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In this talk, I will discuss matrix clauses that consist 
a sentence adverb (SA) or a discourse particle (DP), 
followed by a complement clause introduced by the 
subordinator hogy ’that’. Such constructions are attested 
in a number of languages, including Romance, Germanic, 
and Slavic: (1) and 2). The SA/DP always expresses a 
speaker-related stance or evaluation.
Various explanations have been proposed for the emergence 
of these constructions. According to Beijering & Norde
(2019), they can be analyzed as cases of adverbial semi-
insubordination, which may originate through: (1) 
ellipsis of the matrix clause, (2) condensation of higher 
predicates into (formulaic) stance markers, or (3) 
extension of dependency markers beyond the sentence 
level. For example, structures like ‘it is + ADJ/ADV + 
that . . .’ may evolve into ‘ADV/ADJ that . . .’.
Wiemer (2019), however, warns that structurally identical 
outcomes may result from different pathways of change. In 
the Slavic languages he analyzes, such constructions are 
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more likely to have developed through analogical 
extension, leading to more independent usage patterns. 
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However, such constructions are not limited to Indo-
European languages; they also occur in Hungarian, in a 
variety of forms. They typically exhibit a sentence 
adverb + that-clause structure, as illustrated by the 
examples: (3)-(6). The SA must always precede the hogy-
clause (the proposition) [because it’s a head].
There has been some debate regarding their origin —
specifically, about the earliest attested instances and 
the types of changes that led to their emergence.
A characteristic feature of these constructions is that 
the subordinator hogy (‘that’) can be omitted. 
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One variant of the foregoing structures arises when free 
adverbials and the topic may precede the SA/DP, as 
illustrated by an example in É. Kiss (2010) and in
Kenesei (2002). This is particularly striking in example 
(7).
We emphasize that, on the basis of present-day corpus 
evidence, this is not attested for all SA/DP + hogy
(‘that’) constructions. I return to this issue in my 
discussion of the sentence adverbials examined below.
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These SA/DP + that constructions are very similar to
cases which Hungarian literature calls „mondatátszövődés” 
(sentence interspersing) (Haader 1998, É. Kiss 1998, 
Horváth 2014, etc.), some scholars (É. Kiss 1998) use the
terms focus-/topic- or quantifier-raising
(fókuszkiemelés), (kvantorkiemelés) or topicalization
(topikalizáció). This theory was developed for 
subordinate complex sentences with hogy that contain a 
standard predicate (e.g. szeret, akar ’love, want’), not 
for those containing only an SA, but I think the
phenomenon is very similar insofar as the SA is analyzed
as predicate.
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In Hungarian, these SA + that structures were first 
described by Simonyi (1881: 143), who analyzed them as 
involving ellipsis: „With assertive adverbials, the 
predicate úgy van ‘it is so’ is typically omitted, and 
hogy ’that’ follows the adverbial in an indirect way.” 
He mentions the following cases:
Bizonyával / bizonnyal / bizonyára hogy – ‘certainly / 
undoubtedly / probably that’
Igazán, hogy – ‘truly / really that’
Kétségkívül, hogy – ‘without doubt that’ (in my view, 
this also belongs to the azért-type)
De ugyan hogy – ‘but of course that’ / ‘but surely that’
Igenis, hogy – ‘indeed that’ / ‘yes, certainly that’
Persze, hogy – ‘of course that’
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From the 1970s, and especially from the 1990s onward, 
these constructions have been the subject of considerable 
debate in Hungarian linguistics — most notably 
természetesen, hogy (‘naturally that’) and valószínűleg, 
hogy (‘probably that’). Many speakers have perceived them 
as grammatically irregular or even incorrect, arguing 
that adverbs cannot function as predicates or main 
clauses, and thus cannot introduce subordinate clauses 
either. Four main approaches have been proposed to 
explain the emergence of such constructions:
1. Ellipsis (Simonyi, Juhász, Elekfi): the predicate of 

the matrix clause is omitted, e.g., igaz az (‘it is 
true’), úgy van (‘so it is’), az van (‘that is [so]’).

2. Contamination (Elekfi, Sándor): the adjective + hogy
construction blends with structures involving sentence 
adverbials.

3. Interpretation as a simple sentence (Kenesei 2002): 
this is a non-clause-introducing, non-complementizer, 
„contentless” hogy, the SA cannot occur after a 
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quantifier or a verb.
4. Contact influence (É. Kiss 2010): Drawing on Bowern

(2008), É. Kiss argues that constructions perceived as 
structurally irregular and lacking clear precedents are 
typically borrowings.

She suggests that these forms may have been used by 
Romanian–Hungarian bilinguals, and similar constructions 
are attested in other Romance languages as well — hence a 
possible Latin origin. They spread rapidly from the early 
19th century and were already present in Novi Sad by the 
1830s. Compared to Kenesei, É. Kiss argues that these 
constructions have a distinctive information structure: 
both the sentence adverb (SA) and the proposition carry 
emphasis. In other words, they are not mere variants of 
the ADJ + hogy construction or of SA-constructions 
without hogy.
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According to É. Kiss, the borrowing likely took place 
around the early 19th century. She claims that the 
construction is absent not only from related languages 
but also from earlier stages of Hungarian.
At this point, however, it is important to note that the 
two most frequently cited SAs— természetesen
(‘naturally’) and valószínűleg (‘probably’) — are 
themselves relatively late developments as SAs in 
Hungarian, first attested at the beginning of the 19th 
century (and the first valid data of valószínűleg, hogy
(“probably that”) is from 1986, MTSz, természetesen, hogy
(“naturally that”) from 1830). They are also very rare: 
in the MTSz database covering the period from 1772 to 
2010, there is only a single example of the former, and 
approximately 20 valid examples of the latter (They 
become somewhat more numerous only from the end of the 
20th century onwards.).  
It is therefore not surprising that their hogy-variants 
are missing from older texts, since either the versions 

8



without hogy did not yet exist, or they are not common in 
general, so a large number of occurrences is not to be 
expected from earlier periods either.
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The main question of this research is to what extent 
borrowing can be maintained as a plausible explanation, 
and whether it is indeed true that these forms were 
absent from earlier stages of Hungarian. To address this, 
I examined three elements/groups, selected on the basis 
that all are attested quite early. The bizony-based 
sentence adverbs (SAs) appear in Hungarian from the 16th 
century; talán (‘perhaps’) dates back to the 15th 
century, and interestingly, despite functioning as an SA, 
talán, hogy… has not been mentioned among these 
constructions. 
Persze (‘of course’) is often thought to be a late 
development, yet it is attested from the 16th century. I 
deliberately do not focus on the frequently discussed 
cases, since — as already mentioned — most of these are 
in fact relatively late elements in Hungarian.
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For the analyses, I used four diachronic databases 
covering the period from Old Hungarian to the present. In 
addition, I consulted further offline and printed 
materials, primarily correspondence.
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Among the sentence adverbs with the stem bizony-, only 
bizonyára and minden bizonnyal are still in use in 
present-day Hungarian. Bizonyával is no longer attested 
from the Modern Hungarian period onward. [From the 
perspective of semantic change, it is noteworthy that the 
degree of certainty expressed by bizonyára has weakened 
over time (cf. Kugler 2003: 50).] 
I deliberately do not address the bizony + hogy
(’surely/certainly that’) structure, because its 
development has been discussed by several scholars in 
connection with the transformation of the adjective 
bizony ’sure, certain’ into an SA, and clause deletion 
(bizony az, hogy) is the accepted and historically well-
attested explanation (e.g. Haader 2003).

11



In the case of the bizony-trio, it becomes clear that the 
example from the Sándor Codex (10) — cited by several 
authors (e.g. Simonyi 1881) — is not unique: we were able 
to collect further instances from the 16th and 17th 
century, primarily from correspondence („missives”). The 
first attestation (example 10) is different in that it 
contains bizonyával, hogy ’certainly that’, for which no 
additional occurrences have been found; the other two 
forms, by contrast, are attested more frequently.
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There are authors who use the construction under 
investigation multiple times — one such figure is Márton
Péchy, a 16th-century familiaris of Baron and Palatine 
Tamás Nádasdy, who was born in Kolozsvár (Cluj), in
Transylvania.

[KIHAGYHATÓ] In example (15), the comma suggests that 
bizonnyal is not necessarily the only part of the main 
clause (quotative one); but punctuation during this 
period was highly variable (commas before hogy later 
became obligatory). 

In example (16), we see an inserted form of address 
between the sentence adverb and hogy — this is the only 
attested instance of such a structure.
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The military commander and poet Miklós Zrínyi (16th c.) 
also uses the “bizonyára, hogy” ’certainly that’
construction. Romanian influence cannot be demonstrated 
in the case of all authors.
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György the first Rákóczi, Prince of Transylvania also 
favored the minden bizonnyal, hogy.. ’most certainly
that’ construction (which remains a set phrase in 
present-day Hungarian: MNSz2 reports over 25,000 
occurrences). 
From Old and Middle Hungarian, we found 14 examples —
primarily from missives (i.e., letters) — in which the 
use of these forms can be demonstrated.
Neither bizonnyal, hogy nor bizonyára, hogy is attested 
in the MTSz, the largest historical corpus covering the 
Modern and Late Modern Hungarian periods.
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The sentence adverb persze (‘of course’, ‘self-
evidently’, ‘naturally’, ‘obviously’) was borrowed into 
Hungarian from Latin. Originally, the verb form 
intelligitur (‘it is understood’) was also part of the 
construction. While the New Hungarian Etymological 
Dictionary (ÚESz) cites 1737 as the earliest attestation 
(24), the Middle Hungarian Memoir and Drama Corpus (KED) 
contains one slightly later example as well (25). The 
Latin form per se, written separately and in Latin 
orthography, has also been preserved in Hungarian with 
the meaning ‘in itself’, ‘by itself’.
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However, ÚESz. is not sufficiently precise: Gusztáv
Bárczi (1947: 205), responding to a claim by Loványi
published in 1947 in the journal Magyar Nyelv [Hungarian
language], writes that per se was already present in 
local Latin usage in the 16th century and was also used 
in spoken Hungarian in the second half of that century —
thus, not only from the 18th century. It was used, for 
instance, in an arithmetic text in 1577 („Aritmetika, 
that is, the science of calculation”) intended for 
merchants who did not know Latin. The Historical 
Dictionary of Hungarian in Transylvania (SzT) confirms 
this with a 16th-century example, although there it 
appears in a legal context. 
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Example (26) represents the first attested instance with
topic-raising (clause-interspersing).
The first independent occurrences of persze + hogy (‘of 
course that’) can be dated to the 1750s (27).
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According to MTSz data, the structure becomes more 
frequent from the 19th century.
Example (28) and (29) clearly demonstrates that persze + 
hogy carries an additional meaning compared to the 
variant with persze alone (this has also been confirmed 
by native speaker consultants of Present-Day Hungarian).
Constructions with hogy are more emphatic and place even 
greater emphasis on the obviousness of the statement.
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We analyzed the MTSz corpus from multiple perspectives. 
First, we examined occurrences of persze + hogy in 
immediate adjacency and at a one-token distance (to 
account for possible comma placement before hogy). Of the 
794 hits, 603* were valid, and three quarters of these 
instantiated the target construction (persze as a matrix 
clause + hogy). The remaining categories comprised 
sentence-final, non-predicative persze (30), topicalized 
variants (31), and, finally, matrix-clause cases with an 
ellipted predicate (32).
It is significant that while examples containing the 
target construction and interspersing/topicalized
structures can be attested in this database from the 
first half of the 19th century, the versions containing a 
predicate or showing ellipsis of it appear only from the 
1930s.

*WHY: ellipted predicates (Persze, hogy szabaduljon 
tőlük, ellopta) or center-embedding. 
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The other investigation targeted tokens of capitalized 
Persze + hogy occurring 1–4 words away, to identify the 
source constructions from which the target construction 
can be derived. Of the 438 occurrences, only in 59 cases 
were Persze and hogy not adjacent; that is, in 86% of the 
cases the data represented the target construction. 
In the non-adjacent 59 cases, a predicate almost 
invariably followed Persze (in 12 cases separated from it 
by a comma), most frequently lehet ‘may/is possible’ and 
lehetséges ‘possible’ (total 14 cases), as well as some 
form of tud ‘can’ (12 cases), e.g. (33), (34). 
On this basis, I assume that the target construction can 
be analyzed as a more emphatic variant of a pattern of 
this type (sentence-initial Persze + predicate + hogy-
clause), in which the predicate surfaces after persze
hogy (cf. (35), (36)). In most cases, moreover, the 
version containing a matrix-clause predicate can be 
transformed into the SA + hogy variant. It is 
particularly striking that in the MTSz corpus the target 
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construction is already the most frequent from the 
earliest attestations, whereas occurrences with a 
“regular” matrix predicate are fewer [having surveyed 
2,003 examples with lower- and uppercase persze + hogy
occurring 1–10 words away, the proportion is: 32,6%]. 
It remains an open question whether hogy simply entered 
the construction by analogy with other SA+hogy patterns, 
or whether the predicate moved to a position after persze
hogy. 
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Finally, the analysis of talán, hogy… structures has 
shown that although talán is attested from the 15th 
century, we found only a single version co-occurring with 
hogy from the second half of the 18th century (TMK), and 
such forms remain relatively infrequent even in the 
Modern Hungarian period (33 total occurrences).
In all of these cases it is clear that talán appears in a 
matrix clause because of the ellipsis of the predicate —
this is clearly supported by comparison with main clauses 
that do include a predicate with talán. There are two 
types of ellipsis:
A) Structures like "Do you think / suppose, perhaps, 
that…?" are missing, like in category A) (cf. 33).
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B) The other type of ellipsis is the talán azért / amiatt
’for that reason’ +omitted predicate of the preceding 
sentence + hogy… structure: in most of the hits, the main 
clause containing talán can be reconstructed by inserting 
the referring word azért and the omitted predicate.
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In the case of the bizony-SA group, data attest to the 
presence of hogy-clauses from the early 16th century 
onward, indicating that such constructions were not 
absent from older Hungarian. Several authors used them, 
some of them repeatedly. While most of these authors had 
ties to Transylvania, not all of them did (e.g., Zrínyi). 
In terms of genre, letters are particularly prominent.
Historical data provide no evidence for ellipses of the 
predicate/main clause or of the type igaz az ("it is 
true"), etc. 
When a main clause containing bizonnyal is followed by a 
subordinate clause introduced by hogy, and the main 
clause has a predicate, it is most commonly the verb tud
(‘know’). In the TMK corpus the proportion is almost 50% 
(14 hits out of 37 occurrences), Tud ’know’ is followed 
to a lesser extent by hisz (‘believe’, 7 occurrences) and 
ír (‘write’, 6 occurrences).

[KIHAGYHATÓ: For bizonyára, only four such examples 
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occur, each with a different verbal predicate, and only 
one or two instances of this construction (with hogy) can 
be found in the KED corpus. In MTSz, tud and hisz each 
occur three times, while in other cases the construction 
appears with over thirty different verbs.]
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In the case of persze ("of course"), predicate-moving OR 
hogy-inserting may be relevant (higlighting the plus-
HOGY). 
Notably, in the MTSz corpus, the majority of cases serve 
a responsive-confirming function (see example 37). As 
with the bizony-SA group, no examples were found in the 
MTSz database that would support the presence of 
ellipsis.
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Examples of the talán + hogy (‘perhaps that’) 
construction, earliest data can be attested from the mid-
18th century, but the predicates can always be 
reconstructed in the main clause. 
This may explain why this structure has so far escaped 
the attention of the literature:.
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To sum up: The origin of each case must be assessed 
individually. 
There are also examples in old(er) Hungarian (naturally, 
of those SA’s and SA+hogy constructions that already 
existed at the time) and not only in Transylvania, even 
if they were particularly frequent there. Topicalized 
variants were attested only for persze.
Contact-induced influence cannot be ruled out, but in the 
case of the first group and persze, there is also 
evidence pointing in a different direction.
There may be a functional difference between variants 
with and without hogy (or those with adjectival 
predicates), but this does not apply uniformly to all 
SAs/DPs. 

Minden bizonnyal (‘most certainly’) appears to be an 
exception: it is a lexicalized expression, which likely 
explains why its hogy-form has survived to the present 
day.
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One note on the status of hogy (‘that’): although this is 
a broad topic, it is evident that hogy is frequently used 
as the initial element of insubordinated clauses — i.e., 
clauses that appear without an overt or ellipted main 
clause and convey some kind of pragmatic meaning. 
Historical investigations of Hungarian have not confirmed 
that these uses originate from ellipsis; while this
mechanism may be plausible in some cases, it can be 
excluded in others.
In present-day spontaneous Hungarian — typically informal 
spoken language — sentence-initial hogy is common, but 
these are not stand-alone insubordinate instances. 
Rather, they tend to be elaborative insubordinate
clauses, in which hogy regularly co-occurs with a variety 
of inferential or explanatory discourse markers or 
connectives, such as tehát (‘so’), szóval (‘so/in 
short’), and hát (‘well’) (39), in some cases becoming 
nearly fused with them.
The key question is whether the discourse-pragmatic 
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status should be assigned to hogy itself, or rather to 
the entire insubordinate clause as a construction. I am 
inclined to favour the latter interpretation in the case
of stand-alone insubordinate or semi-insubordinate
clauses and the former in the case of elaborative ones.
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This figure shows, among the persze + hogy occurrences in 
the MTSz, the proportions accounted for by the target 
construction and its interspersing (topicalized) 
variants. The share of the latter declined due to the 
strengthening influence of the standard language norm and 
then stabilized at around 5%.
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