Overt Scope: A Case Study in Hungarian

Michael Brody -- Anna Szabolcsi
University College London —-New York University
July 24, 2000
Abstract

We describe here arepresentative sample of Hungarian quantificational structures. We
argue that principles of mirror theory are aucialy involved in the explanation o inverse
scope, which typicdly arises when the linealy first quantifier Q is embedded in some
congtituent C which is gructurally higher then the linearly second quantifier Q' but
where C is neverthelessin the scope of Q'. In mirror theory such structures need na
involve movement or chain relations, they can be considered "base generated”, with C
continuing its extended word (extended projedion) via astructural specifier relation.
Such right-to-left scoping cdl for anation o scope that isnot a purely graph-theoretic
relation between the wide scope taker and its domain bu is, instead, crucially mediated
by the head that the wide scope taker shares fegures with; an independently motivated

move in the ssumed framework.

Keywords: Quantifier scope , Hungarian syntax, mirror theory, c-command, danination,
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1 Introduction

This paper has two goals. The more general goal is to argue that the set of structures
where the ssumption d overt scope assgnment can be maintained withou
complementing it with nonfeature-driven movements may be significantly larger than
often thought. The spedfic descriptive goal isto acourt for dired and inverse scope in
Hungarian, with specific reference to the differential behavior of quantifiers. The
theoreticd toaswill be developed and substantiated in the context of Hungarian.



Kayne (1998) proposes that scope is predominantly assigned by the overt
movement of quantifiersinto feature-checking positions such as the specifiers of
negation, only, adistributive operator, etc. The reason why, in languages like English,
these movements are nat visible to the naked eye is that further leftward movements (for
instance, that of aremnant VP) mask them.

«y 4] [ve marry no ane]

[Nege NO OF® [vp Marry ti]]

[we [ve marry ti]j [nege NO OT&] 1]
The same mmbination d overt operator-feaure decking and subsequent remnant
movement can generate inverse scope; for example, the scoping of no ore over the matrix
verb force

[1] [b] [vp forceyouto marry no org]

[nege NO OFE, [vp fOrceyouto marry t]

[we [ve force youto marry t]j [nege NO Or&] ]
As has been nded by various authors, the remnant movements that restore the initi al
order in this propasal do nd seem to betriggered by lexicd features. Mller (1999, for
example, propases that the problematic movements in Kayne 1998are instances of repair,
motivated by Willi ams' (1999 principle "conserve VP-shape".

In this paper, we adopt the overt operator-feaure checking part of Kayne's theory
but argue that the surface orders that seem to involve non-feature-driven movement /
chains need na be due to movement / chain relations at all; i nstead, they may be "base-
generated” (i.e. trivial, ore-member, chains). In Mirror Theory (Brody 2000, the linea
order of aheal andits sleded dependent is contingent on the morphdogica nature of
the head: roughly, the selected dependent foll ows the head if the head is a suffix and
preceales it otherwise. We argue that the "selected dependent precales head" variant is
what ultimately accourts for the orderings which, onthe Kayne/M{iller analysis, result
from nonfeature-driven movement. On aur analyis, the remnant VP in (1a,b) precedes no
one without having gotten into its surface pasition by movement.

The anpiricd focus of the paper is on Hungarian. Quantifiersin Hungarian
overtly move to feaure-cheding pasitions, whose linea order then determines their

scopal order. For example:



2 [pis« Minden fill [ portosan het filmet [l&tott]]]
every boy exadly sixfilms sw
“For every boy, there were exadly six filmsthat he saw'
Sincethese movements are nat masked by remnant VP-movement, Hungarianis a
promising language in which to investigate Kayne's theory further.

Hungarian also makes inverse scope avail able. Alongside unambiguous (2), we
find ambiguous (3). (3ii) isan inverse reading in that linea order and scope order do nd
match.

3 Pontosan het filmet  latott minden fid

exadly sixfilms saw every boy

[i] dired scope: exadly six films > every boy

[ii] inverse scope: every boy > exadly six films
There ae esentially threewaysto accourt for (3ii): (a) by covert movement of the
postverbal quantifier, (b) by reconstruction d the preverbal quantifier, and (c) by relating

(3ii) to (2) viaordering the remnant portosan hat filmet latott before minden fid, in such

away that does not aff ect their scope relation. (c) is the most interesting option bu, if
implemented by a movement / chain relation, it presents the same problem as Kayne's
VP-preposing to W: it has noidentifiable trigger. (Additional problems with this type of
derivation are discussd in Brody 1997)

Refining some assumptions of Mirror Theory, we show that it affords anon-
movement implementation d option (c) along the lines sketched for (1), in conformity
with antisymmetry. Part of the demonstration invalves the explicaion d scope. Mirror
Theory makes c-command as a primiti ve nation superfluous. Instead, X is defined to
scope over Y iff X'sfeaures dominate Y. We show that scope a feaural domination
deliversthe @rrect results for dired and inverse scope & well asfor the binding of the
tracewithin the remnant, and receives further suppat from cases where aspecifier of a
spedfier scopes over the cmmplement.

In an Appendix, we observe that option (¢) can accourt for most but not all
inverse readings in Hungarian. The most serious exceptionis the type of (4ii), where (c)
isnot viable, becaise, as (5) shows, there exists no grammaticd direct scopal order

comparable to (2).



(4 A legtobbkérdést megvaaszolta mindenfiu
themost questions prt-answered every boy
[i] dired reading: most questions > every boy
[ii] inverse reading: every boy > most questions
(5 *Mindenfil a legtdbb kérdést megvaaszolta
every boythemost questions prt-answered
(5) isungammaticd because the feature-checking pasitions of quantifierscomein a
fixed arder, in which the Ref-projedion that hosts most-phrases precedes the Dist-
projedionthat hosts every-phrases. Aswill be shown in detail, option (c) unfaili ngly
respeds the rank order of these projections. Therefore, reading (4ii) can oy be derived
via overt movement or reconstruction; of these two, we invoke here reconstruction (into
successve cyclic A-bar positions). The need to appeal to reconstruction, a generally more
powerful tool, now threatens to make the dtradive "seleded dependent precedes head”
option (c) superfluous. We show, however, that reconstructionis blocked in contexts
where (c) is avail able, which indicates that these ae indeead two dstinct processes that

coexist also in the grammar of quantification.

2 The Overt Syntax of Direct Scopein Hungarian
2.1 The Overt Ref*--Dist*--F Sequence

Hungarian has cometo be known as alanguage that "wearsits LF onits deeve.” Ashas
bean demonstrated extensively in the past twenty years, any number of quantifiers may
occur inthe preverbal field, and the linear order of preverbal quantifiers disambiguates
their scope order. Most relevant to usisthefad, panted ou in Brody 1990,Kiss1992,
and Szabadlcsi 1997among others, that quantifiers do nd simply line upin the desired
order. Instead, each quantifier type occursin its own designated pasition,andit does
whether or nat it interacts with another scope-beaing element.

The foll owing examplesiill ustrate these points. Few-phrases invariably occur in a
pasition adjacent to the verb stem (6), and every-phrases in one separated from it by the
verbal particle (7). When they co-occur in the preverbal domain, the every-phrase

invariably precedes the few-phrase and scopes over it (8). Linea and scope order is



uniquely determined by quantifier type, and is unaffected by which of the quantifiersis
the subjed and which is the object (9).
(6) [a Kevésfilmet — néztem meg.
few film-acc saw-I prt
' saw few films'
[b]* Kevés filmet megnéztem.
(7) [a Mindenfilmet megnéztem.
every film-acc prt-saw-I
‘| saw every film'
[b]*Minden filmet néztem meg.
(8) [a] Mindenfilmet kevésember nézett meg.
every film-accfew people saw prt
"Few people saw every film'
[1] every > few
[ii] *few > every
[b]* Kevés ember minden filmet megnézett/nézett meg.
9 [a] Minden ember kevésfilmet nézett meg.
every personfew film-acc saw prt
"Every person saw few films
[1] every > few
[ii] *few > every
[b]* Kevés filmet minden ember megnézett/nézett meg.

The straightforward interpretation o these datais that quantifiers overtly check
cetain charaderistic feduresin designated pasiti ons, and when the sentence happensto
contain more than ore quantifier, the hierarchy of the dhecking positions automaticaly
determines their scope order. In ather words, these data suppat the scope theoriesin
Beghelli --Stowell 1997and Kayne 1998. At the same time, these data argue against the
asumption d nonfedure-driven QR (May 1977, 198% the daim that quantifiers move
only when this makes a truth-condtional differencewith resped to ancther scopal
element (Fox 1995, 1999 or the daim that scope is a by-product of the decking of
Case-features (Hornstein 1995.



Drawing directly from Brody 1990and Szabolcsi 1997,we propacse that the
preverbal field in Hungarian contains at least the functional head families Ref, Dist, and
F. That each label belongs to afamily means that several quantifiers may occur in ead
areg these may be ether interchangeable or more or less sibtly ordered with resped to
ead aher. In this paper, we ae not concerned either with afiner-grained analysis of
these families or with their semantic charaderization. For our purposes it sufficesto give
agoodsample of what quantifiers occur in each pasition, pessbly in complementary
distribution. AgrS marks the pasition o the finite verb.2?

The reader will note that in (10), we write X instead of XP. At this paint, this
shoud beregarded as an abbreviatory convention. The notation will becme significant

in sedion 4,where we present an analysis using Mirror Theory.

(20 Ref*
/\
names Dist*
definites /\
topic indefinites ‘every ..’ F
‘most ... ‘eath .. /\
‘many ...’ exhaustive foci AgrS
‘atleastn ... ‘few(er thann) ...
‘morethann ... ‘exadlyn ...
‘morethann ...

“more boys than girls
Caved: throughou this paper, we disregard sentence-initial phrases that exhibit a
fall-rise intonation contour. Such contrastive topics are analyzed as | eft-dislocaed in Kiss
1987.In Hungarian, any quantifier can be left dislocated and if so, it takes narrow scope
with resped to some or al of the scope-bearing elements that foll ow it. Left-dislocation
needs to be controlled for, because it will crede irrelevant apparent courterexamplesto
all the well -establi shed claims abou word order and scope.



2.2 The Reiteration of Ref--Dist--F

In theories where scope a@rresponds to an independently necessary feature-
chedking structure, only one reading is directly predicted for simple sentences like (8)-
(9): the one that happens to refled the hierarchy of the dhedking pasitions.* Both
Hornstein (1995 and Beghelli --Stowell (1997) invoke recnstructionto oltain the objed
wide scoperealingin (11).

(1) Few people saw every film.

[a [agspfew people ... [pisriagrop every film [vpe (few people) ... (every film)]]]

[b] [agrsp (few peopl€) ... [pisriagrop every film ... [ve (every film) ... few peoplel]]

If al quantifiers were boundto occur in the preverbal operator-feature dheding
positions and the order of these indeed disambiguated scope (i.e. if reconstructionis not
at work), we would make an even more extreme prediction for Hungarian. Not only
would we exped each string to be unambiguous; we would exped for there to be no
string at all where afew-phrase scopes above an every-phrase. The reasonisthat Dist, the
chedking position d every is higher than F, the dhecking position d few.

This extreme situation daes nat obtain. Quantifiers can, bu need na, occur in the
preverbal field. Thus, it is possbleto vary the relative scope of few-phrases and every-
phrases by leaving the latter postverbally. Compare:

(8a) Minden filmet kevés ember nézett meg.

every film few peoplesaw prt

*few > every

(120 Kevésember nézett meg minden filmet.

few peoplesaw prt every film

ok few > every
In what kind d positionisthe every-phrasein (12)? We assumethat al feaures are
cheded in an owert spec-head configuration. This entail s that nat only preverbal but also
postverbal every-phrases are overtly in Spec Dist. In general, in the spirit of Hallman's
(1998 reiterative syntax, we ssume that each of AgrS, T, AgrO, and vcome with their

own "scope series' in overt syntax.>,°



(13) Ref*
Dist*

AgrS
Ref*
Dist*
F*

Ref*
Dist*...
L F*
AgrO
Ref*
Dist*
F*

Thus, the intended reading of (12) has the foll owing structure:

(14) [r kevésember [ags Nézett meg [pis Minden filmet .. ]]]

Preverbal quantifiers occur in afixed order, because there is only one Ref* --
Dist*--F series above AgrS. The postverbal field, hovever, may accommodate quantifiers
in any order, because this field has more than one scope series and thereis no owert
element that staysin T, AgrO, or v to mark their boundaries. For example, ungrammaticd
(8b) contrasts with grammaticd (15).”

(8b) *Kevésember minden filmet megnézett/nézett meg.

few people every film prt-saw/ saw prt
(15 Tavaly nézett meg kevés ember minden filmet.
last-year saw prt few people every film
"It was last year that few people saw every film'
[ tavaly [agrs Nézett meg [ kevés ember [ [pig minden filmet ..]]]1]
For ease of reference, we will say that a quantifier Q/1 ouranks Q/2 iff the



checking position of Q/1 precedes that of Q/2 in the Ref*--Dist*--F sequence. E.g., an
every-phrase outranks a few-phrase. Using this terminology, the assumptions about
clausal architecture made in this section lead to the following generalization concerning
direct scope.
(16) Rank order and direct scope
When Q/1 outranks Q/2, the Q/1>Q/2 reading can be obtained either by
placing both quantifiersinto the same series, or by placing Q/1 into a
higher and Q/2 into alower series. But the Q/2>Q/1 reading that goes
against the ranking order can only be obtained if two distinct series are

involved, with Q/2 in the higher and Q/1 in the lower one.
2.3 Successive Step Movement / Chains

We assume that the feature checking behavior of quantifiersis analogous to that of wh-
phrases. They all are free to check their relevant features in any domain that contains an
appropriate functional head, and they moveto (in representational terms, form achain
with) their actual checking position in a successive step, i.e. localy linked fashion.

The question arises whether Hungarian exhibits a preference for checking
quantifier features aslow as possible, as relativized minimality or economy
considerations might suggest. The answer is No. Foci (i.e. counting quantifiers and those
with an [ei] feature, see note 3) must occur in the Agr series unlessthe Agr series
contains another focus or a negative, imperative, etc. operator.? Quantifiers with [ref] and
[dist] features do not have a comparable requirement but if thereis a preference at all,
they tend to occur as high asis compatible with their intended scope interpretation.®

These facts would be compatible with atheory of minimality along the following
lines. Features that are interpretable in principle (e.g. number, dist, or wh) may or may
not be interpreted inagiven position (number for exampleis interpreted on the subject
but not on Infl, wh on the selected C head but not in the argument position or the
intermediate landing position of the wh-phrase). See Brody 1997a,b, 2000 for an
approach to checking (bare checking theory) based on such assumptions; notice that the

+/- interpreted distinction used here is different from the +/- interpretable distinction in
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Chomsky 1995.A functional head may have afedure that is interpreted (in which case
the spedfier can be the head of a dhain) or afeaurethat isnot (in which case the
spedfier can ony be an intermediate link of a dhain); seethe analysis of wh-chainsin
Brody 2000.Ead functional head has only one relevant (interpreted or noninterpreted)
fedure, whence multiple spedfiers and adjunction are excluded.

Thuswe muld assume that a quantifier can traverse severa specsif the
correspondng heads do nd have a interpreted feaure. The existenceof A-bar chains of
the F-to-F, Dist-to-Dist, and Ref-to-Ref type will become important in the Appendix,
where we discussaresidual need for reconstruction.

3. The Overt Syntax of Inverse Scopein Hungarian

3.1. Generalizations About I nver se Scope

In the structures considered so far, the linea order of quantifiersisisomorphic to their
scopal order. But the phenomenon d inverse scope is attested in Hungarian, too.
Hunyadi (1981, 1999 observed that whether a postverbal universal scopes below
or above the preverbal focus depends onits gress '° When destressed, the postverbal
universal takes narrow scope. Thisisthe cae that istypically discussed in the literature
and also what we had in mindin sedion 2.When havever the postverbal universa
receves primary stress it takes wide scope. Compare the two stresspatterns for (12).
@a»n [4 "Kevés ember nézett meg minden filmet.
few peoplesaw prt every film
“The number of people who saw every film was snall’
[b] "Kevés ember nézett meg "minden filmet.
few peoplesaw prt every film
"Every film was seen by few people’
Thus, it is possble for apostverba quantifier to take inverse scope over a preverba one.
Likewise, Szabolcsi (1997) observed that inverse scope is possble between two
postverbal quantifiers. Here the same @rrelationwith stress £ansto hdd: the universal
takes inverse scopeif it is not destressed relative to the few-phrase.
18 [a "Tavaly nézett meg kevés ember minden filmet
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last-year saw prt few people every film
"It was last year that the number of people who saw every film was snall’
[b] "Tavaly nézett meg kevés ember 'minden filmet
last-year saw  prt few people every film
"It was last year that every film was sen by few people’
Kiss(1987, 1998 propased to derive the inverse scopal (b) examples from the
synonymous direct scopal (c) structures, by stylistic postpasing of the every-phrase.
Styli stic postposing does nat feed interpretation, simply relocates a phrase retaining its
original stress

[17c] Minden filmet "kevés ember nézett meg.
|

[18c] "Tavaly nézett meg 'minden filmet kevés ember.
|

| 4

We aopt Kisssinsight that the inverse scopal (b) ordersareto berelated, in

some way, to the direct scopal (c) structures. On the other hand, we would like to explore
the possbili ty that inverse scope is nat just aphondogicd phenomenonand keepiit in
syntax. There aetwo empirica reasons for not adopting styli stic postposing. One is that
some spekers, one of the authors of this paper among them, are less $ringent abou
stressthan Hunyadi: they accept inverse readings regardlessof the stresspattern. This
makes a purely phondogica accourt lessplausible. Ancther reasonisthat stylistic
postposing does naot corredly capture the differential inverse scope taking abiliti es of
different quantifier types.

An important generali zation emerging from Liu 1990, 1997Beghelli --Stowell
1997and, implicitly, Hornstein 1995was that courting quantifiersin English do na take
inverse scope over _every-phrases and most-phrases:

(199 Most (of the) men saw few films.

* “there ae few filmsthat were seen by most (of the) men'

(200 Every man saw few films.

* “there ae few films that were seen by every man'
Compare:

(21) Few men saw most (of the) films.
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ok “most of the films were seen by few men'
(220 Few men saw every film.
ok “every film was e by few men'
The same generdi zation hdds in Hungarian. Compare the goodinverse readings of
every over few in (17b) and (18b) with the imposshili ty of few over every below (unless
theintonationindicaes that the universal isto be interpreted as left dislocaed):

(23 Mindenki tavaly nézett meg kevés filmet.
everyone last-year saw prt few films
* few > every

(29 Tavaly nézett meg mindenki kevés filmet.

last-year saw prt everyone few films

* few > every
Sincequantifiersin Ref and Dist outrank thase in F, we will refer to this as the "ranking
generali zation" about inverse scope. (The issue whether Dist-spec can take inverse scope over
Ref-specistaken upin the Appendix.)

Stylistic postpasing, correctly, failsto derive the inverse reading for (23), because
thereisno grammatical position precaling mindenki from which kevés filmet might be
postposed:

(25 *Kevésfilmet mindenki tavaly nézett meg.

But stylistic postposing does derive an inverse reading for (24), which we think dces not
exist, by operating on kevés filmet in (26).
(26) "Tavaly nézett meg kevésfilmet ‘'mindenki.
The problem canna be solved by all owing only inhabitants of Ref and Dist to pcstpose,
becaise, asin English, a murting quantifier can take inverse scope over ancther
courting quantifier. These inverse readings may nat be perfed but are significantly better
than those over auniversal, cf. (20) and (24):
27) Few boys saw more than one film.
(28 Tavaly nézett meg egyndl  tobb filmet kevésfia.
last-year saw  prt one-than morefilm few boys
ok “few > more than one'



13

3.2 Inverse Scope in Syntax: Islt Created by Movement (Chains)?

If inverse scopeisto be aeaed in syntax then, in antisymmetric frameworks, it canna be
aproduct of rightward movement. Indead, Kayne (1998 and ahers offer a
straightforward alternative. (29) exemplifiesthis. Instead of postpasing everyone, the
whole cunkfew films saw is preposed; in nonmovement terminology, few films saw
has anortrivial chain.

(29) Kevésfilmet nézett meg mindenki

few films sw prt everyone
X

everyone /\ F

few films /\ AgrS
PN

Saw

What shall be theinterpretation d the resulting structure? It can be interpreted via
reanstruction, in which case it carries the same interpretation as the "chain-less" order:
every > few. Thisisasdesired. In addition, it may be interpreted withou reconstruction.
In view of Kayne's (1994 definition o c-command, few films then scopes above
everyone. Thisisfairly harmless since the few > every realing is avail able for this
string, although Hunyadi's correlation abou stressand scope will nolonger hald. If
interpretation withou reconstructionis for some reason excluded (at least for speakers
like Hunyadi), then the few > every interpretation o our string will only be derived with
astructure where few isin ahigher series than every to begin with.

Now the questionis, what triggers/li censes the construction d the dain whose
members are apies of F and whose top member isin the specifier of X. The examples
discussed above aswell asin theliterature dwaysinvolved auniversal taking inverse
scope over focus (exhaustive focus or a munting quantifier). If this was indeed a general
restriction, we might hypothesize that preposing is driven by some feature that the whole
chunk daninated by F (as oppacsed to the specifier of F) carries. Unfortunately, thereis
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no such generd restriction. Various quantifiers which, asindicaed by the procliti cization
of the verbal particle, occur in some Spec,Dist and nd in SpecF get inversely scoped
over; seebelow. Relevant isthe fad that in all these cases, thereisagrammaticd,
synonymous gructure withou preposing.

Mindenki "everyone', |legalabb két film “at least two films," and gyakran "often’

reside in the spedfiers of some member of the Dist family. Thus, in (30)-(31), Dist/2 gets
preposed relative to Dist/1. A legtébbfilm “most films residesin SpecRef. Thus, in
(32), Dist gets preposed relative to Ref. All the examples are dhosen so that in the variant
with preposing, the linearly second quantifier can induce referential variationin the
linealy first and therefore clearly scopes over it:
(30) [a] "Mindenki legalabb "két filmet megnézett.
everyone at-least twofilms prt-saw
‘every > a least two'
[b] Legaabb"ké filmet megnézett "mindenki.

at-lesst wofilms prt-sasw  everyone
‘every > a least two'

(31 [a] "Mindenki "gyakran elj 6tt.
everyone dten  @gx-came

“every > often’

[b] "Gyakran €lj6tt "mindenki.
often px-came everyone
“every > often’

(32 |4 A "legtobbfilmet legaldbb "két ember megnézte.

themost films at-least two people prt-saw
‘most > a least two’
[b] Legadbb "ké&t ember megnéztea "legtbbbfilmet.

at-lesst  Wwo peopleprt-saw themost films

‘most > a least two’
These examples ow that preposing isin noway restricted either to particular quantifiers
or to particular quantifier types. But then it does not seem very likely that we can identify

an obvious syntactic feature that drives prepasing.
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The same mnclusionis readed by asking what the pragmatic differenceis
between the two truth-condtionally equivalent order-variants. We have not been able to
come up with any systematic difference We have not found dscourse contexts that
strongly favor one variant over the other (the noninverted variant is probably more
typicd).

In sum, "preposing to X", like Kayne's own "preposing to W", appears to ladk an
identifiable driving force, whether syntadic, semantic or pragmatic. Note that it canna
even be anstrued as arepair-type movement, alongthe lines of the Ml er propacsal
(based onWilli ams 1999, to reinterpret Kayne: our prepasing does not restore an
"origina" order of any sort; onthe cntrary. If having either of these motivationsisthe
hallmark of movement (chain formation), then "prepasing to X" canna be an instance of
movement (chain formation).

Can preposing be phondogicdly motivated, then? It is nat obvious how. If the
inpu of prepasing is as grammaticd as the output, what might be the phondogicd
problem that can ony be resolved by movement?

We ae led to the following conclusion:

(33) Wanted: A way to accourt for the fad that certain structures (like (17a,c),

(30), (31), (32), but nat any structure) can be linearized in two alternative
ways.
In the foll owing sedions we ae going to argue that Mirror Theory (Brody 2000
provides such an acourt. Sedion 3.3states the daim in informal terms and lays out its
descriptive cnsequences. Sedion 4 govides a somewhat more predse version and

discussesitsrelation to current theorizing.
3.3 Inverse Scope as Specifier/Complement Reordering
Consider the foll owing two structures. The spedfier is higher than the cmmplement in

bath. They differ only in whether the spedfier precedes the heal, or the other way
around
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(3% [4 XP [b] XP
Spec X' X' /\Spec
X Comp - Cormp X

Now imagine, for the sake of the agument, that both instantiations of the X-bar theoretic
schemawere avail able. If so, the direct scope orders might be taken to instantiate the
"complement foll ows gecifier" option d the relevant projedion, and the inverse scope
orders the "complement precedes gecifier” option. In (35a,b), where the relevant
projedionisthat of Dist, (353) instantiates (34a), and (35b) corresponds to (34h).
(35 [4 [bise Mindenki Dist [gp kevés filmet [agsp Nézett meg]]]
everyone few films saw prt
[b] DistP

Dist' everyone

FP /\ Dist
few films AgrSP
/\A

Saw

Thus, if scopal projedions as complements have the optionto precedle, rather than foll ow,
the spedfier, the inverse scopal orders are avail able withou recourse to movement.
Under such assumptions, the problem that the prepasing operation considered in 3.1 fas
no easily identifiable trigger would vanish. A further advantage is that now thereis no
neeal for reconstruction. Note that the hierarchicd relationsin (a) and (b) are identical.

Unfortunately, having both instantiations of the X-bar schema goes against

Kayne's (1994) antisymmetry hypothesis, according to which there is a precise match
between hierarchicd and linear order. Therefore,

(36) Wanted: A way to predict the avail abili ty of bath the "complement foll ows
spedfier" andthe "complement precales gpedfier” orders, in conformity
with antisymmetry.

In sedion 4,we ae goingto argue that Mirror Theory makes both these options

avail able. The structures that replace (35a,b), for example, will be notated asfollows. It is
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important to underscore that in (37b), the two Dist's are segments of the same head. In
spite of this, aswe shall seg (37b) isnot an adjunction structure (note that the lower Dist

does not dominate atrace of F).

(377 [a Digt [b] Dist
everyone F F /\Dist
A ~
few films sw few films saw  everyone

In this sction, we simply anticipate this result and lay out its empirica aspeds. To make
transparent how these empirical considerations bea onthe mirror theoretic ones, we are
going to use the official notationto be developed in the next sedion right away.

Most of the examples discussed so far had a simple two-quantifier format that
diredly matches (37a,b). In the caes where the two scope heads are nat Dist--F but
Dist1--Dist2, Ref--Digt, or Ref--F, only the labels need to be changed.

Inverse scope within the postverbal field foll ows the same pattern. The relevant
part of (18b) isasfollows:

(39 AgrS

Although the "complement precedes pecifier" optionis maximally local, the
complement chunkthat getsto precede the spedfier can be arbitrarily large. For
example, in (39b), the sentence-final quantifier scopes over al the other material.
(39 [a [big "Mindenki [ egy "angol filmet nézett meg hdromndl tobhbszér]]

everyone anEnglishfilm sawprt threethan more-times
'For everyone, it was an English film that he saw more than three times
[b]  [pig [Feqy "angol filmet nézett meg haromnal tobbszor] "mindenki]

‘same'
By the same token, application to Kayne's (1998 biclausal example (1b) will require no
spedal effort. No ore movesto the matrix Neg, asin Kayne. But thisis not foll owed by
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VP-preposing to WP, insteal, the VP that contains the traceof no ore precedes gec,Neg
to begin with.
(40 Neg

forceyouto marry t/i no orei

In (39b), the linearly third quantifier scopes above thelinealy first and second,
which exhibit adired order between them. But if the complement precedes the spedfier
in more than ore category, the mirror image order also beacomes avail able. Note that this
requires that ultimate quantifier outrank the penultimate, and the penultimate the
antepenultimate. (41a) represents the dired order. In (41b), the F-chunk precedes, rather
than foll ows, the spedfier of Dist, and the Dist-chunk pgecedes, rather than foll ows, the
spedfier of Ref.
4y [4 [rer €Y magas lannyal [pig mindenki [tegnap akart  @ncolni]]]

a tal girl-with  everyone yesterday wanted dance-inf
"Thereisatall girl x such that for everyoney, it was yesterday that y
wanted to dance with x’

[b] [ref [Digt [F tegnap akart tdncolni] mindenki] egy magas lannyal]

same’

The fact that the "complement precedes gedfier” optionisentirely local, i.e.
involves only the specifier and the complement of the same head, days an important role
in capturing the ranking generali zation abou inverse scope: spec,Ref or specDist can
scope inversely over spec,F, bu nat viceversa. The reasonwhy locdlity playsaroleis
this. Aswas observed in (16), a cnsequence of our clausal architecture isthat when Q/1
outranks Q/2, the Q/2>Q/1 reading can ony be obtained if two dstinct series are
involved, with Q/2 in the higher and Q/1 in the lower one. E.g.,



(42) F

/\ Agr/T
T~ Dist

Q/1

Q/2

If reordering allowed a category in alower series to come to precede a specifier in a
higher series, then lower-ranking Q/2 would end up linearly following higher-ranking
Q/1 and nevertheless scoping over it, in violation of the cross-linguistic generalization.
If , however, the "selected dependent precedes head” option is available to the
dependents of any head, the beneficial effects of locality get voided, and spec,F will
easily take inverse scope over spec,Dist. Hereiswhy. As soon as the category that
separates the two scopal series (Agr or T) can be ordered to precede Q/2, the undesired
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inverse reading obtains. (Whether or not Dist is aso ordered before Agr/T playsarolein

exactly what linear order we get but is not crucial in obtaining the inverse reading per se.)

Witness:
43) * F
/\
Agr/T F
T Dist le/
~
Q/1

With respect to the domain of facts we are concerned with, the obvious

conclusion isthis:

(44) Wanted: The prediction that scopal categories, but not inflectional
categories, have the freedom of being ordered either before or after the
specifier of the selecting head.

In section 4, we argue that Mirror Theory can naturally make this prediction without

reference to scope-specific considerations.

4 The proposal
4.1 Background: Mirror Theory (mt)
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The Linea Correspondence Axiom (LCA) states that linea order matches asymmetric ¢
command, and thus hierarchical structures are atisymmetrical. The dements of the
mirror theoretical representation d structure, heads/nodes and their links are such that
only antisymmetric structures can arise. These wnform to the LCA, bu noLCA is
necessary to achieve this effed. Instead, antisymmetry is aresult of the fad that the
theory contains notodsto buld structures that the LCA is meant to exclude.
Eliminating the X-bar theoretic distinction between projection levels, mt
represents traditional (45a) as (45b). Therelation between the v andthe D nodes in (46h)
is best interpreted as expressng the standard "vP dominates DP" configuration; similarly

for thev and V nodes.
(45 [4d vP [b] v
op Ny o Ny

The representations do doulbe duty in thisway. Nodeslike D, v, V, taken by themselves,
are heads. If however they are taken together with all the nodes they dominate, they
correspondto the phrasal nodes of the standard framework, moduo the fad that
caegoria projedionis now eliminated. (In the text below, we will refer to the nodes as
"heads', and to a head/node together with al other nodes it dominates as a phrase. We
also talk abou nodes (heads, in this terminology) dominating other nodes (heads).)

Traditionally, a dependent of aheal quelifies as a specifier or asa mmplement in
two dfferent senses. Oneisthe interpretive sense: the specifier shares feaures with the
head, and the omplement is sleded by or forms an extended word/projection with the
head. The other is a structural sense, reflected in the linear order: the spedfier precedes
and the complement foll ows the head. In mt these two senses are separated. The terms
S(tructural)-spedfier and s(tructural)-complement are reserved for use in the structural
sense: as-specifier isthe left daughter and a s-complement is the right daughter of the
head. The term i(nterpretive)-complement refers to dependents that are seleded by or
form an extended word/projedion with the head, i.e. it covers the whaole traditional

interpretive sense of the term complement.*! Theterm i(nterpretive)-spedfier refersto a
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feature sharer.

The separation of the interpretive and the structural senses of thesetermsis
important for the following reason. Categories that share features with ahead and arein
this sense specifiersinterpretively are invariably also specifiers structurally. (Feature-
sharing is by spec--head agreement.) We assume that thematic role assignment also takes
place under feature sharing spec--head relations. On the other hand, whether an i-
complement occurs as a s-specifier (left daughter) or as a s-complement (right daughter)
of the head does not directly follow from their interpretive relation. In mt, it follows from
their morphological relation. Thisis a consequence of the fact that in mt the
generaization known as the mirror principleistaken to be an axiom as stated in the
principle of the Mirror:

(46)  Mirror:

If Y isthe s-complement of X in syntax, then the sequence Y-X isa
morphological unit, i.e. aword.
In thisway, in mt syntactic structure at least partially determines morphological
interpretation. For example, the fact that the atomic predicate V is the s-complement of
the atomic predicate v in syntax is interpreted as V-v forming aword in morphology.

To determine where a morphological word is actually pronounced, further
information is needed regarding which of the components have "strong" features, just like
in the standard frameworks. For instance, both French and English have morphol ogical
words of the form V-v-AgrO-T-AgrS, but the inflected verb is pronounced inv in
English and in AgrSin French, the highest strong position in each language. Thus, this
theory replicates the effect of head movement without carrying out the construction of
morphological unitsin syntax.

As noted above, feature-sharing is always under spec--head agreement. If ahead
shares afeature with a dependent, the dependent must occur as a s-specifier, i.e. as aleft
daughter, and they may or may not form aword phonologically. For instance, Romance
type clitics in s-specifier positions may form a phonological word with the head.* But
the spec-head relation itself isinterpretively neutral: a non-feature-sharing dependent, ie.
an i-complement also occurs as a s-specifier when it does not form aword with the head.

In (47) for example slegp is the s-complement of -s but the s-specifier of will, athough
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the interpretive relations are the same.

(47) [4 -S\ [b]  will

sleep s eep/

The structure in (47b) seems to predict that the spell-out order is sleep will.*® This
conclusion is avoided if will isthe complement of a separate T head and is pronounced in
T. This T in turn also offers a specifier position to host the subject, something that will
cannot do, since its specifier position is aready occupied by sleep. Thus (b) is part of the

following larger structure:

[c] T
John will
s -~
eep
-
(John)

4.2 Why isthe " Reordered" Representation of Scope Projections Possible?

The generalization that emerged in (44) was that scopal categories, but not inflectional
categories, have the freedom of being ordered either before or after the feature-sharing
specifier of the selecting head. Deriving this generalization has two parts. One, the fact
that there is an ordering freedom needs to be derived. Two, the fact that thisfreedom is
reserved for particular categories needs to be derived. Appeal to Mirror Theory is
promising in both respects. One, mt crucially assumes that complements in the
interpretive sense may either be right-daughters or left-daughters. Two, mt makes the
choice dependent on the morphological relation between the head and its i-complement.
This promises to cut the cake right. We will want to say that scopal heads have akind of
ordering freedom that inflectional heads do not, because morphologically, they do not
form astight arelationship with each other asinflectional heads do. Thisistheintuition
that we attempt to formalize. In the remainder of section 4.2, we simply assume that
scopal categories have the freedom of occurring either as s-complements or as s-
specifiers of the head that selects them. In section 4.3, we address the issue as to why
inflectional categories appear to lack this freedom.
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Theinformal reasoning above only refersto the dternate ordering of the head and
its i-complement. But we want more: we in fad need to arder the i-complement to
preceale the feaure-sharing i-spedfier. Recall that we agued that this latter isthe
constell ation that yields inverse scope.

To seehow thisresult follows, take acloser look at how the requisite relations can
beredized. Take abitrary scopal heals, say, Dist and F, supdemented by AgrS to make
the layout more transparent (the verb, we asume, is pronownced in AgrS). In (48a), Fis
the s-complement of Dist. What might be the structure where F is the s-spedfier of Dist?
Since eab nade has only one left daughter, if F isthe left daughter of Dist, thereisno
spacefor establi shing the feature-checking relation between every and Dist. Thisrelation
isunlikely to be mediated by an agreement-type node AG, in part because every isnot a
subject. Thus, the simplest way of making F a spedfier of Dist, (48b), is ot

48 [4 Dist [b] * AG

/
few/\ AgrS : F

few AgrS

Consider instead (49), where F is a specifier of Dist. We asume that the two Dist's form
asingle hea. (49) may look like an adjunction structure, but it is not.™

(49 Dist
f— T~ bis
/\ -
few AgrS every

We know that two identicd heads can be generated ontop d each ather. For
instance, Dist seleds Dist in examples like this: 1°
(500 Mindenki mindent ért.
everyone everything  understands
"Everyone understands everything'
Thus, nahing speda needsto be said to al ow for Dist asa complement of Dist. What
nealsto be shown isthat in (49) the two identical categories are interpretable a forming



24

asingle heal. For this, it needsto be shown that the two spedfiersin (49) are
respedively interpretable as this head's slected i-complement and its feaure-sharing i-
spedfier.

In a wnfiguration like (51), ony the lower spedfier Y can be the feature-sharer,
becaise afeaure-sharer needs to be dominated by the cadegory it shares feaures with.
(We aopt the standard terminology going back to May 1985,that A is dominated by a
caegory B iff al segments of B contain A.)

(51 Dist

X /\Dist
vy

Dominanceisrequired, because feaures of syntactic representations canna percolate
downward (cf. Brody 1995, 1998 or relevant discusson). If X wereto share afedure
with the higher Dist, that feaure would na go down to the lower Dist, whence the two
Dist'sare nat identicd and therefore canna form asingle hea. In (49), every, but nat F,
isdominated by Dist; indeed, every is the category that chedks its [+dist] feaure with
Dist.

If so, the only role left for the higher s-spedfier, X isthat of the i-complement,
andthereis nothing that speaks against it playing that role. Specificdly, the formation d
an extended word (extended projedion in standard terms) does naot require for one
member of the extended word to daminate the other: it suffices for one to contain the
other. Indeed, in (49), the higher speafier Fisa cdegory that Dist can form an extended
word with.

Let us how, too, that a cdegory canna be "doulded" arbitrarily. For example,
(52a,b) below, where X would represent the i-complement and Y the feaure-sharer,
canna be interpreted with the two Dist's forming asingle head.

52 [4 Dist [b] Dist

N

X Dist Y Dist

Ny W

In (523), Y can be the i-complement but nat the feaure-sharer, because dthoughiit is
dominated by Dist, it isnot aspedfier. And X canna be the fedure-sharer, becauseit is
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not dominated by Dist. The bottom lineis that the two-segment Dist cannot find a
feature-sharer, and X cannot find arole for itsdlf, in this constellation. Likewise, in (52b),
which is essentially (48b) with AG replaced by aDist segment, Y cannot be the feature-
sharer, because it is not dominated by Dist. Thus (52a,b) are incoherent.

In sum, we take (49) to legitimately represent the situation where thei-
complement of a scopa head precedes the i-specifier. This appears to be the only
legitimate realization of the option of taking the i-complement to be a s-specifier of the
scopal head: neither (48b) nor (52b) are viable. In other words, if the i-complement of a
scopal head is not its s-complement but, instead, occurs as a s-specifier, the feature-
sharing i-specifier must follow it in atwo-layered constellation

We now have legitimate structures for our two scopal constellations:

(53) Dist direct scope, every > few (=484a)

N
few /\ AgrS

every

(54 Dist inverse scope, every >few  (=49)
F — T Dist
/\ -
few AgrS every

The structures we are proposing are strictly antisymmetrical (precedence and hierarchy
match up), but scopeitself is not: it is possible for a category to scope over one that

precedes it. We return to these issues in section 5.

4.3Why Isthe Alternate Order of Agr and T Not Possible?

The most robust empirical restriction on inverse scopeisthat when Q/1 (e.g. auniversal)
outranks Q/2 (e.g. a counting quantifier), Q/2 cannot take inverse scope over Q/1. Aswas
pointed out in the foregoing sections, if Agr and T, the categories that separate the scopal
series, participated in the chains that create the reordering effect, it would be possible to
violate this restriction. Thus, aongside (55a), (55b) would be available with the same

meaning, contrary to fact.
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(69 [a  [AgrS] [b] * [Agrs]

Dist Dist few

every /\ AgrO every/\gro

The aqucia fact abou (55b) isthat T (which daminates every) is reordered with resped
to few. Why is this excluded? If it were the cae that a counting quantifier can never take
inverse scope & al, it might be the eaiest to stipulate that F canna have two segments.
We have seen, however, that the generdli zationis not this smplein either English or
Hungarian. To derive theinverse scopein (28), repeated here & (56),
(56) Tavaly nézett megegyndél tobb filmet kevésfia.

last-year saw prt one-than morefilm few boys

ok ‘few >morethan one
we nedl to assume that at least some of the T, AgrO, and v series can have multiple Fs
and the lower one can "reorder”, i.e. precade the higher one:*’

F/2 F/1
more than ore T few

Therefore, the problem does nat lie exclusively with F, and we need a more
general solution.*® We sketch out two aternatives, neither of which is Sope-spedfic. In

the spirit of mt, they relate to assumptions abou morphdogy.

4.3.1 Mirror asformulated in (46) is not a biconditional. Hence ay i-complement may
occur either as a s-complement or as as-spedfier (in the former case it must form a
morphdogicd word with the selecting head, and in the | atter case it may or may not).

The ranking generali zation regarding inverse scope can, under this assumption, ke
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derived by assuming that the order Ref--Dist--F, part of the universal clausal
architedure, is gated in arelativized manner:

(58) Thescopa head that Ref* most immediately dominates can be Dist* (or

F*), and the one Dist* most immediately dominates can be F*.

This gatement is meant to exclude other dired dominance relations, such as F
dominating Dist* or Ref*. With appropriate provisions, this diredly ensures that the
ranking generadli zation is observed. In bah (55a,b), F dominates Dist with the
intervention d T. The difference between (55a) and (55b) can be accourted for if T is
visibleto principle (58) only in the cmplement path. In (55b), the nearest visible scopal
head that F dominatesis Dist, which is excluded. In (55a) the Dist head under T isnot
visible, so no volationresults. Recdl that the mirror theoretic s-spedfier and s-
complement correspond,in traditional terms, to a purely syntactic and to amorphdogical
relation, respectively. The syntactic relation between a head and a dependent need na be
entirely locd. For instance verbs that select for nours must seethrough the intervening
determiner layer (but see Sportiche 1999for an interesting contrary view). So, we aume
that in (55b), F sees through the intervening T and so finds itself immediately dominating
Dist, which is excluded. On the other hand, morphdogical relations ssem to be more
locd. If so, then in (554) F only sees T, whencethe occurrence of Dist below T is

legitimate.*®

4.3.2 The seoondalternative rests on the assumption that Mirror is grengthened to a
bicondtiona: Y isthe s-complement of X in syntax iff the sequenceY-X isa
morphdogicd unit. Although this grengthening encourters some problems, espedally
with prefixes and with some suffixes like the genitive's, we muld neverthelessadopt the
bicondtional, and sidestep these problems by distinguishing phondogicd and
morphdogicd words. A morphdogicd word is necessarily also aphondogica word, bu
nat conversely. The predictionis that words that do nd obey the mirror principle must be
phondogicdly constructed; their "wordness' has no morphaosyntadic relevance
Whil e there seam to be some dea cases, we do nd undertake hereto definein
genera when aboundmorpheme forms amorphdogicd or only aphondogica word
with its host. We shall refer to a morpheme that must form a morphdogicd word with its
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host as morphologically bound and those that do not as morphologically free. In fact, we
assume that there is no genera rule to separate morphologically bound and
morphologically free, and we take the property to be lexically specified. So morphemes
are either marked or unmarked as morphologically bound (the latter being
morphologically free) in the lexicon. Morphologically bound is aways phonologically
bound. Morphologically free morphemes can also be further specified as phonologically
bound. Their phonological boundness may be context dependent (as in the case of
compounds like blackbird and pickpocket) or astable property (asin the case of
clitics).?® There are probably interesting subregularities in this domain that we expect
further research that is mindful of the type of distinctions drawn here to uncover. In sum,

(59) Biconditiona Mirror:

Y isas-complement of X if and only if X is morphologically bound with
respectto Y, i.e. Y-X form aword both in morphology and phonology.

These notions form a basis of the account of why the alternate ordering of scopal
heads is possible. We shall assume that heads that are systematically empty do not need
to be inherently specified as morphologically free or morphologically bound. They may
in principle be either (although they may be forced to be one way or the other by the
independent needs of other morphemes, see the comment below (63)).

The heads Ref, Dist, and F are systematically empty in Hungarian: although they
are operators with well-defined semantic content (Ref is an existential, Dist adistributive,
and contrastive F an identificational operator), thereis no overt morphemein the
language that serves as avehicle for these contents. This contrasts with T, for example.
Although the present tense morpheme is null, the past tense morphemeisnot, i.e. T is not
systematically empty. Our interpretation of this contrast is that there is no real
morphological sensein which, say, Dist can be argued to form or not to form aword with
F, whileit isimportant for the morphology of Hungarian to ensure that T forms aword
with v. Consequently, F can in principle be either a s-specifier or as-complement of Dist,
but v must be a s-complement of T.

We can now return to the contrast between (55a,b), repeated here.
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[59 [a  [AgrS] [b] * [Agr]
\F IS
RN T~
few T T F
Dist Dist few

every /\ AgrO every/\gro

We will now assume that theill egitimate reordering in (55b) disrupts the morphdogical
word v-AgrO-T-AgrS. To seehow this works, the definiti ons pertaining to morphdogicd
words need to be generalized to take the presence of scope projedionsinto accourt.
When noscope projedions intervene, we know that the only legitimate awnstellationisa
sequence of s-complements by Mirror.

(600 AgrS

AgrO

v

To alow for auniversal to take inverse scope over a wurting quantifier, for example, we
also need to al ow the following inverse scope @nfiguration:

(61) AgrS
T
\ Dist
F — T Dist
few /\Agro every /

Although AgrS and vare not conneded by an uninterrupted "s-complement path," that
path isinterrupted oy by the Dist--F segment. But Dist and F do nd seem to form a
morphdogica word between them in any interesting empiricd sense. (In the sense of
Brody 1997a, 20Ma,b, AgrS-T-Dist-F-AgrO-v-V form an extended word, much like
Grimshaw's extended projedion, a cncept that is different from that of the
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morphological word.) It is perhaps not unreasonable to assume that Dist and F can be

ignored in the assembly of the v-AgrO-T-AgrS morphologica word, and that Dist and F

can be ignored because they are systematically empty (unlike Agr for example that may

or may not be empty) and can be collapsed into a point such that this point isthe

complement of T and v is the complement of it. We will notate this point as Dist-F: %
(62) AgrS

N

T

N

Dist-F

N

AgrO

N

On the other hand, in the ungrammatical (55b), T is, crucially, a specifier of F, wherefore

\

T cannot be the complement of AgrS even in the looser sense just outlined.
(63) *AgrS

F

e

T

Note, by the way, that athough v, AgrO, T, and AgrS do not form an overtly
visible morphological word with the scope heads that happen to immediately dominate
them, the above considerations force them to appear as complements of these, or else the
formation of v-AgrO-T-AgrS would be disrupted. This holds irrespective of whether
inverse scope isinvolved.?

Our account says, in effect, that a category that separates two scopal series cannot
occur as as-specifier if it needs to form a morphologica word with a higher category.
Thisworks easily when the s-specifierhood of T is at stake: it needsto form a
morphological word with AgrS. But how does this account rule out the possibility for
AgrSto occur as as-specifier? If AgrSisthe highest element that enters into the word,
nothing rulesit out. To rule out the reordering of AgrS, we speculate that v-AgrO-T-AgrS
forms a morphological word with some complementizer (i.e. one of the functional heads

that Rizzi (1997) factors C into) that itself has no scopal series. Then any reordering of
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AgrS with a preverbal scope projedion prevents the formation o theword ..-AgrS-C and
isthus ungrammaticd.

It might appear that the reordering of AgrSisautomaticdly ruled ou, becaise the
only F of the dause would wind upin pastverba position, which isto be excluded
somehow in any event, see nate 8. But this canna be the solution. First, it isfairly easy to
requirethat F canna beused inthe T, AgrO, or v series unlessF (or Neg, etc.) in the
AgrS seriesisused. But the postverbal F in (64a) would in fad be inthe AgrS series,
only linealy would it follow the verb. It is entirely unclea how this might be prohibited.

64 [4 *[Minden filmet latott] kevésfia.

every film saw few boys

" few > every'
Worse still, take (64b) with ore preverba and ane postverbal courting quantifier, where
apurely linear prohibition that might rule (64a) out canna help, sincethe string itself is
perfectly grammeticd.

[64] [b] Kevésfilmet latott egyné  tobbfid.

few films sw one-than more boy

ok “few > more than one’

* “more than ore >few'
While more than ore can scope inversely over few when bah are postverbal, it
absolutely canna doso in (64b). But if "reordering’ of AgrSto precale F were dlowed,
the foll owing structure would yield the non-existent reading:

(65 ~ F
F AgrS more than ore
g AN
few saw

On the other hand, if reordering of AgrSis excluded asin the text, the inverse reading
does not come dou, because it would require for there to be two F'sin the AgrS-series,

which daes not obtain®
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5 Scope

Aswas pointed ou in sedion 3, ore dtradive feaure of the "selected dependent
precales head" optionisthat the interpretation d inverse scope does nat require
reconstruction. Thisis 9 because, at least in the preliminary form exhibited in (34a,b),
the dired andthe inverse orders have identicd hierarchicd structures. The questionis
how the alvantageous properties of these wnfigurations can be preserved within an
antisymmetrical framework. Recall that it is the equivalenceof the following kind o
structures that we need to guarantee. (Triangles are alded below the quantifier heads to

highlight the fad that they represent heads-cum-dependents.)

(66) [d Dist [b] Dist
every /\F F /\Dist
O

few AgrS few /\Agrs every

& &

Mirror Theory eliminates the need for a primitive notion o c-command, and
fadorsit into dependency and damination relations, naions that are independently
necessary (cf. Brody 1997a, 2000for discusson). Thus sope dso nealsto be defined in
these terms.

Departing from the traditional concept of c-command, we ae not going to state
the scope relation ketween two quantifiersdiredly. Thisis natural, sincether relationis
aways mediated by some functional head. In the @sence of adjunction, no qantifier
occursin apasition where it is not a dependent of a head. The definiti on that suggests
itself isthis:

(67) X has sopeover Y iff X'sfeaturesdominate Y.

According to this definition, the features of every man in (66a,b) dominate eserything
under F. Every man is the fedure-sharing dependent of Dist, hence Dist inheritsits
feaures, and Dist dominates F. On the other hand, the features of F do nd dominate
every man, the reason keing that F is nat a feaure-sharing dependent of Dist.?*
Consequently, no quantifier inside F scopes over every man. Thus, (66a) and (66b)
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exhibit the same asymmetricd scope relation, as desired.

One immediate cnsequence of this definitionisthat the every-phrase in (66b)
scopes over (binds) its own trace inside the remnant F (below AgrS).

Aswas pointed out above, defining scope in terms of featural domination
amounsto saying that sentence-internal interpretive relations, traditionally recognized to
be @ntingent on c-command by the dominant term of the relation, are in fact establi shed
by some heal, activated by agreement with an appropriate specifier. For example, the
scope relation ketween every man and few filmsis established by the Dist head.
Following Beghelli --Stowell 1997and Szabolcsi 1997,Dist is analyzed as adistributive
operator. Dist isafunction that takes as its arguments the generali zed quantifier denoted

by the spedfier (every man) and the property denoted by itsi-complement (here: F). Dist
operates on these by grabhbing the (unique) witness &t of the spedfier and dstributing the
property dencted by the i-complement over its elements:

(68) Dist = A APOx € unique-witnesg[1 ) [P(xX)]
For Every man read few books, theresult is,

(69) [x & man'[read-few-books(x)]
Every man makes few books referentially dependent, because the contribution o the

latter is part of the property distributed over the dements of the set of men, a set
determined from the denatation d the phrase that the Dist head shares afeaure with.
Likewise, the licensing of negative pdarity itemswill be dtributed to the head that the
licensor checks its fegure with.

One peadlarity of Kayne's (199418) definition ("X c-commands Y iff X andY
are categories and X excludes' Y and every caegory that dominates X dominates Y") is
that it all ows the spedfier of the spedfier to c-command the ammplement. Since
spedfier--head feature transmisson may continue if the heal is also the i-spedfier of a
higher head, the present approach yields the same result by default, i.e. if the featurein
question can be transmitted via spec-head agreement at all .>> We present some data
below that suggest that thisis empiricaly correct.

The data set (70) contains se- expressons, interpretable a universal quantifiers
that are li censed when scoping immediately above negation*® Assume that this scoping
obtains when they check their [se] feaure with an appropriately positioned Se head. (70b,
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c) indicae that the [se] feaureisinherited from the spedfier. Especialy in (c), it isquite
unlikely that the se- expresson cgts li censed by moving out, either overtly or covertly.?’

(700 [4 [Senkivel] nem beszéltem.

nobaly-with nad spoke-|
“I didn't spe& with anyone'

[b] [Semelyik fil  apjava]  nem beszéltem.
no by's father-with na spoke-|
“I didn't sped with any boy's father'

[c] [Senkivel vald beszélgetésbd] nem tanultam ennyit.
nobaly-with being talking-from  not leant-l this much
“I didn't learn this much from talking with anyone'

The sets below will show that afeaure of the specifier of the spedfier aso serves
to license another phrase: a negative palarity item or aboundreading of mas
“(alsomething) different’.

Vaami ig/barmi is “even something' is an NPl which, like I-NPIsin Serbo-

Croatian, islicensed in the scope of downward entaili ng operators other than clause-mate
negation (Progovac1989.%
(V) [Kevesektdl] tanultam valamit is/barmit is.
few-from bant-l something even
"From few people did | lean anything
[b] [Kevésfiu  apjatdl]  tanultam valamit isbarmit is.
few  boy’sfather-from learnt-l something even
“From few boys' fathers' did | learn anything'
[c] [Kevesekkel vald hbeszélgetésbdl] tanultam valamit ig/barmit is.
few-with eing talking-from  learnt-l something even
“From talking with few people did | learn anything'
Mas “(something) different' has aboundreading when it is within the scope of a
distributive universal and a deictic reading otherwise:
(72 [a] [Mindenkitél] mast kaptam. (boundmas)
everyone-from different got-I

"I got something different from everyone'
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[a@i] [Afioktol] maést kaptam. (deictic mas)
the boys-from different got-|
"I got something different from the boys'
[bi]  [Mindenfid szileitdl] mast kaptam. (boundmas)
every  boy's parents-from diff erent got-I
"I got something different from every boy's parents
[bii] [A fiuk szileitdl] mést kaptam. (deictic mas)
the boys' parents-from diff erent got-|
"I got something different from the boys' parents’
[ci] [Mindenkivel vald leszélgetésbd] mést tanultam. (boundmas)
everyone-with being talking-from  different leant-I
'I leant something different from talking with everyone'
[cii)] [Afidkkal vald beszélgetésbdl]l mast tanultam. (deictic més)
the boys-with being talking-from  different learnt-|
“I leant something different from talking with the boys'

In al these cases, we can say that the big noun ghrase occursin spec Se, spec,F or
specDist because its gedfier hasthe relevant feaure and its interaction with the rest of
the sentenceisin fad the doing of the Se, F or Dist head it shares feaures with.

Note, by the way, that the Engli sh transations of (67b) and (68l), From few
boys fathersdid | lean anything and ] got something diff erent from every boys's parents

(boundreading) are dso acceptable, whereas the Engli sh trand ations of (67¢) and (68cii),

From talking with few people did | learn anything and | learnt something different from

talking with everyone (boundreading) are not. This correlates with a contrast in wh-pied

piping: From whose father did you lean this? but not From talking with whaose father did

you learn this? The uniform acceptabili ty of the Hungarian examples sems from the fad
that beaer of the relevant fedureisinvariably onthe left edge, i.e. in spedfier paosition.
The question arises what the binding properties of these specifiers are. Recdl that
in English, they can hind epithets and pronours, though na anaphors (Hornstein--
Weinberg 1991,Kayne 199%):
(73) Every girl'sparentslovethekid/ her / *herself.
Note that in bah languages, a quantifier licenses asingular epithet only within its
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sentence-internal scope:
(749 [4 Every boy isaslegp. *Thekid istired.
[b] Minden fit alszik. *A sracféaradt.
‘same’
In Hungarian, epithets are licensed by the spedfier of aspedfier, but pronours (here:
pro) are much worse:
(75 [b] [Kevés/minden fid anyja] tudja, hogy mutdl-e a sréc hangja.
few/every boy's  mother knows whether bregks thekid's voice
"Few/every boy(s)'s mother knows if the kid's voiceis breaking
[c] [Kevés/minden fidval  valé heszélgetésbd] vilagos, hogy  mutdl-e
few/every boy-with being talking-from clear  whether bregs
a srac hangja.
thekid' svoice

‘It isclea from talking with few/every boy(s) if the kid'svoiceis

bre&ing'
(76) [b] ?[Kevés/mindenfid  anyjal tudia, hagy muta-e a hangja
few/every boy's mother knows whether bregks the voice-poss3sg

"Few/every boy(s)'s mother knows if hisvoiceisbreging'
[c] ? [Kevés/minden fiaval valé beszélgetésbd] vil agos, hogy mutal-e
few/every boy-with being talking-from clear whether bre&ks
a hangja
the voice-poss3sg
‘It isclea from talking with few/every boy(s) if hisvoiceis breaking'
Interestingly, however, the same @ntrast between epithets and pronours obtains when
the intended antecedent is a name, which shoud be &le to simply corefer:
77 [4 [Péter anyja] tudja, hagy mutd-e a sr&c hangja.
Peter's mother knows whether bre&s the kid's voice
"Peter's mother knows if the kid's voice is breaking'
[b] ?[Péter anyja] tudia, hogy mutd-e a hangja
Peter's mother knows whether bre&s the voice-poss3sg

“Peter's mother knows if hisvoiceis bre&ing'
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Leaving the explanation d the epithet/pronouncontrast to future research, onthe
combined strength of the méas data and the epithet data we mnclude that variable binding
abiliti es are dso passed upin the manner of spec-head agreement.?*

Hendriks (1993 shows that semanticdly, for quantifier A to have wide scope
within a constituent B that has sentential scope isthe same afor A to have sentential
scope onitsown (if finer matters of distributivity do nd interfere). The ove
considerations ean to indicate that this conclusion remains tenable in empiricd syntadic
terms, a onclusionthat is especially interesting in connedion with the binding ceta.

To conclude, it isworth reiterating a point made in Brody 2000a and above.
Mirror theoretic structures conform to antisymmetry: the universal syntactic order is
spec-head--complement and, given the ladk of phrasal projedions, specifiers of ahead h
canna be lower than the complement of h. Given further the lad of adjucntion (both left-
and right-), in this theory no structures can be built that would violate syntactic
antisymmetry. Note that in the spedfic case of (66b), where F precedes the universal, it
isalso structuraly higher. (For the purposes of crosstheoreticd comparison, structural
height can be defined with reference to the first branching node.) So mirror theory
ensures the syntactic efeds of the LCA. Do the principles that create these structures
entall the LCA itself, the principle that ensures antisymmetry in Kayne 1994? Since
Mirror Theory does not have ccommand as a primitive notion, the obvious alternative
way of raising this questionwould beto phraseit with referenceto scope. To this
guestion the answer isno. Fin (66b) does not scope over the universal, because our
nation d scopeisnot purely graph-theoretic. Thisisall well. Mirror Theory does not
need a principle spedficdly designed to ensure antisymmetry: the whole theory is
designed to produce only antisymmetrical representations to begin with. Consequently,
the central reason for the existence of c-command and a non-interpretive, purely graph-

theoretic notion o scope disappears.

6. Appendix: Reconstruction

We have outlined a propacsal that is fully Kaynean in spirit (employs no covert or feaure-

movement) and moreover avoids reconstruction, in-situ feaure decking and nonfeature-
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driven movement, each of which is present, to some extent, in Kayne's theory. Let us
asume that our propasal provides an adequate acourt of the facts discussed above (and
provides a goodinput to metrica phondogy, cf. Hunyadi 1999.%°

Our propcsal undergenerates, however, in two respects. One, it predicts that no
guantifier can take inverse scope over a higher ranking one. Two, it does not generate

catain arders even if they do nd conflict with ranking.

6.1 Inverse Readings That Go Against Rank Order

Let us begin with the first issue, which is more significant. In 3.1,we noted that inverse
scope observes aranking generalization in bah English and Hungarian:
(78)  Widely attested ranking generali zation abou inverse scope:
Counting quantifiers (more/fewer than threemen, threeor more men, few

men, more men than women, etc.) do nd take inverse scope over every

and most phrases.
In English, courting quantifiers reside in the gpropriate AgrPs according to Beghelli --
Stowell (1997). In Hungarian, they residein F, according to Szabolcsi 1997.Every and
most phrases outrank courting quantifiers because Dist and Ref are higher than F; hence
the name "ranking generali zation".>*

The "spedfier/complement reordering” technique only yields inverse scopes that
conform to the generali zation. The reasonis that it performs nathing but alocd "switch”.
In fad, preasdly for thisreasonit predicts astricter version d the ranking generali zation:

(79) Predicted ranking generali zation about inverse scope:

If Q/1 ouranks Q/2, Q/2 canna: take (unmediated)>? inverse scope over
Q/1. That is, specF does not take inverse scope over specDist or
specRef, and specDist does nat take inverse scope over spec Ref
(likewise for strictly ordered members of the Dist and Ref families).

How strict is the ranking generali zation in redity? Thereis an olservationin Liu
1990, 1997abou English that suggests that it isas grict as (79). Liu naed that while
every can make most referentially dependent when it scopes over it diredly, it canna do

so in theinverse anfiguration:
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(80) Every manreal most (of the) books.
ok 'every > most'
(81) Most (of the) men read every book.
*'every > most'
This contrast, urexplained in Beghelli --Stowell 1997, would fal out from (79) onthe
asumption that, much like in Hungarian, most-phrases in English reside in Ref. Then

every isto most asfew isto every.

On the other hand, the prediction that spec,Dist canna inversely scope over
specRef is contradicted by Hungarian (83). Some-phrases, as the ungrammaticdity of
(82b) shows, must be higher than Dist; we ssume they arein Ref.

82 [4 [rer Valamit  [pig mindenki [aqrs kdlcsonadatt]]]

something everyone lent
[b] *Mindenki  valamit kol csonadatt.
everyone something lent
(83) 'Vaamit kdlcsdnadott  'mindenki.
something  lent everyone
ok "Everyone lent (me) something'
Pragmaticaly, (83) only makes senseif everyone lent a different thing, and the sentence
makes enseindeed (in contrast to (82a), which is pragmaticdly strange). But the
avail ability of the 'every some' reading for (83) isnot predicted by the
"specifier/complement reordering” strategy. Notice that thisrealing is equally
unpredicted by Kiss's gylistic postpasing, which would have to use nothing but (82b) as
itsinput. Both these theories predict that this reading can oy be expressed using the
dired scopal order in (84).
(84) Mindenki kolcsonadott valamit.
everyone lent something
We can naw go further and show that there ae readingsinvalving ‘every >most' that can
only be expressed using inverse scope in Hungarian. For instance
(85 Mindentandr kevéspéda adatt fel alegtobb asztédlyban.
every teacher few problems asdgned prt  the most classes-in

ok “for every teacher x, for most classesy, x assgned few problemsiny'
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Thisreading smply canna be expressed using only direct scope. The reasonis that few
must occur in the preverbal F (it could ony occur in apostverba F if the preverbal one
was aready occupied). But then most would need to occur between every and few in the
preverbal series, to oltain the intended interpretation, and thisisimpossble:

(86) *Mindentan& alegtobb csztdyban kevéspélda adoatt fel.

every teacher themost clases-in  few problems assgned prt

Such examples demonstrate that any theory that derives inverse readings from
synonymous direct orders necessarily undergenerates. To oltain the outstanding readings,
either covert (feaure/expletive-asociate) chains of the intended wide scope quantifier or
recnstruction d the intended narrow scope quantifier must be invoked.

We propase an accourt in terms of reconstruction. Aswas discussed in 2.3, when
aquantifier occursin the nonlowest scopal series, it formsa chain with copiesin the
same positions in the lower series (moves successve cyclically, in derivational terms).
Reanstruction, then, amourts to interpreting one of the deleted A-bar copies of the
quantifier. For example, the inverse reading of (85) will be derived by interpreting the
bold facel copies. The deleted copies are in parentheses:

(87) [ret Vaamit [ags kolcsOnadatt [re (Valamit) [pis mindenki [t [res

(valamit) [pig (Mindenki) [y ...
Reaonstruction comes cheap bu is nat innacuows. Sinceit is generally more powerful
than "specifier/complement reordering,” the question arises whether reconstructionis not
the only grammatica device that creaesinverse scope. Moreover, just as reanstruction
fadlit ates violations of the stricter version d the ranking generali zation, it will fadlit ate
violations of the looser version. In ather words, it may wipe out al our results o far.

Fortunately, it is possble to show that the set of readings derivable by
reconstruction daes not properly subsume the set of those derivable by "spedfier /
complement reordering”. Spedficaly, it turns out that reconstructionis blocked by
negation and focus in away "specifier/complement reordering” is not. Hence the two
devices are distinct and coexist in grammar.

We know that some outranks every and every outranks few. (88)-(89) show that

every also ouranks another member of the Dist family, at least n.
(88) Mindenki legaldbb egy kérdést nem értett neg.



(89)

everyone at lesst onequestion nd understood part

Mindenki legaldbb egy helyen rem érezte jOl magat.

everyore & least onelocationat not enjoyed hmself
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Now consider the foll owing minimal pairs. All the examples are impeccable onthe dired

reading, which we do nd write out. In judging the avail abili ty of the [i] readings, it is

important that the linealy first quantifier does not have aleft dislocaion intonation.

(90)

(99)

Kl

[b]

[c]

Kl

[b]

[c]

Legadbb egy kérdést nem értett meg mindenki
a least onequestion nd understoodeveryone
[i] ok every > & least one > not

[ii] * not > every > & least one

Kevés kérdést nem értett meg mindenki

few questions not understood everyone

[i] ok every > few > not

[ii] * not > every > few

Vaamit nem értett meg mindenki

something not understood everyone

[i] * every > some >not

[ii] * not > every > some

Legadbb egy helyen rem érezte j6l magat mindenki
a least one locaionat not enjoyed hmself everyone
[i] ok every > & least one >nat

[ii] * not > every > & least one

Kevés helyen rem érezte jOl magd mindenki
few locaions-at nat enjoyed hmself everyone
[i] ok every >few > naot

[iii] * not > every > few

Vaahad nem éreztejél magdt mindenki
somewhere not enjoyed hmself everyone

[i] * every > some >not

[ii] * not > every >some

Of theinverse readings, only (ai) and (bi) can be produced by specifier/complement
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reordering, and only these ae avail able. The (ci) readings could oy be produced by
covert movement of every, andthe (ii) readings could orly be produced by reconstruction

of at least one, few, and some. The (ci) and the (i) readings are dl unavail able.®* This

shows that even if covert/feature/expletive-asociate dains and/or reconstruction are
operative in grammar, specifier/complement reordering has its own independent
existence

The fact that we do nd assume @vert movement acourts for the unavail abili ty
of the (ci) readings.Why are dl the (ii) readings not avail able here? The fad that vala-
"some' phrases are positive palarity items in Hungarian as much as they are in English
might suggest that (90cii) and (91cii) are out just becaise not scopes over some. But at
least n and few phrases are not PPIs, whence the unavail abili ty of the (aii)-(bii) readings
suggeststhat it is reconstruction that is blocked by the intervening negation. In this paper
we do nd attempt to answer the question why negation hes this eff ect; for our purposesit
suffices to observe that it does.®*

The observation that negation docks reconstruction, in conjunction with the
absence of covert movement, also explainsthe robust fad that in Hungarian, a quantifier
that preceales negation can never be included in its scope (unlessit isleft dislocated).

Although these examples already establi sh that not all i nverse readings are
produced by reconstruction (and that some are probably produced by speafier /
complement reordering), it is useful to nde that negationis not the only thing that seems
to block reconstruction. It appears that focus does, too. (As abowe, the direct readings are
impeccdle, andthe left dislocaion reading of the linearly first quantifier isirrelevant.)

(92) Legaabb egy titkot kevés lanynak monddt el mindenki

a lesst onesecretfew girls-to told everyone
[i] ok every > & least one >few
[ii] * few > every > & least one

(93) Vaamilyentitkot kevéslanynak monddt el mindenki

some seaetfew girlstotold everyone
[i] * every > some >few
[ii] * few > every >some

The significance of the blocking effect of Fisthat it explains why reconstruction
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does nat entirely level out the inverse scope taking abiliti es of different quantifiers. If any
quantifier could be reanstructed acrossany other, even the looser version d the ranking
generdization would na be descriptively valid: auniversal that linearly precedes a
courting quantifier might be reconstructed into the scope of the latter. This, however,
does nat happen, even if bath quantifiers are legitimately postverbal, cf. the discusson o
(26). In fad, nae that even if speakers disagree doou somewhat subtle fadslike (26),
every taking narrowest scope in (94) is entirely unthinkable -- and this could be easily
derived if reconstruction was free
(94 Mindenki tegnap monddt el kevéstitkot
everyone yesterday told ptfew seaqets
only "For everyone, it was yesterday that he told many secrets
To summarize, the observation that reconstructionis, for some reason, docked by
negation and focusis instrumental both in showing that nat all i nverse realings are
products of reconstruction and in explaining that the looser version d the ranking

generali zation remains generally valid. *

6.2 Inverse Readings With " Permutation Problems®

Spedfier/complement reordering undergenerates in ancther resped as well. Take astring
of threeQPs, linearly [1 2 3. Out of six logicdly passble scope orders compatible with
the ranking generali zation, it derivesfour:
(95 Redings: 1>2>3 derived
1>3>2 derived, if 3 ouranks 2
3>1>2 derived, if 3 ouranks 1
3>2>1 derived, if 3 ouranks 2 and 2 ouranks 1
2>1>3 not derived (1 canna "prepose” withou 3)
2>3>1 not derived (1 canna "prepose” aaoss([2 3|)
Of the scopal orders not derived, 2>1>3 isavailableif 2 ouranks 1, e.g. “every >
few Det', where Det may be any determiner, for example:
(96) Kevéspélda adott fel mindentanar egynd t©bb csztdlyban

few problemsassgned prt every teacher one-than more dassin
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"Every teacher used few problemsin more than ore dass (i.e. teachers
rarely re-used problem sets)
To ill ustrate what the problem is, consider the structurein (97). It expresses the intended

scope relations, but does nat have the desired linea order: in more than ore dass

precales, rather than foll ows, the universal.

(97 Dist
F Dist
few AgrS every

ass gned/\/F

mor e than one

The other problematic order, 2>3>1 islessgeneraly avail able. In fact, it seems
guite unavail able when 3,the linealy third quantifier is one that residesin F. Probably,
thereasonisthat a post-verba F must be within the scope of a preverbal F (or negation ,
imperative, or modal). Sinceonthisinterpretation 3scopes above 1, 1canna license the
post-verbality of 3. Thus, the @ove discussed sentenceladks this realing:

(98) Kevéspédat adott fol minden tanar egynél tobb sztdlyban

?*  2>3>1: every > more than ane >few'
On the other hand, sentences where the linearly third quantifier isaDist or Ref inhabitant
alow the reading where the preverbal quantifier takes lowest scope (every > a least
3/most > few). The avail abili ty of these readings can be highlighted by using the mass
term kevés lecke 'littl e homework' in the placeof ‘few problems, sinceit can only take
narrowest scope, for reasons discussed in Szabolcsi--Zwarts 1993.
(990 Kevésledkét adott fel mindentanar legaldbb hArom osztédlyban

little homework assgned pfx every teacher at least three dass-in

“For every teacher, there were d least three ¢dassesin which she assgned littl e

homework’

The structure in (100) expresses the intended reading but, again, daes nat have the
desired linea order. in at least three dasses ends upfirst instead of last.
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(100 Dist/1
DisIIZ/\ Dist/1
/\ -
at least three F every

fevv/\ AgrS

The fact that the presence of extramaterial makesit difficult to derive certain
scope relations does not seam like an artifad of our system. For instance, Kayne (1998
observesthat (101), bu not (102) has a matrix no ore interpretation, the reason being that
thefinal particlein (102) canna be removed to yield the crred order. (See dso isaues
that motivate stacking in Koopman--Szabolcsi 2000)
(101 | requested that you leare out no me.
(102 | requested that you leare no ane out.
On the other hand, the particular form in which these issues arise is gecific to ou theory,
which dces naot rearrange the pertinent constituents using relatively long-distance
movement, but instead appeds to an entirely locd ordering option.
Now the task isto find away to derive the dtested 2>1>3 and 2>3>1 readings.
One might attempt to model the solution after Willi ams’ (1998.® It turns out, however,
that reconstruction, which we admitted into the grammar in 6.1,will deliver the desired
readings. In (96) and (97), for example, few/littl e will be reconstructed from the F of the
AgrS-seriesinto the F of the T-series. These sitesareindicated by _ below:
(103) Kevéspéldar adott fel mindentand&r _egynél tobb asztdyban
few problemsasdgned pfx every teacher one-than more dassin
"Every teacher used few problemsin morethan ore dass (i.e. teachers
rarely re-used problem sets)
(104 Kevésledket adott  fel minden tanar legaldbb harom osztalyban _
little homework assgned pfx every teacher at least three dass-in
"For every teacher, there were & least three d¢asses in which she assgned

littl e homework'
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7. Conclusion

In this paper we have described what we consider to be afairly representative sample of
Hungarian quantificaional structures. We have made no expli cit attempt to provide
indicaion d the UG parametersinvaved in the diff erence between Hungarian and aher
languages, say English. In the spirit of our analysis of Hungarian we exped such cross
linguistic differencesto fall out from different lexicd spedficationsin dfferent
languages that may well be partially or completely independent of quantification.

Apart from residual data where adifferent mechanism was invaved (which we
took hereto be recmnstructioninto A-bar positions), principles of mirror theory were
crucialy involved in the explanation d inverse scope. We argued that inverse scope
typicdly arises when the linearly first quantifier Q is embedded in some cnstituent C
which is gructurally higher then the linearly second quantifier Q' but whereCis
neverthelessin the scope of Q'. Aswe noted urder the framework assumed here such
structures need na involve movement or chain relations, they can be considered "base
generated”, with C continuing its extended word via astructural specifier relation, --an
option independently motivated in the framework adopted. Whil e the aioms of mirror
theory entail the structural antisymmetry effeds of the LCA, like the speafier-head-
complement order, they al ow right-to-left scoperelationsin spedal cases, which are
relevant, among other matters, in the analysis of inverse scope. The mechanics of such
right-to-left scoping cdl for anction d scopethat is not apurely graph-theoretic relation
between the wide scope taker and its domain bu is, instead, crucially mediated by the
head that the wide scope taker shares feaures with. This move is natural in mirror theory,
whase principles only make referenceto either the domination a to the spedfier-head
relation, and thus it eliminates c-command with its drange and apparently unexplainable
properties. Given that specifiers dare their referential or quantificational features with
the head they are the speafiers of, principles (invalving scope, binding, etc.) that are
standardly taken to refer to c-command can be restated in terms of (feaural) domination.

In sedion 4.3we showed that restrictions onlexicd variation determining which
heads al ow their interpretive cmmplement as their structural spedfier can entail (at least

for Hungarian) the magjor correlation ketween the probably universal scope hierarchy and



47

the possibilities for inverse scope. We suggested also that this correlation can equally
well follow from the different properties of structural specifiers and structural
complements (the latter equivalent to, and interpreted as, morphological specifiers) under
mirror theory. Both solutions crucialy exploit the basic tenets of this theory, in particular
that syntactic complementation expresses a morphological relation.
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Notes

Acknowledgements

1t isan empiricd question, in the cae of every phenomenon, whether the
remnant movement analysisis sufficiently motivated. For oppasing views regarding
verbal complex formation, seeBrody 1997a, 2000band Koopman--Szabalcsi 2000.
Koopman and Szabalcsi assume that the varying ordersin verbal complexes are
acouned for phrasal movements to the specifiers of VP+, InfP, PredP, CP, etc. and are
driven by genuine lexicd features, whereas Brody extends to verbal complexes the mirror
theoretic goproach dscussed here andin his earlier work.

% The pasition o the verbal particle plays a aucia rolein dagnosing the pasition
of quantifiers, bu we ae going to ignoreit in ou representations. SeeBrody 1995and
Koopman--Szabalcsi 2000for different approaches.

3 Our Fisa mver term for two qite different kinds of heads. (i) Horvath (2000
argues that the [focus] feaure itself never triggers movement, and the traditionally
reagnized preverbal position d foci in Hungarian isdueto aphoreticdly null El
(exhaustive identification) operator which, like only, associates with intonational focus.
We endarsethisanalysis. (i) Szabdcs (1997 observed that various courting guantifiers
(predicate operators) occur in the same preverbal slot as foci, although thereis nothing
exhaustive or contrastive @ou their meaning.

* It is of course possble for quantifiersto be feaurally ambiguous; if so, two
readings are obtained directly through the dhedking o two dfferent sets of features.
Indeed, bah Beghelli --Stowell (1997) and Szabolcsi (1997) argued that some quantifiers
have severa dternative dheding positions. But no ore has argued that featural ambiguity
isthe general sourceof variationin scope. Therefore, we put the justifiably ambiguous
cases aside asirrelevant.

> Szabolcsi (1997) argued that Hungarian hed two series of scope positions: one
seriesabove AgrS (asin (5)), and ane below AgrS, the latter being used by paostverbal
guantifiersto check features at LF. The agument was based onthe observation that
postverbal quantifiersin Hungarian exhibit essentially the same patterns of ambiguity as
subjed--objed pairsin English do.For instance, just as Few man saw every film is
ambiguous but Every man saw few filmsisnat, a postverbal few--every sequencein
Hungarian is ambiguous, bu apostverbal every--few sequenceis not. (We aome back to
these datain section 3.1) Thus, it was natural to accord the Hungarian dataan LF
treament similar to Beghelli --Stowell's for Engli sh. To maintain that scope in Hungarian
isfully determined at spell -out, Kiss(1998 propaosed that the lower scope series be dso
considered overt, and assumed Ref--Dist--F recursion. Our present propasal agrees with
Kisss modificaion regarding the overtnessof the lower series, though we hypothesize
that thisis nat alanguage spedfic feaure but auniversal, seeKayne 1998.

® In the preverbal series, thereis certainly only one F, hencethe ésence of the
Kleene star from F in the AgrS-series. But at least the successve step derivation d
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examples like Kevesen ddgoznak keveset "Few people work littl € makes it necessary for
the lower series to cater to multiple F's. The same assumption will acourt for the
potential ambiguity of two pastverbal courting quantifiers. How this preverbal single F/
postverbal multiple F s asymmetry isto be dealt with isimmateria to the general
concerns of this paper.

" Exadly how many scope series are there below Agr? Hallman (1998 assumes
that the reiteration d operator heads dopswith v, esentially because the @omic
predicaes that make up the verb select for "reduced clauses' (an assumption compatible
with Chomsky's (19954 .6)). Thus, there may be more than two such seriesif it turns out
that T and AgrO are nat the only members of the verb's extended projection that comes
between vand AgrS, bu the number of such heads clearly setsalimit. It ought to be
possbleto test thisempiricdly, by asking how many quantifiers that must be sitting in
separate series can follow the verb, bu testing is nat straightforward. A sentencewith
more than two pastverbal quantifiers easily becomes mind-boggling.

8 Compare, for instance:
[(] *Megnéztem kevés filmet.
prt-saw-l1 few films
[iia Tavay néztem megkevés filmet.
last-year saw-1 prt few films
‘It was last year that | saw few films
[iib] Ritkan néztem meg kevés filmet.
rardly saw-I prt few films
"Rarely did | seefew films
In this paper, we do nd attempt a detail ed acourt of focus; the licensing of postverbal
foci might be similar to that of wh-in-situ in English, seeBrody 1990,Kiss1998.

® Although different in ather respects, examples like Who remembers where we
bought which book? are simil ar in that which bookcan be, but need nd be, assciated
with the lowest CP.

19 Not for all speakers: for some, including one of the authors of this paper,
postverbal universals are anbiguous, irrespective of the stresspattern.

1 Noticethat whil e the direct objed for example is a seleded dependent of one of
the aomic predicates that make up the verb and is thus an i-complement, it isnot as-
complement (unlessincorporated):

%
\
Vv
/
D

Note dso that we do nd take therelation between Ref, Dist, F, AgrS, T, AgrO, v,andV
asinstantiating selection in the same sense a therelation between the dired object and
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the @omic predicate. Instead, asin Grimshaw 1991, these head series form extended
projedions, -- or rather extended words in mt terms (where no phrasal projectionis
countenanced).

12 For some discusson onwhether such cliti cs form also amorphdogicad word
with their hosts, seeBrody 2000b.

13 For more formal ordering statements e Brody 1997a, 200G

1 Brody (19973, 2000 assumes that in the John tes come type, whichis
different from the configuration dscusd in the text above, when the i-complement
occurs as a s-specifier, the feaure-sharing subjed is accommodated under anode that is
or caries agreement that we notate a AG in (48b).

15 The lower spedfier (every) scopes over the higher one (F), and nd the other
way around,as would be the cae if F were aljoined to Dist. Seethe pertinent definition
of scopein section 5.

1 Thisis possble even if the two are nat diff erent kinds of members of the Dist-
family. Seethe discusson d minimality in 2.3.

" Recdl that the AgrS series has only one F (cf. nae 6). Notice that inverse scope
between two courting quantifiers arises only in the postverbal field. The preverbal field
canna contain two courting QPs to begin with, and a postverbal courting QP cannat
scopeinversely over apreverba one: see (64b)-(65) below.

18 Thereis another reason to seek amore general solution. In the Appendix, we
will suggest that the ranking generalizationis gricter than stated abowe: it prohibits any
Q, nat only courting quantifiers, from inversely scoping over a higher ranking one. That
is, aso Dist canna inversely scope over Ref. (More predsely, we will argue that this
adually happens, bu only if reconstructionisinvolved.) Thisresult could na be derived
by making the explanation F-spedfic.

9 The daim that morphdogicd relations are local needs to be made more predse.
For instance, parts of the morphdogicd word V-v-AgrO-... must see @ch ather despite
the intervention scopal caegories. We asaume that all the members of amorphdogicd
word see eah ather's fedures, bu this feature sharing, being nonsyntadic, is non
diredional. Hence onthe complement path, no volation d (58) can arise, sinceno
dirediona informationis avail able. For exampleif F dominates T and T dominates Dist
and these are part of amorphdogical word, then the information that these dements are
part of the word may be shared by al elements. But thisis not enough for (58) to exclude
the structure since locdly the information that Dist islower than Fis gill not avail able.

20 Morphdogical boundressand phondogicad boundessdiffer from each ather
in at least one further resped. Whil e the phondogical nation is absolute within a
phondogicd word (x is either free or bound, the morphdogicd nationis absolute within
amorphdogical word and relative to the host in aphondogical word. So a morpheme
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may be morphdogicdly freewith resped to the head whose s-spedfier it is, bu at the
same time morphdogically boundwith resped to the heal that isits scomplement. (E.g.
in a mmpoundli ke spe&kerstand, speak might be morphdogically boundwith respect to
—er but morphdogicadly freewith resped to N. Seethe structurein (i).
() stand
/
-er
\
spe

%1 The requirement is that those cdegoriesbein principle @llapsible, nat that they
be ac¢ually coll apsed.

2 However, if T in (55b) were the s-complement of some systematicaly empty
nodea that isimmediately dominated by F, the resulting inverse scope structure would
again be acceptable. Thisis because a could beame the (higher, nonfeature-sharing)
specof Fand a and F could be mllapsed into anode of which T isnow the complement.
It isthus crucial that in this gructure no additional empty node be avail able that
immediately dominates T.

In ather cases the postulation d a node with a similar role may be alvantageous.
To show why, let us briefly revisit the Kaynean analysis. Kayne (1998 analyses the
movements surroundng only one bookin essentially the same way as those of no ore. In
what foll ows, we asume that only one bookmoves to specF, to make the cae more
diredly comparable with the Hungarian propcsal:

M) [vp read oy one booK

[ Oonly one book [vp real tj]]

[we [ve read tj]; [re Only one book] t]

In present terms, it is natural to reanalyze the last step asfollows: Fin Englishis
expresdy nat an m-boundmorpheme, henceits i-complement (read) occurs as a specifier.
Thereasoning in 4.3entail sthat read must also precede the feaure-sharing i-specifier of
F (only one booK). Thus, the obligatory movement of VP to WP isreplaced an odigatory
base-generated order. Note, however, that in view of the considerations in the present
subsedion,if VP occured in the specof F, the formation d the morphdogical word reads
would be disrupted. We may therefore essume that VP is the s-complement of some
phoreticdly empty node a:

(i) [&a* F [b] F
A A
VP F a F
/ \ /
read only one book VP orly one book

On Kayne's own propacsal, Hungarian and English are dike in that focused
phrases move overtly to the i-spedfiers of appropriate functional heads, bu they differ in
that in English, the result is rendered invisible by the subsequent overt movement of VP
to WP, while Hungarian lacks this latter step. On the present proposal, this particular
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crosslinguistic difference can be made in the following terms. In Hungarian, Fisin
principle ather morphdogicaly free or bound, btithere being no a to proted itsi-
complement, al well-formed structures have F as abourd morpheme. In English, Fis
morphdogicdly freg andthe avail ability of a enablesitsi-complement to nevertheless
form amorphdogica word with infledional suffixes.

23 |n addition, we may point again to the fad that in the Appendix, we will
strengthen the ranking generali zation, which also requires for the solution nd to be
spedfic for F.

%4 Recdl that sinceF in (66b) is aspedfier that is only contained in btt is not
dominated by Digt, it canna possbly share features with bah segments of Dist, henceit
canna share features with the category Dist.

> SeeBrody 1997a (section 3.9 and 20Ma (section 5.7 for discusson d
problems with this ssumption.

5 Thisisthe analysisin Szabolcsi 1981.1t is based ontwo crucial facts: (i) In
contrast to Romance negative concord, the presence of verba negationis obligatory, and
(i) The sssumption that se-phrases are universals oping above negation makes their
linea order, stress and scope properties entirely normal, whereas assuming that they are
existentials within the scope of negation would make dl these properties a mwmplete
mystery. Using the same aguments, Giannakidou (2000) propases the same analysis for
Modern Greek and Slavic.

%" The (b) examplesinvolve anominative possesor within a nominative
possesr. (€) isadtrictly left-branching construction in which the with-argument of
talking must be "adjedivalized" by the formative val, literally the participle 'being'. See
Szabolcs 1994for adiscusson d bath constructions. Relevant to us hereis that neither
nominative posesors, nar arguments buried under vald can overtly extrad in Hungarian.
We asume that they canna do so covertly, either.

28 Cf. Serbo-Croatian Malo ljudi i&arazime “few people I-NPI understand. We
choose few to be surethat it, and nd nem, licensesthe NPI.

29 Withou attempting to systematically addressthe pertinent issues of binding
theory, we note that whil e quantificational feaures get transmitted to higher heads,
referential or generally phi feaures do nd, sincethe higher unit refers to something else
than the lower one. Hence Hisfather said Mary liked Johndoes nat violate condtion C.

%9 Hunyadi (1999 assumes that when two operators are within the same prosodic
domain, ore may reducethe stressof the other andis thereby interpreted as soping over
the other. This processof stressreductionis governed by a specific hierarchy Hunyadi
postulates (sentential operator > quantifier > non-quantifier > verb). In inverse scopal
structures, stressreduction daes not take place(i.e. bah the preverbal, narrow scope and
postverbal, wide scope quantifiers are stressed). He accourts for this by assuming that
eat o the quantifiersislocated in a separate prosodic domain.
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Withou attempting to provide our own stressreduction agorithm, we point out
that the structures proposed above map orto prosodic domains corredly. Foll owing
Selkirk (1986, 1995, the alges of maximal projedions are digned with the edges of
prosodic domains. By prosodic domain we mean the domain between prosodic Word and
Intonational Phrase. By maximal projedions we mean XP itself or, when XPisina
position where it shares features with some heal Y, then YP. We propacse that the
syntax/prosody mapping in Hungarian refers to the right edge only. Hence, the right edge
of XP (YP) aligns with the right edge of the prosodic domain and there ae & many
prosodic domains as there ae distinct right edges of XPs (Y Ps). In view of these
definiti ons, a structure where all i-complements occur as scomplements will constitute a
single prosodic domain bu each occurrence of an i-complement as a s-specifier
(“inversion”) will split prosodic domains. Quantifiers then serve & heads of these
prosodic domains. Sincethere can be only one head in the prosodic domain, guantifiers
of the same prosodic domain undergo stressreduction (acerding to the hierarchy
proposed by Hunyadi). Quantifiers occurring in dfferent prosodic domains remain
stressed. We thank Lészl6 Hunyadi and Stefan Benus for discusson onthese matters.

31 Szabolcsi (1997) discusses at length the fact that certain quantifiers occur in
more than ore syntactic position. Thus, the ranking generali zation as gated in (78) may
have gparent exceptions. The red generalizationis abou quantifiers that adually do
ocaur in F, indicaed by the position d the verbal particle for instance

32 By "mediated" inverse scope, we mean the foll owing type of situation:
[Q/3V Q/1] Q/2 "QI12>Q/3>Q/1
The fact that Q/2 outranks Q/3 enables the whole [Q/3 V Q/1] chunkto occur to the left
of Q/2. Contained in this chunkis Q/1, which ouranks Q/2. It istrue that Q/2 now takes
inverse scope over Q/1, bu only by transitivity: Q/1 isdirectly scoped over by Q/3
(legitimately so, because Q/1 isin alower series than Q/3). Such examples arise when
Q/lisin Ref, Q/2in Dist, and Q/3 in F, and are perfectly acceptable.

%3 The (ai)-(bi) readings might also be produced by covert movement, in addition
to spedcomp reordering. On the strength of (ci), we assume that this derivation daes not
exist

34 Developing a detail ed syntax of negation in Hungarian goes beyond the scope
of the present paper, bu we may note that word arder indicates that nem is the specifier
of aphoreticdly null Neg head, and Negis suffixal (takes Agr as aright-daughter in
syntax).

% Remnstruction as it stands predicts that a preverbal sequence of two nonF
guantifiersis ambiguouws. Hunyadi (1999 clamsthat thisis 0, bu our own judgment is
that such sequences are unambiguous. Therefore, this prediction remains a problem.

% |n atheory primarily developed to predict possbleinfledional systems,
Willi ams (1998 propases two operations: Flip and Reasociate. Mechanically, Flip is
equivaent to ou "i-complement as sspedfier" option and, nd being a movement
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operation,it is smilarly immune to various problems that the roll -up solutions have,
including in particular that of the missng trigger. Asit stands, Flip is quite free
wherefore itsliteral applicationto ou scopal datawould enable any violation o the
ranking generali zation. Nevertheless if Flip were interpreted in the spirit of mirror
theory, namely, that (s-)complementationis morphdogicd but (s-)spedficationis nat,
the mt restrictions discussd in 4.4would carry over. Given the alditional device of
Reasciate (in caegoria terms, functional compasition), Willi ams' grammar would aso
easily derive dl logicdly possble ordersfor al scopal orders of threequantifiers,
including the [123 lineaization for the 2>1>3 and the 2>3>1 scopal orders. One might
consider adding Reasociate to mirror theory: But Reassociate is not compatible with
mirror theory, in the sense that mirror theory appearsto allow only a proper subset of the
structures that Reasociate can crede. The restrictivenessof mirror theory seems
empiricdly well motivated, for instance, Reasciate would have the power to eliminate
the locdity of head chain (mw) type relations. The major cases where Willi amsin fad
uses Reasciate sean aso treatable by the distinction ketween morphdogicd and
extended words --if phondogicd words and mw's are dso dstinguished. (Willi ams also
asames the basic distinction that mirror theory expresses as the difference between mw's
andew's, bu withou adopting the mirror theoreticd link between mw's and
complementation and wsing different terminology.)



