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1. Introduction*

The  aim  of  my  PhD  thesis  is  to  analyse  attributive  constructions  that  are  statistically 

infrequent but fully productive in Hungarian as in the following examples:

(1) [DP a [TP [DP Vágó István ] [DP ej] vezettej]         [CP C0 [DP [NP vetélkedő]]]

         the         proper noun              present-tt-suff+def.agr.sg.3      quiz

     ‘The quiz show that István Vágó has presented/presents.’

(2) [DP a [TP [DP [DP ei] vérei]                  hullott] [CP C0 [DP [NP Vászka]]]

         the                   blood-poss.sg.3. fall-tt-suff             proper noun

     ‘Vászka whose blood has flown/*flows’

The main peculiarity of these constructions is that they contain a person-marking morpheme 

either on the verbal element  (vezett-e) of the construction such as in (1) or on the nominal 

element  (vér-e)  such as in (2) and own a nominal element without an overt case-marking 

morpheme (Vágó István, vére). Both constructions have a verbal element with the -tt  suffix 

(vezet-t-e,  hull-ott).  The  construction  (1)  always  contains  a  transitive  verb  and  the 

construction  (2)  a  mostly  unaccusative,  intransitive  verbal  element.  These  constructions 

modify a head noun (vetélkedő, Vászka).  While descriptive grammars consider such phrases 

mostly  as  compounds  in  Modern  Hungarian,  the  PhD  thesis  argues  that  these  highly 

constrained attributive constructions do not behave as frozen adjectival compounds but as 

productive syntactic structures. 

The theoretical framework that is based on the work of Adger & Ramchand (2005) 

uses Chomsky’s Minimalist Program. Adger & Ramchand distribute two kinds of operation 

that are available from the Universal Grammar: the MOVE & MERGE strategies. They suppose 

that both operations can work side by side in any languages of the world such as in Gaelic and 

Irish. The PhD thesis supposes that not just move strategy exists in Hungarian which appears 

only in the postnominal relative clause and whose examination is excluded from the scope of 
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this paper, see Kenesei (1992) but the merge strategy also does which can appear only in 

prenominal relative clauses in Hungarian. 

2. Theoretical framework

Since Chomsky (1977, 1981, 2001) the relativization is assumed to belong to Ā-dependencies 

where an operator binds a variable that can be trace (copy) or an empty category (pro). If one 

decides whether the gap is filled with a trace or pro, one is aware whether MOVE (REMERGE) or 

MERGE takes place. Adger & Ramchand (2005) apply the Identity Effect to decide whether 

MOVE or MERGE works. If the Identity Effect can be applied, the putatively displaced element 

can be put back into the gap but they have observed Anti-identity Effect in Gaelic and Irish. 

See the Gaelic examples below (Adger & Ramchand 2005: 169):

(3) Dè       a’        chraobhi        a      bha         thu     a’geàrradh __j?  

     which  the       tree.nom    C-REL  be.past   you    cutting

    ’Which tree were you cutting?’

(4) *Dè     na       craoibhei     a      bha         thu    a’geàrradh __i? 

      which  the     tree.gen    C-REL  be.past  you   cutting     

 ’Intended meaning: ’Which tree were you cutting?’

The Gaelic verb in Progressive Aspect always governs a complement with Genitive Case, but 

the  wh-element  apparently  takes  Nominative  Case,  so  it  can  be  supposed  that  the  two 

constructions are different: they cannot be derived from each other. This can be considered as 

the lack of identity. Adger & Ramchand claims that the lack of the agreement between the gap 

and the putatively moved constituent always triggers anti-identity effects which indicate that 

the gap cannot be interpreted as a trace but a phonetically empty  pro. The existence of  pro 

excludes movement, so base generation or merging occurs. This  pro is different from the φ 

featured pronouns which are interpreted by their antecedents. It is identified by a predicate 

abstraction  operator  and  receives  dep-feature,  that  is,  it  can  be  considered  as  a  default 

pronoun. 

The resumptive pronoun needs to be agreed with an element that may evaluate it. This 

element is the complementizer which behaves as a predicate abstraction operator, and has an 
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interpretable Λ feature since it is used to build a relative clause. It also bears a valued  ID-

feature that undergoes Agree with the unvalued ID-feature on the pronoun and values it as dep. 

The dependency between them is mutual: the resumptive pronoun can be interpreted only by 

the complementizer, and the complementizer requires the pronoun, because of the Principle 

Interpret Once Under Agree, which claims that interpretable features in an Agree chain are 

interpreted only once, on the one hand and because of the Full Interpretation, which ensures 

that  a  feature  can  be  interpreted  on  only  one  element,  on  the  other  hand.  These  are 

exemplified by the following Gaelic sentence of Adger & Ramchand’s (2005: 175):

(5) an duine      a            bhuaileas       e          pro 

     the man     C-REL      strike-FUT       he       pro

                       C[Λ, ID:dep]                             pro[ID: ] 

                     C[Λ, ID:dep]                             pro[ID:dep]

        λx                                                x

    The man that he will hit.’

The relative clause above contains a gap that can be interpreted as a pronoun, but it needs a 

complementizer that has [ID:dep] feature to evaluate  it,  and the relative complementizer  a 

bears an interpretable ID-feature that has dep as its value.

3. Possessor vs. Subject

The constructions in question contain a nominal element with an obvious null morpheme. In 

Hungarian a noun (any kind of nominals) with null morpheme can be considered as a noun in 

Nominative case or a caseless noun. Possessive constructions are proved as caseless by den 

Dikken (1999) and É. Kiss (2002). They claim that no case is assigned in that constructions. 

In the possessive constructions, however, a possessor can also take Dative case, as one can 

see in the following examples: 

(6) Vágó István-nak   a    vetélkedő-je 

      proper noun.dat  the  quiz-poss.sg.3.
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     ‘István Vágó’s quiz show’

This can alternate with a caseless form, see as follows:

(7) Vágó István[Ø] vetélkedő-je 

     proper noun-[Ø] quiz-poss.sg.3.

    ‘István Vágó’s quiz show’ 

The possessive construction can license both Dative case and the caseless form but in the 

constructions in question only Nominative case can be assigned by the verbal, Dative case is 

prohibited. The most crucial argument can be presented by the pronominalization test because 

the singular demonstrative pronouns such as az 'that', ez 'this' in their full form can take only 

Dative case in the possessive construction, and only Nominative case in the prenominal finite 

relative  clause.  The  plural  personal  pronoun  in  third  person  (ők  ‘they’)  can  appear  in  a 

possessive construction only in its short form ő, and in the construction in question always in 

its full form. See the following examples with demonstrative pronouns:

(8)  (*az) ennek  (a      fiúnak)  *(a)    kalap-ja

       the   this.dat the   boy.dat    the    hat-poss.sg.3.

      ’this boy’s hat/his/its hat’

(9)  (*az) *ez   a    fiú    kalap-ja

         the  this the boy   hat-poss.sg.3.

        Intended meaning: ’this boy’s hat’

(10) (*az) *ez     kalapja

          the   this  hat-poss.sg.3.

        Intended meaning: ‘his/its hat’

(11) (*az)     e                     fiú(nak      a)     kalap-ja

         the   this(short form) boy(dat) (the)   hat-poss.sg.3.

        ’this boy’s hat’
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The definite  article  at  the left  side of the  nominal  element  is  always  ill-formed and it  is 

obvious  from the  test  that  the  singular  demonstrative  pronouns  in  their  full  form can be 

licensed  only  with  Dative  case  in  the  possessive  construction  and  the  caseless  form  is 

prohibited. The demonstrative pronoun ez 'this' also has a short form e as one can see above, 

but this form can appear only in possessive constructions. Contrary to these above, see the 

examples below1:

(12) az    ennek     (az embernek)   a          vezett-e                          vetélkedő 

       the   this.dat    the man.dat     the  present-tt-suff+def.agr.sg.3   quiz

       Intended meaning: ’The quiz show that this (man)/he has presented/presents.’

(13) hogy így         öli                         ez   s     amaz     adta                                  fajt 

       that   so          kill+def.agr.sg.3 this and yonder  give-tt-suff+def.agr.sg.3  race.acc

      ’that he kills the different human races this way.’ (1700, Gyöngyösi: 220)

The nominal element of the constructions above is well-formed only with the null morpheme 

form, Dative case was never licensed, so one can suppose that only Nominative case can be 

assigned, and it  must  be a subject  of the clause.  Let  us consider the following cluster  of 

examples that examine the behaviour of the personal pronoun ők ‘they’:

(14) az       ő(*k)               kert-jük

       the they(short form) garden-poss.pl.3.

       ‘their garden’

(15) * az       ők                        kert-je

          the      they(full form)   garden-poss.sg.3.

        Intended meaning: ‘their garden’

1 The occurence of the singular demonstrative pronouns is presented in a Middle Hungarian example because 

authentic present-day Hungarian data cannot be available.
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(16) az    ők                    (?)vezett-e                              vetélkedő (Laczkó 2001:7512)

        the they(full form) present-tt-suff+def.agr.sg.3   quiz

       ’The quiz show that they have presented/present.’

(17) *az    ő                       vezett-ük                              vetélkedő

        the they(short form) present-tt-suff+-poss.pl.3.   quiz

       Intended meaning: ’The quiz show that they have presented/present.’

The plural personal pronoun in third person can appear only in its short form in possessive 

constructions. Contrary to this in the verbal construction only the full form is well-formed. 

The main peculiarity of the verbal constructions is that the nominal element always ends in a 

null morpheme, and never alternates with any other cases, but it does in any other caseless 

constructions including possessive constructions.

The caseless forms are always derived from forms with a case, and because the verbal 

constructions in question can never take Dative case, one can suppose that it does not function 

as possessive construction, and its nominal element takes Nominative case which is licensed 

by the verbal.  The nominative case is assigned by Tense feature (É. Kiss 2002) which is  

necessary but not sufficient condition for finiteness. In Hungarian the so-called  -ván, -vén 

construction can assign Nominative case beside the finite verb (É. Kiss 2002) but the verb of 

the former cannot consider as finite one, so one has to continue the examination from the side 

of the verbal element to prove the finiteness of the verbal element.

4. Finite verb vs. Non-finite verb

McFadden & Sundaresan (2013) maintain that Chomsky's (1981, 1999, 2000) theorem about 

finiteness is still valid: „Within Case theory, nominative case has long been tied to finiteness, 

being assumed to be assigned or checked by finite Infl/T.” Den Dikken (1999) and É. Kiss 

(2002) claim that in possessive constructions there is not Nominative case but the possessive 

noun is  caseless, that is, no case is assigned in that construction as seen above. 

Now let  us  examine  the  quality  of  the  verbal  that  appears  in  the  construction  in 

question, that is, whether it is suitable to assign Nominative case, what triggers the Agree 

morpheme on the verbal and whether it can be considered a finite or non-finite verb.

2 A great amount of native speakers debates its well-formedness, some consider it as obsolete.
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Let  us  start  with  Agree  morpheme.  Because  the  caseless  form  of  the  possessive 

construction can be considered right, one has to account for the Agree morpheme on the verb. 

Overt Agr-feature can be borne by the verb in Sg3 only if it governs a definite object either  

overtly or non-overtly. In the construction (1) no definite objective argument can be found. 

Laczkó (2001, 2002) supposes that an unarticulated object must be hidden that is bound by a 

noun anaphorically, so a lexical nominal antecedent must exist outside of the clause which it 

is coreferent with. So the verb in the clause must be conjugated with definite morpheme in 

Sg3, and it indicates that the verb agrees with not only its subject but with its object, too. In 

the construction (1) the noun in plural does not seem to agree with the verb, as in the example  

below:

(18) a   gyerekek       rajzolt-a                        kör 

       the children   draw-tt-suff+def.agr.sg.3  circle

       ‘the circle that the children have drawn/draw .’

In Hungarian, however, there is no non-finite verbs that agree with its object but the finite 

verb. Let’s consider a cluster of the examples:

(19) egy {[a  vetélkedő-t]  vezet-ő}       műsorvezető

       a        the quiz.acc      present-ing   tv presenter 

      ’a tv presenter presenting the quiz show’

(20) az  {[egy vetélkedő-t] vezet-ő}       műsorvezető 

       the    a    quiz.acc      present-ing  tv presenter 

      ’the tv presenter presenting a quiz show’

(21) Vágó Istvánnakj     sikerült    jól       vezet-ni-ej                  a     vetélkedő-t.

         proper noun.dat  managed well    to present+poss.sg.3. the  quiz.acc

        ‘István Vágó managed to present the quiz show well.’

(22) Vágó Istvánnakj    sikerült    jól      vezet-ni-ej                   egy   vetélkedő-t.

         proper noun.dat   managed well  to present+poss.sg.3.  a     quiz.acc
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        ‘István Vágó managed to present a quiz show well.’

(23) A műsorvezető vezet(*-i)                      egy vetélkedő-t

       the tv presenter present(+def.agr.sg.3)  a    quiz.acc

       ’The tv presenter presents a quiz show.’

(24) A műsorvezető vezet-*(i)                    a    vetélkedő-t

     the tv presenter  present+def.agr.sg.3 the  quiz.acc

    ’The tv presenter presents the quiz show.’

The finite verb that governs an indefinite object argument, takes indefinite agreement, and the 

finite  verb which  governs a  definite  object  takes  definite  agreement  except  the non-finite 

verbs, so if the verbal elements in question were non-finite, they should not agree with their  

arguments.

In construction (2) the Agree morpheme appears not on the verbal element (hullott) 

but on the noun (vér-e).

(25) a   vér-e                    hull-ott      Vászka

      the blood-poss.sg.3.  fall-tt-suff  proper noun

     ‘Vászka whose blood has flown’

This means that the Agree morpheme on the verb in construction (1) (vezett-e) is not triggered 

by  the  nominal  element  (Vágó  István)  but  a  phonetically  empty  category  (unarticulated 

element).  This  represents  the  antecedent  in  the  relative  clause,  and the  Agree  morpheme 

indicates the element which always appears as an empty category in the construction that 

functions as an object in construction (1) and as a possessor in construction (2). The main 

difference  between  the  constructions  (1)  and  (2)  is  that  the  verb  in  construction  (2)  is 

intransitive and that in construction (1) is transitive. The Agree morpheme cannot appear on 

the  verb  in  construction  (2)  because  the  Agree  morpheme  is  triggered  by  the  objective 

argument  which  the  intransitive  verbs  lack.  The  finite  transitive  verbs  can  take  definite 

agreement or indefinite agreement depending on the definiteness of the object as can be seen 

above.
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If agreement were triggered between the noun and the verb, one could not account for 

its lack on the intransitive verb hullott(-*a). In that case an intransitive verb should take the 

same Agr morpheme like the definite ones such as in the case of infinitives:

(26) Jánosnaki  most nem szabad aludni-ai

        John.dat   now  not   allow   to sleep+poss.sg.3. 

       ‘John must not sleep now.’

(27) Vágó Istvánnakj     sikerült    jól       vezetni-ej                  a/egy  vetélkedőt.

         proper noun.dat  managed well    to present+poss.sg.3. the/a  quiz.acc

        ‘István Vágó managed to present the quiz show well.’

The former  contains  an intransitive  verb  (aludni  'to  sleep') and the latter  a transitive  one 

(vezetni 'to present'), and both of them agree with the noun in Dative which shows that the 

only explanation for the difference between the constructions (1) and (2) is that the overt 

agreement is not triggered between the noun and the verb in construction (1) but between a 

non-overt pronominal object and the verb. It follows from the Projection Principle,  which 

determines that all the arguments need to be projected from the lexicon either overtly or non-

overtly.  The verb in  construction  (1) also conforms to this  principle  and it  contains  both 

arguments: the subject (always overtly) and the object (always covertly):

(28) vezet-t-e’ present-tt-suff+def.agr.sg.3’

       1st (external) argument: Vágó István (subject)

       2nd (internal) argument: pro (object): triggered overt agreement with the verb

       {Vágó István <( pro ) vezet-t-e>} [vetélkedő]

The existence of both Tense and Agr features is necessary to produce finiteness. The infinitive 

as was seen above, has +Agr feature (vezetni-e) but Tense feature, therefore it cannot assign 

Nominative case. As was pointed out above nominative case is assigned by Tense feature 

which is a necessary but not sufficient condition for finiteness. That is the reason why the 

infinitive cannot be assigned Nominative case and cannot be considered as finite. The verbal 
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elements of the constructions in question, however, bear both a T feature (Nominative case 

assigner) and an overt or covert Agr feature, so it follows that these verbs have to be finite:

(29) a     Vágó István    vezet-t-e                                                         vetélkedő

       the  proper noun   present+Tense(-tt-suff)+Agr(def.agr.sg.3)     quiz

      ‘The quiz show that István Vágó has presented/presents.’

(30) a    vér-e                   hull-ott-Ø                                                 Vászka

      the blood-poss.sg.3. fall+Tense(-tt-suff)+Agr(indef.agr.sg.3)  proper noun

     ‘Vászka whose blood has flown’

If one managed to demonstrate the existence of a finite verb, possessive agreement cannot 

take place, because possessive agreement can only appear between a nominal and a verbal if 

the verbal is non-finite, such as it occurs in the case of infinitives in Hungarian, see above. So 

an object agreement suffix has to be posited because a verb in Hungarian has to agree not only 

with its subject but its object, too. The agreement with the objective argument depends on its 

finiteness, and the pronouns that appear either overtly or non-overtly as  pro, always trigger 

definite agreement with the verbs, see above and below:

(31) Vágó István  csak  vezet(*i)                      egy vetélkedőt, de   nem ő

             proper noun only   present+def.agr.sg.3  a     quiz.acc     but  not  he

             szerkeszt*(i)                pro/ *őt                           /azt.

           edit+def.agr.sg.3     pro/*(s)he.acc/*it.acc/that.acc

         ‘István Vágó just presents a quiz show but he does not edit it.’

Contrary to Kenesei (1986), Laczkó (2001, 2002) and Márkus (2009), I claim that the verbal 

elements of the Hungarian prenominal relative clauses have both AGR and T features: vezet-

t(T)-e(AGR)  and  hull-ott(T)-Ø(AGR),  so  they  can  be  considered  as  finite  verbs.  The 

arguments  are  examined  from  the  sides  of  both  the  nominal  element  based  on 

pronominalization test, and the verbal element based on the test of the Hungarian verbals and 

on  the  distinction  of  the  two  contructions.  The  person  marking  morpheme  (the  definite 

agreement morpheme in conjugation) is not triggered by the connection between the nominal 
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(Vágó  István)  and  the  verbal  (vezett-e)  such  as  in  possessive  constructions  (Vágó  István 

vetélkedője ‘István  Vágó’s  quiz  show’)  but  between  the  verbal  (vezett-e  ‘present-tt-

suff+def.agr.sg.3’)  and  an  unarticulated  object  argument  which  is  represented  by  pro.  It 

triggers definite agreement with the verb and is realized as an objective agreement suffix on 

the verb. It has been proved that construction (1) contains a finite transitive verb which has 

two arguments:  an  external  one  (subject)  in  Nominative  case  and an internal  one  (direct 

object) which always remains non-overt, so the verb of the relative clause is conjugated with 

definite morphemes (vezett-e) wherever the verb takes definite object. This enables one to 

claim that this verb is finite and to apply the analysis of Adger & Ramchand to it.

5. The application of the theoretical framework

In order to apply the analysis of Adger & Ramchand (2005), some peculiarities are necessary 

to agree with their Irish and Gaelic constructions:

1. The constructions must contain a finite verb

2. The constructions must contain a gap

3. The gap must be interpreted as pro (a covert resumptive pronoun)

The Adger & Ramchand’s analysis  can also help one to account for deciding much more 

explicitly whether MOVE (REMERGE) or MERGE takes place. If one succeeds to find a gap and to 

interpret it as pro, one answers the question of what kind of syntactic operations are essential 

for this analysis. Adger & Ramchand apply the Identity Effect to decide whether  MOVE or 

MERGE works. If the Identity Effect can be applied, the putatively displaced element can be put 

back  into  the  gap.  They  claim  that  the  lack  of  the  agreement  between  the  gap  and  the 

putatively moved constituent always triggers anti-identity effects, which indicate that the gap 

cannot be interpreted as a trace but a phonetically empty pro. The existence of pro excludes 

movement, so base generation or merging occurs.

Consider the example as follows:

(32)  A  vetélkedő, [CP  amelyeti     C  [TP Vágó István vezet(ett)/*vezette/*vezeti     _ti _].

        the quiz             which.acc   C       proper noun present(ed)+*(in)def.agr.sg.3 GAP

                                          [Λ, ID:φ]    [C]                                                                               [Λ, ID:φ]
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                                                λx                                                                                                  x                     

       ‘The quiz show (that/which) István Vágó presents (has presented).’

In Hungarian postnominal relativization is constructed in the same manner as in English, so 

Adger & Ramchand’s analysis can also be applied to it and although, as mentioned in the 

introduction,  it  is  excluded  from  the  scope  of  this  paper,  one  has  to  register  the  main 

difference between MOVE & MERGE strategies. The gap above can be interpreted as a trace or 

copy because the putatively displaced element (amelyet 'which.acc') can be put back into the 

gap, so the Identity Effect can be applied for it. Adger & Ramchand (2005) claim that Wh-

elements simply possess both interpretable features as part of its lexical specification: [Λ] and 

[ID: φ]. They bear an interpretable Λ feature since they are used to build a relative clause, and 

an interpretable φ feature because of being variables. Since features in Agree relations are 

interpreted only once, the Λ-feature is interpreted at the top of the dependency and the [ID: φ] 

at  the bottom. Any other  choice leads to  semantic  incoherence  with the remainder  of the 

structure.  Since the semantic correspondence needs to interpret both the Λ feature and the 

interpretable ID feature, but since these features are on a single lexical item, movement must 

take place to create copies that the semantic correspondence can apply to. 

Similarly to  the postnominal  construction,  in  the  prenominal  one a  gap also takes 

place. In order to decide whether MOVE or MERGE works, one has to examine whether the gap 

is  filled  with  a  trace/copy  or  pro.  The  verb  in  the  prenominal  relative  clause  in  the 

construction (1) takes definite agreement. This means that the clause must contain a definite 

objective complement (direct object), even if it appears only covertly optionally. There exists 

Agree but to decide whether the gap is filled with a copy (trace) or  pro, one needs to see 

whether  Identity  Effect  can  work.  If  Identity  Effect  takes  place,  the  putatively  displaced 

element can be put back into the gap, and movement strategy occurs. However, if Identity 

Effect does not work, the putatively moved element cannot be put back into the gap, and 

merge strategy occurs. Let’s see the examples below:

(33) Mária beszélt     a [híres      műsorvezetőkj _i  vezette(i)(j)]                       vetélkedőkrőli (a tévében).

      Mary  speak.past the famous tv presenters      present(ed)+def.agr.sg.3. quizes.about     the tv.in

  'Mary has spoken about the quiz shows that (the) famous tv presenters have presented/present on TV.
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(34) A  híres      műsorvezetőkj a vetélkedőket  *vezette(i)(j)

            the famous tv presenters    the quizes.acc     present(ed)+def.agr.sg.3.

     Intended meaning: 'The famous tv presenters have presented/*present the quiz shows.'

(35) A   híres      műsorvezetőkj  a vetélkedőketi   vezetté(i)kj

             the famous tv presenters  the quizes.acc  present(ed)+def.agr.pl.3.

      'The famous tv presenters have presented/*present the quiz shows.'

The plural noun in the embedded clause does not agree with the verb, but this does not cause 

the ill-formedness of the construction. In the main clause, however, anti-agreement makes the 

sentence ungrammatical, and the putatively moved element cannot be put back into the gap, 

so the Identity Effect cannot be applied to it. The lack of the agreement between the subject 

and the verb triggers an anti-identity effect which indicates that the gap cannot be interpreted 

as a trace but a phonetically empty pro. The main difference between the two relativization 

strategies is that the gap in the postnominal one is interpreted as a trace or copy, while in the 

prenominal one as pro. 

The only question that  has remained unanswered,  is  what  kind of pronoun can be 

interpreted as pro in the prenominal relative clause. Consider the following example:

(36) A  Vágó István (*őt/*őket/*azt/*azokat) vezette                             vetélkedő(k)

      the proper noun (him/her/them/it/those) present(ed)+def.agr.sg.3   quiz(es)

     ’The quiz show(s) that István Vágó has presented/presents.’

The pro-drop is obligatory in prenominal relative clause in Hungarian, but the pronoun with 

plural accusative cannot be omitted from the matrix sentence, see below: 

(37) Vágó István  csak  vezet*(i)                      a   vetélkedőt, de   nem ő

       proper noun only   present+def.agr.sg.3  the quiz.acc    but  not  he

             szerkeszt*(i)                pro/ *őt                           /azt.

           edit+def.agr.sg.3     pro/*(s)he.acc/*it.acc/that.acc

         ‘István Vágó just presents the quiz show but he does not edit it.’
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(38) Vágó István  csak  vezet*(i)                      a   vetélkedőket, de   nem ő

       proper noun only   present+def.agr.sg.3  the quizes.acc    but  not   he

       szerkeszt*(i)              *(őket/azokat)

       edit+def.agr.sg.3    them.acc/those.acc

      ‘István Vágó just presents the quiz shows but he does not edit them.’

(39) a    proi   vér-ei                 hullott                      katona/katonák

       the pro   blood-poss.sg.3. fell+indef.agr.sg.3  soldiers(s)

      'the soldier(s) whose blood has flown'

(40) a    proi   vér-üki                hullott                     *katona/katonák

       the pro    blood-poss.pl.3. fell+indef.agr.sg.3    soldiers*(s)

      'the soldiers whose blood has flown'

The gap in the prenominal finite relative clauses is interpreted as both singular and plural. So 

the pronoun can be considered as a default pro as it has been observed in Gaelic above: 

(41) A [Vágó István proi                vezett-ei          COMP]                           vetélkedőj

                           pro[ID: ]                          COMP[Λ, ID:dep]

                           pro[ID:dep]                        COM[Λ, ID:dep]

                                  x                                          λx

(42) a   [proi  vér-ei                  hull-ott COMP]      Vászkaj

               pro[ID: ]                                    COMP[Λ, ID:dep]

             pro[ID:dep]                                    COM[Λ, ID:dep]

                x                                                    λx

The  covert  resumptive  pronoun  in  the  Hungarian  prenominal  relative  clause  needs  a 

complementizer that has [ID:dep] feature to evaluate it, and there must exist an unarticulated 

relative complementizer that bears an interpretable  ID-feature that has dep as its value. The 

dependency  between  them  is  mutual:  the  pronoun  can  be  interpreted  only  by  the 

complementizer,  and  the  complementizer  requires  the  pronoun,  because  of  the  Principle 
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Interpret Once Under Agree which claims that interpretable features in an Agree chain are 

interpreted only once, on the one hand and because of Full Interpretation which ensures that a 

feature can be interpreted on only one element, on the other. The Universal Principle ensures 

that  there  also  must  exist  a  binding  operator  in  Hungarian  but  the  Language-specific 

Parameter accounts for its non-overtness in Hungarian, that is, Adger & Ramchand’s analysis 

can be adapted to the Hungarian prenominal finite relative constructions.

6. Conclusion

The aim of the dissertation is to analyze the constructions that are statistically infrequent but 

fully productive  in Hungarian.  The research claimed that not only  MOVE strategy exists in 

Hungarian but MERGE strategy also does as in the constructions examined. The constructions 

in front of the modified noun are finite relative clauses which contain a subject in Nominative 

case, have a finite verb with definite conjugation, which has both Tense and Agr features. 

The constructions can be considered as relative clauses because according to Chomsky (1977, 

1981, 2001) they have an empty category.  I applied the Minimalist framework of Adger & 

Ramchand (2005) to the analysis of the Hungarian prenominal person-marked constructions. 

Merge takes  place in these constructions,  so the empty category is  identified  as  a covert 

resumptive pronoun (pro). And pro belongs to the default pronouns, which lack a φ feature. 

The language-specific  peculiarity of these constructions  is  that  they contain  neither  overt 

complementizers nor overt resumptive pronouns. 
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