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The talk will first survey how the content of this issue has changed in the frameworks of the subsequent versions of generative theory. In the early eighties, for example, the analysis focussed on the external argument – internal argument dichotomy in Hungarian; if the external argument position was an A-position, a locus of case and theta role assignment, or it was an A’-position, bearing the function of ’logical subject of predication’. 

The present analysis concerns the relative prominence of the VP-internal arguments. It  assumes a theoretical framework incorporating the VP-internal subject hypothesis, verb-to-tense movement, the VP-shell theory, the binary branching hypothesis, and feature checking via feature movement. It will be argued that the different morphosyntactic behavior of unergative verbs (i.e., intransitive verbs with an agent subject) and unaccusative verbs (i.e., intransitive verbs with a theme subject) can be predicted in Hungarian if we assume the following verb phrase structure: 
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Agent subjects are generated in Spec,vP, whereas theme subjects appear as  complements to V. This framework facilitates the derivation of the following facts, among others:

(2)a. A lány dolgozott.

    b.*a dolgozott lány

    c.*A lány dolgozva van.

 (3)a. A lány felébredt.

     b. a felébredt lány

     c. A lány fel van ébredve.

The ungrammaticality of (2b,c) - as opposed to the grammaticality of (3b,c) - falls out if the participial suffixes -t/tt and -va/ve are constrained to subcategorize for a [VP V DP] complement. 

The factitive suffix -(t)at/(t)et, on the other hand, subcategorizes for a vP; that is why it can only combine with unergatives and transitives, rejecting unaccusatives (cf. dolgoztat, olvastat, *felébredtet).

The grammaticality difference of (4a) and (4b) will also be accounted for: 

(4)a. A lány kidolgozta magát.

     b.*A lány felébredte magát.

The subject of (4a) is generated in Spec,vP, which leaves the argument position dominated by V available for a non-thematic object. The subject of (4b), on the other hand, occupies the internal argument position, leaving no room for a „dummy” internal argument.

      In the framework assumed, the fact that unstressed, definite arguments tend to precede stressed indefinite ones in the postverbal argument position, illutrated in (5)-(6), can also be accounted for. 

(5)a. Tegnap felhívott János egy ’ügynököt.

    
    b.?Tegnap felhívott egy ’ügynököt János.

(6)a.(?)Tegnap felhívta egy ’ügynök Jánost.    

 
    b. Tegnap felhívta Jánost egy ’ügynök.

Hungarian is known to display phrase-internal topicalization. (5b) and (6b) are claimed to involve vP-internal topicalization, which yields an marked result in (5b) because the alleged topic is represented by a non-specific indefinite noun phrase. 

