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Chapter 7

Prefixation: the Specificity Effect

7.1 Introduction

This chapter presents an analysis of the so-calledpecificity Effect shown by Hungarian Definiteness
Effect verbs when combined with the prefix meg.

(7.1) a. Erkezett egy vendég/+minden vendég DE
Arrived one guest/every guest
“There arrived a guest/every guest”
b. Meg-érkezett egy vendég/minden vendég SE
MEG-arrived one guest/every guest
“One of the guests/every one of the guests has arrived”

The reader may recall from Chapters 3 and 4 that the internal argument of a verb prefixed with meg
is partitive-specific, and the event described by the verb is expected in some sense. For instance,
(7.1b) presupposes that a number of people have been invited and expected, and asserts that one
of these/every one of these has arrived. The existential sentence (7.1a) does not have this reading.!
Note also the absence of the Definiteness Effect in (7.1b).

As discussed in Chapter 4, the factor responsible for thepecificity Effect is clearly the prefix
meg (and a few other prefixes such as el lit. ‘away’). Like all other Hungarian secondary predicates,
meg cancels the Definiteness Effect property of the host verb. Thepecificity Effect is then seen as
an additional property of meg.

Thepecificity Effect can be called the dual of the Definiteness Effect, in that the same argument
NP (the Theme) is now constrained to be partitive-specific rather than new in discourse. Both
meaning effects are but ways in which a verb class is seen to impose (discourse) semantic constraints
on one argument.

With thepecificity Effect, the quasi-creational, ¢ surprise’ effect of existential sentences is re-
placed by what native speakers describe as ‘confirmation’, ‘things happening as expected’, or ‘acting
according to plan’. Both meaning effects are representational, since they require the absence or
presence of additional discourse information about the relevant events. In fact, one and the same
event (the finding of a cat or the writing of a poem) can be described with any of the sentence
pairs below. The difference is perspectival: the existential sentence marks the absence of additional
information, denying links to a larger context where that information may have come from. The

1( .1a) describes an unexpected arrival, and is hence appropriate only in a ‘service’ context, e.g. in a hotel, where
new arrivals automatically count as guests.
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meg-sentence on the other hand conveys (and requires) additional information about the event.

(7.2) a. Jénos talalt egy macskat
John found one cat-Acc
“John found (came across unexpectedly) a cat”
b. Janos meg-talalt egy macskat
John MEG-found one cat-Acc
“John found (=retrieved) one of the cats (which were known to be lost)”

(7.3) a. Jénos irt egy szonettet — existential
John wrote one sonnet-Acc
“John wrote a sonnet”
b. Janos meg-irt egy szonettet — planned
John MEG-wrote one sonnet-Acc
“John wrote up one of the sonnets”

The main focus of this chapter is the analysis of the contribution of meg when attached to
Definiteness Effect host verbs. The chapter is built up as follows. The next section recapitulates
the main data the analysis will rely on: some side effects of secondary predication in Hungarian, the
variations in the meaning of meg that are conditioned by host verbs, and the properties of the relevant
presuppositions. ection 7.3 contains the analysis proper. The main tasks of that section are (i)
developing a method for semantic composition that accounts for the loss of the Definiteness Effect,
and (ii) providing the right format for the various presuppositions responsible for thepecificity
Effect. Finally, there will be a brief discussion on the interactions of pecificity Effect complex verbs
with quantifiers and other presupposition triggers in the sentence.

7.2 The Meaning of MEG (i)

This section is a compendium of phenomena that serve as background for the analysis in the next
section. Part of the material from here is a recapitulation from Chapter 4. 7.2.1 is about complex
predicate formation. 7.2.2 is about the variations in the contribution of meg which are conditioned by
the verbs it combines with. These two subsections have no direct connections to the analysis proper,
they serve as a general background. 7.2.3 on the other hand presents data and issues directly relevant
for the analysis: it is about the status of the presupposition responsible for the Definiteness Effect. As
established already in Chapter 4, meg adds a precondition state to the entry of a Definiteness Effect
event verb, and it is this state that has the status of an anaphoric presupposition. Another relevant
feature of this class of presuppositions is textensionality, in the sense that e.g. the presupposition
of a creation verb like meg ir ‘write up’ is intensional, as it connects to previous plans, goals or
expectations concerning the writing event and its possible outcome.

7.2.1 The Side Effects of Complex Predicate Formation in Hungarian

The following is a very terse enumeration of the accompanying effects of complex predicate formation

in Hungarian. It was included in order to place thepecificity Effect in a broader context. This

context can be described as the area which is of concern both for argument structure studies (in

the sense of LFG, Grimshaw (1992) or Levin and Rappaport-Hovav (1995)) and for what may be

called variable management in formal semantics (on this ‘interface area’ see also Bittner (1999),
&bg (1996), or Koenig (1999)).

The argument structure of a complex predicate can be different from that of the host verb (see
Ackerman and Webelhuth (1997), Ackerman and Webelhuth (1998), and also Levin and Rappaport-
Hovav (1995), Wunderlich (1997a), pencer and Zaretskaya (1996) on English, German or Russian).
For instance, a complex predicate may have an argument which the verb on its own does not
subcategorise for, as in (7.4a), or grammatical functions may be linked to thematic roles in a manner
which differs from the argument linking of the host verb, as in (7.4b). Or, the complex predicate
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may lack one or more arguments of the host verb, as in (7.4c), where the complex verb be taldl ‘find
his/her way in’ is intransitive.?

(74) a. A kutya fel-ugatta a szomszédokat

The dog up-barked+Def3g the neighbour-Pl- Acc
“The dog barked the neighbours awake”

b. Jéanos meg-lopta Marit/+(#7)a taskat
John MEG-stole+Def3g Mary-Acc/the bag-Acc
“John robbed/deprived Mary/the bag of something”

c. Janos be-taldlt (xaz utat) a kamraba
John in-found (the way-Acc) the pantry-into
“John found his way into the pantry”

d. A tdbornok meg-adta magat/*a varost
The general MEG-gave+Def3g himself -Acc/the city-Acc
“The general surrendered himself”
Intended, not available: “The general surrendered the city”

The internal argument of a complex predicate construction may not remain implicit (even if the
host verb does admit implicit arguments). To my knowledge, this was first pointed out in Kiefer
(1994) for the case of Hungarian prefixes. Apparently, this observation is valid for all Hungarian
secondary predicates; it seems to hold for English as well. If semantic composition takes the form
of sentence internal anaphora resolution, then the relevant variables in the complex predicate’s
representations correspond to a special subclass of pronouns that need to be resolved locally. This
is to be understood in contrast with verbs like refuse, whose object variable is pronominal, in the
sense that it corresponds to a familiar discourse entity, but which can be resolved non-locally (as
in Cruella offered to buy the puppies, but the owners refused — cf. ebg (1996) and the references
cited there).

(7.5) a. Mari kotott (egy szoknyét)
Mary knitted (one skirt-Acc)
“Mary was knitting” / “Mary knitted a skirt”
b. «Mari hosszi-ra k6tott
Mary long-onto knitted
Intended: “Mary knitted something to be long”

(7.6) a. Jéanos evett
John ate
“John was eating”
b. xJanos meg-evett
John MEG-ate
Intended: “John ate up something”
c. *Janos nyersen evett
John raw-ly ate
Intended: “John ate something raw”

A specialty of Hungarian is that the addition of a secondary predicate cancels the Definiteness

2Note that the corresponding English particle verb requires an object NP that refers to a spatial trajectory.
Presumably the variable corresponding to this trajectory, or Path, is incorporated into the meaning of the Hungarian
prefix be- ‘in(to)’.
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Effect, regardless of the type of that predicate:

(7.7)

a. =*Janos evett minden almat
John ate every apple-Acc
Intended: “John ate every apple”

b. Jéanos meg-evett minden almat prefix
John MEG-ate every apple-Acc
“John ate (up) every apple”

c. Jéanos késsel-villaval evett minden almét instr.
John knife-with-fork-with ate every apple-Acc
“John ate every apple with a knife and fork”

d. Jéanos fejen allva evett minden almét depictive
John head-on stand-Part. ate every apple-Acc
“John ate every apple while standing on his head”

7.2.2 The Meaning of MEG (ii)

4.4.4 contains a small survey on the variations in the contribution of meg and argument linking
possibilities (confining attention to Definiteness Effect host verbs). To recapitulate briefly, the
findings were that

Where argument linking is concerned, meg may either leave the linking properties of the host
verb intact, so to speak, in that the direct object will retain its Theme role, or it may involve
a re-linking of the direct object to aource or Goal. E. g. the direct object of meg taldl ‘meg-
find’ is the Theme, whereas that of meg lop lit. ‘meg-steal’ is a Maleficiary (a.k.a. ource).
With locative alternation verbs such as rak ‘load’ or télt ‘fill’ meg causes the direct object to
be linked to the Goal or container of the event. These are the only alternatives for argument
linking with meg-verbs, but they are quite regular and productive. (E.g. with creation verbs
the direct object may be relinked to the source of inspiration, as with meg irta az életét lit.
‘s/he meg-wrote his/her life’.)

The precondition state of meg was said to contain a distinguishedource argument, compa-

rable to the distinguished Goal argument of Definiteness Effect verbs. This was motivated by
the linking alternations mentioned above, and also by bridging facts with verbs whose direct
objects are Themes. A piece of indirect evidence was supplied by the pair hagy — meg hagy.
Definiteness Effect hagy means ‘leave something somewhere/for someone’, i.e. the distin-
guished argument is the Goal of a motion event. eg hagy on the other hand means ‘leave
something alone’; i.e. it is not an event verb at all. Its distinguished argument is the original

ource location or the original Possessor.

ource and Theme were said to stand in an underspecified relation to each other. The content
of this relation is fixed by the host verb, and the actual thematic role of theource also
depends on it. For instance, with meg taldl ‘meg-find’ theource serves as a context set, and
the relation is the mereological part relation. With meg vesz lit. ‘meg-buy’ and other change
of possession verbs theource can be the former Possessor or aource location.

The presuppositional status of meg was seen to be confined to Definiteness Effect host verbs.
The robustness of thepecificity Effect has been shown to vary according to the argument
linking properties of the complex verb:

The clearest cases were found to be those where prefixation does not change argument linking,
in that the Theme is the direct object, as with meg taldl ‘MEG-find’ a.s.o. These complex
verbs trigger (quite robustly) anaphoric presuppositions.

In those cases where the prefix contributes to a re-linking of arguments (e.g. with meg lop
‘rob/deprive someone of something’, or meg rak ‘load full’), the pecificity Effect is less robust.
Complex verbs of this type may be said to trigger at most a pragmatic presupposition, which
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can be accommodated or cancelled. These cases will be set aside in the discussion that follows.
(Accordingly, use of the term ¢ pecificity Effect verb’ and that of comparable terms will in fact
mean ¢ pecificity Effect verb whose internal argument is the Theme’.)

7.2.3 The Presupposition of MEG

In the descriptive literature on Hungarian thepecificity Effect has been characterised in two ways.
It was said to involve ‘expected’ events (Perrot (1966)), or to confer a presuppositional status to the
Theme argument (Kiefer (1983)). It was also remarked (A. Komlésy (p.c.)) that prefixes with some
remnant of their original locational meaning may also involve a familiar ource argument, and the
specific character of the Theme may be a result of bridging the Theme to that ource: e. g. el lopott
egy kutydt lit. ‘s/he AWAY-stole a dog’ conveys the additional information that the dog was taken
from a familiar location or owner.

In Chapter 4 these aspects of thepecificity Effect were brought together in the following manner:

1.

eg adds at least a precondition state to its host verb; this addition has the status of an
anaphoric presupposition.

This was demonstrated by the infelicitousness of (4.81), repeated here as (7.8):

(7.8) a. Tiz didk eltévedt, majd magétdl visszataldlt a tdborba
Ten student got-lost, then self-from back-found the camp-into
“Ten students got lost, then found their way back to camp by themselves”
b. ?7Janos meg-taldlt egy lanyt
John meg-found one girl-Acc
“John found one of the girls”

The reason for the inappropriateness of the continuation (7.8b) is that (i) the verb meg taldl
needs to link to an appropriate state description (e.g. the location of the Theme is unknown),
(ii) which is not provided by the first sentence.

(7.8) is taken to indicate that (i) the presupposition of meg is anaphoric, and it resides in the
precondition state of meg taldl; (ii) the presupposition involves the Theme and a context set
for it.

The presupposition of meg contains a distinguished discourse referent (say, o), which usually
has aource thematic role, and which is comparable in significance to the Goal argument
of Definiteness Effect verbs. The presence of this argument is indicated by several types of
data. The most conspicuous is perhaps meg lop lit. ‘meg-steal’ and meg hagy lit. ‘meg-leave’.
With meg lop lit. ‘meg-steal’ the direct object is linked to the Maleficiary o, and the Theme
(the thing stolen) is marginally expressible with an adjunct.®> The reader may recall from
Chapters 4 and 6 that lop on its own lacks aource or Maleficiary argument; it makes sense,
then, to assume that the Maleficiary argument of meg lop is introduced by meg.

The case of meg hagy lit. ‘meg-leave’ was briefly discussed in Chapter 4. Prefixless hagy
corresponds to transitive eventive leave in English, on its Beneficiary reading (as in e.g. The
postman has been, and left a letter for ary). With hagy, then, the direct object denotes what
is brought to, and left at, the Goal or Beneficiary. eg hagy by contrast means leave alone,
at the the original location/Possessor (i.e. at theource o).

The more general motivation for positing a distinguished (and presuppositional) argument is
that often the consequent state of a complex meg-verb expresses a relation between Theme
andource.

3For those familiar with lexical semantics terminology, this is an instance of the steal/rob alternation, found also
with Russian prefixation cf. Spencer and Zaretskaya (16).
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The presuppositional analysis of meg solves the problem of the partitive specificity of the Theme,
and the ‘familiarity’ of the event, but, in turn, it raises a number of issues.

The first of these issues is the relationship of the internal argument NP to the presupposition
triggered by meg. This NP conveys new information relative to the presupposition triggered by meg:
From (7.9b), for instance, it can be inferred that the group of ten students contained at least one
girl. The use of the indefinite signals either that possibly there was more than one girl in the group,
or that the speaker is uncertain about there being a unique girl. This, however, cannot be called
accommodation in the strict sense of the word, since the NP is not part of the presupposition, only
its context set (theource argument) is. This may be called a form of generalised bridging, since
the familiarity or partitive—specific construal of the NP depends on the genuinely presuppositional
character of another discourse referent. (If the object NP is a proper definite, as in the Hungarian
equivalent of John found the girl, then of course that has to be accommodated; but this is not the
general case.)

(7.9) a. Tiz didk elveszett
Ten student got-lost
“Ten students lost their way”
b. Jéanos meg-taldlt egy lanyt
John MEG-found one girl-Acc
“John found one of the girls”

Proper bridging, as in (7.10), may be a special case of the dependency of the internal argument
NP on a presuppositional discourse referent. In such cases the bridging effect is clearer, because
theource and Theme referents belong to distinct individual sorts: the Theme is an  ‘ordinary’
individual, whereas theource may be a location or an institution.

(7.10) a. Jéanos meg-latogatta egy festé6 miitermét, és
John MEG-visited+Def3g one painter studio-Poss3g- Acc, and
“John visited a painter’s studio and
b. meg-vett/el-vitt egy képet
MEG-bought/away-took one picture-Acc
and bought /took away a painting”

entence (7.10b) contains twopecificity Effect verbs (meg vesz lit. ‘meg-buy’ and el visz lit. ‘away-
take’). Both license bridging the referent of the indefinite to the studio mentioned in the previous
sentence.

The second issue is that of the extensional/intensional nature of the presupposition triggered by
the complex verb. With pure creation verbs such as meg ir ‘write up’ the presupposition is clearly
intensional, and needs to be connected to preceding plans. This is because (obviously) these verbs
cannot trigger existence presuppositions, i.e. the presuppositions cannot be about objects that exist
prior to the events the verbs describe. Where ‘make available’ verbs are concerned, one would expect
them to trigger extensional (existence) presuppositions, like meg taldl ‘meg-find’. This, however, is
not always so: the presuppositions of several ‘make available’ verbs always have an intensional
component. This is the case, for instance, with meg hoz lit. ‘MEG-bring’, which means ‘bring as
promised/requested /commissioned’. Another such case is meg ad lit. ‘MEG-give’, which means
‘give as requested/promised’. These ‘mixed’ verbs need antecedents that describe the appropriate
speech acts or attitudes

Lastly, there is a question whose information or perspective these presuppositions convey.* Ap-
parently, pecificity Effect verbs differ as to whether the Agent has to have the relevant information
or not.

Verbs like meg taldl ‘meg-find’ can be felicitously used even if the Agent does not possess the
relevant additional information at the time. For instance, in the scenario that corresponds to (7.9),
the Agent John may not know that the girl he found was from a group known to be missing to others.

4This was elucidated in a discussion with Hans Kamp.
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Given this lack of information, the Agent may felicitously use an existential sentence to describe the
event of his finding a girl (this would be Taldltam egy lanyt ‘I have found (=come across) a girl’).

With creation verbs on the other hand the Agent himself has to be in the know, since the plan
that is part of the presupposition has to belong to him/her.

A word of caution is in order here: in all these cases the use of an existential sentence is still a
valid option, regardless of the information the Agent or the speaker may have. This brief discussion
concerned sentences withpecificity Effect verbs: The question is, if one encounters such a sentence
in discourse, and wants to reconstruct its presuppositions, then to whose information state these
presuppositions are to be assigned.

7.3 Reconstructing the Specificity Effect

7.3.1 Basics

In the preceding section the contribution of meg was shown to vary according to certain properties
of its host verb. When the host verb is a Definiteness Effect event verb, meg was said to contribute
a presuppositional precondition state.?
eg was also said to contain aource and a Theme argument, ¢ and 6, respectively. The
consequent state of meg simply says that € is in a state labelled as meg: this is taken to be a
lexicalised label, whose precise content is fixed by the host verb. With meg taldl ‘meg-find’, for
instance, the label meg is shorthand for availability, being recovered or being at a known location.
ource and Theme were said to be in some relation R to each other: again, R is determined by the
host verb. With meg taldl it is the mereological part relation, with meg lop ‘meg-steal’ (deprive/rob
of) it is ownership, and so on.

The invariable component in the contribution of meg to Definiteness Effect host verbs can be
represented in the ‘template’ (7) below. (7.11) is seen to rely quite heavily on some assumptions
and constraints concerning the class of potential host verbs — this is apparent, among other things,
from the presuppositional status of the precondition state.

s
s008 so = PRE(e)
(7.11) < R(9,0) ,| §s=RES(e) >
S0 —|MEG(0) CV(E)
ss MEG(6)

(7.11) expresses precisely what has been said of meg in the preceding paragraphs. What is relevant
here is that the precondition state sq is relegated to the presuppositional slot of the representation,
and so is theource ¢. The Theme 6 too is introduced as a presupposed discourse referent in its own
right. This is not quite accurate, since 6 does not survive negation (e.g. in the Hungarian equivalent
of John did not find any of the missing objects). The reason why 6 has been entered provisionally
into the presupposition slot is to mark its need to be bound, locally, to an overt constituent from the
sentence. This was motivated by the fact that complex predicates do not admit implicit arguments
(as shown in (7.7) earlier).

The presupposition of (7.11) looks purely extensional. The following subsection will present a
modification for intensional or mixed presuppositions (e.g. for meg 7r ‘write up’ and for meg hoz
‘bring as requested /promised’, ‘deliver’).

(7.11) seems to presuppose that between the two states sg, s there was a transition ¢, such that
they are its precondition and consequent states, respectively. If one wants to consider stative verbs
as well, this may be a bit too strong. The reason is, although prefixes indeed coerce many statives
into inchoatives (this is what one would expect on the basis of (7.11)), there are cases when a prefixed
stative verb does not describe any transition, at least not one in the current world. This is what one

5 A minor correction: it was not stated explicitly, but it was taken for granted that meg contributes also a consequent
state: it 4s a perfective prefix, after all.
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finds with meg tart lit. ‘meg-keep’, which means ‘keep in spite of plans to the contrary’, or simply
‘decide to keep’ (as in  ary kept all the kittens). Presumably, for meg tart one can work out an
intensionalised version of (7.11).

Returning to the discussion of (7.11), the condition Cy (¢) says that € is an eventuality that
belongs to a concept (or family of concepts) Cy . At present, this is merely a pointer to an assumed
representational level of lexical conceptual structure (Levin and Rappaport-Hovav (1995), Wunder-
lich (1997b)), which may serve to lend content to the labels M EG and R. Now it is not entirely
clear what the subscript V in Cy stands for: it may stand for the host verb alone, but it may
as well represent the entire complex verb, and then Cy is a pointer to the concept expressed by
the complex verb. The reason is, in several languages many prefix/particle+verb combinations are
noncompositional (e.g. fel taldl lit. ‘up-find’ means invent (with concrete objects, procedures).

Complex Predicate Formation

Having provided a first representation for meg, the next task is to show how this representation
can be composed with that of a Definiteness Effect verb. The principal aim is to show how the
Definiteness Effect property of the verb is lost once it combines with a prefix.

In the preceding chapter, taldl ‘find’ was assigned the following entry. As a light (opaque) verb,
talal expects a property constant to replace P. Its entry contains the distinguished Theme discourse
referent 3, which both a placeholder for the internal argument and an existentially bound discourse
referent in its own right. [ is intrdoduced as the value of a function AT from consequent state—
Beneficiary pairs into individuals. This is intended to capture the event-dependent, attributive
readings of Theme NPs in existential sentences.® The task now is to cancel the binding effect of 3,
and to match the consequent state in (7.12b) with the consequent state provided by meg in (7.11).

(7.12) a. taldl t (s/he found):

ecs'tafy
tCs' t<n

b. .

ec:| e:a P find for v
s': P*(ATy(s',7))

The intended outcome of combining (7.12b) with (7.11) is the following:
(7.13) a. meg taldl t ‘s/he MEG-found”:

tecsay
Y tCs t<n
b. < s0: —Av(0) , c >
6Co ec: | e:a  EG find for v
s: Av(0)

At this stage of work, the method for obtaining (7.13) is by applying a generalised version of the
unification—merge operation U from Chapter 5. The result will be one preliminary DR (i.e. a
presupposition—assertion structure, cf. Kamp and Reyle (Forthcoming)) that has the following
unifier: {3/6,s'/s, P/M EG}. The relevant substitution steps are the replacement of 3 with 6, and
that of P with the label M EG. M EG in turn is interpreted as ‘being available’ (or ‘being at a known

6The functions RES and PRE that relate subevents will be suppressed from now on. So will the label Cy, .
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location’), hence the predicate Av in (7.13). The complex verb meg taldl inherits the presupposition
of meg because (as the reader may recall) U/ has been defined as a hole for presuppositions.
The substitutions P/M EG and /6 need some elucidation:

(é) P is replaced with M EG simply because taldl is a light verb, with a deficient structure, and
prefixation is but one of the ways in which this structure can be completed.

Deficiency has been modelled throughout Chapters 5 and 6 with the presence of the variable P
in the verbs’ entries. Only, discussion in those chapters seemed to suggest that P could only be
bound to the descriptive content of the internal argument NP (and that therefore it was ‘earmarked’
with a certain Thematic role).

Here I would like to suggest that P can in fact be bound to any of the relevant Hungarian
secondary predicates that may occur in the distinguished preverbal position. This tallies with the
LFG-inspired analysis of Komlésy (1994), where preverbal ‘modifiers’ are said to be higher order
complements of the verb. Given the wide range of possible preverbal ‘modifiers’, this implies that
the verbs themselves, allow for a considerable degree of freedom, or polymorphism, as regards the
instantiation of P.

Thus combining taldl with a weak NP or with meg are but two possible instantiations of the same
method for building complex predicates. Another example: in resultative constructions I assume P
to be bound to the resultative adjective. o, in the complex hosszi ra két from (7.5) a compound
verb of the form long knit is assumed.

ubstituting meg for P in the verb’s entry has the additional effect that the verb will no longer
incorporate the Theme NP, as in existential constructions. Apart from binding 3 to 6, this is one
of relevant factors in the cancellation of the Definiteness Effect with prefixed verbs.

(i) As regards replacing 3 with 6, the question is why and how this substitution is sufficient to
cancel the Definiteness Effect.

First, note that it is 6, the discourse referent contributed by meg which will be ‘visible’ for
further binding to the object NP. This is because the complex predicate will ‘inherit’ §’s need for
being bound to an overt NP.

econd, there is some other (indirect) evidence that indeed it is § which participates in further
bindings. The first piece of evidence concerns the status of meg within the complex predicate: At
one level of representation (where complementation for the verb is taken care of) it can be said to
be the complement of a light verb. At the level of composition, however, meg can be analysed as a
higher order entity that takes the verb as argument. What is relevant in this respect is that term
answers with meg only are perfectly acceptable in Hungarian: The question egtaldltad? ‘Have you
found it?’ can be answered with eg. That is, meg is comparable to English auxiliaries — and then
it can indeed be taken as a function or predicate that takes the verb as argument.

With the unification method proposed here this predicate—argument relationship cannot be ren-
dered elegantly. A more principled solution would be to adopt a truly bottom-up construction
algorithm with variable storage,” such that meg and not the verb would provide the main DR to
be filled in by the contributions of other constituents.

Another factor is the status of g3 itself: apparently, its binding domain extends only to the
representation of the event description, but not further. This allows for the possibility of the complex
predicate to combine with strong NPs. The analogy I have in mind is that pronouns anaphoric to
a quantifier do not inherit the binding properties of their antecedent:

(7.14) a. «There is the cat/it on the roof.
b. There is a cat on the roof. The cat/It is meowing.

Apparently, the situation with Hungarian complex predicates is analogous to (7.14b): the binder
(8 has bound one variable, but that will not be visible when the verb is composed with other con-
stituents. This is indeed a genuine instance of sentence-internal composition as anaphora resolution.

At this stage it is not yet clear how these two factors, the main predicate status of meg, and the
locality of the binding domain for 3, are related to each other. §’s locality may be an independently

7Cf. Kamp (2001), Bende-Farkas and Kamp (2001).
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motivated property of certain discourse referents, but it may as well follow from the fact that the
verb’s entry plays a secondary role in composing the two predicates.

7.3.2 The Presuppositions

The preceding section provided an initial template (7.11) for the presuppositions of meg. (7.11) was
but the first approximation, however, since its presuppositional component was extensional. This
is insufficient, since the presuppositions of meg may connect to (descriptions of) preceding plans
or expectations, for which an extensional treatment is obviously inadequate. The task is then to
introduce ‘planned’ or ‘expected’ discourse entities (including eventualities), and to define a link
between these and ‘actual’ discourse referents, to the effect that the actual events and individuals
correspond to the planned ones.

The Extensional Case

Verbs like meg taldl ‘meg-find’ or meg vesz ‘meg-buy’ were said to trigger extensional presupposi-
tions. ‘Extensional’ meaning a connection to previously existing entities, whose discourse referents
are familiar, and do not occur in the scope of attitude reports. In this respect these presuppositions
are less complicated than those triggered by meg hoz lit. meg-bring ‘deliver’ or meg ir lit. meg-write
‘write up’. In this brief part I would like to show that even this simple case is not without some
complications. The first complication comes from bridging, the second one comes from cases when
the antecedent is in fact introduced in the scope of an attitude ascription.

Bridging
The reader may recall that the Theme argument of some meg-verbs may be bridged to a familiar

ource (location or Possessor). In (7.15b) below, the partitive-specific character of the direct object
is said to follow from the familiarity of theource location.

(7.15) a. Jénos meglatogatta egy festé miitermét, és
John MEG-visited+Def3g one painter studio-Poss3g- Acc, and
“John visited a painter’s studio and
b. meg-vett egy képet
MEG-bought one painting-Acc
and bought one of the paintings”

In a proper representation of the connections between (7.15a—b) an intermediate inference step is
needed (presumably delivered via accommodation), concerning the availability of things to be bought
at theource. My point is one that has been made several times in the literature on bridging: This
piece of information is not to be entered in the representation of the antecedent. (E.g. (7.15a) can
perfectly well be continued with a sentence that says: but the painter had no paintings for sale, all
his eeuvre had been bought by the National wuseum.)

The analysis predicts, correctly, which ‘extensional’ pecificity Effect verbs admit bridging to
a location or to a Possessor. eg taldl ‘meg-find’ does not admit such bridging, for instance, nor
do meg érkezik ‘meg-arrive’ or meg jon ‘meg-come’.? The observation is that ‘standard’ bridging
is possible with those verbs whoseource discourse referent ¢ corresponds to to a location or to a
Possessor. Theource argument of meg  taldl serves as context set for the Theme, i.e. it is a referent
of the same individual sort as the Theme itself: this does not make bridging to a location or to a
Possessor possible. Instead, of course, as remarked in 7.2.3, meg taldl involves a generalised type of
bridging.

Attitudinal Antecedents

8 An impossible example of this type would be
(1) Janos be-ment az erd6be és meg-talalt egy galécdt
John into-went the forest-in and MEG-found one Amanita-Acc
“John entered the forest and found one of the Amanitas from there”
This sentence is plain silly when uttered out of the blue, even if forests are known to contain toadstools.
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Triggers of ‘extensional’ presuppositions can in fact have antecedents in the scope of attitude
descriptions:

(7.16) a. Mari szeretett volna egy hdromszinti kandurt
Mary liked Cond-Opt-Past one calico tomcat-Acc
“Mary wanted to have a calico tomcat”
b. Janos meg-tallt-a *(neki)
John MEG-found+Def3g Dat-3g
“John found it for her”

The antecedent of the pronoun (the pronominal suffix) in (7.16b) is the indefinite in the scope of
the attitude report from the first sentence: the tomcat John found is the one that Mary wanted.?

Note that the sentence with the meg-verb has almost the flavour of modal subordination, i.e. it
is very strongly suggested that John found the cat (or the thing with the properties) Mary wished
for. The cue for this is the obligatoriness of the oblique neki ‘for-her’.

A satisfactory analysis of the anaphoric relationships involved in (7.16) would rely on either one
of the following two assumptions (possibly, this is not exclusive or).

First, it could be assumed that the verb meg taldl is not ambiguous between an extensional
and an intensional presupposition, i.e. its presupposition is invariably about a (possibly collective)
familiar discourse referent, which is known to be unavailable, or to be at an unknown location.
The first sentence in (7.16) can serve as an antecedent, just in case it the indefinite is interpreted
as a higher order quantifier that has scope over the attitude context (cf. Zimmermann (1992/93),
Zimmermann (2001)). (7.16a) could then be paraphrased as ‘There was something/Q Mary wanted,
namely, a tricolour tomcat’.!°

econd, it has to be noted that individual concepts are exceptional in many respects. In Hungar-
ian this exceptional behaviour involves, among other things, an apparent suspension of the anaphoric-
ity requirement in thepecificity Effect. The following sentence is perfectly acceptable without any
(linguistic) antecedent:

(7.17) Meg-talaltdk a vilag legbregebb emberét
MEG-found-3P1-+Def3g the world oldest man-Poss3g- Acc
“They have found the oldest man in the world”

(7.17) is perfectly felicitous in a scenario that involves no directed search, i.e. when the finding is
purely accidental. It could be argued that the concept of being the world’s oldest person is familiar
(whereas the individual who happens to have this property is not), and that his/her location has
been unknown up to the finding event.

Intensional Presuppositions

The Problem, Once Again

The presuppositions triggered by creation verbs prefixed with meg can be said to have a modal
dimension to them (Kiefer (1983)), in that they are seen to verify previous conjectures about possible
courses of events and their outcomes. A creation verb with meg says that the current world at speech
time is such that the relevant conjecture is at least partly verified in it. (Partiality is understood
either in the sense that writing one book may be part of a plan to write several, or that the speaker

9The example is set up in such a way that the indefinite corresponds almost to an individual concept: For genetic
reasons, calico tomcats are extremely rare.
10This issue will not be pursued here; nevertheless, here is an example that contrasts with ( .16). Apparently, no
exportation is possible here:
(#¢) a. Mari szeretett volna egy unikornist
“Mary wanted to have a unicorn”
b. 7?7?7?7J4nos szomorkodott, mert nem talalta meg
“John was sad, because he could not find it”
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does not have sufficient information to determine whether the object created corresponds to all that
has been planned.)

Given these considerations, the presupposition in the representation of a creation verb will contain
an attitude ascribed to the Agent: This is typically an intention or a plan concerning future actions
by the Agent. The assertion part of the verb’s entry will contain a condition to the effect that the
event described by the verb is the (partial) realisation of that plan — This condition will provide
the necessary connection between the discourse referents in the attitude ascription and the ‘actual’
discourse referents of the event description.

Thus (7.18), a variation on an example by Hans Kamp, will involve both a desire to have a house
of a certain type, and also a plan for building that house.

(7.18) Feketéék végre fel-épitették dlmaik hazat
Black-P1 at-last up-built+Def3g dream-Poss3P1-Pl house-Poss3g- Acc
“The Blacks have finally built the house of their dreams”

At this point one could object that plans and intentions cannot serve as the distinctive properties of
mey, since the meanings of many agentive verbs (in practically any language) involve such plans and
intentions. The distinctive property of thepecificity Effect is precisely the s tatus of these plans,
viz the presuppositional role they play in connecting the verb to preceding discourse.

To wit, here are two discourse discourse variants in (7.19). The second sentence, which contains
the verb megir ‘write up’, can only be understood as John having written one book for which he
had an agreeement with Gallimard. Thus the continuation (7.19c) is inappropriate, since it denies
precisely this connection between the publisher and the writing of the book — even though the
writing of any book involves intentions and plans. Only, in the case of meg ir ‘write up’ there is
this additional need for an antecedent in discourse.

(7.19) a. Jénos térgyalt/szerz8dést kotott a Gallimard-ral, és
John discussed/contract-Acc bound the Gallimard-with, and
. “John met/made a contract with Gallimard and
b. hat hénap milva meg-irt egy konyvet,
six month after MEG-wrote one book-Acc,
and after six months he wrote (up) a book,”
c. 777?de nem azt, amelyikre szerz6dott, hanem egy masikat
but not that-Acc, which-onto contracted-Refl, but one other-Acc
but this was not the book in the contract, it was another”

The special status of the attitude ascription contained in the entry for meg becomes clearer when
compared to an existential sentence, such as (7.20b).

(7.20) a. Jénos targyalt/szerz6dést kotott a Gallimard-ral, és
John discussed/contract-Acc bound the Gallimard-with, and
“John met/made a contract with Gallimard and
b. hat hénap milva irt egy kdnyvet,
six month after wrote one book-Acc,
and after six months he wrote a book”

(7.20) can describe the same scenario as (7.19) (even though the existential sentence (7.20b) does
sound awkward). But it may as well describe two unconnected events, or even a situation when the
meeting in fact provided the poetic inspiration for John to write a book. In either case, the writing
of a book necessitates planning, but does not require the particular type of connection between two
eventualities which is quite robust with meg.

The Tools

The analysis of creation verbs with meg will rely on the tools and formalism developed in Kamp
(1999) and Kamp (n.d.). The latter paper, in particular, outlines the methodology to represent
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the intentional component in a verb’s lexical entry, together with the information that the actual
event described by the verb is in fact an execution, or realisation, of the plan in question. As in
that paper, the analysis outlined here involves essentially three ingredients; the last two of these
will be presented later in some detail. The specific difference of the present analysis lies in the
presuppositional status of the relevant intention or plan, and its relatively underspecified nature,
especially if the speaker is not the Agent himself or herself. It is assumed that the full content of
the presupposition is provided by its antecedent and by the (bridging) inferences licensed by the
antecedent.

Thus the analysis involves the following three components:

1. A representation of the antecedent of the presupposition. Ideally, this is to contain the repre-
sentation yielded by surface syntax, as well as inferred or entailed information necessary for
justifying the presupposition. In particular, the antecedent is to contain either the description
of the Agent’s plan or intention, or the description of an event/speech act that causes the Agent
to form a plan — this, for instance, would be necessary for the analysis of example (7.19),
where the event of meeting a publisher is seen as the direct (institutionalised, speechactified)
cause for forming a plan to write some book(s).

2. The representation of the presupposition itself. Typically, it is to contain a partial (rather
impoverished) representation of an attitude attributed to the Agent.

3. The information that the event described by the sentence, and the object created, correspond
to the planned course of events and its desired outcome.

Plans are taken to be a subspecies of propositional attitude, and are repesented, as other atti-
tudes, by means of structures that stand for attitude predicates, are rendered as ordered pairs of
mode indicators and a DR with the content of the attitude (cf. Kamp (1990), Kamp (1999), Kamp
(1999)). The following is an attitude predicate, concerning the plan to write some poem(s) (II is
abbreviates ‘plan’).

eso
s=RES(e)e<n
(7.21) < (II, poem* (o) )
e: write(q)
s:exist*(o)

The indexicals i, n stand for the subject and the internal ‘now’ of the attitude, respectively. The
content of the plan-DRsimply says that there will be a future writing event by the subject that will
result in there being some poem(s). The consequent state s is taken to be the subject’s goal, while
the event e provides the means to achieve that goal. In more complex cases the ‘means’ component
of the plan may involve a series ey, .. .e, of events. Not represented here is the subject’s belief that
carrying out the event e will result in the intended state s.

The presupposition of meg ir ‘write up’ is assumed to be of the following form:

Sa ta

te <n ity Cs,

(7.22) eso
s=RES(e)e<n
e: write(i)
s:exist* (o)

Sq: ATT( @, ¢ (1T,

~
~—
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The precondition state s, is that of the Agent a being in an ‘attitudinal state’ ATT (attributed
to a by the speaker); s, contains a plan to write 0. The antecedent of s, is usually recovered
through bridging: what preceding discourse typically provides is contracts, promises, requests, and
so on. One may wonder whether the attitude report sq,: ATT ... in (7.22) would need more anaphoric
components, to signal its incompleteness, or its need to be bound.

Judging from the case of (7.19), where the cause for the relevant plan is a meeting between the
author and a publisher, one might wish to say that with meg-verbs, the antecedent is the cause of
the relevant plan. This, however, is not so, since it is perfectly appropriate for the antecedent merely
to assert that the Agent has an intention or a plan.!!

The representation of the full VP meg irt egy verset ‘s/he wrote up a poem’ can be seen in (7.23).

(7.23) a. megirt egy verset (s/he wrote up a poem):

. 3 !
5 ta ecs' ax
se = PRE(ec) s' = RES(e)
ta C Sq €
ec: | e:write(a)
b. << eso - s’ exist(x) >
e<n
sa: ATT(a, S (I1,| s=RES(e) |) ¢) poem(x)
e: write()
s:exist* (o) OR(z,PLA ,ec,s';xC o)
\ V,

In (7.23), the assertion part contains the actual event description, and also the condition OR ....
R, shorthand for ‘realisation’, is a relation between the ‘actual’ discourse referents z, ec, s’ and the
content of the plan. It is used to specify that the event and its result are not accidental, but they
represent the outcome of planned action. 9 is intended to signal partiality: The use of the indefinite
signals either that the plan involves the creation of several objects, of which z is but one, or that
the speaker lacks information about the actual size and composition of o.

The relation R can be taken as an attitude ‘relation’, possibly as part of a de re belief report from
the speaker’s part: The speaker believes that the ‘actual’ event ec and its outcome x are anchors for
the discourse referents from the plan II s/he attributes to the Agent.

Mixed Presuppositions

Certain ‘make available’ verbs always trigger ‘mixed’ presuppositions, which consist in an extensional
and an intensional part. uch verbs are meg hoz lit. meg-bring ‘deliver’, ‘bring as promised’, meg
ad lit. meg-ad ‘give as promised/requested’, or meg tesz lit. meg-do ‘do as promised/requested’.

eg sziletik lit. meg-be-born ‘be born’ can also be said to involve a mixed presupposition, since
one of its preconditions is an actual state of pregnancy. The intensional component with this verb

11 As in the following discourse:
(#14) a. Mari haldszlét akart (f6z-ni)
Mary fish-stew-Acc wanted (cook-Inf)
“Mary wanted (to cook) fisherman’s soup”
b. Kedden meg is fézte
Tuesday-on MEG IS cooked+Def3Sg
“She did cook it on Tuesday”
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is not a plan, but an expectation or a prediction based on that state.

(7.24) a. Mari rendelt tizenkét széket Ilf és Petrovtdl
Mary ordered twelve chair-Acc IIf and Petrov-from
“Mary ordered twelve chairs from IIf and Petrov”
b. Madsnapra meg-hoztdk neki (mindet)
Following-day-onto MEG-brought-3P1+Def3g to-her (all-Acc)
“They were (all) delivered to her the following day”

In (7.24b), the extensional part of the presupposition says that theource (=Agent) has the Theme.
The intensional part says that the Agent has a plan to bring Theme to Beneficiary. The event is
seen as a (partial) execution of that plan. As with creation verbs, the discourse (7.24) involves in
fact bridging: the Beneficiary’s ordering ten chairs causes the Agent (the firm’s representative) to
form a plan of delivering the chairs.

Where the analysis is concerned, the difference between the purely intensional and the mixed case is
that the attitude description in the latter contains externally anchored discourse referents, stating
that the object representation in the plan has a corresponding physical object prior to the event.
Thus in (7.25) below, the condition A ... marks the anchored status of the discourse refrent Y. Also,
the attitude attributing predicate ATT now has three arguments: the additional condition (X,Y")
marks the correspondence between the ‘actual’ referent X and the referent Y from the representation
of the plan. (For the sake of simplicity, in (7.25b) theource o is identified with the Agent «. In a
more realistic representation o would stand in some institutionalised relation to @« — e.g. a would
be an employee of the firm o; or, ¢ could be the location of the firm, and so on.)

(7.26) (7.24 )

( 3\

50 8 &
50 O Sq

s0: have(a, X) X ec s2
g=a 50,80 = PRE(ec)

chair*(X) |X| =10

¢ 3
A7Y bl b E
b. << {f ] |:|) (o ec:| € a bringX to vy

szt have(y, X)

Sa: ATT(a, < € S1 ’ )(X) Y) )

e<n
e: i bring Y to7y)
s1:have(,Y)

\ \ / ),

( R(X,PLAN,ec, s2)

The case of meg-sziiletik is different from all others because (i) theource, but not the Theme
is anchored externally (meaning that only the mother exists as a genuine individual prior to the
event), and (ii) the relevant attitude is an expectation rather than a plan.

(7.26) a. Jénosnak volt tiz terhes paciense
John-Dat was ten pregnant patient-Poss3g
“John had ten pregnant patients”
b. Tegnap meg-sziiletett két gyerek
Yesterday MEG-was-born two child
“Two of the children were born yesterday”
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The representation of (7.26b) is then the following.
(7.20) (7.26b) :

; N\
50 Sa O
S0 O Sq
so:preg™ (o) ec 59 X
p 7 3 so = PRE(ec)
= RES(ec)
A, O" 7 nC SI S2 .
([A,0’] o ) ch —of*(a, X)
b. << 0 ’ €
es1 6 ec: | e g—>b"(0)
' ) , : :
Sa.ATT(Z: q 6;E’I1’LS( ) <U’J) >) 891 emst*(X)
81 = e
(Exp, o : f?(géf)) ) dC(X, Exp, ec, 53, X C 6)
s1: exist*(6)
ch —of**(d',6)
\ - - ‘

(7.27b) presupposes an actual state s of pregnancy (of the ‘actual’ mother(s) o), and the speaker’s
attitudinal state s, of expectation. The eventuality in the assertion part confirms that expectation,
hence the label C. (Again, the use of the indefinite is a cue for partiality, hence the presence of 0.)
Alternatively, the expectation could have been modelled as a sub-DRin the scope of a possibility
operator.

7.3.3 Presupposition and Scope
Proper Antecedents

This brief part is about the binding site of meg’s presupposition: The question is, what happens
if a verb with meg is in the nuclear scope of its Theme quantifier, and if that quantifier contains
material that could in principle bind the presupposition. On a naive view on presupposition binding,
meg-sentences with such configurations are expected to be acceptable, even when uttered out of the
blue: The presupposition of the precondition state is bound locally, to material in the restrictor.
Now this is not always the case: if that material is contributed by a participle, as in (7.28), this is
still not sufficient to bind everything contained in the presupposition.

(7.28) Janos meg-talalt minden elveszett macskét
John MEG-found every lost cat-Acc
“John found every lost cat”

The problem is, (7.28) is awkward when uttered out of the blue. It can be seen in its representation
below that the state discourse referent sg in the presupposition slot can be bound to the state s in
the restrictor. What is not bound, however, is theource or context set referent ¢, and this is seen
as the reason for the inappropriateness of (7.28) when uttered out of the blue. ¢ can be bound to
the context set variable C' in the restrictor, but this is still insufficient: the sentence becomes fully
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appropriate only if C (and, ultimately, o itself) has an antecedent in preceding discourse.

x
John(z)

) ysC ecst
(7.29) s<n S0 O :5 5

== n

a [ e |- ol
s:lost(y) yto ec: | €: = meg —(f)md Yy
st Av(y

Meg-verbs can, however, felicitously occur in the nuclear scope of an adverb of quantification:

(7.30) a. Jénos mindig megtalalt minden elveszett macskét
John always MEG-found-3g every lost cat- Acc
“John always found every lost cat”
b. Mari mindig idében megirt minden cikket
Mary always time-in MEG-wrote-3g every paper- Acc
“Mary always wrote up every paper on time”

In these cases, presumably, the presupposition can be bound to the covert content of the adverb’s
restrictor.

Presupposition Interaction

The last bit to conclude this chapter is about the interaction of meg with the presupposition triggered
by again. The point is, there is a strong preference to bind both presuppositions (or at least their
matching parts) to the same antecedent in discourse. This is illustrated with the following piece
of discourse. The puzzle is that (7.31d) is inappropriate in such a context, even though both jra
‘again’ and meg have antecedents to connect to: The antecedent of wjra is (7.31b) (there was a
previous cat-finding event by John), and that of meg is (7.31c) (there was a set of pets that had
been lost). But these (suggested) bindings do not render the intuitive meaning of (7.31d), according
to which both cats found by John are from the same context set.

(7.31) a. Egy napon a Mari 4llatai el-kédorogtak
One day-on the Mary animal-Poss3g-Pl away-strayed
“One day Mary’s pets ran away”
b. Janos meg-talalt egy macskat
John MEG-found one cat-Acc
“John found one of the cats”
c. Misnap [a Kati dllatai]p kédorogtak el
Foll.day [the Cathy animal-Poss3g-P1 strayed away
“The following day it was Cathy’s pets that strayed”
d. #Jéanos Ujra meg-taldlt egy macskat
John again meg-found one cat-Acc
“John found one of the cats again”
Intended: repetitive reading,
“Again, John has found a cat”

(7.32) shows that the problem persists with other verbs as well. The fourth sentence is again
inappropriate in this context, although both triggers have antencedents to be bound to. The intuitive
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meaning of the sentence is that both writing events conform to the same plan, i.e., were caused by
meeting the same publisher. And this again is at odds with the way in which binding would be
reconstructed.

(7.32) a. Balassi targyalt a Gallimard-ral
Balassi met the Gallimard-with
“Balassi met (a representative of) Gallimard”
b. Egy hét mulva meg-irt egy istenes verset
One week after MEG-wrote one divine poem-Acc
“He wrote up a divine poem a week after that”
c. Utédna a Holmival targyalt
After-Poss3g the Holmi-with discussed
“After that, he had a discussion with (the editor of) Holmi”
d. #Péar nap milva Gjra meg-irt egy verset
A-few day after again MEG-wrote one poem-Acc
“A few days later he wrote up a poem again”

At present T do not have a complete account for such cases of presupposition interaction.
The suggestion is that with (7.31d) again and meg are collected into one presuppositional struc-
ture: djra meg-taldlt ‘s/he MEG-found (it) again’ would be represented as a nested structure
{{Kpgimy, Ki?™™), Kimeg }, Kv)(: = N), where the presupposition of again embeds a copy of the
presupposition triggered by meg. Presumably, either the context set variables from these two copies
of K peq have widest scope (corresponding to the intuition that both cats found have to be from the
same context set), or the most deeply embedded presupposition, K fnge“gm, ‘wants’ to be bound to the
event immediately preceding event description, i.e. to (7.31c).

Whichever of these alternatives is correct, the observation is that a relevant factor in this in-
teraction is the complex presuppositional structure N built up from the two triggers. If another
trigger, e.g. Focus, intervenes between again and meg, this will prevent the building of N, and the
‘interaction’ effect will disappear.

(7.33) Ujra (csak) [Janos|r taldlt meg egy macskat
Again (only) [John]r found MEG one cat-Acc
“(Yet) Again it was John who found one of the cats”

The point is, (7.31a-c) can be continued with (7.33). This sentence does not require binding to the
same context set. According to my guess, this is because here the presupposition of again cannot
mingle with that of meg. The sentence asserts that there is a unique maximal Agent in an event
of retrieving one of the missing cats from a context set, namely, John. The presupposition of again
says essentially the same, i.e. that there was an earlier event of the same type, with John as Agent;
this presupposition can now be bound to (7.31b).

7.3.4 Conclusions

The analysis of thepecificity Effect has provided a case study of the integration of complex predicate
structures with presuppositions and attitude reports. It can be seen as a special instance of the
binding (anaphoric or quantificational) of the internal argument NP from a secondary predicate.!?

In order to achieve reliability, a more extensive study of a larger bulk of data has been necessary.
The analysis of thepecificity Effect applies to a smaller set of well-circumscribed data.

As far as I can see, this work could be continued along two strategies. One would be to extend
the coverage of the analysis, and attempt a more general semantic account of prefixation. The other
strategy would be a fuller, in-depth investigation of thepecificity Effect (including the problems of
presupposition interactions described in the previous subsection).

12See also Slavic po, which distributes over the internal argument (Filip (16)).



Zusammenfassung

Diese These ist {iber die Interaktion zwischen die lexikalischeemantik und semantisch-pragmatische
Eigenschaften wie Neuigkeit und Familiaritdt. Die Phenoména die untersucht sind sind bestimmte
ungarische Verben und die Neuheits- und Familiaritdtsbeschrinkungen der interner Argumente von
diese Verben. Die Relevanz dieser Phenoména liegt (i) in die robuste Grammatikalisierung in Un-
garisch von pragmatische(r) Kategorien wie Neuheit oder Familiaritdt, und (ii) die Moglichkeit fiir
eine komparative semantische Analyse: eine von dieser Beschrinkungen ist in Englischem oder in
Deutschem (zum beispiel) syntaktisch determiniert, wihrend in Ungarisch ist sie rein lexikalisch.
Trotzdem sind die semantische Effekte bemerkenswert dhnlich.

Diese Verben kommen in zwei, morphologisch explizit markierte Klassen (mit oder ohne Prifix).
Diese Klassen, durch ihre sehr klar markierte semantische Eighenschaften, determinieren auch die
Themen und Fragen die hier diskutiert sind.

Erstens, eine grosse Menge von ungarische Verben zeigt die sogenannte Definitheitsbeschrinkung
(“the Definiteness Effect”, DB, Milsark (1977), Reuland and ter Meulen (1987), zabolcsi (1986)).
Die interne Argumente dieser Verben soll nicht sogenannte starke Nominalphrasen (NP) (z.b. alle
Katzen, die Katze, Murr) sein. ~atze die diese Verben enthalten (die sogenannte existentielle &tze)
beschreiben neue, unerwartete Ereignisse; die Thema ist auch ein neuer Referent im Diskurs. In
andere Worter, die Ausserung eines solches ~ atzes beschreibt wie ein Ereignis und ein Objekt bekannt
werden.

Englisch:

(7.34) a. There are some/many/no/few cats on the roof
b. «There is every cat/the cat/that cat/Macavity on the roof
c. «There are all/most cats on the roof

Ungarisch:

(7.35) a. Jéanos talalt/kapott egy macskat
Hans finden-Prét/bekommen-Prit ein Katze-Acc
“Hans hat eine Katze gefunden/bekommen
b. Janos taldlt-a/kapt-a az Gsszes/a legtobb/a macskét
Hans finden-Préit+Def3g/bekommen-Pr"at+Def3g die alle/die meiste Katze- Acc
“Hans hat alle/die meiste Katzen gefunden/bekommen”

Zweitens, die selbe Verben (wann sie ein bestimmtes Préfix bekommen) zeigen eine sogenannte
pezifizitatsbeschrinkung ( B): die interne Argumente von der prafigierten Verben sind spezifisch
oder partitiv-spezifisch (da ist keine DE mehr). Die Verben beschreiben Ereignisse die geplant oder
erwartet sind. (Ahnliche Effekte findet man mit einige Partikelveben im Englishen, z.b. write up.
Dieses Verb beschreibt ein geplantes Ereignis, und die Thema auch geplant ist.)

(7.36) a. Jénos meg-taldlta az 6sszes/a legtébb macskat
Hans MEG-finden-Prét+Def3g die alle/die meiste Katze- Acc
“Hans hat alle/die meiste Katze gefunden”
(Katzen die verloren waren)
b. Jéanos meg-taldlt egy macskat
Hans MEG-finden-Prat+Def3g eine Katze- Acc
“Hans hat eine von der Katzen[sic!!!l] gefunden”

242



CHAPTER 7. PREFIXATION: THE SPECIFICITY EFFECT 243

Es ist wichtig zu notieren, dass beide Beschrankungen representationell sind: Man kann das selbe
Ereignis kann mit jedes Verb beschreiben. Die relevante Entscheidung zwischen den Gebrauch dieser
zwei Verbformen ist die Information die im Diskurs erhéltlich ist.

Das Ziel dieser These ist die Entwicklung einer formell préziser Analyse von die Verben in der
Theore von Diskursreprasentationen (DRT), und die Ableitung von dieser zwei Beschrankungen von
der Ereignis- und Argumenstruktur die zu den Verben zugeordnet ist.

Die Pramisse von der Analyse ist das die beide Beschriankungen eigentlich spezielle Fille von
Variable-bindung sind. Die DE ist eine Form von Existentielle Quantifikation, und dieE ist
eine Form von Préisuppositionalitdt, oder Anapherische Bindung (durch die Ermittlung von einer
berithmte Variable).

Die Definitheitsbeschrénkung im Ungarischen ist in Vergleich mit English analysiert. Das enthilt
die sogenannte there-Konstruktion (s. Beispiel (7.34)) und auch einige Verben die eine sogenan-
nte quasi-DB zeigen (Burton (1995), Moltmann (1997)). In beidenprachen die DE  ist als eine
Neuigkeitsbeschrankung iiber den relevanten Diskursreferent analysiert (Ward and Birner (1995),
Blutner (1993), McNally (1998)). Die Quelle fiir diese Beschriankung ist eine berithmte Variable in
den lexikalischen Eintrag des Verbes. Diese Variable bindet den bei der NP eingefiihrten Diskursref-
erent. Diese Neuigkeitsbeschrankung ist selbst beschriankt: der beim Verb eingefiihrte Ereignis-
dsdiskursreferent soll selbst neu, oder nichtprasupponiert sein (Kilméan (1995)): Da ist keine DE
wann der Verb prisupponiert ist. Zum beispiel, Fokus neutralisiert die DE (weil Fokus in Ungarisch
prasuppositionell ist):

(7.37) a. =J4nos taldlt minden macskat
John found every cat-Acc
Intended: “John found every cat”
b. Minden macskat [Janos]y taldlt
Every cat-Acc [John]r found
“For every cat x, it was John who found z”

Die These enthdlt dhnliche Englische daten die zeigen dass auch in dieseprache die DE kann
abgesagt sein, genau dann, wann das Verb anapherisch oder prasupponiert ist.

Existentielle " atze sind als eine neue Form von Opazitét analysiert (das ist mit Teste fiir Opazitét
gepriift). Das ist eine kontextabhingige Variant von Opazitat: Kontext ist eingeschrinkt, so dass
das Ereignis und auch die Thema in diesem Kontext neu sind, und die Thema ist vom Ereignis
abhéngig.

Die Methode fiir Analyse ist eine Version von semantische Inkorporation (van Geenhoven (1996),
van Geenhoven (1998)). Die Beobachtung ist das in diese Konstruktionen Nominalphrasen nicht die
Rolle {ibliche von Argumente sondern die Rolle von sekondére Predikate spielen.

Die Quelle for die sogenannte pezifizit™ atsbeschrinkung ist die Prasupposition vom einiger Prifixe.
Diese Prifixe beitragen einen sogenannten Prekonditionszustand (Dowty (1979/1991), Kamp and
RoBdeutscher (1994b), &bg (1996)), der dentatus einer anapherische Présupposition hat. Die
partitivspezifische Eigenschaften des Thema-arguments folgen von ihre Abhingigkeit von einer, in
der Presupposition erhiltende Variable.

emantische Komposition spielt eine grundlegende Rolle in diese These. Die Grundannahme
ist das satz-interne semantische Komposition kann als Anapher-resolution behandelt werden (s.
Bittner (1999), Bittner (2001), Kamp and Rofideutscher (1994b) oder Kracht (1999)). In diese
These ‘Anapher-resolution’ nennt Unifikation mit Fusion (‘merge’) (van Eijck and Kamp (1997),
Muskens (1996)). Die zwei Kompositionsprozesse die hier analysiert sind (unpréfigiertes Verb +
Thema-NP, und Prifix + Verb) sind mit den selben Unifikationsprozess behandelt.

Diese waren die wichtigste Punkte in der These. Ausserdem, die These enthilt Daten {iber Ungarisch,
inklusiv ein klein formelles Model iiber Topik und Fokus in Ungaricsh.

Die Architektur der These ist die folgende:
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Kapitel 2 prisentiert ungarischeatzstruktur, dieemantik von Topik und Fokus, und ihre
DRT-Modell.

Kapiteln 3 und 4 zeigen die relevante Daten und empirische Testen. Kapitel 3 fokusiert iiber NPs;
Kapitel 4 etabliert die Ereignis- und Argumentstruktur von £prifigierte Verben, mit die semantische
Konsequenzen von diese. .. trukturen.. ..

Kapiteln 5 und 6 entdlten die Analyse der DB in Englischem und Ungarische. .. (inklusiv eine
Hypothese iiber die Interaktion der DB mit Fokus und Prasuppositionen). Chapter 7 enthilt die
Analyse der pezifizit ™ atsbeschrinkung.
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