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i. Introductory Remarks

1.1. This paper does not intend to give a comprehensive and systematic
description of the word order and communicative articulation of Hungarian
and English sentences. Neither does it belong to the typical contrastive
studies that discuss and compare svarious grammatical phenomena of the
source and the target language. surveying the errors and difficulties of the
learners of the target language. A number of useful studies of this type
can be found in the volume Studies in English and Hungarian Conirastive
Linguistics (DEZSO —~ NEMSER. 1980). Since English is the target language
in mearly all of the studies. it is surprising {but probably not without any
reason) that in the paper on "Word Order, Theme and Rheme in Hungarian
and the Problems of Word-Order Acquisit (DEZs6, 1980) Hungarian is
the target language.
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' Communicative patterning i a most appropriate tern for topic—cominent structure in
case of Hungarian because its lnterpretation also involves the decisive syvntactic role of the
focus, the most marked element in the comment {cf. E. Kiss, 1982:390).
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“The notions logical subject and logical predicate used here, roughly speaking, corre-

spond to the two elements in logica! judgements (5-P). It must also be noted that in
sentences having the given and

sore pleces of Hungarian linguistic literature the parts o
ihe new information were referred to as psychological subject and psychological predicate

(v

hich can be confusing sometimes)

*The notion of complement will be used here in 2 broader sense than in the grammar-
books of English: it is the equivalent of the Hungarian term ‘bdvitmény’ subsuming all
features of the predicate other than the verb.
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(2) Az eldéadds utan az elsé kérdeést [clp egy kulfoldi részivevd]
the lecture after the first question-acc. « joreign participant

tette fel az eléaddnak.]
put up the speaker-dat.

PreV

‘It was a foreign participant who put the
after the lecture.’

2.5. As it has been said the focus is followed by the finite verb and it
complements (i

focus being .the semantically most prominent constituent. The Hungarian
verbs can take verbal prefixes (PreV), which modify the meaning of the
verbs or assign perfect aspect to them (e.
le/*down’, meg:perf. etc.i*. They can als

if any ). that have no special communicative markedness. hc

ki/rout’. be/*to’. "into’. fel/up’.
: nodifiers (V' Mod) that

ot
-
<
o

is bare determinerless nouns (nouns without g
elements) forming a single semantic unit with the v (levelet ir/ - ace.
write: ‘write a letter’; moziba megy/cinema - to - go: ‘go to the cinema’
ete.).

If the verb has a verbal prefix
focus element causes the Pre\’ or Vilod

. . .
is an obligatory mle of focusing, "\'hlcl
I

is focus at the heaa of the comment, the verb and the PreV or VMod

Changing the structure of (3) it can be shown that topicalization {moving
o) s

one or more constituents into topic position) is not obligatory, the topic can

be an optional element of the Hungarian sentence structure:

(4)  [c Feltettek néhany kérdést az eléaddnak.]
up put a few guestion-acc. the speaker-dat.
PreV

*In English adverbial particles {especially used as part of phrasal verbs} have similar
semantic function. If the verbal prefix immediately precedes the verb, the PreV and the
V are written as one word in Hungarian.
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3. Contrasting English Sentences and their Hungarian
Counterparts

art of the paper we intend to illustrate the different

and Hungarian sentences by contrasting a couple of English

ir Hungarian translations. and it is also intended to draw
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