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o Two transitive verb paradigms: one depends on a property of
the direct object.

o Direct objects are always marked accusative.

e What triggers DOM in Hungarian?
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2 Lat- a kutya-t.
see-  the dog-Acc
‘You see the dog’

e Number and person agreement only with the subject in both
(1) and (2).

o “Agreement” with -orc 0000 of the accusative/direct
object in (2): definiteness?



Introduction




Introduction




Introduction

© Most possessed direct objects.



Introduction

© Most possessed direct objects.

o Certain (strong) quantifiers: valamennyi, mindegyik ‘each’.



Introduction

© Most possessed direct objects.
o Certain (strong) quantifiers: valamennyi, mindegyik ‘each’.

¢ What’s the common property?



Introduction

© Most possessed direct objects.
o Certain (strong) quantifiers: valamennyi, mindegyik ‘each’.
¢ What’s the common property?

Today’s focus: possessed direct objects.
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o Possessors can be nominative, (3), or dative, (4), (5):

(4)  Mari-  egy kutya-ja
M.- a dog-3sG.px
‘one of Mari’s dogs’

(5)  Mari- - a kutya-ja
M.-0x7  the dog-3s5G.Px
‘Mari’s dog’
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‘my dog’
o Dative possessors appear in the mihi est-construction:

(7)  Mari-nak van kutya-ja
M.-DAT is dog-3sG.px
‘Mari has a dog’
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P.-DAT one / the friend-3sG.px
‘a friend of Peter’s’ / ‘Peter’s friend’
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(9)  Péter-nekegy/a barat-ja
P.-pAT  one/ the friend-3sG.px

‘a friend of Peter’s’ / ‘Peter’s friend’

(dative possessor)

(10)  egy barat-ja (null possessor)
one friend-3sG.px
‘a friend of his’, not: # ‘his friend’



Introduction

(9)  Péter-nekegy/a barat-ja (dative possessor)
P.-DAT one / the friend-3sG.px
‘a friend of Peter’s’ / ‘Peter’s friend’

(10)  egy barat-ja (null possessor)
one friend-3sG.px
‘a friend of his’, not: # ‘his friend’

Most possessed objects trigger the objective paradigm. How?
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o Structure is the only relevant aspect.

e Semantic

e Coppock and Wechsler (2012), Coppock (2012): a feature [DEF]
on certain lexical items triggers the objective paradigm.

o Feature is passed on in the structure to higher projections.

e Challenges the DP hypothesis, makes interpretational
predictions.

e But: [DEF +] definiteness!
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the bike-Acc
‘the bike’

b.  [nump egy [np bicikli-t ]]
one bike-Acc
‘a bike’

e Only (11a) triggers the objective paradigm.
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(12)

Introduction

[DEF +]
[DEF +]
minden titk-od

every

secret-25G.PX

(13)

[DEF —]/[DEF +]
[DEF —] [DEF +]
néhany titk-od

some  secret-25G.PX
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Cons:
o Stipulation of some projectional properties:
e 1st, 2nd pronouns are not DPs.
Reflexives are DPs.
minden ‘every’ — no DP vs. valamennyi ‘each’ — DP!
The quantifiers have the <2111¢ syntactic distribution.
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presupposition (“DEF”!).
Cons:
o Structure does play a role!

e Predicts wrong distribution of paradigms w.r.t. possessive
structures.
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(14) a. macska-ja
cat-3sG.px
‘his/her cat’
b. AxAy.[:>> [y: cat(y) A pross(x, y)]]
(Coppock 2012: 21, emphasis added)
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M.-DAT  NEG.COP cat-3sG.PX
‘Mari doesn’t have a cat’
b.  Mari has a cat.

¢ (15a) means something like (16):

(16)  —3Ix[cAT(x) A poss(m, x)]
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Improving the theory

o The possessor has to be extracted.
o Extracted possessors are dative when spelled out.
o Possessor and possessum do not form a constituent.

— Using both [DEF +]/[DEF —] is not necessary.
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intended: ‘Only Mari doesn’t have cat’

(18) Csak Mari-nak; nincs [pp t; macska-ja].
‘Only Mari doesn’t have a cat’

Adjacent strings do not necessarily form constituents.
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intended: ‘Only Mari doesn’t have cat’
(18) Csak Mari-nak; nincs [pp t; macska-ja].
‘Only Mari doesn’t have a cat’

Adjacent strings do not necessarily form constituents.

(19)  Nincs Mari-nak macska-ja.
NEG.COP M.-DAT  cat-35G.PX
‘Mari doesn’t have a cat.

21
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(20)  a. %Olvas-t-unk Pal-nak 6t vers-é-t.
read-pAsT- ~ P.-DAT five poem-3sG.Px-AcC
‘We read five of Pal’s poems’

22
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(20)  a. %Olvas-t-unk Pal-nak 6t vers-é-t.
read-pPAsT- P.-DAT five poem-3sG.Px-ACC
‘We read five of Pal’s poems’
b. Olvas-t-uk Pal-nak 6t vers-é-t.
read-pPAsT- P.-DAT five poem-3sG.Px-AcC

‘We read Pal’s five poems’
(cf. Bartos 1999, Coppock 2012)
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only P.-pAT five poem-3sG.PX-AcC read-PAST-1PL.SUBJ
intended: ‘“We only read five of Pal’s poems.
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Improving the theory

only P.-pAT five poem-3sG.PX-AcC read-PAST-1PL.SUBJ
intended: ‘“We only read five of Pal’s poems.
(22) Csak [Pal-nak ot vers-é-t] olvas-t-uk.
only P.-pDAT five poem-3sG.PX-AcC read-PAST-1PL.OB)J
‘We only read five of Pal’s poems’

23
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??Csak [Pal-nak 6t vers-é-t olvas-t-unk.
only P.-pAT five poem-3sG.PX-AcC read-PAST-1PL.SUBJ
intended: ‘“We only read five of Pal’s poems.
(22) Csak [Pal-nak ot vers-é-t] olvas-t-uk.
only P.-pDAT five poem-3sG.PX-AcC read-PAST-1PL.OB)J
‘We only read five of Pal’s poems’

— The syntactic structure does play a role in paradigm choice.
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(23) a. Lat-ok valaki-d-et.
see- someone-2SG.PX-ACC
‘| see someone of yours. (non-specific)
b. Lat-om valaki-d-et.
see- someone-2SG.PX-ACC

‘| see someone of yours.” (specific)
(cf. Coppock 2012: 18)
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(23) a. Lat-ok valaki-d-et.
see- someone-2SG.PX-ACC
‘| see someone of yours. (non-specific)
b. Lat-om valaki-d-et.
see- someone-2SG.PX-ACC

‘| see someone of yours.” (specific)
(cf. Coppock 2012: 18)

e Coppock (2012) rules out the subjective paradigm in (23).
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v DP, [DEF +]
lat-ok 4 DP
see-1sG.sup) Ppossessor

valaki-d-et
someone-2SG.PX-ACC
[DEF +]
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e it can not account for all variation in possessive structures (cf.

(23)),
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Improving the theory

o Coppock’s (2012) analysis does not include such structural
information (cf. (20)),

e it can not account for all variation in possessive structures (cf.
(23)),

¢ and it makes wrong predictions about presuppositions (cf. (15)).
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Improving the theory

o Possessors move to DP for feature checking.

o Extracted possessors have to leave through a lower projection,
don’t pass DP.

e px does not provide semantic content apart from a poss
relation.
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Mari macska-ja
cat-3sG.px

28
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P.-DA Ve poe

‘Pal’s five poems’
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P.-DAT five poem-3sG.Px-AcC
< 1 . b
Pal’s five poems

(27) [Dp1 Pal-nak; [Dp2 [DEF +] [Jl-nak, [NumP ot [ [Np vers-é-t ]]]]]]
T |

This checks [DEF +] in the lower D°.
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o takes into account structural correlations,
o does not need [DEF —] to explain variation and

o makes strong predictions!
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Improving the theory

every  sorrow-2sG.pPx-Acc let go- ...
‘You let go of all your sorrows ...
(http://bit.1y/WJA9YN, 07/01/13)
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Improving the theory

a. ...Minden banat-od-a elereszte-sz
every  sorrow-2sG.px-Acc let go-
‘You let go of all your sorrows ...
(http://bit.ly/WIAQYN, 07/01/13)
b.  Minden probléméa-ja-t megold-unk!
every problem-3sG.px-Acc solve-
‘We solve all your problems!’
(http://bit.1ly/RC1jnH, 07/01/13)
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Improving the theory

... Minden banat-od-at elereszte-sz
every  sorrow-2sG.pX-Acc let go-

‘You let go of all your sorrows ...
(http://bit.ly/WIAQYN, 07/01/13)

b.  Minden probléméa-ja-t megold-unk!

every problem-3sG.px-Acc solve-

‘We solve all your problems!’

(http://bit.1ly/RC1jnH, 07/01/13)

(28) a.

e Coppock (2012) rules these out by principle.
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Improving the theory

ismér-ek.
know-
‘I know two of the coffee seller’s daughters’
(folk song, cited in Racz 1968: 279)

(30) Pet6fi-nek harom arckép-é-t ismer-ek.
P.-DAT three portrait-3sG.px-acc know-1sG.suB)
‘I know three portraits of Pet6fi’
(Janos Arany, cited in H. Varga 2010: 49)
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o It is not, however, triggered semantically but by definite
determiners and, in general, a formal [DEF] feature in D if
present.

¢ Outlook
e Syntax of the quantifiers minden ‘every’ and valamennyi ‘each’:
same distribution, different paradigms. Are they linked to D°?
e Complement clauses: some CP objects trigger the objective
paradigm.

34



Conclusions and Outlook

35



Conclusions and Outlook

35



Conclusions and Outlook

o The “marked” pattern shows a similar distribution as in other
languages.

35



Conclusions and Outlook

o The “marked” pattern shows a similar distribution as in other
languages.

o Hungarian does not conform to the constraint hierarchies in
Aissen’s (2003) OT analysis (cf. Barany 2012).

35



Conclusions and Outlook

o The “marked” pattern shows a similar distribution as in other
languages.

o Hungarian does not conform to the constraint hierarchies in
Aissen’s (2003) OT analysis (cf. Barany 2012).

o Connections to differential case marking? Scrambling? Object
shift?
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