DP-Internal Operators and their Scopal Interactith Operators of the Verb

DP-Internal Operatorsand their Scopal I nteraction with Operatorsof the Verb!

1. Introduction and Aim

The seminal works of Hungarian generative literat(for example Brody & Szabolcsi, E. Kiss
2002, Suranyi 2011) only focus on the operator zihvae belongs to the verb, and distinguish
different sorts of topics, quantifiers and foci.rQum is to concentrate on operators that belong to
nominal heads.

(1) « DP-internal operators

a. Elleneztem  gpcsak Marinaka meghivasat].
disagreed.1Sg only Mari.Dat the invitation $8Sg.Acc
‘| was against the idea of inviting only Mari (i/ari alone)’

b. Elleneztemdgp mindkét lanynala meghivasat].
disagreed.1Sg both girl.Dat the invitation.PdSg.Acc
‘| was against the idea of inviting both of thelgjir

c. Elleneztem fpMarinak is  a meghivasat].
disagreed.1Sg Mari.Dat also the invitation.Poss 88y
‘I was against the idea of inviting Mari as well’

In this talk we argue that in certain cases iteiwarding to assume DP-internal operators, and we
examine their scopal interaction with the verb’em@pors. Some new data are presented which have
not been described in the literature until now.

2. Background
2.1. Complement zone of nominal heads?

In the Hungarian generative literature three défer concepts can be found relating to the
postnominal complement domain.

I. No complement (Szabolcsi&Laczkdé 199Zhis approach is based on the Focus Test as a
Constituency Test.

(2) » The application of Focus Test to the Hungarian NP
a. *[ A kalapja Péter] veszett el.
the hat.Poss.3Sg Péter lost away
intended meaning: ‘It is Peter’s hat that has Hesty
b. *[A kalapja Péternelg.us veszett el.
the hat.Poss.3Sg Peter.Dat lost away
intended meaning: ‘It is Peter’s hat that hasldest.’

<> The focus refuses any sort of "right branchingtrfrthe head:
(3) « The application of Focus Test to right branchitgases. The subordinate Clause in a DP:

[... N CP]
a. Ki hivottmeg? }{ Az a lany, akivel tegnap talalkoztunk], hivobeg.
whoinvited Perf that the girl who.lyssterday met.1PI invited perf

a’. Ki hivottmeg?d{Az a lany] hivott meg, akivel tegnap tal&dtkmk.
who invited perf thatthe girl invitegnd who.Ins yesterday met.1PI
‘Who has invited you?’ ‘The one who has invited is the girl we met yesterday.’

1 We are grateful to the following Hungarian natiopject for their financial sponsorship: OTKA NK0804
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- Also Szabolcsi & Laczko (1992: 25258) accept many examples which seem to violatérthe
complement” concept. (4 a) and (b) clearly showt drguments of derived noumcur more
naturally in the postnominal position than adjuncts

(4) « Arguments / adjuncts after the N head
a. Janos megérkezése PestfMdriaval ma is beszédtéma.
Janos arrival.P0ss.3Sg Pest.Sub/Méaria.Insy#aida topic
‘Janos’s arrival in Pest / with Maria is still athopic.’

b. A fidk talalkozasa MériavailPesten ma is beszédtéma.
the boy.Plmeeting.Poss.3Sg Maria.Ins / Pest@®laty also topic
‘The boys’ meeting with Maria / in Pest is stilhat topic.’

ll. There is a complement in "deep structure”, gt complement in "surface structurE. Kiss
1998): NPs have a similar structure to VPs, butigugnts can not stand after an N head because of
the constraint on case assignment:
a. The case marker of an NP appears on the rigjet ef this NP.
b. The case marker cliticizes on the head of tiRedx, in the case of an empty head, it
cliticizes on the constituent preceding the head.
VP-contraction: The complement of the verb takesrgvconstituent to be in its own
complement — that is, every constituent which (oadly/semantically) belonged to other
constituents.

- If the constituents are extracted from their Neheae can apply the so-called "Behaghel's
Law".

(5)* The "Behaghel Test" (Law of Increasing Constitsgnt
a. *Elmondattad vegul
[Méricztol]
[a harom tehési]
[a gyerekkorunkbdlismert tréfas kis verset]
[a Kkét kis cserfes hodm@rmsarhelyi unokahugoddal]?
recite.Caus.Past.DefObj.2Sg finally

Maricz.Abl

the three cow.Del

the childhood.Poss.1PI.Ela known funny littleepoAcc

the two little talkative Hodmégasarhely.Adj niece.Poss.2Sg.Ins

‘Did you finally make your two little talkative noes from Hodme&wasarhely recite the
funny little poem, known from our childhood, froma¥icz about the three angry cows?’

b. Elmondattad végul [a két kis cserfes hodiméasarhelyi unokahtgoddal]
[a gyerekkorunkbdl ismert tréfas kis verset Mpidt a harom tehéslj?

lll. There is a complemerfAlberti&Medve 2002/2005:141-142, and Chapter ®)ekti &Farkas
(2013)

(6) « Argument (Inheritance) Principle:
a. Lexical-semantic (and conceptual (Laczkdé 20G@0Huments of heads appear in X' as
sisters of X
b. They may remaim situ (under certain circumstances).

Let us base the Hungarian constituency testamplete answer@ne potential constituent, explicit
structure)> the non-exhaustive "Well for example..." answehsclv contain contrastive topics.
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(7)» Na példaul(*Well for example’) Test:

a. Mi  bosszant?
what annoy.3Sg
Na példaul [az étetes egyeztetés nélkdli meghivdsa a hugodnak
arra az ejfélig tartd6 konceftez nagyon bosszant.
wellfor_instance the previous agreement withdjt. invitation.Poss.3Sg the
sister.Poss.2Sg.Dat
that.Sub the midnight.Ter lasting concert.Sihlat very annoy.3Sg
‘What annoys you? Well for instance, as for yowstesis invitation to that concert lasting
until midnight, without any previous agreementt#wanoys me very much.’

2.2. Theories about DP-internal operators

“The evidence presented in favor of a DP-interogid or focus position in the literature involves
several different lines of argumentation” (Szén@010: 867) The most common explanations are
based on examples of adjective reordering assdorth contrastive focus like in (8).

(8) » Adjective reordering
My friends all drive big cars, but only | drive & BCK big car. (Truswell, 2005)

The theories presented in SzehdP010) only deal with the position of non-argurtedrelements

of nouns. In this talk we will examine DP-interrggerators in a semantic but not in a syntactic
sense, and we describe the scopal interpretationminalargumentdn inherent operators marked
with only, alsoandboth

2.3. Nounswith argument structure
2.3.1. Deverbal nouns
Broekhuis & Keizer (2012, 11B56) base their theory on the fact that typicdilgée types of
nominal heads qualify as argument-taking ones: db@y@ounsstory/picturenouns and relational
nouns.
There are two derivational processes in Hungat@nrésult of which are deverbal nouns which
inherit the arguments of the input verbs: nounslite suffix -O(ja) denote ‘actor / instrument,
while suffix—As forms complex event nominals to denote an aafoactivity (Laczké 2000).
The characteristics of the latter one are as falow

a) their event and argument structure is the samieaa®f the input verb,

b) they cannot be pluralized,

c) their PP-arguments or adjuncts can be adjectivigadlo (Laczko 2000).

(9)* A complex event nominal imalé-construction
Elleneztem mindkeitdk nyilvanossag étt valo meghivasat.
disagreed.1Sg both puidyli  before val6 invitation.Poss.3Sg.Acc
‘I was against inviting both of you in pidl

2.3.2. Story/picture nouns

Story and picture nouns can be either deverbaloorderived and are claimed to take an Agent
(creator) and a Theme (subject matter) as thewraegts in addition to a frequently occurring
adjunct, the owner. The arguments of picture andyshouns can generally be left unexpressed
(Broekhuis & Keizer 2012, chapter 2.2.5.)
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(10) « Story/picturenouns
a. Elfogadtam mindkettok cikkét.
accepted.1Sg both.2Pl  paper.BSgsAcc
‘| accepted the papers of both of you’
b. Lattam mindkettok képeit az eskawol.
saw.1Sg both.2PI picture.Poss.3Pl.Acc thedivgdDel
‘| saw the pictures of both of you about the weddi

2.1.3. Relational nouns

Relational nouns are underived nouns which obligstétake an argument referring to a related
entity (Laczkd 2009). Some of these nouns can balysed in possessive constructions, and if the
possessor is not realized, the noun phrase is eléfeavmed.

(11) Relational nouns

a. Megfogtam mindkeitok kezét.
caught.1Sg  both.2PI hand.Poss.3Sg.Acc
‘| took the hands of both of you.’

b. Imddom mindkettok szileit.
admire.1Sg both.2Pl  parent.Poss.3SgPIl.Acc
‘I admire the parents of the both of you’

b. Csokikrémet  teszek  minden siti kozepéb
chocolate cream put_in.1Sg every cake middle.BSgdla
‘| put chocolate cream inside every cake.’

3. Methods and Results
3.1. The behaviour of the quantified possessor beside different types of nominal heads

Laczk6é (2009), citing Bresnan, made a distinctiocgtween argument structureand lexical
conceptual structurelhe latter is a semantic level of representatiazodimg certain aspects of the
meaning of predicates. We use this term to denttectares the members of which have an
intermediary status between argumenthood and difiood. We argue that the nominal head may
have a complement zone with arguments, adjuncts raechbers of the conceptual structure:
conceptual arguments.

So we tested the behavior of the possessor asifigra(® “both”) in DP-internal position with a
deverbal (12a), a story-picture (13a), and a atati (14a) nominal heaeb DP-internal quantifiers
can take scope over the matrix verb (Table 1) Hikes the extracted possessors. (Meaning 2: wide-
scope reading)

1

DP-INTERNAL || (12a) Elleneztem [np mindkettotok meghivasat [ MEANINGZ:
disagreed-13g  both-Foss2Pl invitation-Poss33g-Ace Tn the case of the both
E PRE-VERBaL | (1Za") Mindkettétsknekqelleneztem [pp a meghivasat]. of you, I was against the
£ Q("AaLL™ both-Poss2Pl-Dat disagreed-15g the invitation-Poss35g-Ace | idea of invitation.'
= both > be_against =
a invite
o | DP-INTERMAL | (13a) Elfogadtam [pp mindketidtoh cidét]. MEANING 2:
:SdL e accepted-13g both-Poss2Pl  paper-Foss33g-Aoc both > accept = paper
o 5 PREVEREAL (13a") Mindkettétélnel elfo gadtam [pp a cildeét].
v AT both-Poss2Pl-Dat accepted-13g the paper-Poss35g-Acc
DP-INTERNAL | (14a) Imadom [pp mindkettdick smiileit ], MEANING 2:
3 admme-13g both-Poss2Pl  parents-Poss33g-Acc both = admire > parents
[E_' PREVEREAL (14a") Mindkettétélnely imadom [pp a szileit].
é DCALL™ both-Poss2Pl-Dat admire-15g the parents-Poss32g-Pl-Acc
i

Table 1: Possessor as universal quantifier withrevgicbpe interpretation
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(12a) is scopally ambiguous. The possessor cantkekearrowest sentence scope, if it is given a
special rising intonation contour typical of costiae topic.

Szabolcsi (2010) mentions that there is a croggsistic variation in the behavior of quantifierkdi
both and mindkett. According to Landman (2004) the Englisbthis strictly distributive, but the
Dutch @de) beideallows collective interpretation. Hungarianindkett is ambigous, but only under
certain circumstancei the case of the deverbal nommndketf can have a collective meaning. In
example (12b), accordingly, the possessor is inektiernal position with a DP-internal
interpretation.

DP-INTERNAL | {12a) Elleneziem [ np mindicetiotok meghtodsat]. MMEANING 1:
disagreed-13g both-Poss2Pl invitation-Poss33g-Acc T was against the

CONTRASTIVE | (12b)MindkettétoknekeTop. elleneztem [pp a meghivasat]. st ol el yob

TOPIC both-Poss?Pl-Diat  disagreed-13g  the inwitation-Poss33g-Ace | WO together.

be_against = both =
invite

DEVERBAL

Table 3 Possessors of deverbal nouns with narropesiniterpretation

With a non-deverbal noun, narrow-scope readingnigossible. (15b) is ill-formed, and not for a
phonological reason (15b’), although it represémesintended meaning.

(15) - Is it possible to create scope for non-deverbal N?
a. Elfogadtam a cikket, ami mindkefke.
accepted-1Sg the paper-Acc that both-Poss2PI
meaning2:ACCEPT > BOTH > PAPER
‘| accepted the paper that was written by you tioge’
b. *Elfogadtama mindketttok cikkét.
accepted-1Sg the both-2PI paper-Poss3Sg-Acc
b’. Elfogadtam a mindketttok szamara fontos cikket.
accepted-1Sg the both-Poss forimportant paper-Acc
‘| accepted the paper which is so importartidth of you.’

Consequently, we found that only a deverbal nodrernits a real argument structure which is
capable of scopal interaction with the verb’s argatrstructure, whilst a non-deverbal nominal has
no argument structure, only conceptual argumesmetsalse it is not able to take narrow scope.

3.2. Arguments of deverbal nounsin DP-Internal and DP-External Operators

3.2.1. Possessor argument

In the second part of the paper, the appearanae afgument of deverbal nouns is systematically
exhibited: as it appears as different operatorslifferent positions. Arguments, especially the
datively case-marked possessor, can be extraasdtfre DP and can stand in a preverbal position
in focus and in quantifiers with a wide-scope iptetation (16b, 12a’, 18b). The possessor can also
bear a contrastive intonation with inverse scopelireg (16a, 12b, 18a), except when it is modified
by analso(Table 4).
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(16a)’°Csak a fitinak # ellenzem
only the boy-Datdisagree-1Sg the invitatiors$28Sg-Acc
(16b)Csak a fiunak ellenzem
only the boy-Dat disagree-1Sg the inotaPoss-3Sg-Acc
(16c)Ellenzem [csak  a filnak/Julinak a meghivasathNING 1
disagree-1Sg only the boy-Dat/Juli-Dia¢ invitation-Poss3Sg-Acc
(16d) *Ellenzem [a csak a fid/Juli meghivasat.]
disagree-1Sg the only the boy/Julitaidn-Poss3Sg-Acc
(16e) {pr A meghivasat csak a filnak/csdikdk] ellenzem.
the invitation-Poss3Sg-Acc only boy-Dat/Juli-Dat  disagree-1Sg
(16f) *Ellenzem [a meghivasat]

a meghivagahNING1: DISAGREE> ONLY > INVITE

a meghivagaaNING2: ONLY > DISAGREE> INVITE

tegnagafca finak/csak Julinak].

disagree-1Sg the invitation-Poss3Sg -Aestgrday only the boy-Dat/Juli-Dat

(17a)[ pp A meghivésat mindkét filnak] retem MEANING 1
the invitation-Poss3Sg-Acc both  bogtDisagree
(17b)Ellenezem [a meghivasat] eqjn

disagree-1Sg the invitation-Poss3Sg-Acorunhately both boy-Dat
(18a) *A fidnak is # ellenzem a meghivasat .
the boy-Dat also disagree-1Sg the ineitaPoss3Sg
(18b) A filinak is ellenzem a meghivaganNING 2 ~ MEANING 1
the boy-Dat also disagree-1Sg the ineitaPoss3Sg
(18c)Ellenzem afitnak is a meghivasd&ANING2 ~MEANING1
disagree-1Sg the boy-Dat also the indtatC-Acc
(18d) *Ellenzem a fit is meghivasat.
disagree-1Sg the boy also invitatios$3$g-Acc
(18e)*[ pp A meghivasat afinak is] ellenzem.
the invitation-Poss3Sg the boy-Blab disagree-1Sg
(18f) Ellenzem [a meghivasat]
disagree-1Sg the invitation-Poss3Sg uafately the boy also

[mindkét filnakMEANING 2

sajm@difinak iS].MEANING2 ~ MEANING

CONTR. | PRE- DP-INTERNAL POSITIONS POSTVERBAL
TOPIC VERBAL | BEFORE D | AFTER. D AFTER N
F 7 (16a) v (16b) v (16¢) *(16d) *(16e) *(161)
("ONLY’)
QAL | () (12b) | ¥ (12a") | v (12a) | v [(l12a) | v (17a) | ¥ (17b)
Q *(18a) v (18b) | ?(18c) *(18d) *(18e) v (181)
(FALSO")

Table 4: Possessor argument in different positions

There are differences in the interpretation offibesessor as agent and as a patient (Table 5).

AGENT: I refuse to be|PATIENT: ‘I refuse to
treated by the both offtreat the both of you at
vou at the same time.” | the same time.”
DP- (5a) Elutasttom [pemindketidtok kezeléséi]. “MEANING 2: both = | "MEANING 2: both =
INTERNAL | refuse-18 both-Poss2Pl treatment-Poss3Sg-Ace refuse = treat “MEANING]:  refuse =
both = treat
PrE- (5a”) Mindkeftétolnek o elutasitom [pp a krezeléséi]. “MEANING2: both > | “MEANING2: both =
VERBAL both-Poss2Pl-Dat refuse-1Sg the treatment- refuse = treat refuse > treat
(ATL™) Poss3Sg-Acc
CONTR. (5b) Mindkettotoknek omp elutasiton [pp a kezelésér]. | ¥*MEANING2 “MEANTNG1: refuse >
Toric both-Poss2Pl-Dat refuse-1S g the treatment- | *MEANING] both = treat
Poss3Sg-Acc

Table 5: The interpretation of the possessor astguient
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3.2.2. Non-possessor argument

We also examined what kind of scopal interpretation-possessor arguments can haveaiid-
constructions. Examples in (19) illustrate that tlom-possessor argumekancertretakes narrow
scope in theval6-construction, if it is a focus or the quantifisoth (19a, 19b)while the quantifier
alsocan not stand besidalo.

(19a) Ellenzem a csak a koncertre wadghivasat Julinak. EMNING1
disagreed-1Sg the only the concert-Sub walitation-Poss3Sg-Acc Juli-Dat.
(19b) Ellenzem a mindkét koncertre vakgmvasat Julinak ENNING1
disagreed-1Sg the both  concebta&uo6 invitation-Poss3Sg-Acc Juli-Dat.
(19c) *Elleneztem a koncertre is valé meghat Julinak.
disagreed-1Sg the concert-Sub also valo invitafioas3Sg-Acc Juli-Dat.

3.2.3. Two operators inside the DP

It can be interesting to investigate cases whegeetiare more than one operators within the DP.
Instead of trying out all the possible variants, wged the following strategy: we looked for the
most preferred word order which could express topal interpretation we gave (Table 6).

Scopal relations

Possible word order variations

Only > Both > Disagree

(208)°Csak a koncertre ellenzem  [a meghivasat néinbiigodnak].
Only the concert-Sub disagree-1Sdrtligation both  sister-Poss2Sg-Dat

Only > Disagree > Both

(206 sak a koncertre ellenzem [mindkét htigod(-nak ayhivésat).
(20cY {Mindkét huigodnakdro csak a koncertre ellenzem [a meghivasat].

Both > Disagree > Only

(20dindkét hugodnak ellenzem [a csak a koncertre wadghivasat].
(20ef{Csak a koncertre}r,, mindkét hiigodnak ellenzem [a meghivasat].

Both > Only > Disagree

(209 Mindkét htigodnak csak a koncertre ellenzem [a nvéia].

Disagree > Only > Both

(20gEllenzem [a csak a koncertre valé6 meghivasat minckgodnak].
(20hY” [Mindkét hagodnak] crop €llenzem [a csak a koncertre valé
meghivasat].

Disagree > Both > Only

(20Bllenzem [mindkét hugodnak a csak a koncertre raghivasat].
(20j)”“{Csak a koncertrelro; ellenzem [mindkét hiigod meghivasat].

Table 6: Preferred word orders belonging to scagders

If the construction is sematically difficult, it isot easy to give our judgment on the well-
formedness of the construction. The structure efdbnstructions can be logically possible, but our
perception hinders or prevents its understandgbilit

3.2.4. The structure of the DP

We have provided an underspecified structure ferHiungarian DP with four different domains
within it: for the datively case-marked possessiogye is a domain before the definite article and
one post-nominal position, and as for the nomimapessessor, there is the position after the D.
Non-possessor arguments can stand after the N heathey can also be used attributivelyaio-
constructions before the N hea&-> In (21) the non-possessor argument is not in &@-val
construction, and precedes the D head.
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(21) Mi bosszant?
what annoy.3Sg
Na példaul ‘Taz éjfélig tartd koncertre] azeetes egyeztetés
nélkili meghivasotok, az nagyon bosszant.
well for_instance the midnight. Ter lastrancert.Sub theprevious agreement
without.Adj invitation.Poss2PI that very anr®fyg
‘What annoys you? Well for instance, as for youvitation to that concert lasting until
midnight, without any previous agreement, that gsroe very much.’

4. Conclusions

1. We found some evidence for the existence of a nalncimmplement, and we introduced the
na peldaul(well for example) test as a constituency-test imghrian.

2. We tested three types of nominals with compleméms.found that only deverbal nouns
have real arguments; relational and story/picturens have conceptual arguments. The
arguments of deverbal nouns can also take narropesender certain circumstances.

3. We examined the arguments of deverbal nouns ieréift positions. We can establish that
there are at least two possible strategies assignaa argument:

a) it can stay after its head to show its argumenthood

b) it can move to a preverbal operator to fulfillfik;ction.

4. We sketched out an underspecified structurghierDP, and mentioned a phenomenon that

can modify our conception about the DP.
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