementsn the Hungarianfocusfield. In
Approachesto Hungarian 3: Structuresand arguments ed. |. Kenesei,95-121.
SzegedHungary:JATE.

BRODY, M. 1997a.Mirror theory. Available at: http://www.phon.ucl.ac.uk/home/
misi/index.html.

BRODY, M. 1997b.Perfectchains.In Elementsof Grammar ed.L. Haegeman139—
167. Oxford: Blackwell.

BRODY, M. 2000a. Mirror theory: Syntactic representationin perfect syntax.
Linguistic Inquiry 31:29-56.

BRODY, M. 2000b.On the statusof derivationsand representationdJCL Working
Papersin Linguistics12, ed.C. Iten & A. Neeleman343-365London:University
Cdlege London WPL. [Revised version, ‘‘Representation, dominaion, and
distributed chains,” in: Derivation and explanationin the Minimalist Program
ed.S.D. Epstein& T. D. Seely,19-42.0xford: Blackwell.]

BRODY, M. In preparationString theory.Ms., University CollegeLondon.

BRODY, M. & A. SZABOLCSI. 2000. Overt scope:A casestudy in Hungarian.
Available at: http://homepages.nyu.edu/~as109/papers.html.

BURING, D. 1997.The greatscopeinversionconspiracyLinguisticsand Philosophy
20:175-194.

CARDINALETTI, A. 1997.Subjectsand clausestructure.In The new comparative

© Blackwell PublishingLtd, 2003



50 Michael Brody and Anna Szabatsi

syntax ed. L. Haegeman33—-63.London: Longman.

CHOMSKY, N. 1995. The Minimalist Program CambridgeMass.:MIT Press.

CHOMSKY, N. 2000.BeyondexplanatoryadequacyMs., MIT, Cambridge Mass.

DORFMAN, L., E. LEVON & T. LEU. 2002. English VP-preposingand relative
scope.Paperpresentecait ConSOLEXI, Padovaltaly.

EPSTEIN, S. D. E. GROAT, R. KAWASHIMA & H. KITAHARA. 1998. A
derivational approachto syntacticrelations Oxford: Oxford University Press.
FOX, D. 1999.Economyand semantidnterpretation CambridgeMass.:MIT Press.
HALLMAN, P.1998.Reiterativesyntax.In Clitics, pronouns,and movemented. J.

Black & V. Motapayane87-131.Amsterdam:JohnBenjamins.

HALLMAN, P.2000.Thestructureof predicatesinteractionsof derivation,Caseand
quantification.Ph.D. dissertation University of California, Los Angeles.

HONCOOP, M. 1998. Dynamic excursionson weak islands. Ph.D. dissertation,
Leiden University, the Netherlands.

HUNYADI, L. 1981. The expressionof linguistic polarity in Hungarian Ph.D.
dissertationDebrecenHungary.

HUNYADI, L. 1999.The outlinesof a metricalsyntaxof Hungarian ActaLinguistica
Hungarica46:69-95.

KAYNE, R. S. 1994.The antisymmetryof syntax CambridgeMass.:MIT Press.

KAYNE, R. S.1998.0Overtvs. covertmovement.Syntax1:128-191.

E. KISS, K. 1981. Structuralrelationsin Hungarian,a “free” word orderlanguage.

_ Linguistic Inquiry 12:185-213.

E. KISS, K. 1987.Configurationalityin Hungarian Dordrecht:Reidel.

E. KISS, K. 1992. Logical structurein syntacticstructure.In Logical structureand

_ linguistic structurg ed.J. Huang& R. May, 111-148.Dordrecht:Kluwer.

E. KISS, K. 1998. Multiple topics, onefocus?Acta LinguisticaHungarica45:3-31.

KOOPMAN, H. & A. SZABOLCSI.2000.VerbalcomplexesCambridgeMass..MIT
Press.

KRIFKA, M. 1998.Scopeinversionundertherise-fall contourin German Linguistic
Inquiry 29:75-113.

LIU, F.-H. 1990. Scopeanddependencyn Englishand Chinese Ph.D. dissertation,
University of California, Los Angeles.

MULLER, G. 2000. Shapeconservatiorand remnantmovement.In Proceedingsof
NELS30, ed. M. Hirotani, A. CoetzeeN. Hall & J.-Y. Kim, 525-541.Amherst,
Mass.:GLSA Publications.

PESETSKY,D. 1982. Pathsand categories.Ph.D. dissertation,MIT, Cambridge,
Mass.

PESETSKY,D. 2000.Phrasalmovemenand its kin. Cambridge Mass.:MIT Press.

RAPOPORTY. 2000.Structureandinterpretationof RussiarmquantifierphrasesMs.,
New York University.

REINHART, T. 1997.Quantifierscope:How laboris divided betweenQR andchoice
functions.Linguisticsand Philosophy20:335-397.

REINHART, T. & E. REULAND 1993.Reflexivity. Linguistic Inquiry 24:657-720.

RIZzl, L. 1997.Thefine structureof the left periphery.In Elementsf grammar ed.
L. Haegeman281-337.Dordrecht:Kluwer.

SPORTICHE, D. 1999. Recondgruction, constituency, and morphology. Paper
presentedt the annualmeetingof GLOW, Berlin.

STARKE, M. 2001.0ntheinexistenceof specifiersandthe natureof headsMs., New
York University.

SZABOLCSI,A. 1981.The semanticof topic-focusarticulation.In Formal methods
in the studyof language eds.J. Groenendijk,T. Jansser& M. Stokhof,513-541.
Amsterdam:University of Amsterdam.

SZABOLCSI, A. 1992. Combinatorygrammarand projection from the lexicon. In

© Blackwell PublishingLtd, 2003



Oveat Scopein Hungarian 51

Lexical matters ed. . A. Sag& A. Szabolcsi,241-269.Stanford, Calif.: CSLI
Publications.

SZABOLCSI,A. 1994.The nounphraseln Thesyntacticstructureof Hungarian ed.
F. Kiefer & K. E. Kiss, 179-275.New York: AcademicPress.

SZABOLCSI, A. 1997. Strategiedor scopetaking. In Waysof scopetaking, ed. A.
Szabolcsi,109-155 Dordrecht:Kluwer.

SZABOLCSI, A. 2002. Positive polarity—negativepolarity. To appearin Natural
Language& Linguistic Theory

WILLIAMS, E. 1998. Economyas shapeconservationMs., PrincetonUniversity,
Princeton,N.J.

WILLIAMS, E. 2000.Representatioheory. Ms., PrincetonUniversity, Princeton,
N.J.

Michael Brody

University CollegeLondon
Gower Street
LondonWC1EG6BT

UK

m.brody@ling.\el.ac.uk

AnnaSzabolcsi
Deparmentof Linguistics
New Yak University

719 Broadway

New Yak, NY 10003
USA

anna.sabolcsi@nyu.edu

© Blackwell PublishingLtd, 2003





