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INTRODUCTION

This dissertation is about contrastive topics imghrian, and will propose answers to the
following questions:

* What is the essence of ‘contrastive topichood Avhmt respects are contrastive topics
similar to ordinary topics? In what respects aneti@stive topics similar to foci?

» What are the presuppositions and implicatures &#sacwith contrastive topics?

* In what way can contrastive topicalization chartgettuth conditions of sentences?

* Why can quantificational expressions in contrastiy@c take narrow scope with respect
to other preverbal quantifiers?

« How can it be explained that certain, syntacticalgll-formed sentences with contrastive
topics have no interpretation?

In Chapter 1, some characteristic features ofrastive topics are discussed. We give
an overview of some of the most important concegptesformation structuring, including
topic and focus, as they are used in general Igtigsi as well as in contemporary Hungarian
syntax. We will investigate the prosodic, syntacimd semantic properties of constituents
which have been referred to as contrastive topicsd the sentences containing them, and
propose an answer to the question whether conteatstpics constitute a subtype of topics, or
they are more similar to foci, as claimed in soheotetical accounts.

Chapter 2 investigates the presuppositions ofrastive topics, their implicatures and
the properties of discourses they can be partt ofill be argued that since the propositions
expressed by sentences containing contrastive sopould also be expressed by other
constructions, the whole point of using a sentemitle the contrastive topic is to convey the
particular implicature which is due to the contrastopic, namely, that there are alternative
propositions which are neither entailed nor conttad by the one expressed by the sentence
in which the contrastive topic appears. It willalse shown that the impossibility of certain
potential sentences with contrastive topics canatiebuted to the fact that there is no
question which they could be uttered as answers to.

In Chapter 3, some previous accounts of the plesedrrow scope of quantificational
expressions in contrastive topic proposed for Huagaas well as other languages are
reviewed and compared against a wide range of dathe basis of the suggestion by
Alberti and Medve (2000), according to which (n@ferential) contrastive topics denote
properties, a formal system of representing theningeof sentences with contrastive topics is
built up, which can correctly derive the readingssentences with contrastive topic DPs
where they take narrow scope with respect to #esociate.

In Chapter 4, a new formal system of respesentiegneanings of factual sentences
with contrastive topics is developed within thenfiwvork of event semantics, by which it
becomes possible to derive alternative propositgystematically. A new definition of what
counts as an alternative proposition is providedis largued that the unacceptability of
sentences with quantificational expressions in re@tive topic is to be attributed to a clash
between the intended truth-conditional meaning loé sentence and its implicatures,
introduced by the contrastive topic itself. It Wik shown that by considering sentences with
contrastive topics to be event descriptions, séyerzzling semantic properties of contrastive



topic DPs can be accounted for, like the availgbdf collective versus distributive readings,
or their scopal behaviour.

In Chapter 5, the interpretation of modal/intensicstatements containing contrastive
topics is discussed. It is proposed that by assyrttat these sentences introduce other
modal/intensional propositions as alternatives, assliming that their denotation could be
represented in terms of Kratzer's (1991) theoryngigpossible worlds, the range of their
possible interpretations can be accounted for.

Although this dissertation does not intend to maky specific claims about the
semantics of contrastive topics in languages otin@n Hungarian, it will be indicated that
many of its proposals could be adopted to handtelasi phenomena in other languages,
particularly in German. The investigation of theaeix correspondences between the
contrastive topics of Hungarian and German, andiplysother languages will, however, be
left for further research.



CHAPTER 1

WHAT IS A CONTRASTIVE TOPIC ?

1 Introduction

As was outlined in the Introduction above, the ainthis work is to describe and explain the
characteristic semantic properties of contrastimgics in Hungarian. The sentence-initial
constituents of the following sentences, which baatising intonation, (indicated by the
accent mark “ below, immediately preceding the titwest) are prototypical instances of
what is usually referred to as contrastive topielimgarian:

(1) a. “Janos] [Pécsre utazbtt.
John PécsuBLATIVE travelled
~John went to Pécs.’

b. "Minden didk] [ 'nem bukott meg a vizsga
every student not fail pfx the exaswPERESS
‘It is not the case that L the students failed the exam.’

To provide an empirically and theoretically corrdeffinition of contrastive topics in
Hungarian is a difficult undertaking, as will beesebelow, for the following reasons. On the
one hand, the two features which have traditionalgn assumed to identify contrastive
topics in Hungarian characterize only prototypicatances of contrastive topics. One of
these features is prosodic, namely, that contmastbpics are pronounced with a rising
intonation, bear an eradicating streg€alman & Nadasdy 1994), and are followed by a
constituent which also bears an eradicating saedss pronounced with a falling intonation.
The other feature concerns the interpretation ofregtive topics, namely, that they implicate
a contrast between the semantic object denotetdogdntrastive topic expression and some
other object of the same semantic type, denoted mpnstituent of the same syntactic
category.

On the other hand, although the nacpetrastive topigndicates that such constituents
should be viewed as showing features generallyach@rising topics, or, perhaps, should be
considered as a subtype of topic, the questiombibkeen resolved in the literature as to what
extent the above conjecture is correct, for thdovahg reasons. First, the defining

! The labeled brackets identify the contrastive tapistituents themselves, which, following E. Kiggl a
Gyuris 2002, will be assumed to be situated insghexifier position of a TopP projection. The signdrks the
place of the eradicating stress within the conitragbpic constituent, the sign ~ marks the placthe next
eradicating stress following the contrastive topice above signs are also meant to indicate the basi
intonational features of the relevant constituéfat-rise and fall, respectively). Here we willtnorovide any
more detailed description of the intonation of castive topics.

% In the English glosses, the sign ~ indicates arfsdl, which have been claimed in Biiring (1997)¢o
associated with English contrastive topics, whilalicapitals signal emphasis.

¥ K&alman and Nadasdy (1994) defiaeadicating stressis a main stress which cannot be followed by amoth
main stress in the sentence, unless the latter ésaicating stress, too.



characteristics of topics in general (e.g., theommlogical, syntactic, semantic and pragmatic
features) proposed in the literature show greattian, thus, it is not clear what the essence
of topicality is, and, therefore, in what aspeaistcastive topics have to be similar to topics
to deserve being called by the same name. Sedwmadefinition of topicality as a concept of
information structuring has often been confusedhwiher concepts likethemeor givenness

for example, due to the fact that prototypical tspn various languages are associated with a
cluster of properties of information structuringick as definiteness, givenness, or syntactic
properties, e.g., the property of occupying a paldr syntactic position.

This leads to a controversy about the exact stafuthe constituents which have
traditionally been referred to as contrastive tept8ome authors (including Szabolcsi 1980,
1981a, E. Kiss 1998a, Biiring 1997, Albesti Medve 2000) believe that the constituents
pronounced with a rising pitch accent followed bgamstituent with a falling pitch accent
share enough (semantic, syntactic) features wiimary topics to be considered topics, and
referred to asontrastive topicswhile others (e.g., Jackendoff 1972, Kenesei 1988 Hoof
2000, Kadmon 2001) are on the opinion that theyesh®re features with foci, and thus they
should be considered a special type of focus (Kein&889, for example, uses the term
kontrafokuszto refer to these constituents). Some theoristslding Krifka 1998, Molnar
1998, and von Fintel 1994), although they use ¢ tontrastive topido refer to the above
constituents, emphasize that the latter constituerinifest both topical and focal properties.

The aim of the chapter is to review the most $igamt contributions to defining the
concept of topic and contrastive topic cross-lisgoally, and to provide a definition of
contrastive topic in Hungarian, which will be usedhe rest of this dissertation.

In section 2 we will review some of the most impott concepts of information
structuring, and the theories of topics cross-listytally. Section 3 will concentrate on the
defining characteristics of topics in Hungariang aection 4 enumerates the general prosodic,
syntactic, semantic and pragmatic properties of gauan contrastive topics. Section 5
investigates whether the data argues for consigldfitmmgarian contrastive topics as topical
rather than as focal, and section 6 concentrate@rsyntactic and prosodic structure of
sentences containing contrastive topics.

2  Theoretical background on topics

The notions otopic andfocushave traditionally been assumed to be relateaftormation
structuring, roughly, the division of informationithin a sentence as old and new (de Swart
and de Hoop 1995). In order for communication tesbecessful, every sentence is expected
to contain some new information, but to ease piings there are elements within the
sentence which are responsible for connecting théocontext established in the preceding
text. In particular languages, the strategies feisenting information as given (old) or new
have been grammaticalized to varying degrees,thatusually the case that two sentences
which are truth-conditionally equivalent cannotilyase substituted for each other in context.

In this section we give a short review on the dmwment of research on the
information structuring of sentences, starting fribv@ work of Brassai in the 1850s, through
various theoretical approaches which appeared fr@rbeginning of the 0century, up to
contemporary theories.
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2.1 The first theory on information structuring: Brassai

The person credited with proposing the first themmythe information structure of sentences
from a cross-linguistic perspective is Samuel Bxags. Kiss 1981%). In his works, produced
from the 1850s onwards, he claims that languagtshwith fixed and free word orders have a
common structure. In this structure, one or mordgesee-initial constituents, which refer to
things already known, and whose function is to tane a base for the oncoming
information, callednchoativum are followed by a second structural unit, calleel thezom
‘main part’, which informs about an occurrence arirsumstance of an occurrence which is
not known to the hearer. This latter part can aistude constituents which carry information
known to the hearer but are not considered nege$sdre preposed. Each sentence has to
have a main part (zom) but does not necessarilg kawhave an inchoativum. For example,
when the speaker does not consider it necessaprejpare the reader for the incoming
information, preparatory information is explicitty implicitly included in the previous text,
or when the speaker is in a haste, the inchoaticam be missing. This means that the
inchoativum is not a necessary part of the senteamed, thus, that not all sentence-initial
constituents are assumed to constitute the inchoatifor example, sentence-initial position
can also signal emphasis. According to Brassaguages differ as to what constituents can
play the role of the inchoativum. In Romance larmgasa this role can only be played by an
argument in the nominative case, while in Hungarfan example, several arguments can
play the role of inchoativum at the same time. Baagrgues that in different languages the
dividing line between inchoativum and main part ifests itself in different forms, in
German and French the distinction is signalled vilie help of word order, while in
Hungarian with the heavy stress at the front ofrtiaén part.

Unfortunately, Brassai's ideas remained unrecaghamong his contemporaries, and
thus the ensuing international research on thernmdtonal structuring of sentences, to be
reviewed below, does not recognize him as the aténsource of the basic ideas (except for
the work of Katalin E. Kiss), but goes back to thech less developed and more easily
falsifiable claims made in the papers by Georg den Gabelentz in 1875 and 1879 for
inspiration.

2.2  Traditional concepts of information structuring

The fact that in all languages there is a splitMeen given and new or less informative and
more informative parts has been discussed by vatinguists working on various languages
from the early 1900s, whose theories mainly diiifiewhere they consider the split to be, and
whether they assume that a dividing line can b&draetween the less informative or more
informative elements, or rather, that they areaséd on a continuum. Accordingly, the
following dichotomies have been suggested to ceptuw structuring of information within a
sentenceitheme-rheme, topic—comment, topic—focus, focussppesition or focus—open
proposition.A detailed overview of the above approaches is doumnVallduvi 1990 and de
Swart and de Hoop 1995. Here we will only delinghtebasic claims of the various theories
in order to illustrate where the conceppic comes from, and how it relates to the other
concepts referred to above.

4 This review on Brassai's work is based on E. Kis31t9
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Thetheme—rhemédistinction appears both in Firbas 1964 and Haylii967, but with
different interpretations. For Firbas, the partshef sentence identified as theme or rheme are
not complements, the theme is defined as ‘the seatelement (or elements) carrying the
lowest degree(s) of communicative dynamism wittea sentence’ (1964: 272), that is, the
least informative part of the sentence, while theme is the most informative part of the
sentence. According to Vallduvi, the above defimtimakes Firbas’s theme more or less
analogous to the topic in the togiocus framework, discussed below.

As opposed to this, Halliday (1976) defines thexméwhat is being talked about, the
point of departure for the clause as a messageaariahat comes first in the clause’ (1967
212). According to Vallduvi, Halliday’'s approachshthe advantage that themes become
easily identifiable within it, but it also implidbat all sentences have themes, including wh-
questions (where the wh-word will have to be idediwith the theme), and sentences which
correspond to Kuroda’s (1972) thetic-judgment sacds, like that in (2), which describe a
state-of-affairs without predicating properties a@ny particular entity.

(2) It is raining.

The essence of thepic-commenframework, according to Vallduvi, is that the opi
is defined as what the sentence is about, and dh@ment is what is said about it. The
dichotomy originates from Mathesius (1915), whoidi# the sentence into what the speaker
wants to speak about, called the topic, and whao ibe said about this topic. A further
representative of the approach is Gundel 1988, rdowp to which any constituent in the
sentence-initial slot must be interpreted as thpéctof the sentence, but the topic does not
always have to be encoded in this position, simgeraferential phrase is allowed to be the
topic of the sentence, which, according to Valld{id90), makes the identification of topics
problematic. A further and most often cited exampfea theory articulating the topic-
comment division, Reinhart 1982, will be discussesection 2.3.

The topicfocusdichotomy is characteristic of the work of the gtra school (Sgall,
Hajicova & Panevova 1986), according to which it is gdego construct for each sentence a
scale of communicative dynamism, which orders lgsnents from the less dynamic ones
(constituting old information), corresponding toethopic, to the more dynamic ones
(constituting new information), which correspondthe focus. This ordered list of elements
constitutes the tectogrammatical representatiahefentence, the underlying representation
of its meaning. In languages with relatively freerd order like Czech, surface word order
more or less corresponds to the scale of commuwvécdynamism.

The termfocus as used in theoretical accounts proposing a thomp of focus—
presuppositioror focus—open propositiowas first proposed by Halliday (1967), for whom it
refers to a subset of the rheme, the ‘informatiag’pf the sentence. In these frameworks,
the complement of the focus is the informationadreestablished in the discourse, shared by
speaker and hearer, which can either be referred poesuppositioror asbackground The
meaning of this latter part of the sentence, whichnects the new information provided by
the focus to the information structure built upthg preceding discourse, can be represented
as an open proposition, that is, a proposition witree variable, for which the focus provides
a particular value. Von Stechow’s (1991) structumeshning approach to focus and Rooth’s
(1985) alternative semantics both assume the alpelation between the focus and its
complement (de Swart and de Hoop 1995).
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It is reflected in the proposals aiming to captilve structuring of information within
the sentence that there are two special roles fihenpoint of view of information structuring.
One of them is the role of the most informativetpé#ne focus, expressed by means of
intonational prominence. The other is the role lod part expressing old information or
denoting what the sentence is about. Constituessisnaed to fulfill one or both of these latter
roles (depending on the theory) are usually refetee as topics, and are (prototypically)
situated in sentence-initial position.

Having observed that the expressions having tkeiabroles of topic and focus used
in the above sense do not normally make up a weehence, Vallduvi (1990) proposes a
trinomial hierachical informational structure. Aeding to his theory, from the point of view
of information structuring, the sentence is firstided into thefocus(obligatorily present in
any sentence) andground and the latter is further subdivided into pagterred to as the
link and thetail. The link is “an address pointer that directs lilearer to a given address in
the hearer’s knowledge-store, under which the médron carried by the sentence is entered”
(Vallduvi 1990:61), which more or less contributesthe notion of ‘what the sentence is
about’. Links appear only in sentence-initial pasis although not all sentence-intial
elements have to be links. It is also possibleaf@entence to have more than one link. The
tail is the complement of the link within the graurt “may be viewed as an element that acts
as a signalling flag to indicate how the informaticarried by the sentence must be entered
under a given address” (ibid.).

As opposed to the above approaches, which (wilekteption of Vallduvi 1990) aim
to capture the structuring of information withinngences with the help of one dichotomy,
Ostman and Virtanen (1999) argue that the distnstibetween theme and rheme, topic and
comment, givenness and newness are all necessaryg, they describe different aspects of
information structuring. Théheme-rhemalistinction is seen by Ostman and Virtanen as
related to the syntactic structure of the senteacd,thus they define theme the way it is done
by Halliday, as the first element of the clause.opposed to this, they consider togic-
commendistinction as interaction-oriented, and they mefihe topic as what the sentence is
about. The distinction betweegiven and new is seen by them as cognition-oriented,
reflecting the level of activation of particulaefihs in memory. Ostman and Virtanen claim
that languages differ as to which two of the abdhotomies they can collapse into one. In
English, for example, the distinction between topind comment coincides with the
distinction between given and new, while Hungarias,claimed by Maleczki (to appear),
collapses the distinction between theme-rheme @md-comment.

In particular languages, the expression of thermétion structural notions like topic
or focus have become grammaticalized to a certateng and thus these notions have
acquired particular, language-specific meanings:. &mample, in Hungarian linguistics,
following the work of Katalin E. Kiss (e.g., E. Kis981a, 1992, 1998a, etc.) the concept of
topic has acquired a specific meaning. Accordinghts, it refers to constituents which are
situated in a particular syntactic position, andickhpossess some of the most important
topical properties like referentiality and abousjediscussed in section 3. Other languages
where the expression of topics has been grammagdabre Chinese and Japanese, where
topics are followed by specific topic morphemes.

In the next section we will consider two importaheoretical approaches to the

concept of topicality dominant in present-day tlmgk one of which is characterised as the
topic-as-entity approach, and the other one atofie-as-question approach.
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2.3 Recent theories of topics

The most recent theories of topics fall into tweegaries, according to McNally (1998). One
of them, which she calls th®pic-as-entityapproach, and which is illustrated by Reinhart
1982, Portner and Yabushita 1998 and works by Kafal Kiss, discussed below, assumes
that topics are entites which the sentences aretabbe other approach, called tiopic-as-
guestionapproach, manifests in von Fintel 1994 and Bifif§7 and assumes that topic is a
question, “modeled as a presupposed salient sdteshatives” (McNally 1998:148).

The topic-as-question approacis based on the observation that topics, partityula
those pronounced with the rise-fall intonation, it normally appear as part of the first
sentence in a discourse, they presuppose thatrdueging discourse contained questions
with a particular structure which they are utteasdanswers to.

Von Fintel 1994 argues that sentence topics initedanaphoric elements which have
to find a licenser/antecedent in the precedingadisse. This approach is modelled after
Rooth’s (1992) analysis of focus. According to Jentel, sentence topics are anaphoric to
discourse topics, where the latter are definecetsaf propositions in the discourse context.
These sets of propositions can correspond to expliamplicit questions, since, following
Hamblin’s (1973) semantics for questions, a quastienotes a set of those propositions
which can function as their possible (true or falaeswers. Accordingly, a discourse topic
which can function as licenser to the topic of eane (3A) below can be given in the form of
the set of propositions in (4). This set in faatresponds to the semantic value of the question
(3Q) in Hamblin’s theory.

(3) Q:What did John do?
A: [He]r [went homej.

(4)  {p: (P(p=P(John))}

The formula in (4) shows that the topicality of fw®noun in (3A) signals that the properties
of its referent are under consideration, which esgponds to speakers’ intuitions about
sentence (3A).

In Blring 1997, where the terrtopic is used only for constituents which are
pronounced with the rise-fall intonation, which wél refer to ascontrastive topicsn what
follows®, we find traces of both the topic-as-question viawd the topic-as-entity vietvOn
the one hand, he proposes that the range of (ppssiplicit) questions which sentences with
a contrastive topic can be uttered as answersnbdeaetermined formally if a third semantic
value (in addition to ordinary semantic values &ocls semantic values), referred to as a
topic semantic value, is also associated with seete containing (contrastive) topics. On the
other hand, in places where he discusses the senpmaperties of the constituents playing
the role of the topic, he seems to subscribe tadpe&-as-entity view, since he claims that

®> Andras Komldsy (p.c.) points out that in the ktierre about English, contrastive topics are mosnafiistaken
for ‘topics’.

® These claims contrast somewhat with the practi@iiing 1997 to mark words like determiners or riaga
particles, or non-referential quantificational Da&stopics, to be discussed below.
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topic is “understood as ‘what the sentence is dpoutthe entity anchoring the sentence to
the previous discourse™ (p. 55)

Reinhart's (1982) theory is one of the prima faekamples of thdopic-as-entity
approach. According to this framework, the topi€s@ntences are entities, and not parts of
sentences. The topic of a sentence is what theerssmtis about, which is not necessarily
identical to being old information. Reinhart digfinshes between sentence topics and
discourse topics. The former of these always cpmeds to an expression in the sentence, but
the latter does not have to. Consider the follovergmple:

(5) Mr. Morgan is a careful researcher and a kndgdable Semiticist, but his originality
leaves something to be desired.

According to Reinhart, the sentence topic of (5pwabis Mr. Morgan, since the sentence
predicates something about him, while the discotop& associated with it is Mr. Morgan’s
scholarly ability, which the sentence does not iekpl predicate anything about, but
provides some information about.

Reinhart also claims that topicality is not cortedcto a particular syntactic position,
and that each sentence has at most one (possitjlyirmed) topic. She also argues that those
NPs which do not have a referential interpretatiannot give rise to topics. For example, the
subject NPmore peopleannot constitute the topic of the following of lezkamples:

(6) More people are familiar with the book’s catclitye than are acquainted with its
turgid text.

Furthermore, she argues that universally quantii®d can also give rise to topics, but only
if they are assumed to denote sets, as in thexmitpsentence:

(7) Parents don’t understand. But all grownupsy tte it to kids, whether they’re your
own or not.

Also, indefinites can only give rise to topics liley are specific, as shown in the following
example by Reinhart:

(8) Because they wanted to know more about themdeearrrent,students in the science
club at Mark Twain Junior High School of Coney tslaggave ten bottles with return
address cards indiced to crewmen of one of New GitKs sludge barges.

On the whole, Reinhart claims that for an NP toilirpreted as a topic, the
proposition should be taken to express a propdrtiieoindividual or set denoted by the NP,
and this individual also has to be specific. Aswik see below, in E. Kiss’s 1998a system
the above characteristics are associated withethisce-initial topic position in Hungarian.

According to McNally (1998), the motivation forettiopic-as-entity approach comes
from two sources. First, it has been claimed faglaages with explicit topic marking that all

15



topic-marked constituents are entity-denotirigpr example, it has been shown in works by
Katalin E. Kiss (e.qg., E. Kiss 1998a) that in Huriaa only entity-denoting NPs can appear in
the topic position of the sentence, quantificatiasr@es cannot. Second, the idea that topics
are entities is derivable form the practice of iifgimg topics with what the sentence is about,
where the notion of aboutness can be understoddanways. On the one hand, aboutness
can mean that the rest of the sentence denotespearpy which is predicated of the topic
denotation (E. Kiss 1993). If properties are imaditio be first-order, topics necessarily have
to denote entities. On the other hand, the topia séntence can be understood as a file card
on which the information in the sentence is entenedssociated with, as in Reinhart (1982)
and Portner and Yabushita (1998), and file cards teaditionally imagined to belong to
entities.

McNally, scrutinizing the above motivations, ag$vat the conclusion that none of
them is strong enough to motivate a topic-as-ewfigroach properly. The first motivation is
weakened considerably by data @ra-marked constituents in Japanese. The sentences
containing such morphological markers have beennasd to express so-called categorical
judgments (based on Brentano and Marty’s theompetic/categorical judgment, as in Marty
1918), which involve the indentification of an imilual and asserting or denying that this
individual possesses some property (Kuroda 19722)1%s opposed to describing a state of
affairs, as in a thetic judgment. McNally noteswkwoer, that there are sentences in Japanese
where thewa marker attaches to expressions which do not deimdigidual$. A similar
phenomenon surfaces in Chinese, as pointed outiby Bartos (p.c.), where predicative NPs
can also be topicalized.

As far as the second source of motivation for réigg topics as entities is concerned,
McNally claims that it is not necesary to assumat thll properties expressed by natural
languages are first order, and, also, that it dm¢seem to be formally necessary to assume
that all discourse referents or file cards corresipo entities, either.

In view of the evidence reviewed above and sonditiadal data, McNally concludes
that there are serious counterarguments to the Wl topics correspond to entities. In
section 5.1 below, however, we will give an ovewief a theoretical approach to topics,
proposed in works by Katalin E. Kiss, which showattthe idea that topics denote entities
can peacefully co-exist with the apparent countemgles, if the latter are all regarded as
instances of contrastive topic, with semantic prbpe sometimes different from those of
topics. In the next to sections we prepare thergtdar the discussion of the above approach
by reviewing the most important syntactic, semarditd phonological properties of
contrastive topics.

3  The notion of topic in contemporary Hungarian linguistics

" Under the topic-as-entity approach, generic exgives playing the role of topic would be left unaasted

for, as pointed out by Huba Bartos (p.c.). As adglng Cohen (1999a), however, generic statementsare
about classes of objects but they should ratheohsidered probability judgments.

8 In cases where thea marker attaches to non-individual-denoting coustits, it carries a contrastive meaning
(Kuno 1972). This fact is generalized by E. Kiss (@0@ho claims that the identical marking of topityaand
contrastiveness indicates a close relation bettlesse two notions, and is thus a justificationrfagarding
contrastive topics as instances of topics.
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In contemporary Hungarian syntax, topics are defifiellowing E. Kiss (1981a, 1987, 1992,
1995, 1998a, 2000, etc.) as constituents sittirggparticular syntactic position, which share a
set of syntactic, semantic and prosodic charatitesisThis notion of topicality goes back to
Samuel Brassai's work, discussed above, and camespto the features of what Brassai
referred to as the inchoativum (i.e., that is, atesece-initial element identifying some
familiar individuals, which is separated from thestr of the sentence by prosodic means).
Among the contemporary theories reviewed abovealloze notion of topicality reminds one
most of the notion of link as defined in VallduxgaD.

Those sentence-initial constituents which areilblgxordered, pronounced with a
falling intonation pattern, and which can be folemivby sentence adverbials are argued by E.
Kiss (1992, 1993, 1995) to be associated with palgr semantic features which characterize
topics in other frameworks, which supports the idéareferring to them as topics. For
example, she argues that these constituents @fan tentity or a set of entities which the
sentence predicates something about, i.e., ‘tHedbgubjects of predication’ (E. Kiss 1993).
The idea that topics denote what sentences ard abems to entail two further properties of
topics for E. Kiss (1992, 1995). The first of thésethat topics should denote individuals,
which is based on the assumption that aboutnessxpsessed in terms of first-order
properties. This property corresponds to what liedaeferentiality in E. Kiss 1998a or 2000.
The second property is that the entity which thetesece predicates a property about should
be identifiable independently from the statemesslft In other words, this individual should
be familiar from the discourse in some sense (thbisdition, | believe, is identical to the
specificity requirement in E. Kiss 1998a), thus,idtentification should not be dependent on
any other expression in the senteffc@hus, in E. Kiss’s framework, Hungarian topics are
associated with a cluster of semantic propertiegeMowever, that in this theory, the term
topic refers to a particular syntactic constituent asospg to referring to a semantic object,
characteristic of the classical variants of thaaas-entity approach, described above.

(9) below illustrates two topicless sentences iangrian, which correspond to
Brentano and Marty’'shetic judgmentgcf., Kuroda 1972), since they state a partictdat
about the world. (10) contains examples of Hungassentences with topics, which are
assumed by E. Kiss (1992) to predicate a partiquiaperty about an entity (person, thing, or
a set of these, etc.), and thus would correspordtagorical judgments

(9) a. Esik az €s
falls the rain
‘It's raining.’

® Maleczki (2002) proposes that argues convincitigl topics should not be equated with the logichlects
of predication. In view of the fact that | learnaolout her proposal only immediately before finighihis
dissertation to incorporate her findings into myrky@nd that, as the following discussion will show
contrastive topics must not be equated with thed®gubjects of predication anyway, | will contento assume
that topics do denote the logical subjects of fwaitn.

191 j and Thompson (1976) also argue that one of thst ingportant characteristics of topics is that theyst
be definite. They consider proper and generic NRetdefinite as well.
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b. Erkezett egy vendég.
arrived one guest
‘A guest arrived.’

(10) a. | Mari] [Ta konyvet] fa polcra] tette.
Mary the bookacc the shelfsuBL putPAST
‘Mary put the book on theHELF.’

b. [+ A polcra] [ Imre][ra konyvet] tette.
the shelfsusL Imre  the bookacc putPAST
‘It was the book that Imre put on the shelf.’

c. [f A szomszédom] talalkozott a  miniszterrel.
the neighbor-dcPossmet the ministemNSTR
‘My neighbor met the minister.’

d. [f Az egyik tanitvanyom] elfeledkezett a vizsgéjar
the one studentstPosspfx-forgot the exanBeELATIVE
‘One of my students forgot about his exam.”’

e. [ Sokan] mar tegnap leadtdk az dolgozatukat.
many already yesterday pfx-gave the egsay-
‘Many submitted their essays as early as yesyerda

f. [+ A legtobb gyerek] utalla a spendtot.
the most child hate the spinasbe
‘Most children hate spinach.’

In the examples shown in (10) above, one or more &HPPs which denote an individual or a
set of individuals are followed by a constituentiethdenotes a property. The sentence-initial
NPs and PPs can be taken to denote entities wiechest of the sentence makes a statement
about, or expresses a property of. Topics in Huagato not obligatorily bear stress, but in
any case, their stress cannot be stronger thaohiigatory stress on the predicate, and they
also constitute an intonational phrase independlethiat of the predicate (E. Kiss 1998a).

Since the topics in Hungarian sentences cannprdeeded by non-topic expressions
other than sentence adverbs, they have been ppodee situated in the highest of the
operator positions in the hierachical organizatadnthe preverbal field of the Hungarian
sentence, in the specifier position of the TopPthla dissertation we will assume, following
E. Kiss (1998a) that (11) corresponds to the saréaucture of the Hungarian sentence:
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(11)

[topic]
XP NegP
[focus]

XP VP

In (11) above, those projections are marked byriakseof which more than one can appear
on top of the other. The constituent which is nefdrto as the topic by E. Kiss occupies the
specifier position of the TopP projection, whileetfocus occupies the specifier of FP. (12)
illustrates some sentences in Hungarian where akewérthe operator positions in (11) are
filled. In (12) below, the labeled brackets inde#te subtrees dominated by the nodes in the
subscript. This notation differs from that applie@d(10) and in the rest of this dissertation
(unless otherwise noted), according to which thbsetpts F, T (and CT) refer to the
constituents in the specifier positions of the FH@pP projections above, loosely referred to
as focus and topic (and contrastive topic).

(12) a. fopp Janosge minden délutangg  tobbszor isdp a folyoson {pvarakozott.]]1]]
John every  afternoasigpseveral times too the corrideuyr waited
‘John was waiting several times every afternoonh@ CORRIDOR’

b. [ropp Janost ¢e sokan fegpnem [p szeretik.]J]1]
Johnacc  many not like-8L
‘Many people don't like John.’

In the structure shown in (11) above, the specifiethe QP projection is reserved for
constituents denoting distributive quantifiers. €tments interpreted as monotone
decreasing or non-monotone quantifiers kiewés embefew men’, andoontosan haromszor
‘exactly three times’, etc., can only be situatedan immediately preverbal position (among
the preverbal positions). E. Kiss (1998a) assurhasthese constituents are situated in the
specifier of the focus projection, but Szabolcs®9ab), in view of the fact that these
constituents lack some of the semantic properses@ated with foci in Hungarian, proposes
that they are situated in the specifier of a PreadidOperator projection (in short, in the
Predicate Operator position), which cannot bediliethe specifier of the FP projection is
also filled. Brody and Szabolcsi (2000), howevegua that these two positions are in fact
identical, and constituents which have been claitodae focused differ only in phonological
respects from the other constituents which can mecdhe same, immediately preverbal
position. Although | am not in a position right nda argue for or against the view that the
focus and the Predicate Operator positions ardignl will assume in the rest of this work
that they indeed are.

The often cited claim (originally due to Edwin Wims?) that Hungarian is a
language that “wears its LF on its sleeve” (Szadiol®97b:118), is reflected particularly
clearly in the rules governing the assignment afpscto quantificational expressions. All

1 |stvan Kenesei, p.c.
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quantifiers situated in the operator positionsiifi)(above satisfy the requirement that they
precede and c-command their scope at S-structndethais the surface order of quantified
expressions unambigously determines their scopethasEnglish translations for the
sentences in (12) indicate.

According to E. Kiss (1998a), the topic positi@nasually be filled by arguments of
the verb, like in (10) above, as well as by placé &me adverbials, like in (13a, b). Sentence
adverbials occupy positions situated before, betwee immediately after the topic
constituents (their rightmost position indicatinge tboundary between the topic and the
predicate), while predicate adverbials must beas#t after topics (cf., (13c, d) and (13e, f)),
and thus can be used to test where the boundamgéetthe topic and the predicate fes

(13) a. [ Husvét utan] melegre  fordult az 6id
Easter after warmuBLturned the weather
‘After Easter, the weather became warm.’

b.[r A hegyekben] { Janos]f szivesen] sétal.
the  mountainsNess John with pleasure walk
‘In the mountains, John enjoys walking.’

c. Szerencsére Péter] fa legtbbb kérdésre] tudta a valaszt.
fortunately Peter the most questigoBLknew the answesec
‘Fortunately, Peter knew the answer to most qolest

d. [ Péter] szerencséreq legtobb keérdésre] tudta a valaszt.
Peter fortunately the most questiooBL knewthe answescc
‘Fortunately, Peter knew the answer to most qolest

e. *Ugyesen f Janos]f a legtobb embert] félrevezette.
cleverly  John the most persaae pfx-misled

f. [+ Janos]{ a legtdbb embert] ugyesen félrevezette.
John the most persawwc cleverly  pfx-misled

‘John mislead most people in a clever way.’

Although there are many more important syntactid aemantic properties of topics
which would deserve consideration at this pointwilenot discuss them here, but will return
to them when we compare corresponding propertigs€Es and contrastive topics in later
sections.

Having reviewed some of the most important feawkconstituents situated in the
preverbal operator position called topic positionHungarian, in the next section we will

12 The fact that time and place adverbials can alitl the topic role confirms the applicability dhe definition
of topics provided by Chafe (1976), according tdclhtopics do not identify what the sentence isuapmther
they set “a spatial, temporal, or individual franoekv within which the main predication holds” (p.)50
believe, however, that the above two possible difirs of topichood do not stand in opposition &zle other,
since restricting the validity of the main predioatto one individual consists in predicating apedy about
that individual.
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outline the most important prosodic, syntactic, gaetic and pragmatic properties of the
constituents traditionally referred to as contsastopics in Hungarian.

4  Some general properties of contrastive topics iHungarian

4.1 Identifying contrastive topics

In the literature about Hungarignthe term ‘contrastive topic’ has been used torréde
constituents situated on the left periphery of ¢katence which receive a rising intonation,
bear an eradicating stress (Kalman & Nadasdy 188djor are followed by a marked pause
(Szabolcsi 1980, 1981a), and introduce a contrestden the denotation of the contrastive
topic and semantic objects of the same type. Upmsec examination of the data, however, it
turns out that the above cluster of syntactic, pdasand semantic features is only available
in prototypical instances, illustrated in (. The rest of the examples in (14) illustrate tha
one of the above criteria can also be missing:

(14)a. Er’Janos] ‘nem jott meg.
John notcame pfx
‘As for John, he did not arrive.’

b. [cr A “satorban]{ Péter] aludt.
the tentNess Peter  slept
‘As for the tent, it was Peter who sleptin it.’

C. [cr Janos], az ‘nem jott mé&y.
John that not arrived pfx
‘As for John, he did not arrive.’

d. [cr Mariat], azt “meglatogattam.
Mary-Aacc that pfx-visited
‘As for Mary, | have visited her.’

e. [cr 'Két fid] [ kedden] jott  meg.
two boy TuesdaguPERESEame pfx
‘As for Two boys, that many arrived oruESDAY.’

13 Szabolcsi 1980, 1981a, E. Kiss 1998a, Molnar 18@8nan & Nadasdy 1994, Alberti & Medve 2000,
among others.

4 According to Andras Komlésy (p.c.), the sentenutial constituent in this example can only be promed
with a falling intonation, and it can only be integted as a contrastive topic. Concerning thiseisehave
followed Komlésy's suggestion. (This is opposed ttbl Bartos’s claim (p.c.), according to which tbhexfer
constituent can be pronounced with a falling amdiag intonation as well, in which cases it fuocis as an
‘ordinary’ topic or a contrastive one, respectivgly
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f. [cr Két fid] [ kedden] jott  meg.
two boy TuesdaysuPERESScame pfx
‘As for two BoYs, that many arrived onUESDAY.’

(14a) states about John that he did not comecanttasts him to other individuals
(conveying implicitly that some of them did not cenor that it is not known whether they
came). Sentence (14b) is about the tent, it sttesit this object that Peter slept in it, and
contrasts it to other places where different pecopldd have slept. (14c) is a variant of (14a),
where a demonstrative pronoun follows the contvastiopic expression, which is
coreferential with it. The interpretation of (14is)the same as that of (14a), including the
contrast feature, in spite of the fact that thetesare-initial constituent in the former has to be
pronounced with a falling intonation (cf. footnoi8). (14d) illustrates a similar type of
sentence, which states about Mary that | visited la@d contrasts her to alternative
individuals. Due to the fact that the interpretatiof (14c—d) relies on the contrast
characteristic of contrastive topics, | believet tie sentence-initial constituents in the above
examples have to be considered contrastive topicspite of the fact that they do not show
the characteristic prosodic pattern prototypicalbgociated with contrastive topics. (14e) is
ambiguous. It can predicate a property of two paldir persons, e.g., Bill and John, stating
about them that they came on Tuesday, and cortrast to other individuals, to whom the
same property does not apply or is not known tdyapipcan also express the proposition that
there is a set of boys with two members which cam&uesday, as opposed to sets of boys
of different cardinality> In this sentence the determiner of the contrastpé& DP bears the
eradicating stress, and thus the contrastive tgpeontrasted with properties of specific or
non-specific sets of boys with different cardinaliln sentence (14f), where the eradicating
stress falls on the noun, properties of sets with tnembers consisting of different kinds of
individuals (e.g., girls) are contrasted with thie @redicated of a set of two boys in (14f).

The constituents which are pronounced with thetrestive intonation in (14) could
also function as ordinary topics in E. Kiss’s sersece they are situated in sentence-initial
position, denote a specific referent, and the semtdtself predicates a property of this
referent. Pronouncing the sentence-initial constitsl with the rising intonation, however,
results in an ‘interpretational surplus’, as Szabio(1981a) puts it, since, as she claims, it
suggests that in the universe of discourse thexehangs other than the one named by the
contrastive topic about which the same questiorhtregnsibly be raised, and it is possible
that the answer to that question might have theosipp truth value. Thus, according to
Szabolcsi, contrastive topics are regular topicglwlare associated with an additional, non-
truth-conditional shade of meaning, due to theiecsu intonation, although they do not
constitute a category independent of ordinary picall.

The sentences in (15) show that the order ofrastive topics and ordinary topics is
not fixed in the sentence:

(15)a. | Janos]{ra ‘levest]  “megette (, derffla “hust] ‘nem).
John the soupec pfx-ate but the meatsCc not
‘As for the soup, John did eat it (, but he dad eat thevEAT).’

b. [ct A ’levest] | Janos] ‘'megette (, deff a  “hust] ‘nem).

15 According to Andras Komlésy (p.c.), the sentenae only have the second reading.
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the soupxcc John pfx-ate but the meatc not
‘As for the soup, John did eat it (, but he dad eat theveAT).’

Sentences like these and some further data madertAl Medve (2000) conclude that
contrastive topics are situated in the specifiesitpmn of a CTopP projection, which they
occupy as a result of movement, and not base-gedeia a left-dislocated position as E.
Kiss 1992 proposed. In E. Kiss’s (1992) framewadntrastive topics are generated external
to the proposition but coindexed with a V'-interifpbstverbal) gap, which makes it possible
to account for their narrow scope, to be discusse@hapter 3, but which fails short of
explaining the data in (15). In addition, an ungieg structure containing a left-dislocated
topic but no other preverbal operator would itded#f considered ungrammatical, since it
would lack the emphatic constituent which necebshas to follow the contrastive topic. The
movement analysis is not without its problems, egitlsince it has difficulties with sentences
containing a pronoun coreferential with the cornivastopic, like (14c—d), as pointed out by
Huba Bartos (p.c.). For example, the pronoun ird{leknnot be considered a resumptive
pronoun, since these are normally situated in dthee$t position in the chain and not in an
intermediate position. Naturally, the contrastiopit and the pronoun could not be allowed
to move independently, since then we would hawsssume that the verb has two objects.

Due to the fact that | am not in a position toydde an adequate syntactic analysis of
contrastive topics (which is in fact not the topicthe dissertation, either), | will assume in
what follows, as done in E. Kiss and Gyuris 200&t ttontrastive topics are situated in the
specifier position of a TopP projection and occupig position as a result of movement,
bearing in mind that this analysis might not waok &ll relevant examples.

4.2 Non-topic expressions pronounced with a contséive topic intonation

The phenomenon which raises most doubts as to etheth are justified enough to refer to
the sentence-initial constituents pronounced with rising intonation as topics is that there
are constituents which cannot appear in the topsitipn of the Hungarian sentence, due to
the fact that they are not referential expressiovisich can still be pronounced with the
contrastive topic intonation, invoking a contrastvieen similar semantic objects. Among
these are non-referential DPs excluded from the tppsition, like those denoting universal
quantifiers in the framework of Generalized QuaetifTheory (e.g., Barwise and Cooper
1981), as in (16a), monotone decreasing quantifeersn (16b), distributive quantifiers, as in
(16c), and those containing the waxshk'only’, in (16d, e):

(16) a. Er” Mindenki] nem jott meg.
everybody not came pfx
‘It is not the case th&veRYBODY arrived.’

b. [cT 'Kevés fil] E~ kedden] jott  meg.

few boy TuesdaguPERESS came  pfx
‘As for few boys, that many arrived owdSDAY.’
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C. [ct 'Legaldbb egy konyvet] ‘minden diak  elolvasot
at least one bookec every student pfx-read
‘Every student has read at leasie book.’

d. [ct "Csak rizst]§ Janos] eszik.
only riceAcc John eats
‘It's John who eats only rice.’

e. [cr Csak “rizsen] ‘nem tudnék elni.
only ricesuPERESS not  could-5G live-INF
‘I couldn’t live onrICE only.’

It was noticed by Szabolcsi (1980, 1981a) thatesards with quantificational expressions in
contrastive topic, like those in (16a—c), do haeadings in which the contrastive topic
denotation takes narrow scope with respect to ofineverbal operators. For example, in
(16a) negation takes wide scope over the univegsahtifier, which is reflected in the
English translation. The above data thus contratietprinciple discussed above, according
to which the surface order of operators in preveposition in Hungarian is a reflection of
their scope. Previous theories to explain the phamon will be discussed in Chapter 3,
which will be followed by my proposed solution atér chapters.

In addition to DPs, constituents belonging to - categories can also appear as
contrastive topics in the Hungarian sentence,thieinfinitivals in (17) below.

(17)a. Péterdr "enni] “evett.
Peter ealNF ate-3G
‘As for eating, Peter did eat.’

b. [cr’Latni] ‘lattam  Pétert, de ’“beszélni ‘nem Zé#em vele.
seemF saw-5G Peteracc but talkiNF not talked-$5G heiNSTR
‘As for seeing Peter, | did see him, but | hatveéalked to him.’

C. [cr Latni] [* Pétert] lattam, nem J&nost.
seeNF Peteraccsaw-5G not Johnacc
‘As for seeing somebody, | saw Peter, and nobhJoh

As Szabolcsi (1981a) claims, the sentences illtedtran (17) come about by copying the
finite verb into the topic position, which acquirése infinitival suffix there. The only
function of this procedure is to generate the spesgmantic effect of contrast. The copying
mechanism is necessary since the finite verb osémence is immobile, and could not itself
be placed into the topic position when the paréicitdemantic effect associated with the
contrastive topic (i.e., the contrast) is needdds Brgument is supported by the fact that the
occurrence of the infinitival form in any other gam, for example, in the focus position or
after the verb in the same sentence is ungramnadEaelevant counterparts of (17a) in (18)
(from Szabolcsi 1981a) indicate:
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(18)a. * Enni] evett Péter.
eatiNF ate-3FG Peter

b. *Péter evett enni.
Peter ate eamr

Whenever the finite verb is an auxiliary, as ing}dts infinitive complement can be placed
into the contrastive topic position without the dder, in fact, without the option of (H.
Bartos, p.c.) copying, as (19b) shows:

(19)a. Er"Enni] "nem szabad a buszon.
eatNF not allowed the busuPERESS
‘As for eating, it is not allowed on the bus.’

b. *[ct"Enni] ‘nem szabad enni a buszon.
eatINF not allowed eatNF the bussUPERESS

Adjectives constituting the nominal predicatdél@ sentence can also carry the special
meaning effect of contrast and appear in the ceteatopic position. When they appear in
the sentence without an overt copula, they beconmeobile like the finite verbs above, and
they need to be copied into the topic position asdume the dative suffix to be able to
function as contrastive topics, as in (20):

(20)a. A film Er “jonak] jo.
the movie  goodAT good
‘As for being good, the movie is good.’

b. [ct” SzépnekK] ‘nem szép Sari.
beautifulbAT not  beautiful Sarah
‘As for beauty, Sarah is not beautiful.’

C. *[ct” Szép] ‘nem Séri.
beautiful not Sarah

If the copula is present in the sentence, howeagrin (21), the predicative adjective can
move into the contrastive topic position withowkitey the dative suffix:

(21)a. Er'Szép] ‘nem vagyok.
beautiful not bedc
‘As for beauty, | am not beautiful.’

b. [ct"Szép]  “nem volt Sari.
beautiful not was Sarah
‘As for beauty, Sarah was not beautiful.’

Note, however, that in an affirmative sentence whidre eradicating stress following the
contrastive topic falls on the copula, the senteldeeomes ill-formed, and it can only be
turned grammatical by copying the adjective int® tntrastive topic position, as the contrast
between the two sentences in (22) shows:

(22)a. *[ct'Szép] ‘volt Sari.
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beautiful was Sarah

b. [ct Szépnek] 'szép volt Sari.
beautifulbAT beautiful was Sarah
‘As for beauty, Sarah "was beautiful.’

Bare nominals can also appear in contrastive tppiition. According to E. Kiss 2000,
sentences like (23) below make a predication aloptoperty, and thus indirectly about
individual realizations of a property.

(23)a. Er Autét] ‘sok gyerek latott.
carAcc many child saw
‘As for cars, many children saw one.’

b. [ct "Magas fitval] csak "Mari beszélgetett.
tall  boyiNsTR only Mary talked
‘As for tall boys, only Mary talked to one.’

Thus, (23a) states about the property of being ratltat many students saw individual
realizations of it (not necessarily the same owdjle (23b) states about the property of being
a tall boy that only Mary talked to a realizatiditlus property.

Verbal prefixes can also occupy the contrastygctposition, as shown in (24):

(24) [cr 'Fol] liften megyek.
up liftSUPERESS QO0-1SG
‘Upwards | will go by elevator.’

E. Kiss (1998a) claims that in such a case the upwaection denoted by the verbal prefix
fol constitutes the logical subject of predication, &mel predicate part of the sentence states
something about this direction. The contrast thetesee gives rise to is thus between
directions expressible with the help of verbal pes. Examples like (25a) below, however,
indicate that this explanation cannot be extendedlltprefixes, since the prefiregdoes not
have a lexical meaning outside its perfectivizingdtion, thus, it cannot be contrasted with
any other verbal prefix. The sentence, howevestilswell-formed!® The contrast therefore

is more probably between the writing of the artieled some other activities, which the
second clause of the sentence makes explicit, tovele® aspectual components of meaning
(H. Bartos, p.c.), as in (25b):

(25) a. Er'Meg] ‘nem irtam még a cikket, de mar gokddtam rajta.
pfx not wrote-$G yet the papercc but already thought BUPERESS
‘As for writing the paper, | have not writtenyiet, but | have already been thinking
about it.’

'8 n fact, not all uses dbl are directional, either (Ferenc Kiefer, p.c.)
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b. [ct"Meg] nem irtam még a cikket, de mar kereltem.
pfx  not wrote-%G yet the papencc but already pfx-started
‘As for writing the paper, | haven't written iy, but | have already started it.’

| believe, therefore, that the data support Szaliel¢1980) view, according to which the
topicalization of the verbal prefix serves the fiime of topicalizing the verb, which cannot
be moved out of its original position. Copying trexb into the topic position, as seen in (17)
above is another means of achieving the same eRembmparison between the synonymous
sentences in (25a) and (26), the second of whiblves copying, shows that this suggestion
is on the right track:

(26) [ct Megirni] nem irtam még meg a cikket, dearm gondolkodtam rajta.
pfx-writedNF not wrote-kGyet pfx the papercc but already thought 8UPERESS
‘As for writing the paper, | have not written ity but | have already thought about it.’

(27) shows that adverbials can also functionaarastive topics:

(27) a. k17 JOl] [ Kati] oldotta meg a feladatot.
well Kate solved pfx the tasicc
‘Kate was the one who solved the tagh L.’

b. [c1” Kétszer] E csak "Pistat] hivtam fel.
twice only Stevexcc called pfx
‘It was only Steve whom | calledwviCE.’

The examples discussed so far in this section Isbnaged the property that the
denotation of the constituent which was pronounagti the rising intonation on the left
periphery of the sentence was used for evoking danteof contrast between denotations of
the same type. The following example, originallprir E. Kiss 1987, discussed in Molnar
1998, indicates that the contrastive interpretaisonot always characteristic of the sentence-
initial constituents which are pronounced with tiseng intonation:

(28) [cr “Valakit] ‘mindenki szeret.
somebodyxcc everybody loves
‘Everybody likes "someone.’

As Molnar claims, the contrast effect cannot beiead on the non-specific reading of the
indefinite pronominakalakit ‘somebody’, since it is not possible to establistoatrast with
something which cannot be specified. The ideattt@sentence-initial constituent should still
be regarded as a contrastive topic and not a pimsadiant of an ‘ordinary’ topic is
supported by the fact that it manifests an impdrtamnther property of quantificational
expressions in the contrastive topic positions, trnoeed briefly above, and discussed in
Chapter 3 below, namely, that they take narrow scefih respect to the quantificational
expression which follows it in the sentence.

E. Kiss (p.c.) claims that in the following semte the sentence-initial constituent is
situated in the contrastive topic position, butehtite rising intonation does not necessarily
serve the purpose of contrasting the denotatidghetonstituent to another denotation, but to
individuate the property denoted by this constituieerd thus make it available for playing the
role of the logical subject of predication. As theglish glosses show, the contrastive topic in
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this example is also assumed to take narrow scafie nespect to the quantificational
expression following it.

(29) [cr Legaldbb 6t  konyvet] “mindenki elolvastit.
atleast five bookcc everybody pfx-read
‘Everybody read at leastve books.’

On the basis of the data discussed in this sedtioan be concluded that there is no
set of necessary and sufficient conditions chareotg contrastive topics in Hungarian. It
seems that the minimal requirement for being carsidl a contrastive topic is that the
constituent has to be situated in a position wioedenary topics can also be situated, and at
least one of the following requirements has to bésked by it. It should either be
pronounced with a rising intonation and bear arliesing stress, or the utterance of this
constituent has to give rise to a contrast betvaEgotations of the same type. In most of the
cases, both of the above conditions are equallyepite The fact, however, that all instances
of what is traditionally referred to as contrastte@ic can be characterized by the syntactic
requirement (of occupying a particular positionyues that the identification criteria for
contrastive topics should be based on syntax, ratia prosody or semantics. The practice
according to which not only the accented constitwégth the rising intonation, the ‘locus of
contrastive topicness’, was considered the comimsbpic of the sentence in the preceding
discussion but the smallest maximal projection amirig this constituent is the result of the
application of the above syntactic identificatianterion, the only one, | believe, by which
contrastive topics can be identified without doukd.will be shown below, the above choice
will not have any impact on the semantic intergretaof contrastive topics.

Having illustrated some characteristic examples@mtrastive topic in Hungarian, the
next section discusses some tests which can h&demdify particular instances of contrastive
topic.

4.3 Some tests for contrastive topichood

Besides their characteristic intonation pattermtiastive topics can be recognized from
allowing the insertion of a coreferential pronourcertain particles after the contrastive topic
expression, without a change in meaning. The iigedf the above types of constituents, as
already mentioned above, results in the optionaheressary loss of their characteristic
intonation.

If the contrastive topic is a referential expressthen a demonstrative pronoun like
azt‘that-acc’, or ott ‘there’, etc., can be inserted into the sentesca é30) (cf. (14c—d):

(30) a. ErJanos] az ‘nem j6tt  meg.
John that not came pfx
“John has not arrived.’
b. [cr Mériét] azt ‘meglatogattam.
Mary-Acc thatAcc pfx-visited

" There are some speakers, including Laszl6 Kalmarmexample, who find contrastive topic DPs with
determiners of the fordegalabb n'at least n’ ungrammatical. Since there are speakecluding myself, who
find sentences like (29) perfectly natural, | wilintinue to include them in my investigations.
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“Mary, | HAVE visited.’

C. [cr A satorban], ottf ‘Péter] aludt.
the tentNesSs there Peter slept
‘As for the tent, it was Peter who slept in it.’

The demonstrative pronouaizt ‘that-Acc’ can only be inserted after an infinitive if the
infinitive in contrastive topic position is not agy of the finite main verb of the sentence:

(31) a. *Péterdrenni] azt “evett.
Peter eatNF thatAcc ate-3G

b. *[crLatni] azt ‘lattam Pétert, de beszélni nem  eszéltem vele.
saw-NF that saw-8G Peteraccbut talkinF not talked-5G hedNSTR

C. [cr Enni] azt ‘nem szabad a buszon.
eatsNF that not allowed the bUSJPERESS
‘It is not allowed tceaT on the bus.’

Similarly, if the adjective in contrastive topic @onot bear a dative suffix, the proncam
‘that’ can be inserted after it:

(32) a. Er Szép] az nem vagyok.
beautiful that not  besb
‘As for beauty, | am not beautiful.’

b. [cr Szép] az ‘nem volt Sari.
beautiful that not was Sarah
‘As for beauty, Sarah was not beautiful.’

C. *[ct Szépnek] az/azt ‘nem volt szép.
beautifulbAT that/thatacc not was beautiful

Referential as well as non-referential contrastofEcs can in most cases be followed
by some of the connectivdgezzegas opposed to others’ arakért, pedig, bizony, aztan,
ugyan‘however’, as the following examples illustrate:

(33) a. Er’Janos] bezzeg rla “satorban] aludt!
John as opposed to others the teBss slept
“John, as opposed to the others, did sleepartent!’

b. [ct “Grazul] bezzeg e[tud] az Andréas!

Georgianess as opposed to others know the Andrew
‘Andrew does spea®EORGIAN, as opposed to other languages.’
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C. [ct Legaldbb egy konyvet] bezzeg ‘minden diakelolvasott!
atleast one bookec as opposed to others every student pfx-read
‘Every student has read at leaste book.’

d. ?kr” Mindkét fil] bezzeg ‘nem jott meg!
both boy as opposed to others not came pfx
“Both boys haveioT arrived!

e. [cr Kétszer] bezzeg csak 'Pistat  hivtad fel!
twice however only Pete-acc called pfx
‘It was only Steve whom you callagavicg, however!’

(34) a. Er ‘Legalabb egy koényvet] azért ‘minden diak ohasott.
atleast one bookec however every student pfx-read
‘Every student has read at leasie book, however.’

b. [ctr "Csak rizsen] azert ‘nem tudnék élni.
only ricesuPERESShowever not  camosslsc live-INF
‘| could not live on rice only, however.’

C. [cr'Buta] azért ‘nem vagyok.
stupid however not  best
‘As for stupidity, | am not stupid, however.’

Having reviewed the most important prosodic, syitasemantic and information
structural properties of the constituents whichsangated in one of the initial positions of the
Hungarian sentence, pronounced with a rising irittonaand which give rise to some
contrast, traditionally referred to a contrastiepits, the question arises to what extent the
constituents satisfying the above requirementsfyatiaditional requirements of topicality,
or, as suggested by a number of researchers, ttmydsbe regarded as a special type of
focus. This is the question to which we now turn.

5  Contrastive topics in Hungarian— topics or foci?

5.1 Contrastive topic — a subtype of topic?

It was mentioned in the introduction to this chapteat opinions regarding the status of
constituents we have been referring to as comimgbpics differ along two dimensions.

There is no agreement in the literature neithetoasvhat the defining characteristics of
topicality (and focusing) are, nor as to which thest central (most prototypical) among
these features are. As far as the first sourceag@tion is concerned, section 3 provided an
overview of what is more or less generally assurteede denoted by the term ‘topic’ in

contemporary Hungarian linguistics. In this sectwa will review some of the arguments

based both on Hungarian and on cross-linguistiestigations for and against considering
contrastive topics essentially topical, while ire thext section we will discuss arguments
related to considering them a type of focus.
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The strongest reason for considering contrastipees topical rather than focal is that
in the Hungarian sentence, topics and contrastipies are situated within one ‘field’, where
their order can easily be altered, as illustrate.v) above.

Additional support for considering topics and castive topics alike comes from
cross-linguistic data on the identical marking tfié’ topics and constituents expressing
some kind of contrast. Lee (1999), for examplés Isome grammatical categories for Korean
the representatives of which cannot appear asddpit can be interpreted as contrastive
topics. These include (nominalized) verbs and adges, and NPs with an instrumental case
marking.Furthermore, as discussed in E. Kiss 2000, sufipothe relatedness of the features
of referentiality, characteristic of topics, andawtrastiveness, characteristic of contrastive
topics, comes from Japanese, where the topic morphea can mark sentence-initial
constituents which are either referential or aret@sted with some other element (Kuroda
1972, 1992).

As the following discussion will show, howeveretiemantic properties of contrastive
topics differ significantly from those assumed t@a@acterize topics. In what follows, | will
consider to what extent the aboutness criteriondpics above and its assumed consequences
hold for contrastive topics.

Maleczki (to appear) claims that whenever thera onstituent in the topic position
of a Hungarian sentence, this sentence expregs@gpasition which predicates a property of
an individual. Such propositions have been takeaheniterature (Sasse 1991, Ladusaw 1994,
Lambrecht 1994, etc.) to represent categoricalmelgs. According to Maleczki (to appear),
whenever a sentence expresses a categorical jutiginerreferent of the logical subject of
predication has to be identifiable independenthythaf statement itself. Note, however, the
referential dependence of the contrastive topi¢kerfollowing examples:

(35) [or ‘Kettbnél tobb alma] ‘nem volt az asztaf8n.
two-ADESS more apple not was the tabJPERESS
‘It is not the case that there were more thanapples on the table.’
# ‘There are two apples which weren’t on the table.’

(36) [cr ‘Minden koényvet] § 'két  diak] olvasott el.
every bookacc two student read pfx
‘Two students are such that they read all books.’
# ‘Every book is such that it was read by two stugen

(35) above, for example, does not identify any afeapples about which it would make a
predication, and it is in fact felicitously usedeevif there are no apples at all in the context.
Similarly, (36) can have an interpretation accogdito which minden konyvetevery
bookAcc’ does not refer to the totality of books in thentext, but to the totality of books
assigned to a given individual, in a context whire books assigned to individuals differ
from each other. Note that a similar interpretatc@mnot be given for the same DP in the
following sentence where it is pronounced with atred (not contrastive) intonation (which
indicates that the constituent is situated in drib@ preverbal quantifier positions):

18| believe that the contrastive topic in this sestecan also have a stress pattern reflected inatagion
[cT Kettonél “tobb alma], where the main stress and thegitine is on the second word.
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(37) [0 "Minden konyvet] £ két diak] olvasott el.
every bookacc two student read pfx
‘All books are such that they were read by twalstus each.’

Thus, the contrsative topics in examples (35) @&J do not satisfy the requirement
that their referent should be independently idatileé. However, if this means that what we
have been calling contrastive topics so far araah not topics, and thus cannot identify the
logical subject of the predication, then a sentelilee (35), where the only argument DP
present is the one in contrastive topic positidmusd express the other judgment type,
proposed by Brentano and Marty (1918), a thetigyuent. Thetic judgments are non-
analyzable descriptions, which predicate aboutstheation itself (Maleczki, to appear). As
Maleczki (to appear) claims, however, in Hungars@mtences expressing thetic judgments,
all arguments have to appear after the verb. Bhi®i satisfied in (35), either.

One possible way to make contrastive topics egpiome indentifiable semantic
object which the rest of the sentence could préelisamething about is to say, as it is done in
E. Kiss (2000) and Alberti & Medve (2000), that pesties or sets of individuals can also
serve as logical subjects of sentences. E. Kis®QR@rgues that in cases like the ones
illustrated in (35) and (36), the contrastive topies denote properties of sets, and thus the
sentences make a predication about this propeutythie truth or falsity of this predication
cannot be evaluated without taking into considerathe individual manifestations of this
property. She also observes that there are magydaes where constituents which could not
function as topics, due to the fact that they arereferential in the traditional sense, can be
pronounced with the contrastive topic intonatiom. $uch cases the sentence under
consideration is interpreted as being about themeperty, etc., denoted by the particular
expression. This entails that whenever we wantadipate a property about something other
than an individual, the corresponding expressios teabe pronounced with a contrastive
topic intonation. E. Kiss thus sees the contrastsc intonation pattern as the way to
individuate the set, property, etc. denoted byciti@rastive topic due to the implicit contrast
it implies with other semantic objects of the satyge. Thus, for example, sentence (34c),
repeated here as (38), is about the property ofb&upid:

(38) [cr'Buta] azeért ‘nem vagyok.
stupid however not  best
‘As for stupidity, | am not stupid, however.’

Sentence (39) is about the property of being adgybut its truth-conditions must
make reference to instantiations of the propehgt is, actual bicycles. This sentence can
only be true if there is at least one bicycle asded with each member of a group of many
girls in such a way that the girl saw the bicyde(s

(39) [cr 'Biciklit]  "sok lany latott.
bicycleaAcc many girl saw
‘As for bicycles, many girls have seen one.’

In order to emphasize the proposed similaritiesvbeh topics and contrastive topics,
E. Kiss (2000) argues that the contrast inherettiénrmeaning of contrastive topics (signalled
with the help of the intonation) results in the iinduation of the property denoted by the
contrastive topic. Thus, it becomes available feing referred to, which means that
contrastive topics can generally be taken as nefi@leexpressions. The individuation of the
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property in contrastive topic would thus be similaits effect to the individuation procedure
associated with the placement of non-referentigre&ssions, like bare nouns, into focus
position, discussed in Szabolcsi (1983). | do raedtelve, however, that as a result of being
used as contrastive topics, expressions which areindividual-denoting normally, can
acquire are-type interpretation, which would correspond to tim¢ion of referentiality in the
traditional sense (i.e., picking out an entity, wehé&ntity’ can denote both individuals and
events), since then we would not be able to acclmurihe observable referential dependence
of the contrastive topic in (36) above, for example

Contrastive topics thus can at best denote firdéioproperties, which then entails that
the predicate part of the sentence must denoteamdeorder property. Such an approach is
discussed in Chapter 3 below, and elaborated funthie. Kiss and Gyuris 2002.

Although the denotation of contrastive topicsha category DP, infinitival verb form
or adjective can be regarded as ‘what the senf@mcbcates a property about’, | do not think
that this definition of the semantic contributiohtlbe contrastive topic can apply to adverbs
of quantification, as in sentences like (40):

(40) Péter {r 'mindig] [ akkor] ment moziba,s[ amikor szabadnapos volt].
Peter always then  went movies-when has a day off was
‘It was when he had a day off that PetewAys went to the movies.’

The above sentence cannot be interpreted as statprgperty of the relation denoted by
mindig ‘always’. It could be interpreted, however, astistpa property of the contrastive
topic plus the rest of the main clause. | do notktlthat the above approach could properly be
formalized, which shows that the aboutness criteabcontrastive topics is not fulfilled by
adverbs of quantification.

As mentioned above, E. Kiss (1998a, 2000) ardhat besides referentiality, the
feature of specificity is also satisfied by topiesHungarian. Contrastive topics, however, do
not seem to fulfill the requirement of specificigt, least in the sense proposed by Eng (1990),
with the exception of DPs which are entity-denotiagpressions. Eng¢’s definition of
specificity is based on the notion of referencentbividuals. According to this, an expression
can only be specific if it refers to an individual a group of individuals which have already
been referred to in the preceding text, or if fere to a subset of a set of such individuals,
i.e., this requirement corresponds to the notiorgigenness in some serfSeSince non-
referential expressions can also appear in coiteagpic, the specificity requirement cannot
be satisfied by contrastive topics in general.ilt e shown in Chapter 2, however, that the
legitimate appearance of an expression in combagbtpic depends to a great extent on
whether the same expression or a related one heedglappeared in the text before. Such
conditions on the preceding text are analogou$aoeffect of the specificity condition, and
can thus be considered the counterpart of thatitondor contrastive topics.

What we can conclude from the above investigatis that the claim according to
which topics denote what sentences are about caxteaded to include most categories of

9 McNally (1998) notes that this choice does natehany empirical disadvantages at all.
22 Maleczki (to appear), however, proves that givesrig not necessarily a defining characteristiopics in
all languages.
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contrastive topics as well, except for adverbsuamgification. One assumed consequence of
this property, namely, that topics be referentlawever, does not hold of non-entity-
denoting contrastive topics, although they do Batise requirement that their denotation, a
property’’ be identifiable independently of the sentence twium. The other assumed
consequence, that topics should be specific, issatisfied by contrastive topics in a strict
sense, either. However, contrastive topics tenkate denotations which are in some sense
familiar in the discourse. They appear to satisiys criteria analogous to specificity as well.

In this section we have considered some argusméat and against assimilating
contrastive topics to ordinary topics. It was eksaled that the range of expressions which
appear in the above two roles in the sentence,edisas the types of their denotations are
different, they occupy the same syntactic positiand they can be said to contribute in a
similar way to the predication. These findings ®gjghat if syntactic position and semantic
role in the predication are considered the mostrakfprototypical) features of topicality,
then contrastive topics could be considered a pebty topics. If, however, referentiality and
specificity in the classical sense are the defingnigeria of topics, then contrastive topics
cannot be subsumed under the latter category. 8éfging to resolve the above dilemma, it
would be interesting to look at the rival approaabcording to which contrastive topics
should rather be considered a type of focus.

5.2 Contrastive topic — a subtype of focus?

Contrastive topics have some properties which rdroime of the realization features of focus.
These include their phonetic prominence (also,dhert fall in their intonation pattern in
languages where it is a fall-rise has been takendicate their focal character), the fact that
they introduce or activate alternatives, a propérst discussed with respect to focus, and
that they can be uttered as part of an answer {mutiple) wh-question, where they
correspond to one of the wh-words. In this secti@nwill give an overview of some of the
proposals which have argued for considering cotmeasopics a type of focus on the basis of
one or more of the features listed above, withatine of trying to determine how convincing
their arguments are.

The idea that constituents pronounced with thé-)fige or contrastiveintonation
should be considered a special type of focus aatguh from Jackendoff (1972), who claims
(p. 260) that sentence (41) has two foci, on&@d and one oeans

(41) FRED ate theBEANS.

In the two contexts illustrated in (42) and (43)obe (Jackendoff 1972:260), sentence (41) is
pronounced with two different intonational contqussnce its two foci receive different
accents, indicated below the relevant words, whrehreferred to by Bolinger (1965) as the A
accent and the B accent. According to BolingerkKdadoff 1972:258), an A accent consists
of an emphatically stressed syllable having higbipiwhich is followed by an abrupt drop to
low pitch (by the onset of the next vowel), andal ih pitch. A B accent differs from an A
accent in that the abrupt drop to low pitch isduléd by a rise in pitch.

L Except for adverbs of quantification, which deratelation, to be discussed in Chapter 4.
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(42) A: Well, what about ReD? What did heeAT?
B: FRED ate theBEANS.
B A

(43) A: Well, what about thBEANS? WhoO aterHEM?
B: FREDate theBEANS.
A B

The fact that both accented constituents in (44 )cansidered foci in Jackendoff's framework
means that the sentence’s presupposition contamwariables, which could be represented
in the following way:

(44) xatey

The two foci are not of the same status, howevesir tdifferent accents signal the order in
which values for the variables in (44) are chosethe course of the interpretation. The B
accent on a constitutuent signals that the valudefvariable corresponding to it is chosen
first, thus, this accent defines an independentliba. The A accent, however, picks out the
variable whose value is chosen second, in ordeo tmake the sentence true for the other
variable. Thus, the variable corresponding to thesttuent with the A accent is a dependent
variable. (Jackendoff 1972:262)

In his discussion of foci pronounced with the A @daccents, reproduced above,
however, Jackendoff uses the term ‘focus’ in a @ilassense, to denote an expression with
prosodic prominence, and not in an informationgtrtal sens. He himself acknowledges that
expressions pronounced with the B accent corresgonttaditional topics, while those
pronounced with the A accent are part of the comimen, what is said about the topic. This
indicates that the term focus has two completeljetint uses which must clearly be
differentiated from each other. Other authors wke the expression ‘focus’to refer to an
intonationally prominent constituent include Setkit984) and Steedman (2000).

As opposed to Jackendoff (1972), Kadmon (2001)sfgestified in considering
contrastive topics a type of focus in an informadib sense, since she observes certain
common features in their semantic-pragmatic behavidhese are that foci (referred to as
FOCUS-focus in her theory) and contrastive topresefred to as TOPIC-focusntroduce
certain related but different presuppositions rduy the structure of the discourse preceding
such constituents, which can be handled analogptsiye discussed more throughly in
Chapter 2. (The fact, however, that Kadmon usesdmepound expression TOPIC-focus to
refer to contrastive topics, indicates to me tlnet also believes that some of their properties
are characteristic of those of topics, thus, they reot par excellence foci, but variants of
these.)

Krifka (1998) argues for the partly focal charaaécontrastive topics on the basis of
the fact that the constituents which occupy therestive topic position in German can only
move to this position from the Focus position, soféels justified in calling them “focus in
topic”. He argues that the mixed (both topical &chl) character of contrastive topics is
reflected in their intonation pattern: “it is termg to see the slight fall in the contour of
Contrastive Topics as evidence of focus, which askad by a fall, which then is combined
with a topic accent” (p. 99). The problem with tkast observation, however, is that ordinary
topics do not seem to have a rising intonationepaftout rather a falling one.
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E. Kiss (2000) shows that Krifka’'s arguments fasigning focal properties to
contrastive topics based on movement facts canoldt ¢ross-linguistically, since they, for
example, cannot be generalized to Hungarian. Rirspntrastive topics were moved to the
topic position from the focus position, then sentsnwhich contain both a contrastive topic
and a focus would be impossible in Hungarian, sitiee subsequent filling of the focus
position after it was emptied once would be prdeibiby the principle of strict cyclicity.
Since there are sentences in Hungarian which cobiath a contrastive topic and a fotius
this counts as an argument against Krifka's proffas&econd, there are certain types of
constituents, like non-negative universal quansfieminden gyerek‘every child’),
distributive quantifierslégaldbb két gyerekat least two child’) and existential quantifiers
(valaki ‘somebody’), which can never get into focus positibut can function as contrastive
topics without any restriction.

Kenesei (1989) denies that the constituents we baea referring to as contrastive
topics show any similarity with topics, and he ddess them a special type of focus, which
he gives the name “kontrafokusz” (‘counter focuB)obably the reason why he comes to this
conclusion is that he considers intonational pripgra central defining characteristic of
topics, adopting E. Kiss’s (1983:24) definition,camding to which topics are constituents
characterised by a lack of strong stress, and & mofess even intonation pattern. He also
claims that the contribution of contrastive topicthe meaning of the sentence is to a certain
extent analogous to the contribution of focus, sitley both entail (and not just implicate)
the truth or falsity of propositions predicated abalternatives to the denotation of the
contrastive topic and those of the focus, respelstiv

Kenesei (1989) claims that the function of focgsis “exclusion by identification”,
that is, the truth-conditional meaning of (45) gumally from Szabolcsi 1981a) entails that for
all individuals which could be considered altermasi to Peter, the negation of the predicate
holds, that is, the meaning of (45) is to be paragpdd as (46):

(45) [ Péter] aludt a padlon.
‘PETER slept on the floor.’

(46) The x which x sleeps on the floor is identicaPeter.

Kenesei's paraphrase in (46) presupposes that iheseactly one individual who slept on the
floor. Thus, (45) would not be assigned a truthugah this theory in a situation where no
person slept on the floor, which seems intuitivadyrect. In a situation where more than one
person slept on the floor, including Peter, it vebahly be assigned a truth value if the model
is assumed to contain plural individu&fs.

%2 In fact, Hungarian contrastive topicaveto be followed by either a focused constitueré@mne other
constituent bearing an eradicating stress.

%3 As pointed out by Huba Bartos (p.c.), this reasgris only correct if the focus position is assurtebte
unique, but cf. Alberti and Medve (2000) for an ogipe view.

24 On Szabolcsi's (1981a) account of (45), such anragtion is not necessary, since she claims tleat fo
contribute the meaning component of exhaustivingisio the meaning of sentences, and thus (45)|dHmzu
paraphrased as in (i):

() For every x, x slept on the floor if and onfyiis Peter.
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Kenesei (1989) also argues that reference tonaltiees should be built into the truth
conditions associated with sentences containingoatrastive topic (‘counter focus’).
Consider the following sentence (originally fromaBalcsi 1981a):

(47) [rc A padlon] E Péter] aludt.
the floor-on Peter slept
‘As for the floor,PETERSslept there’

According to Kenesei, (47) would be true if andyoifithe unique individual who slept on the
floor is Peter and there is another object whichasthe floor and the unique individual who
slept on this object is not Peter. This means @&k entails the existence of other alternative
entities about which alternative predications are@dey as reflected in the formal
representation of its meaning in (48) (KeneseiZaj2

(48) 1x slept(x, floor)= Peter] [y (y# floor - 1x slept(x, y) = Peter)

Kenesei argues that the truth conditions of (4dhmalized in (48) reflect a common feature
of the semantics of foci and that of contrastiy@ds, namely, that sentences containing them
entail the truth or falsity of related propositiomsedicated about alternatives to the
denotations of these constituents. A statement avithcus entails that the same predication
cannot be made about any alternative to the foghse a statement with a contrastive topic
entails that there is at least one alternativeh& dontrastive topic about which the same
predication cannot be made. Kenesei argues th@t7i)f merely implicated that there are
alternative statements, it could be coordinatedhwat clause which contradicts this
implicature. Such a co-ordinated structure, illatgd in (49), however, is ill-formed,
according to him:

(49) *[ctA “padlon] E Péter] aludt, de (lehet, hogy) sehol mashol nelondt
the floorsup Peter slept but perhapsthat nowhere other plate slept

senki/ valaki mas.

nobody/ somebody different

‘It was Peter who slept ont he floor, but (it isspible that) nobody slept anywhere
else.’ (intended meaning)

As opposed to Kenesei, | do not find (49) completatacceptable, and | definitely do not
find it ungrammatical, as indicated by him with thsterisk. | believe that the following
variant of (49) in (50b), for example, as an anstwegi50a), is grammatical, although perhaps
somewhat odd pragmatically:

(50)a. Ki aludt a padlon?
who slept the flooBUPERESS
‘Who slept on the floor?’

b.[ct A “padlén] E Péter] aludt, és (lehet,  hogy) sehol mashohem
the floorsup Peter slept and perhaps that nowhere othee plat

is aludt senki mas.
too slept nobody different
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‘It was Peter who slept ont he floor, but (it isspible that) nobody slept anywhere
else.’

Moreover, in Kenesei's theory, the following semerwould entail that there is an
individual in the universe of discourse who did sletep:

(51) [cr "Janos] alszik.
John  sleeps
“Johnis asleep.’

The above sentence, however, is perfectly natura situation where there are only two
individuals to be considered, e.g., John and Péto. not think that we would want to say
that in such a situation the utterance of (51)ikntiaat Peter is not asleep, since the following
co-ordination is also fine:

(52) [cr “Janos] “alszik, de-f 'Péterl] "nem tudok ‘semmit.
John  sleep-8G but PetemeEL not  know-BG nothingAcc
“Johnis asleep but | don’t know anything about Peter.’

The above data thus indicate that Kenesei’'s clatoprding to which the truth of a
statement with a contrastive topic entails thatdhs one alternative to the contrastive topic
denotation about which a corresponding predicat@mnot be made, is too strong, and that
contrastive topics make reference to alternatiaéestents only on the level of implicatures.
(In Chapter 2 a definition of the implicature ingédcby contrastive topics will be proposed,
which can explain the data in (50)—(52).) Thesdifigs also entail, however, that Kenesei’s
original motivation for considering contrastive icga type of focus loses its support.

Molnér 1998 claims that contrastive topics arestituents with both topical and focal
characteristics. In view of the explanation shevigtes for (53) (her (102)), however, it is not
clear whether she accepts Kenesei’'s (1989) viewrdowy to which the contrast induced by
the contrastive topic is part of the truth conditf the sentence or not:

(53) [cr “Péter] E Lundban] jar egyetemre.
Peter LundNESS is going universitysusL
‘Peter is studying in Lund (but somebody elseay.’

On the one hand, she notes with respect to (58}ttt contrastive topic would entail that at
least one member of the set [i.e., in the relegantof alternatives] is excluded (i.e. there is
someone other than John who is not studying in Yu@u 132), which suggests, together
with her English translation of the sentence, whsgcbited in an unchanged form in (53), that
reference to particular alternatives is considgrad of the truth conditions of the sentence.
On the other hand, she claims a few pages latef[thpnile focus is assumed to have a truth-
conditional content ..., contrastive topic addsomponent to the meaning without changing
the truth conditions.” (p. 135)

At a third place, however, she claims that theti@st effect can be totally absent in
cases like the following (her (81)):
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(54) VEgy kis pihenésre \ MINdenkinek sziiksége #an.
one little restsuBL everybody need 5
‘Everybody needs a little rest.’

As the above citations indicate, Molnar (1998¢<laot give a coherent view about the
nature of contrast induced by the contrastive topina, thus, her work does not provide us
with any formal criteria identifying the alternagi\propositions between which the contrast
emerges (if any).

Another recent study which argues for considecoigtrastive topics a type of focus is
van Hoof (2000). The author investigates the syitand semantic properties of sentences
pronounced with a rise-fall intonation contour irr@an and Dutch, which have traditionally
been assigned a contrastive topic—focus strucaue argues that they should rather be taken
as instances of a multiple focus structure. Shaesghat this claim is supported by the fact
that these sentences can be uttered as answeratthiy Questions, as illustrated by the
following example:

(55) [The soloists are rehearsing their partsafooratorio.]
A: Welche \®LISTEN haben was fiir YQCKE geprobt?
‘Which soloists have rehearsed what kinds of gs€c
B: Die MANNLICHEN Solisten haben WRITATIVE geprobt und diewEIBLICHEN Solisten
\ARIEN.
‘The male soloists have rehearsed recitativestaméemale soloists arias.’

The above proposal, however, cannot be genedalizélungarian since, as Szabolcsi
(1980) argues, wh-questions can not only be anslvarelungarian with sentences where the
word (or phrase) corresponding to the wh-word isfaous position, as the following
exchange (her (35)) illustrates:

(56)Q: Ki  tudna elénekelni ezt a dalt?
who could pfx-sing this the somgC
‘Who could sing this song?’

A:En el tudnam (énekelni). / Példaul én.
|  pfx could sing for example 1
‘| could (sing).” / ‘I, for example.’

The above example thus shows that Hungarian caoeaspics do not share all the features
shared by contrastive topics and foci in other laggs, and thus resist their assimilation to
foci.

In this section we have reviewed some argumemsafad against considering
contrastive topics to be a subtype of topic oramuls. Arguments for assimilating them to
topics are related to their syntactic position, #melr contribution to the logical structure of
the predication. Since they do not satisfy all regquents which have been associated with

%5 |n this example, due to the unclear status os#mence-initial constituent, the original typodriapl devices
for marking the stress and intonation were retained
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ordinary topics, at least in Hungarian, howevevplld not feel justified in considering them
a subtype of topics.

As far as their similarity to foci is concerndédyas noted that the practice of using the
termfocusto denote intonationally prominent constituentsvad constituents with a certain
pragmatic function has given rise to considerablgusion regarding the status of contrastive
topics. Proposals for assimilating contrastive ¢aefdo foci were based on the fact that they
introduce alternative statements like foci do, #mat they introduce certain presuppositions
regarding the structure of the preceding discolisavever, since they do not make reference
to alternative propositions in the same way ascwomo (this is not part of their truth
conditions) and they do not impose the same reaugings on the preceding discourse as foci
do (a more detailed discussion of this issue wilbiv in Chapter 2), | do not think that these
properties constitute strong enough reasons faidering them foci.

Instead, | propose that the term contrastivectgpiould be used to denote a special
type of construction, which can be identified ore thasis its syntactic position in the
sentence, its prosody (although the specific irtional pattern is not associated with all
instances of contrastive topics, as was observededd, and the fact that it is followed by a
constituent bearing an eradicating stress, proremimgth a falling intonation, which will be
referred to as itsassociate The contrastive topic construction requires tlatrtain
presuppositions regarding the structure of the quliegy discourse be satisfied, and it also
introduces an implicature of contrast. The natufetlee above presuppositions and
implicatures will be discussed in the next chaplerthe following section we turn to the
characterization of what it means to be the ast®oithe contrastive topic.

6  The concept of the associate of the contrastiveqic

It has been claimed by many authors, including Ken&989, Lambrecht 1994, Vallduvi &
Engdahl 1996, Molnar 1998, Lee 1999, von Fintel4lBiring 1997, and van Hoof 2000,
that contrastive topics have to be followed by astibuent bearing a falling pitch accent (or,
in Kdlméan and N&dasdy’s terminology, an eradicastrgss with a falling tone). In most
accounts, the above constituent is referred tbasoicus of the sentence.

(57) below shows that Hungarian contrastive ®mpieed not always be followed by
constituents which function as the focus of theesgre according to the interpretation of the
term in contemporary syntax, i.e., which occupy pineverbal focus position. For example,
the DPminden gyereKevery child’ is excluded from the focus positiofi the Hungarian
sentenc®, but it can legitimately appear after a contrastiopic with an eradicating stress
(which is marked by underlining):

(57) [cr'Legalabb egy konyvet] o[ minden gyerek]elolvasott.
atleast one booksc every child pfx-read
‘Every child has read at leastie book.’

% In such, exceptional cases, however, we alwaykdiresumptive pronoun coreferential with the cstive
topic, as observed above.

" Naturally, in spite of being excluded from the mgtic focus position, these constituents can fsill
considered the focus (i.e., the most importantrittion) of the sentence in the semantic senghidrcase,
naturally, they are not assumed to have the featuegclusivity associated with the focus position.
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(58b) below shows that even if there is a comstit in the focus position of the
sentence, there may be a constituent precedindnithwis pronounced with an eradicating
stress, as a result of which the eradicating stoédbe focus optionally disappears. (58a)
illustrates the context in which (58b) could bestdd:

(58)a. (Many teachers failed their students twice.)
Hany embert buktatott meg kétszer “Janos?
how many personec failed pfx twice John
‘How many people didaHN fail twice?’

b. [cr "Janos]p “mindenkit] [ kétszer] buktatott meg.
John everybodgec twice failed pv
‘As for John, he faile@VvERYBODY twice.’

(59b) illustrates that a sentence can contain rtitae one contrastive topic. In such a case,
the contrastive topics do not need to be followedividually by constituents bearing an
eradicating stress, one such constituent followfiraglast of the contrastive topics is enough:

(59)a. Janos hanyszor buktatott meg “mindenkit?
John how many times failed pfx  everybodge
‘How many times did John fail everybody?’

b. [cr’Janos] §r'mindenkit] | “kétszer] buktatott meg.
John everybodyec twice failed pfx
‘As for John, there were two occassions wheralledevERYBODY?S.’

Note, however, that a contrastive topic expressiannot be followed by more than one
constituent with an eradicating stress, even if dlternatives of the contrastive topic are
assumed to be contrasted on two dimensions, asrdbed by the exchange in (60):

(60)a. Janos sok  didkot megbuktatott kedden.
John many studemisc pfx-failed TuesdaysUPERESS
‘John failed many students on Tuesday.’

%8 Naturally, the universal DRindenkiteverybodyacc’ does not necessarily refer to the set of all feapthe
universe, but it can also denote the set of alpfeepresent on the relevant occassion. Thus, thersscan
mean that there were two occassions when Johnl fewlery examinee present on the particular ocaassio
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b. *Nem, [r'Janos]§ mindenkit] [ "szerdan] buktatott meg.
No, John everybodycc WednesdaysuPERESSailed pfx
‘As for John, everybody he failed he failedWednesday.’

The relevant generalization from the data abovense® be that (the range of) contrastive
topics have to be followed by a constituent beaangeradicating stress, which need not
necessarily be identical to the constituent in tbeus position, but can be any other
constituent in a preverbal operator position. Meszp it can also be identical to the verb
itself or the negative particleem‘not’, as illustrated in (61):

(61)a. Er "Janost] lattam.
Johnacc saw-kG
“John, | have seen.’

b. [cr "Janost] ‘nem lattam.
John-Accnot saw-5G
“John, | haven't seen.’

The eradicating stress on the verb in (61a) camasiyvo things. It can either mark the verb

as averum focusor as acontrastive focusin the former case, the denotation of the verb is
implicitly contrasted to its negation, and thus thieole sentence is implicitly contrasted to

propositions which state about other individuakst thdid not see them. In the latter case, the
denotation of the verb is implicitly contrasteddenotations of the same type, i.e., activities
which could be considered alternatives to the dgtif seeing a person, e.g., talking to him,

inviting him for dinner, etc. The eradicating sgem the negative particle in (61b) signals
that the negated predicate is contrasted to itsmegated counterpart.

The following example shows that an accented tgpresvord in focus position can
also follow the contrastive topic:

(62) [cTA ‘tegnapi filmet] f 'ki] nem latta?
the yesterday’s movieec who not saw-8G
‘Who did not Se&@ESTERDAY'S movie?’

The data reviewed in this section has illustrdabed the range of constituents bearing
an eradicating stress which can follow the coniragbpic in a Hungarian sentence does not
only include those which can occupy the preverbali$ positiorf® but certain other types of
constituents as well. In view of the above fact #ma fact that there is a special semantic
relation between contrastive topics and the carestis with the eradicating stress which
compulsorily follow them in the sentence (since tcastive topics can only appear in non-
neutral sentenc&y | proposed in Gyuris 2000a that a new term shbeldhtroduced to refer
to the latter constituents, the teassociate of the contrastive topighich will also be used
throughout this dissertation. To emphasize thegmes of the associates, they have been
marked in this section by underlining, althoughthe rest of the dissertation, they will only
be marked by the accent mark ‘' before the worariog the eradicating stress. The
associates of contrastive topics, just like thetremtive topics themselves, will always
assumed to be constituents, maximal projectionsagung the words with the eradicating

29 previously, Szabolcsi (1981b) claimed that cotitragopics have to be followed by a focus or niegat
% |stvan Kenesei, p.c.
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stress, and not individual words. Associates wallshown to play a central role in generating
the presuppositions and the implicature associatddcontrastive topics in the next chapter.
Before turning to these issues, however, the nesalts of this chapter are summarized.

7 Summary

In this chapter we aiming to identify the centraimantic properties of contrastive topics in
Hungarian. In order to be able to achieve this awm, first investigated the concept of
topicality, its historical development as well astof the dominant present-day theoretical
approaches to topics, the topic-as entity appr@achthe topic-as question approach. Then
we investigated the concept of topic as used isgimeday Hungarian generative linguistics,
in order to be able to compare the observable setnproperties of topics to those of
contrastive topics. After that, we considered sahé¢he theoretical approaches that argue
that contrastive topics should not be assumed teeladed to topics, but should rather be
considered as second foci in the sentence. We wdetithat there is not enough evidence to
support the latter claim, as there is not enougtieexe to support the claim that Hungarian
contrastive topics constitute a subtype of Hungarigics, in the most commonly used sense
of the term. Instead, we proposed that sentendbscentrastive topics should be regarded as
a special type of construction, with particular tsytic and prosodic features, which include
that they should be followed by a constituent proreed with an eradicating stress, which
was referred to as theassociate.The constructions containing contrastive topics aliso
associated with specific presuppositions and implies, the discussion of which will follow
in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 2

PRESUPPOSITION, IMPLICATURE , AND DISCOURSE
STRUCTURE

1 Introduction

In the previous chapter it was shown that the dmm under which constituents referred to
as contrastive topics can appear in a sentencer diifnificantly from those regulating the

appearance of foci and ordinary topics. In thisptéait will be claimed that the use of

contrastive topics is associated with specific ppp®sitions, implicatures and discourse
structure. In fact it will be argued that the whaeint of using a contrastive topic in a

sentence is to convey a particular implicature, dhe that there is at least one relevant
alternative propositions whose truth or falsitynist entailed by the truth or falsity of the

proposition expressed by the sentence with therastnte topic. It will be shown here that

sentences with contrastive topics cannot be uttetgdf the blue, their felicitous utterance

presupposes that they are part of a particularodise structure. In certain cases, the
placement of a constituent into contrastive topisifpon may lead to a change in truth-

conditions as well, a discussion of which willgr@vided in Chapter 3.

The rest of the chapter is organized as folloivhias been emphasized in various
theories (both for Hungarian and other languagha} the use of contrastive topics is
associated with the introduction of alternativegmsitions into the discourse. These theories,
however, differ as to whether they consider thatexice of alternative propositions as part of
the truth-conditions of the sentences or as pathefimplicatures. Section 2 will discuss
some theories based on Hungarian data, which difféme above respect and will argue for
the view that the introduction of alternative prepi@ons by contrastive topics should be
considered an implicature. In section 3 we turnthte issue of how the set of available
alternative propositions can be derived formallg &ow the — systematically created — list
of alternative propositions can be used to desdtieeimplicatures and presuppositions of
contrastive topics. In section ,4 Hungarian dafecgng the idiosyncrasies of contexts with
contrastive topics are investigated, and compagaéhat some previously discussed theories.
Since the alternative propositions are claimedlinmedevant theories to be generated in a
compositional manner, in section 5 it is invesgghhow the generation of alternatives of the
contrastive topic constituent depends on the spratiern of the constituent.

2  Alternative propositions: implicature or entailment?

Many theories on the contrastive topic in Hungaaad different other languages, including
German, English and Korean (e.g., Szabolcsi 198814, Kenesei 1989, de Swart 1998, Lee
1999, Alberti and Medve 2000, Biiring 1997, E. KBB00), have proposed that these
constituents introduce alternative propositions ihie discourse. There is no consensus about
the issue, however, how these alternative propositare to relate to the original one, that is,
whether the existence of alternatives is entaileainplicated by the contrastive topic. In this
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section we compare the conflicting claims made ligvatheories based on Hungarian data
with respect to the above issue, and discuss ¢besequences.

Szabolcsi (1981a) claims that, as opposed to fogusvhich alters the asserted
meaning of the sentence, contrastive topicalizdtmarely provides a possibility for another
kind of interpretational surplus to arise” (p. 14#4hich constitutes a non-truth-conditional
aspect of meaning.

As discussed in Chapter 1, Kenesei (1989) takespansite position. He argues that,
similarly to sentences containing foci, which entiaé falsity of propositions predicating the
same property about alternatives to the focusedtitoant as that predicated in the original
sentence about the focus denotation, referencéeimative propositions is part of the truth
conditions of contrastive topics. He claims that thuth conditions of a sentence of the
relevant type entail that there is at least oner@dttive to the contrastive topic about which
the same predication cannot be made. The unwantedequences of this view were
discussed in Chapter 1.

Alberti and Medve (2000) also seem to be on theiop that reference to alternative
propositions is part of the truth conditional meanof sentences which contain a contrastive
topic. They argue that (1) (their (27a)) expredbesfollowing: “I would introduce Mary to
Peter, but there are one or more persons (e.gndsi of Peter's) to whom | would not
introduce Mary.”

(1)  [croppPéter-nek (neki/annak) be-mutat-na-m Mait-t]
PéterpAT to-him/to-that Pvi,-introducecoND-1SG Mari-AcC
‘As for Peter, counter to others, | would introdudary to him, indeed.’

| believe that the reason why (1) seems to entail there are others to whom | would not
introduce Mary is due to the fact that its predicagfers to a particular intention of the
speaker. The speaker, naturally, is aware of her iotentions, and she chooses to utter the
particular sentence with the contrastive topic bseashe wants to convey a particular
implicature, and knows that its implicature does oontradict the truth-conditions of the
sentence. If it turns out at the end that the speslntentions contradict the implicature, she
is rightfully accused of misleading the audiencée Tsame effect is only observed with
respect to a ‘factual’ variant of (1), shown in,(B)the speaker turns out to have been aware
of all relevant events of introducing in the corttex

(2) [ct “Péternek] "bemutatta Kati Marit.
PeterpAT Pvi,-introducerPAsT-3sGc Kati Mari-Acc
‘As for Peter, Kate introduced Mari to him.’

Thus, | believe that the utterance of (2) is confg@twith a situation where the speaker does
not have information about the truth of correspagdpropositions for alternatives of the
contrastive topic denotation at all. Moreover ifurns out after the utterance of the sentence
that all the contextually determined alternativégh@ denotation of ‘Peter’ have the same
property as that described by the predicate ini{2)pes not make this sentence false, which
is a clear indication of the fact that referencalternatives should not be considered part of
the truth conditions.

31 Alberti and Medve’s (2000) formalism and transdati
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Consider the following sentence:

(3) [croppMindharom fidinak opcrop [re Csak  Marit mutattangve tc  be pro tt.]]**
all three boyBAT only MariAcc introduced-$G PV
‘Only Mary is such that | introduced her to &i¢e boys.’

Alberti and Medve claim that (3) states about thiére set of three boys that only Mary was
introduced to it, and that it is part of the tratbAditional meaning of the sentence that the
predicate does not hold of all subsets of the t#tase three individuals. For example, they
claim that there must be a one- or two-member $udigbe set of boys to whom individuals
other than Mary were also introduced. This meaas tiiie sentence entails that at least one
alternative statement is true.

Alberti & Medve (2000) do not offer any systemadiescription about the structure of
alternative propositions besides the fact thatefmch sentence containing a contrastive topic
there has to be a member of the power set of thgeserated by the contrastive topifor
which the predicate expressed by the rest of theesee does not hold (this is referred to by
them as the ‘negative’ member of the power set)s Tmaracterization, however, is not
sufficient. Consider the following sentence.

(4) [cTMindenki] "harom kodnyvet olvasott el.
everybody three  bookecread pfx
‘There are three books which were readgrYBODY.’

On the pattern of (3) above, (4) would be intemguldby Alberti & Medve as saying that it is
true of the set of all people that they read tHyeeks** Note, however, that on the above
interpretation there would be no set in the powalr generated by the contrastive topic
expressiommindenki‘everybody’ (which, | believe, would consist of seif people, which are
subsets of the set of all people) for which thedmate would not hold, and the sentence is
still well-formed.

Similarly, Alberti & Medve’s proposal would predithat the following example has
an interpretation, since the negation of the prypexpressed by the predicate (i.e., the
property of having arrived) could in theory hold fubsets of the set of all people, which
would constitute the relevant power set:

(5) #[ct"Pontosan harman] ‘nem jottek el.
exactly  three not  arrived pfx
#'As for exactlyTHREE people, that many didn’t come.’

E. Kiss (2000) discusses the phenomenon thatimcegtaantificational expressions
playing the contrastive topic role in Hungarianteewes can have narrow scope readings
(sometimes in addition to a wide scope readingiljwsrated in (6) below (E. Kiss’s example

(25)):

%2 This example is copied in an unchanged form frotve#i and Medve 2000.
% Alberti and Meves 2000 assume that plural nouag#s denote sets.
% This sentence, as will be shown in Chapter 4, celnanee the above reading, however.
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(6) [ct'Minden regényt] Hkevés didk] olvasott el.
every novelacc few student read pfx
‘Few students read every novel.’

E. Kiss attributes the above property of contrastiopics to the fact that contrastive topic
DPs denote properties of sets, which are contragtébdother properties. The denotation of
the contrastive topic in (6), for example, is natamcrete set or sets but a property related to
the number of elements in a set (which is assurdaktcontrasted with other properties).
This explains why the set of novels to be read wany together with the identity of the
students concerned. E. Kiss characterizes the mgafni(6) the way shown in (7) below:

(7)  With respect to the properties of ‘being theximmal set of novels’ and ‘being a non-
maximal set of novels’ the following statements ex@de. About the former we claim
that it is true of few people that they read a espntative of it. (An alternative
statement is implicated about the property of ‘geamon-maximal set of novels’: it is
true of many persons that they read a represeetatii.)

(7) shows that E. Kiss considers reference toratére entities and alternative propositions
as part of the implicatures of sentences whichaiontontrastive topics. Consider two more
of her examples below:

(8) [ct ‘Legaldbb egy diak] “minden regényt elolvasot
at least one student every nowek pfx-read
‘The property of ‘being a set of students withestst one member’ has the following
feature: it is true for every novel that it wasddxy a representative of the property.’
Implicature: ‘There is an alternative statementuahthe property of being a set of
students with at most zero members, namely thelateat is not true about any novel
that it was read by a representative of the set.’

(9) [ct "Legaldbb harom diak] "minden  kotelezolvasmanyt elolvasott.
atleast three student every compulsory readewpfx-read
‘The property of ‘being a set of students witHeatst three member’ has the following
feature: it is true for every novel that it wasddxy a representative of the property.’
Implicature: ‘There is an alternative statementuahthe property of being a set of
students with at most two members, namely the batit is not true about any novel
that it was read by a representative of the set.’

| believe that the contrast generated by the abexeamples is not between the
proposition expressed by the sentence and the gitaps which E. Kiss provides as part of
the implicatures. For example, | think that (8)nist contrasted implicitly to propositions
about sets of students with zero members, sincadlewant information about such sets
follows from the truth of the original propositioRather, the sentence is contrasted to those
which express the properties of some larger sessuolents, e.g., propositions saying that the
property of being a set of students having at leastmembers is such that its manifestations
did not read all books. Similarly, (9) should benttasted to propositions which express a
predication about a property of sets of studenth wiore than three members, e.g., ones
which state about the representatives of the |gitepertz that they did not read all books.
The above data suggest that when providing theoBgtropositions which a proposition
expressed by a sentence with a contrastive togissamed to be contrasted to, is not enough
to substitute the denotation of certain constitseéntthe original sentence for denotations of
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the same semantic type. It also has to be takercontsideration that only those propositions
count as relevant alternatives in an intuitive setosthe one expressed by the sentence with
the contrastive topic which are not entailed byl#teer.

In the next section we consider some recent appesagvhich provide systematic
characterization of the alternative propositionsoduced by contrastive topics, and which
thus contribute to formally defining the presuppiosis and implicatures of these
constituents.

3  Previous theoretical approaches to implicature andliscourse
congruence

3.1 Von Fintel's (1994) theory about the discourseonditions licensing
contrastive topics

Von Fintel's (1994) theory, which was classifiedGhapter 1 as an example of the topic-as-
question approach, proposes a formal characteyizabf discourses where topics and
contrastive topics can appear. Von Fintel (1994&8&gnds the claim made by Rooth (1992)
according to which foci are anaphoric expressiohglwvneed to find an antecedent/licenser
in the discourse to topics as well. His definitiohthe Topic operator responsible for
introducing the anaphoric element is reproduce(l®) below, wherep stands for the topic
expression| for its antecendent, a set of propositions (eagguestion) and = I for the
anaphoric relation between the latter two:

(10) Interpretation of the topic operatar
a. lo=r1°=lol° (no effect on assertion)
b. lo=r "= 1lel" (no effect on focus)
c. Presupposition:
Irleo{p: On=1lel°m)}  with mof the lowest type such that

@l orm( | @l°) is of type t.

The topic operator, like Rooth’s focus operatottyaifects the presuppositions of the
sentence, that is, it does not contribute to th#éhiconditions, as shown in (10a), or to the
focus semantic value of the assertion, shown ib)1€ither. The topic operator instead does
the following: “it introduces an anaphor into thentext whose value is constrained to be a
subset of the set of propositions of the fogms’ ” (p. 53). In other words, a sentence with a
topic presupposes that there is a set of propasitio which the properties of the denotation
of the topic are discussed. The relevasthave to be of a semantic type which is able to
combine with the semantic value of the topic exgims by means of function-argument
application into a proposition. As von Fintel rekgrin the unmarked case the sentence topic
would be anaphoric to a discourse topic, which iset of propositions in the discourse
context, corresponding to implicit or explicit qtiess, or other propositions in the discourse
setting, like for example, Grice’s and Stalnaké&tmmon ground’.

The advantage of the approach is that it does nigt @nable us to account for the
anaphoric properties of referential expression®ic, but also for those of DPs interpreted
as generalized quantifiers, and possibly of cotitagopics belonging to other syntactic
categories as well.
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A problem with von Fintel's account, which he hatisacknowledges, concerns the
definition of the set of propositions presupposgdh®e use of the topic operator, shown in
(10c) above. The way the presupposed set of priopasiis defined here entails that it would
in fact constitute the set of all propositions,cgeinthere are many predicates which are
insensitive to the identity of their argumefitaVhat this constraint intended to achieve is
that, for example, a sentence where the ndoh@appears as the topic should only appear in
a context where the truth of at least one statemseribing a property to John is presupposed.
Von Fintel, however, does not propose a solutiorthi® problem of how to restrict the
presupposed set of propositions to make the idekalte.

As regards contrastive topics, von Fintel considleesn topical and focal at the same
time, i.e., he claims that they contain focus-magkivithin topic-marked material. A proper
antecedent for a focus-marked expression, accortbngRooth (1992) is such that its
denotation (ordinary semantic value) is a subseheffocus semantic value of the focused
element (a set of objects of the same type asrbalenoted by the focus), and it contains the
ordinary semantic value of the focus-marked exjpoessnd at least one more element.

Contrastive topics, according to von Fintel, thbaye to satisfy the requirements
imposed by both topic-marking and focus-markingisTmeans, on the one hand, that
contrastive topics have to find a topical antecéderl a focal antecedent. For example, in
(11b) below, the focal antecedent for the contvastopic expression would be a set of
entities of the same type as the referent,opossibly, some relevant set of individuals
referred to in the context. The antecedent for JB&ba topic anaphor would have to be a set
of propositions which describe properties of thiement of the contrastive topic. The set of
propositions having the structurevould buy xwhich corresponds to the semantic value of
the question in (11a), would be an acceptable daneli

(11)a. What would you buy?
b. [er1] would buy thesook.*®

This strategy, however, would not work for therapde in (12b), from Buring (1997):

(12)a. What did the pop stars wear?
b. [cTr The FEMALE pop stars] WOr€AFTANS.

The antecedent of the focus anapti@ female pop starsould be a set of elements which
contain the denotation of this expression and agtlene more object. The denotation of the
expressionpop starsin the question (12a) could be an object of tlyiset The same
expression could only satisfy the requirements ehgdp considered a topic, however, if the
truth of certain propositions in which propertidstite female pop stars are considered were
presupposed. Due to the fact that the exchangkE2incan be uttered out of the blue, and that
the question in (12) does not satisfy the requirgnaé being a topical antecedent, since it
denotes a set of propositions of the foFhe pop stars wore, xhe presupposition associated
with the topicality of the DP ‘theEMALE pop stars’ does not seem to be satisfied. This mean

% As von Fintel puts it (1994:54) it is easy to defia property that maps any individual x into theppsition
that it snowed more than 20 inches in Boston inBliezard of '93.

% Unless indicated otherwise, in the English examfadsllow | will isolate the contrastive topic cstitutents
with brackets, and mark the stressed word of tmérastive topic and that of the associate with sosglitals.
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that in von Fintel's system, some contrastive tsPiavill remain without an appropriate
topical antecedent, unless we accept von Fintda that antecedents of topic expressions
could be ‘implicit questions’ in the discourse asllwlf this solution is chosen, however,
there would be no way to exclude non-felicitousi¢gepsince we could always assume there
to be certain implicit questions present in theadisse.

Moreover, von Fintel's system could not accountthe licensing of those Hungarian
contrastive topic DPs which are preceded by a Dih wi different determiner in the
discourse, as illustrated in (13) below, sinceaitrmot be proved in this case that the properties
of the denotation of the contrastive topic DP aresppposed at the relevant stage of the
discourse.

(13)a. Sok hires ember volt a konferencian?
many famous person was the conference-sup
‘Were there many famous people at the conference?

b. [cr 'Néhany hires  ember] “ott volt.
some famous person there was
‘ThereweRE some famous people there.’

Having discussed von Fintel's (1994) theory ondtracture of discourses where contrastive
topics can felicitously appear, in the next sectom turn to BUlring’s proposals aiming to

capture the principles underlying the congruencedistourses and the implicatures of
contrastive topics.

3.2 BUring (1997, 19995 on the presuppositions and implicatures of
contrastive topics

Biring’s theory places a special emphasis on tbietifeat the appearance of contrastive topics
(or, in his terminology, Topics) in particular certs is necessitated for the well-formedness
of the discourse. The following examples illustréite contrast between dialogues which
contain an interrogative followed by a declaratsm@ntaining a contrastive topic (i.e., a
declarative pronounced with a rise-fall contourfl dhose where the same interrogative is
followed by a declarative with a falling intonatidre., without a contrastive topic) (Buring
1999:147):

37 Such contrastive topics are referred tpasial topicsby Biiring (1997).
% Biring’s two works referred to here do not diffégnificantly in their claims regarding the issuliscussed in
this section, therefore, | will not make a distinntbetween their respective claims in most cases.
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(14) A: What did the pop stars wear?
B: The kr FEMALE] pop stars wores[CAFTANS].>®
B’: # The female pop stars woredAFTANS].

(15) A: Which book would Fritz buy?
B: Well, [ct 1] would buy E The Hotel New Hmpshire].
B’: #Well, | would buy E The Hotel New HmPshire].

The discourses constituted by the A-B’ pairs indbeve sentences are felt to be ill-formed.
(14B’) appears to answer only part of the quesiiofi4A), while (15B’) appears to answer a
guestion completely different from (15A). In theseaof discourses constituted by the A-B
pairs, however, there is no such a mismatch, thehamges are felt to be completely
felicitous.

In the creation of question-answer congruence,dd@as traditionally been assumed to
play a central role, since it has been viewed @svice to mark the part of the sentence which
anwers the question asked (Kadmon 2001), or, ashR@892: 84) puts it, “the function of
focus in an answer is to signal other propositiwhi&ch are potential answers in the context of
the question.” Rooth (1992) proposes an expliaimigdation of a constraint which relates
answers (containing a focus) to questions, whiclpleys, besides the ordinary semantic
values of sentences, théacus semantic valyéeefined first in Rooth (1985).

The generation of this second semantic value assacwith sentences containing a
focus takes place in the following stepsalfis a non-focused non-complex expression, its
focus semantic valug| o | (using the notation in Rooth 1992), is taken tddemtical to its
ordinary semantic value| a | °. If a is focused, then its focus semantic value is tteo$
objects in the model matchirgin type. Ifa is a non-focused complex phrase (one of whose
parts can, however, be focused), its focus semaatie is a set of denotations of the same
type as the denotation of. This set is derived with the help of a recurgivecedure, by
picking one element from each of the focus semasatiges of the component phrasesiofn
(17) below the procedure of deriving the focus semavalue for (16B) is illustrated:

(16) A: Who did John introduce Bill to?
B: John introduced Bill to [Sug]

(17) lintroduced Bill to [Sue]l F = {R(x, y) | RO | introducel & x O | Bill [ & y O
| [Suek |} = {introduce (Bill, y) |y O E}

Following the procedure described above, the feeumsantic value of (16B) would be
identical to the set of all propositions of thenfofJohn introduced Bill tg/, wherey runs
through the set of individuals in the universe istdurse.

Rooth (1992) specifies a constraint on questicswan congruence which is based on
focus semantic values and on Hamblin’s (1973) séc®gfor questions, according to which
the (ordinary) semantic value of a question is fidahto the set of its potential answers (both

% |n the examples in this section, | will keep torBg’s original notation, since otherwise my ovewiof his
theory would not be understandable, with one diffiee. Instead of marking the constituents pronalimdth
the rising intonation as topics, | will refer teeth as contrastive topics, and mark them accordingly
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true and false ones). According to Rooth, the @dirsemantic value of a question should be
a subset of the focus semantic value of a correpgnanswer (Rooth 1992:8%).The
applicability of the above condition can be prowwdcomparing the answer given for (16A)
in (16B) to (18), which could not serve as an appete answer for (16A):

(18) John introduced: Bill] to Sue.

The focus semantic value of (18) would be identtoathe set of propositions of the form
‘John introducedy to Sue’, wherey runs through the set of individuals in the unieeod
discourse, and thus cannot be a superset of tlesstituting the ordinary semantic value of
the question in (16A).

Let us now turn back to our original exampleslid)(and (15), the relevant parts of
which are repeated here in (19) and (20):

(19) A: What did the pop stars wear?
B: The kr FEMALE]*'pop stars wore-[CAFTANS].

(20) A: Which book would Fritz buy?
B: Well, [cT 1] would buy E The Hotel New Hmpshire].

Note that the above question-answer pairs do tisfyis&ooth’s criterion for question-answer
congruence, discussed above, but they still casifeelecitous exchanges. Biring (1997, 1999)
proposes a theory which aims to account for thevalbiostances of congruent question-
answer sequences by means of introducing a thirdastic/pragmatic value associated with
sentences which contain a contrastive topic, whiehrefers to as thetopic value denoted
by |S|'. The topic value is introduced in order to be abléormalize the intuition that the
use of the contrastive topic serves the purposéomgrounding some other, potentially
relevant alternative questions other than the shkedby the preceding interrogative. In (21)
below the focus semantic value of (20B) is showhilev(22) illustrates the topic semantic
value associated with this sentence by Bliring (1988 148):

(21) {l would buyWar and Peacd would buyThe Hotel New Hampshiréwould buy
The World According to Garp..}

(22) {{l would buy War and Peacd would buyThe Hotel New Hampshiréwould buy
The World According to Garp..}, {Rufus would buyWwar and PeaceRufus would
buy The Hotel New Hampshir&ufus would buyhe World According to Garp..},
{Fritz would buyWar and PeacgFritz would buyThe Hotel New Hampshir&ritz
would buyThe World According to Garp..}, {Fritz’'s brother would buyVar and
Peace Fritz's brother would buyrhe Hotel New Hampshird-ritz’'s brother would

buy
The World According to Garp..}, ... }

0 Rooth claims that the reason why the ordinary sgimaalue of the question and the focus semarticevof
the answer is not required to be identical is thatrange of possible answers is mediated by cargkfactors.
“! Note that Biiring (1997) refers by the names ‘toaiwl ‘focus’ sometimes to the words bearing tiseng and
falling pitch accents, respectively, and sometitoehie maximal projections they are situated in[&@f der
/NEUNundftuinfzigsten Stralse{p. 55) vs. The [FEMALE] (p. 56) or /ALLE; (p. 120). Naturally, Biring’s use
of the term ‘topic’ for constituents like a singleterminer, illustrated below, cannot be compatitl his
definition of topic as ‘what the sentence is about’
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Following Hamblin (1973), the above set of proposié would correspond to the following
set of questions:

(23) {which book would you/l buy, which book wouRufus buy, which book would Fritz
buy, which book would Fritz’s brother buy, ... }

Buring (1999: 148) formulates his condition for tbengruence of questions and answers
containing contrastive topics as follows:

(24) The meaning of the question Q must match ¢eraent in the topic value of the
answer A. (Formallyf Q[ °0 [ A [Y.

Put differently, a declarative with a contrastie@it presupposes that it is used as an answer
to a question which is a member of its topic valliee exchange in (20A, B) does meet the
above condition, since the denotation of (20A) memnber of the topic value of (20B), shown
in (22) and (23).

The exchanges in (19) and (20) illustrate some#&gnvironments where contrastive
topics are used (when the answer appears to amsswdrquestion of the question posed, or a
different, but related question). Biring identifiseme other subtypes of sentences which
contain contrastive topics, reproduced below ir) &%l (26) (Buring 1999:145-146):

(25) A: What did you buy on ¥0Street?
B: Auf der /NEUNundfiinfzigsten Strasse habe ide FCHUHE\J- gekauft.
‘On 59" Street | bought the shoes.’

(26) A: Did your wife kiss other men?
B: [cr MY] wife [ DIDN’T] kiss other men.

According to Buring (1997, 1999), while (25B) sipglnctions as an ‘ordinary’ answer to

(25A), whose semantic and pragmatic effect is idahto that of its counterpart without a

contrastive topic intonation, the effect producgd26B) is to move the topic of conversation
to alternatives of the contrastive topic denotatian, other wives in the context. The above
effect is captured by Buring (1997, 1999) by claigithat the contrastive topic introduces the
implicature in (27):

(27) Given a sentence A, containing a contrastiyect there is an element Q ihA |t
such
that Q is still under consideration after utterfg

According to Buring (1997, 1999), the above clasndentical to the following: there is a
question in the set of questions denoted|i#y| " that is stilldisputable For Biiring (1997:
71), disputability of a set of propositions (whictrresponds, according to Hamblin (1973) to
the denotation of a question) means that, givemranton ground (the set of propositions
representing the knowledge shared by participanttheé conversation), there should be at
least one element in this set which is informatinel non-absurd with respect to the common
ground, that is, one which is not included in tieenmon ground and is not in contradiction
with it.
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Kadmon (2001: 387) criticizes Biring for the ab@amclusion, however. She argues
that what (26B) above implicates is that “some @et(i.e., question) in the topic semantic
value of B’s utterance is still to be considereteathat utterance has been made - not
necessarily because the answer is still disputdhle,quite possibly because B wishes to
remind A of that answer.” Kadmon argues that thevabimplicature can be missing in the
case of sentences containing a contrastive topgechmndicates that it is a conversational
implicature. She illustrates her claim with thedaling example. If the only potential kissers
are Larry and Bill, and it is known that each oérthkissed just one girl, then (28) below is
still felicitous, without implying that any membef the topic value of (28C) is still to be
considered:

(28) A: Who kissed who?
B: (Let's see...)dr Larry] kissed § Nina].
C: (Right, and){r Bill] kissed [ Sue].

| propose that the above phenomena can be capinréerms of the following

conventional implicature: any sentence with a @mstive topic implicates that there is at least
one alternative statement in the union of the §sets of propositions constituting the topic
value of the sentence, which could be referredsttha set of alternative propositions, which
is neither entailed nor contradicted by the projpmsiexpressed by the original senteffcin
Chapter 1 we have seen some sentences with cemsitin contrastive topic which are truth-
conditionally equivalent to sentences where theesaonstituent is situated in some other
position, as illustrated, for example, in (29):

(14)a. Er’Janos] ‘nem jott meg.
John notcame pfx
‘As for John, he did not arrive.’

b. [r Janos] nem jo6tt  meg.
John  notcame pfx
‘John did not arrive.’

The above examples show that the contrastive tigpimot needed to contribute in some
special way to the truth-conditional meaning of wentence. Instead, | want to argue,
contrastive topics are used precisely in order tmvey the particular implicature

characterized above.

By the formulation of the implicature carried lhetcontrastive topic shown above we
can avoid the problems related to the issue of hdrethe contrastive topic introduces
alternative questions or not (cf. (27) above). didison, by not requiring that the truth value
of the alternative propositions be unknown to thterlocutors, only that there should be one
which is not entailed by the sentence containimgdbntrastive topic, the problematic data in
(28) is also accounted for. | believe that the &bfwmulation of the implicature is also
compatible with the dialogue in (25), since (25B)ed not entail the truth or falsity of all
possible alternative statements, which would stdtere other different items were bought.

2 This is identical to claiming that there shoulddne alternative question which the sentence with th
contrastive topic does not entail a complete ansaer
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Note that if it is presupposed that no other itevese bought, then the answer in (25B) ceases
to be felicitous. Consider the following variant(@b) and its Hungarian counterpart below:

(30) A: What did you buy on 58Street?
B: Auf der /INEUNundflinfzigsten Strasse habe icBH®HE\]  gekauft.
‘On 59" Street | bought shoes.’

(31) A: Mit vettél a  Vé&ci utcdban?
What bought-28 the Vaci StreetNESS
‘What did you buy in Véaci Street?’

B: [cr A “VAci utcdban] { “cipét] vettem.
the Vaci streetNess shoeAacc bought-BG
‘In Vaci Street | bough$HOES’

Since (30) and (31) do not carry uniqueness presippns any more, (that is, it is not
presupposed by the use of these sentences thatishemly one pair (or set) of shoes which |
bought at the relevant time), they are compatikite wontinuations of the type illustrated in
(32), since the truth value of (32) is not entailgd31B).

(32) [cr Az “Oktogonnal] szintén g[ cipét] vettem.
the OktogonADESS also shoexcc bought-kG
‘At Oktogon | also bought shoes.’

This means that the set of propositions which titute relevant alternatives to a
proposition (i.e., which are such that they arg¢hegientailed nor contradicted by the latter)
has to satisfy the following criterion. For thegnal proposition and for each alternative,
generate the pairs which consist of the contrastpee or its alternative and the associate or
its alternative, whichever appears in the particptaposition. The above set of pairs must be
such that no contrastive topic alternative is aisged with more than one focus alternative,
but one focus alternative can be associated witeraécontrastive topic alternatives. In other
words, the relation between the contrastive toftieratives and focus alternatives which
appear within the same proposition has to be atibm& On the basis of the above
requirement, the fact that the dialog in (31) cdnbp@ continued the way shown in (33)
receives a trivial explanation, since the feli@fythe resulting discourse would entail that the
function assigns two different values to an argumen

(32) [cr A “"Vaci utcdban] { kalapot is] vettem.
the Vaci StreetNEsshatAcc also bought-4G
‘In Vaci Street | also bought a hat.’

Naturally, the opposite case, illustrated by (3EB) (32) together, where one value is
assigned to two arguments, is compatible with diation between the contrastive topic and
the associate alternatives which appear withinmoposition being a functiof.

3| believe that van Hoof’s (2000) ‘diversity coridit’ is based on the same intuition.
* Naturally, the above requirement for the relati@tween contrastive topic and associate alterrativalways
satisfied when the associate is a verum focussaregation.
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Biring (1997) puts the topic values to a furthee,usince he proposes to explain the
lack of particular readings for certain sentencéth wontrastive topics, particularly those
where the roles of contrastive topic and assogiatBuring’s terminology: focus) are played
by constituents with denotations which are traeslanhto logical languages as expressions
capable of scope taking (e.g., negation or quansifi Blring argues that in sentences with
more than one quantifier, one of which plays tHe aj contrastive topic, one or more of the
potential readings are missing if the particulaadiag cannot give rise to ‘reasonable
implicatures’ (p. 121). The requirement that a negdshould have reasonable implicatures
means that there should be an element in the ¥@hie associated with the particular reading
of the sentence which is disputable after uttethregysentence. In line with our definition of
the contrastive topic implicature proposed abowes tequirement for the existence of a
particular reading could be reformulated as folloassentence with a contrastive topic can
only have a reading which is potentially availalite it considering the interpretation
strategies associated with such sentences in tigudge (discussed more thoroughly in
Chapter 4 below) if there is at least one proposiin the set of alternative propositions
associated with the sentence on the intended mgadinich is neither entailed nor
contradicted by the proposition expressed by theesee. In case there is no alternative
proposition of the required type, the reading iesiion will not be available.

One of Buring’s most illustrative examples is @uced in (34a) below. In German,
as opposed to Hungarian, the syntactic positiongpefators do not determine their scopal
order, and therefore, all sentences with more tham operator are potentially ambiguous.
(34a) below, however, can only have a reading awegrto which the negation takes wide
scope over the universal quantifier, as paraphras€8db). The reading where the universal
quantifier takes wide scope, shown in (34c), issmi.

(34)a. Er ALLE] Politiker sind [ NICHT] korrupt.
all politicians  are not corrupt
b. ‘It is not the case that all politicians arercpt.’
c. #'All politicians are such that they are notropt.’

Biring (1997) shows that in the topic value asdedavith the sentence on its (34c) reading,
all propositions are such that they are entailesbgontradict the proposition expressed by
the sentence, that is, no alternative propositiofogically independent of the original one.
The formula in (35a) is an abstract characteripatd this topic value set, while (35b)
provides a list of propositions satisfying the fainrequirements in (35a), according to
Biring (1997):

(35)a. AP.[RQ <et,<et, 5>[Q U ALT(all) & P = Ap.Urmm«y> [770 ALT(NOt) & p =
= Q(politicians)\x. 7£corrupt)))]]

b. {{all(politicians)(Ax.~corruptk)), all(politicians)px.corrupt))},
{most(politicians)ix.—~corruptk)), most(politiciansXx.corrupt))},
{some(politicians¥x.~corruptk)),{some(politicians)ix.corrupt))},
{one(politicians)dx.~corrupt)),{one(politicians)Ax.corrupt))},
{no(politicians)qx.~corrupt)), {no(politicians)Ax.corruptk))}}

The formulae in (35b) are intended to express mibpos which state about particular

subsets of the set of politicians that they ararer not corrupt. (The representation in (35)
reflects that the falling pitch accent on the negafparticle is taken to mean that its
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denotation is to be contrasted with the denotadiban implicit affirmative operator). If the
proposition that the totality of politicians areramt is taken to be the denotation of the
sentence in (34), then it follows that the sameery must hold for any subset of the set of
politicians, and thus the truth value of the alatnre propositions in (35b) is taken to be
dependent on the truth of the proposition expresge@4c), which is the reason why the
sentence cannot have this particular reading.

(36) below shows the topic value associated théhreading in (34b). Since only the
first set of propositions in (36b) are such thaytlare entailed by the proposition the reading
in question expresses, or are in contradiction wtitht correctly follows from Buring’s
reasoning that the reading according to which #gation takes wide scope is available for
(34a):

(35)a. AP.[Q <et,<et, >>[Q O ALT(all) & P = Ap.Urm«ys [/700 ALT(NOt) & p =
= rQ(politicians)(corrupt)]]

b. {{=allpeliticians){corrupt)ali{politicians){corrugt)
{-most(politicians)(corrupt),most(politicians)(cogpt)},
{=some(politicians)(corrupt),some(politicians)(capt)},
{-one(politicians)(corrupt),one(politicians)(corm)p
{=no(politicians)(corrupt), no(politicians)(corrup}

The following sentence, as opposed to (34), care hawo readings, according to
Biring, since both scopal orderings can give risedasonable implicatures’:

(37) Zwei /DRITTEL der Politiker sind NICHT\ okrupt.
Two thirds of politicians are not corrupt
a. ‘It is not the case that two thirds of the poliins are corrupt.’
b. “Two thirds of the politicians are such that theg aot corrupt.’

(38) below is the Hungarian counterpart of (37)jcklalso has two readings:

(38) [ctA politikusok “kétharmada] ‘nem korrupt.
the politicians two thirds not  corrupt
a. ‘It is not the case that two thirds of the poliéios are corrupt.’
b. “Two thirds of the politicians are such that theg aot corrupt.’

On one of their readings, both (37) and (38) méanthere is no set consisting of two
thirds of the politicians such that it is corruPpn the other reading, the sentences state about
a specific set of people (or a plural individuadnsisting of two thirds of the politicians that
they are not corrupt. Thus, it seems that the anilyigof the above sentences could be
attributed to the fact that the contrastive topself is ambiguous: it can have a specific and
referential interpretation as well as a non-spedfie. This is opposed to the situation in (34),
where the contrastive topic expression only hasragpecific interpretation. The fact that the
ambiguity of (37) and (38) is connected to the ayulby of the contrastive topic expression
can be illustrated by the fact that in Hungariantseces with a quantificational DP in
contrastive topic plus another quantifier expressio a preverbal operator position, the
contrastive topic DP cannot take wide scope over dther one if the former is not a
referential expression, as (39) shows:
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(39) [cr'Legalabb harom gyerek] 'négy konyvet olvasbit
at least three child four boaglcc read prefix
a. ‘There are four books which were read by atldaee children each.’
b. # ‘There are at least three kids who read<#mee or different) four books eaéf.’

The proposition corresponding to the a) readin¢38) is that four books are such that they
were read by at least three (possibly differentiidodn. This proposition is implicitly
contrasted to propositions saying that a differgidup of books was read by a different
number of children. The proposition correspondimghte b) reading would be that there is a
set of at least three children who read four (fmgsdifferent) books. The alternative
propositions generated in this case would say abihar groups of children that they read a
different number of books. According to most nasypeakers, however, the second reading is
not available for this particular sentence. Thisang on the one hand, that the existence of
wide scope readings for contrastive topics cannatbraatically be attributed to the
availability of alternatives, and, on the other dhatihat the unmarked reading for contrastive
topics is the narrow scope reading.

Biring (1997: 141) argues that there are grammtiovell-formed sentences with no
coherent interpretation, illustrated by (40) below:

(40) */ALLE Politiker sind IMMER\ betrunken.
all politicians are always drunk

The lack of available readings for (40) is due e fact that it entails all the possible
alternative statements associated with both opdtential readings, thus there remain no
disputable questions after its utterance, andeh&esce itself becomes unutterable.

Although Buring’'s theory can predict the avail#pilof particular readings of
sentences with contrastive topics and the type udstions such sentences can answer
felicitously, he does not provide any systematiscdi@tion of what count as alternative
denotations for different syntactic classes of @stive topics. Particularly, he never says
explicitly whether the list of propositions proviiéen (35b) and (36b) above are intended to
constitute the totality of alternative propositiarsonly a representative subset of them. What
Biring (1997: 124) says about this issue is thiefohg: “Let us assume that the alternatives
to all are quantifiers such asme mostor no and that the sole alternative mot is the
identity function.”

The above issue has relevance in view of the fadtdeneralized quantifiers denoted
by DPs likefew NP, at most fiveNP, between two and siXP, and exactly nineNP, do not
figure in the alternative propositions associatgdBliiring (1997) with the two readings of
(34), listed in (35b) and (36b). The first optiom that (35b) and (36b) only list some
representative examples of the alternatives to déweotation of the determinexil. The
question then arises, however, why the listed radieres, right monotone increasing
determiners, plus the right monotone decreasiogre more representative than the other
right monotone decreasing and non-monotone ones.

> There are some people, including Marta Maleczki.who find this reading available. | believe ths is
due to the fact that they can associate a spee#iding with the contrastive topic expression.
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The second option is that the alternatives liste@35b) and (36b) are intended to
represent the complete set of available alternsitivethe denotation d@ll in sentence (34).
One possible way to discriminate betwedhand the right monotone decreasing and non-
monotone determiners is to say that the latter @aappear as part of the contrastive topic
constituent in sentences with a structure parédighat of (34), shown by the German and
Hungarian examples in (41) and (42) below:

(41)a. *Hochstens /FUNF Politiker sind NICHT\ rkapt.
at most five politicians are not corrupt

b. *[ct “Ledfeliebbét  politikus] “nem  korrupt.
atmost  five politician not  corrupt

(42)a. *Genau /FUNF Politiker sind NICHT\ kopt.
exactly five politicians are not corrupt

b. *[ct "Pontosan 6t  politikus] ‘nem korrupt.
exactly five politician not  corrupt

The fact that sentences like those in (41) or @&)not count as well-formed in
German or Hungarian does not mean, however, thatetls anything wrong with the
propositions expressing that it is not true thatast five politicians are corrupt or that it is
not true that exactly five politicians are corruptfact, these propositions are neither entailed
nor contradicted by the intended reading of (34}l thus should be generated by any theory
which aims to produce all the alternatives of aipalar proposition. Note that by Biring’s
(1997) reasoning, the ill-formedness of (4l1a,b) #ada,b) does not follow, since, for
example, the proposition expressed by (34) wouldnt@s a legitimate alternative to the
propositions intended to be expressed by thesersezs.

In view of the data in (41)—(42), it could be ofe@d that Biring does not consider DPs
interpreted as monotone decreasing or non-monotprantifiers because they do not
legitimately appear as contrastive topics. Thissoeing, however, faces with two serious
counterarguments. On the one hand, DPs interpragednonotone decreasing or non-
monotone quantifiers can legitimately appear adraetive topics in certain sentences, as in
(43)—(44), although they cannot in others, as shiowa5s):

(43) [cr'Kevés gyerek]{'a zongorat] emelte fel.
few  kid the pianoxcc lifted prefix
‘As for few kids, they lifted thelaNO.’

(44) [cr'Kevés gyerek] "befer a terembe.
few kid canfit the room:-L
‘As for few kids, that mangAN fit into the room.”’

(45) #cr'Kevés gyerek] ‘bement a terembe.

few kid pfx-went the room-i
#As for few kids, that number of themb go into the room.’
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The contrast between (43)—(44) and (45) shows ith& impossible to attribute the ill-
formedness of (45) to a syntactic constraint simgesignificant syntactic difference can be
observed between (44) and (45), thus, the lackafable readings for (45) must be due to a
semantic or a pragmatic requirement.

On the other hand, as (46) and (47) illustrate digterminer®neor no, which Blring
considers as alternativesdth, cannot appear in a sentence with a similar stracnd stress
pattern as (34) above:

(46)a.#/EIN Politiker ist NICHT\ korrupt.
one  politician is not corrupt
b. #ct Egy politikus] “nem korrugtf
one politician not  corrupt

(47)a#KEIN Politiker ist NICHT\ korrupt.
no politician is  not corrupt

b. #lct “Semennyi politikus] “nem Kkorrupt.
no politician not corrupt

The above data therefore show that Biring's (1@9@yacterization of the set of sets
of propositions constituting the topic value does unable us to determine for each sentence
with a contrastive topic the topic value associatéth it, thus, whether the sentence has a
coherent interpretation or not.

In order to overcome the above difficulties, in thext section | will propose a
procedure by which for each sentence the set gbgsmitons constituting the set of its
alternatives (which is assumed to correspond to uh®n of the sets of propositions
constituting the topic value) can be unambiguosiemined.

3.3 Contrastive topic alternatives and compositicality

In the previous section it was proposed that timetfon of contrastive topics is to introduce
the implicature there is at least one propositiontie union of the sets of propositions
constituting the topic value which is neither elet@inor contradicted by the proposition
expressed by the sentence containing the conteastipic. The union of these sets of
propositions will be referred to below as the dedlbalternative propositions. Here | offer a
procedure by which the set of all alternative pipons can be generated in one step. For
this, first we need to be able to determine theradttives of the contrastive topic constituent
and those of the associate. The intricacies ohbimve task will be discussed more throughly
below. Having generated the set of all possibleratitives of the contrastive topic and that of
the associate, we have to build up all possiblep@sitions which differ from the one
expressed by the contrastive topic in that theregtive topic denotation and/or the associate
denotation are exchanged in them for their typetidal alternatives. The set of these
propositions, together with the one expressed byotiginal sentence, will constitute the set
of all alternative propositions generated by thatastive topic. (Naturally, some of these

“¢ Note that this sentence would be well-formed é thain stress of the contrastive topic was on than
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propositions are entailed by or contradicted by pheposition expressed by the original
sentence containing the contrastive topics. Howefaerthe sentence with the contrastive
topic to be considered interpretable, as therddas at least one proposition in the above set
which is neither entailed nor contradicted by tberfer one, as discussed in the previous
section.)

Consider now the issue of how the alternative®@sted with contrastive topic
constituents can be determined on the basis dltematives associated with their parts. The
need for doing this arises due to the fact thagpmosed to Biring (1997), but following the
Hungarian syntactic tradition, we defined contrastiopics as constituents occupying a
particular syntactic position in a sentence, and a® individual word$’ (Similarly, we
followed the syntactic tradition in considering vidngonstituents as foci.)

The three sentences in (48) illustrate that tiness and intonation pattern of the
contrastive topic constituent has an essential mledetermining what alternatives the
contrastive topic denotation is contrasted with.e Thrst clauses contain the relevant
contrastive topics and the second clauses expregsogitions the first clauses can be
contrasted t&:

(48)a. Er Harom “macska] ‘nem fér be ide, ¢e parom “egér] igen.
three  cat not fit pfx here but three mouse yes
‘Three “cats do not fit in here, but three mice d

b. [cr 'Harom macska] ‘'nem fér be ide, dgge [ket] ‘igen.
three  cat not fit pfx here but two yes
‘THREE cats do not fit in here, btwo do.’

C. [ct'Harom “macska] ‘nem fér be ide, de[két “egér] ‘igen.
three  cat not fit pfx here but two mouse yes
“Three “cats do not fit in here, but two mice’do

A comparison between the stress patterns anchahtm of the contrastive topics
above and the contrast they induce indicates th& always the word which bears an
eradicating stress and on which the rising intamastarts whose interpretation is intended to
be contrasted to those of its alternatives. Whenatcented word is the first word of the
constituent, as in (48b), then the intonationalagbrextends till the end of the constituent.
When both words in the constituent are intendedbéo contrasted, then both bear an
eradicating stress and constitute separate intoratphrases, as in (480).

The data above show close correspondences tedgdarities described by Kalman
and Nadasdy (1994) regarding the alternatives &gsdcwith expressions in the focus
position of Hungarian sentences. According to Kédraad Nadasdy, whenever a constituent
which cannot be moved out of a larger constitusmointrasted with constituents of the same

“"In fact, Biring (1997) is rather controversialaggjng this issue, as was pointed out above.

“8 The examples are due to Anna Szabolcsi.

“9 1t is mentioned in Lee (1999:322) that the highkpieethe fall-rise intonation characterising sermes
containing contrastive topics is much more delaféuk alternatives of a contrastive topic NP atpressed by
a different noun (accommodated cases) than if ineyexpressed by a different determiner and the smmun
(non-accommodated partitioned cases). This moressrdorresponds to the situation in Hungarian.
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type (e.g. an attributive adjective which cannot detached from the noun), the larger
constituent moves into focus position, but only tieastituent (word) to be contrasted bears
an eradicating stress. The sentences in (49) (aman and Nadasdy 1994) illustrate the
possible stress patterns of an adjective-noun aamipl focus position, together with some
expressions they can be contrasted with (wherantiierial following an eradicating stress
which does not contain another eradicating stiessairked with the signsand>).

(49)a. A korhdg[a< 'zold takardkat rendelte megnem a kék takardkat).
the hospital the green blanketscordered pfx not the blue blanketse
‘The hospital ordered thereeNblankets (and not the blue blankets).’

b. A "kérhdk[a 'z0ld <'takarOkat rendelte megdnem a zOld lepédet).
the hospital the green blankeiscordered pfx  not the greensheetss
‘The hospital ordered the greBmaNKETS (and not the green sheets).’

c. A ‘kérhak[a <'zbld> <takarOkat rendelte megdnem a kék lepédet).
the hospital the green blanketse ordered pfx not the blue sheeise
‘The hospital ordered theReeN BLANKETS (and not the blue sheets).’

In this section we have seen that it is signaligdorosodic means which part of the
constituent in contrastive topic is intended tocbetrasted, in the same way as the locus of
the contrast is signalled on focused constitueftss means that the alternatives to the
denotation of a complex expression in contrastiygict can be generated by finding the
alternatives of the stressed word(s) of the caretit and combining them individually with
the denotation(s) of the rest of the phrase. Inréis¢ of this work, the above method will be
applied in the course of generating the alternatite constrituents playing the contrastive
topic role in a sentence.

Note that the fact that the range of propositahgch the ones expressed by sentences
containing a contrastive topic implicate a contrith can be systematically determined does
not mean that such sentences can explicitly beasted only to the ones constituting the set
of alternative propositions. A counterexample isvgh in (50) (L. Kalman, p.c.):

(50) [r 'Janos] ‘sok koényvet elolvasott, mégis  buta uitara
John  many bookec pfx-read however stupid remained
“John did read many books, but he still remaistegbid.’

| believe, (50) implicates that there is at least proposition which ascribes the property of
having read an alternative number of books to rdtieres to John which is not entailed and
not contradicted by it. The sentence, however, lwariollowed by the clause ‘but he still
remained stupid’, as shown in (50), since the dattees not contradict it or the existence of
the required alternative proposition.

Having proposed a compositional procedure for dgvihe alternative propositions
associated with sentences containing a contrastipee, in the next section we give an
overview of Kadmon 2001, which proposes a new theok the discourse structure
presupposed by these constituents.
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3.4 Kadmon’s (2001) theory on discourse congruence

Kadmon (2001) criticizes Buring (1997, 1999) fort m®@ing able to predict that particular
guestion-answer pairs are more appropriate thaaratKadmon illustrates the weaknesses of
Biring’s theory with help of the following exampies

(51)a. ErLarry] kissed § Nina].
b. Who did Larry kiss?
c. Who kissed who?

Kadmon (2001: 387) claims that on Blring’s thedriginot presupposed that (51a) is in fact
answering (51b). On this theory, (51a) only presggs that it is answering a question of the
form ‘Who did d kiss?’, where d stands for an indial in the universe of discourse (cf. (24)
above). Also, Kadmon notes that on Biring’'s the@bia) does not presuppose that it is
answering (51c), since (51c) is not a member ofttpec semantic value associated with
(51a). To overcome the above difficulties, Kadm@0Ql) proposes a theory which can
predict for particular discourses with contrastitgpics whether they should count as
congruent or incongruent. In this section we give averview of the major claims of
Kadmon’s theory, which will be applied to the arsadyof Hungarian examples in the next
section.

Kadmon (2001) proposes to solve the problemsritest above in the framework of
Roberts’ (1996) theory, which is built on the claiclue originally to Carlson (1983),
according to which information is organized in fiscourse in relation to questions being
addressed.

Roberts 1996 sees discourses as successionsesfiaqs (some of which can be
implicit) and their answers. Each move (i.e., asfjo@ or an answer) has to be relevant to the
preceding discourse, that is, it has to contrilatéhe aim of answering the questions under
discussion. A declarative is relevant to a quesfid@rconstitutes a complete or partial answer
to it. (A partial answer contextually entails threth value of at least one element of the
denotation of the question, i.e., a set of propmsst in Hamblin's (1973) sense, while a
complete answer contextually entails the truth @a@iall of them.) A question, however, is
relevant to another question if it constitutes agaestion of it (thus contributing to the
general aim of answering the question). Since tiseodrse proceeds in a step-by-step
manner, it is required, according to Roberts, thatlatest question in the set of questions
under discussion gets answered first, which entlalseach move should be directly relevant
(i.e., constitute a subquestion or a partial anpwerthe last question under discussion
(QUD). For a movea, the notationlast(QUD(@)) represents the last question under
discussion at the tima is made. Roberts argues that an utterance is felititous if it
satisfies the following focal presupposition: “amgterance B presupposes that the last
question under discussion ... denotes preciselystaof propositions which constitutes the
focus semantic value of B.” (Kadmon 2001:344)

Kadmon proposes her own theory on the discoutsgctare associated with
contrastive topics, which is based on the abovights of Roberts’ (1996) theory, coupled
with her own constraint on the felicitous use ohitastive topics. According to Kadmon
2001, an utterance presupposes that its topic semaatue is identical to the focus semantic
value of its last QUD. Kadmon associates focus séimaalues with questions as well,
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which consist of the set of all questions where deaotation of the focused constituent is
substituted for an alternative denotation of theeaype. In (52) below an illustration of the
workings of the above theory is provided. The tgggmantic value of the sentence in (52a) is
shown in (52b), which is identical to a set of s#tpropositions, some members of which are
listed in (52c), which in turn corresponds to aafequestions, listed in (52d) (Kadmon 2001:
391):

(52)a. ErLarry] kissed § Nina].
b. {{ | kiss(x,y)| ¢ g’ is identical to g except that it may assigdifferent value to y}: g
assignment}
c. {{'Larry kissed Sue,’ ‘Larry kissed Mary’, ‘Liaty kissed Lisa,’ ... },
{'Bill kissed Sue,” ‘Bill kissed Mary’, ‘Bill kissed Lisa,’ ... },
{*John kissed Sue,’ ‘John kissed Mary’, ‘Johndes Lisa,’ ... }, ... }
d. {Who did Larry kiss?’, ‘Who did Bill kiss?’,Who did John kiss?’, ... }

Kadmon’s constraint on the use of contrastive ®pcedicts that (52a) does not simply
presuppose (51b), repeated here as (53a), buriesw with focus otarry, shown in (53b):

(53)a. Who did Larry kiss?
b. Who did { Larry] kiss?

Roberts’ formulation of the focal presuppositiordlicts that the ordinary semantic value of
the last question under discussion for (52a) if)5the ordinary semantic value of both of
(53a, b). Kadmon’s constraint on the use of cotitragopic predicts that the focus semantic
value of the last question under discussion foa]should be as shown in (52b), repeated in
(54b) below, which corresponds to the focus semaratiue of (53b) but not to that of (53a)
(since the latter does not have a focus semariue & all).

(54)a. {lkiss(l,y)| % g assignment}
b. { | kiss(x,y)|| 9. g’ is identical to g except that it may assigdifferent value to y}: g
assignment}

This explains why (52a) presupposes (53b), whigtotsaccounted for on Biring’s theory.

Kadmon thus proposes that a contrastive topiatesea presupposition regarding the
focal structure of the last question under disarsgKadmon 2001: 396). This, | believe, is
equivalent to claiming that a sentence with a @stive topic has to be immediately preceded
by a (perhaps implicit) question in which the castive topic or an expression denoting one
of its alternatives is focused. Kadmon argues tihatuse of foci and contrastive topics in a
sentence is a means of recording the structurkeofliscourse preceding the above sentence.
The use of focus records the structure of the quesreceding the utterance with the focus,
while the use of contrastive topic can be viewed asans of recording the last two moves in
the discourse (by imposing a requirement on theaemantic value of the last question
under discussion, which in turn imposes a requirgme the ordinary semantic value of its
last question under discussion). For example, Kad(2601:397) argues that the structure of
(52a) helps to record that the two moves precediag (55b) and (55a):

(55)a. ‘For each individual, who did that indivalikiss?’
b. ‘Who did Larry kiss?’
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Although Kadmon (2001:397) considers contrastiveic® foci — she even uses the term
TOPIC-Focus to refer to them —, the above constaera on the use of contrastive topics
proposed by her would in fact support the claint tuntrastive topics are topical in a sense,
since the constituents playing this role have tigheen’ (i.e., previously mentioned).

Finally, we show how Kadmon'’s theory predictsttftd.a) and (51c), repeated here as
(56) and (57) are related, which is not predictedaring’s theory.

(56) [cr Larry] kissed § Nina].
(57) Who kissed who?

Kadmon illustrates the fact that (56) can be péra strategy used for answering (57) by
showing that pieces of discourse containing thevaliwo sentences, illustrated in (58) below
(Kadmon 2001: 393), are felicitous, since they otteyconstraints on the last question under
discussion for utterances containing foci and @stive topics, as well as the requirement of
direct relevance.

(58) A: Who kissed who?
B: Well, who did [ Larry] kiss?
C: [cr Larry] kissed § Ninal.

As discussed above, the last question under discuss (58C) is (58B). Roberts’ constraint
on focus determines that the last question undeudsion for (58B) should have the ordinary
semantic value shown in (59a), which correspondbBdaset of questions shown in (59b):

(59)a. {{lkiss(x,y)| ¢ g’ is identical to g except that it may assigdifferent value to y}: g
assignment}
b. {fWho did Larry kiss?’, ‘Who did Bill kiss?’,Who did John kiss?’, ... }

(60) illustrates the type of question whose ordirsamantic value is shown in (56b), which is
in fact a collection of questions:

(60) [ For each individual, who did that individual kigs?

Kadmon notes that the above question differs fr&Aj in that while the possible answers to
the latter consist of pairs of kisser and kiss@esrgin any order, the answers to (60) have to
be ordered by the kissers. (60) can serve as guastion under discussion for (58B), since it
satisfies the two constraints imposed by foci amatr@astive topics on the last question under
discussion. Furthermore, she argues that sinceigdf)fact a subquestion of (58A), it turns

out to be directly relevant to it, and thus (588)ai legitimate last question under discussion
for it, which makes the dialogue in (58) felicitous

Having enumerated the basic claims of Kadmon®0{2 theory on the discourse
congruence of utterances containing contrastivesopn the next section we discuss some
Hungarian data concerning the structure of dis@unsith contrastive topics, and their
possible explanations in terms of some existingriles.
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4  Discourse congruence with Hungarian contrastiveopics

4.1 Some relevant data

If the contrastive topic is a referential expressias in (61a), it is only licensed if its referent
or a superset of it was introduced into the disseyreviously. This condition is thus similar
to that applying when the same expression is usedna'ordinary’ topic. Thus, (61a), for

example, can be uttered as an answer to the questid61b—e):

(61)a. Er'Pista] ‘'nem volt ott.
Steve not was there
“Steve was not there.’

b. Kik voltak a koncerten?
who+L were the conceduPERESS
‘Who were at the concert?’

c. (?)Ki nem volt ott a koncerten?
who not was there the conc&atwPERESS
‘Who was not at the concert?’

d. Pista ott wvolt a koncerten?
Steve there was the concaWPERESS
‘Was Steve at the concert?’

e. Ott volt mindenki a koncerten?
there was everybody the concewPERESS
‘Was everybody there at the concert?’

Compare (61a) to the sentences in (62) below:

(62) a. 'Ot diakot] “levizsgaztattam.
five studentacc pfx-examined-%G
‘As for five students, | did examine that many.’

b. [cr Ot diakot] ‘nem vizsgaztattam le.
five studentaccnot examined-dc pfx
‘As for five students, | didn’t examine that many

c. Levizsgaztattal "0t diakot?
pfx-examined-2G five child-Acc
‘Have you examined five children?’

d. Ot diakot ‘levizsgaztatt&P?
five studentacc  pfx-examined-2G
‘Have you examined five students?’

*% In this sentence the verb bears an eradicatiegstind forms a separate intonational phrase franof the
object constituent.
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e. [ Ot diakot] “levizsgaztattal?
five studentacc pfx-examined-8G
‘As for five students, have you examined that yi?an

In (62a) above a quantificational DP occupies tibygic position of a Hungarian
sentence. This sentence means that there aresaffilea students that | examined. Perhaps
marginally, it can also describe a situation in abhthe contrastive topic refers to a specific
set of five students. (62b) states that there areve students whom | examined. The specific
reading seems to be missing in the latter casdén 8mttences are licensed by a context where
the contrastive topic DP has already been mentiohbid expression does not necessarily
have to be situated in the focus position of angtesece, although it tends to bear an
eradicating stress, as indicated in (62c—d). Ire)6the contrastive topic of the declarative
appears as the contrastive topic again. Questio2s—€) can all precede (62a, b). Those
quantificational DPs which denote monotone increggasjuantifiers in generalized quantifier
theory (i.e., those which can appear in the tomsitpn of the Hungarian sentence) are
allowed to appear as contrastive topics in contesisre only the lexical noun has been
mentioned before, as illustrated by the possibtvans to (63a), some of which are listed in
(63b—e). As (63f, g) illustrate, however, DPs demptnonotone decreasing or non-monotone
quantifiers cannot be licensed in the same way:

(63)a. Voltak hires  emberek/ Volt hires embar konferencian?
were  famous people was famous person the cofer®UPERESS
‘Were there famous people / Was there a famorsopea the conference?’

b. [ct"Néhany hires ember] ‘ott volt.
some famous person there was
“Some famous people were there.’

C. ?kr’Sok hires ember] ‘'nem volt ott.
many famous person not was there
‘There weren’'™mANY famous people there.’

d. [cr'Minden hires  ember] ‘nem volt Btt.
every famous person not was there
“Every famous person was not there.’

e. [cr Otnél ‘tobb hires ember] ‘nem volt Bt
five-ADESs more famous person not was there
‘There were not more thamve famous people there.’

f. *[cr Legfeljebb 6t hires ember] ‘ott volt/ nemltvatt.
at most five famous person was there/ not wasreth
#'As for at most five famous persons, that mamaghwasn’t there.’

*1 Note that since DPs denoting the universal quientifre taken to be specific in the sense of En8@),ahe
contrastive topic of (63d) satisfies the traditibdefinition of specificity as well.

%2 Discussion about the impossibility of the negativenterpart of the b) example and the impossjtititthe
affirmative counterparts of the ¢)—e) examples hélprovided in Chapter 4.
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g. *[cr ' Pontosan 6t hires  ember] ‘ott volt/nem volt.
exactly five famous person not was there was there
#'As for exactly five famous persons, that many masn’t there.’

DPs denoting monotone increasing quantifiers, aposed to those denoting
monotone decreasing or non-monotone quantifiegseapto be licensed in contrastive topic
by DPs containing the same noun and another moaotmneasing determiner, as shown by
(64b) and (65b), or a different noun but the saregermhiner in a previous utterance,
illustrated in (65c). (64c) shows, however, thatsnoting monotone decreasing (and non-
monotone) quantifiers cannot be licensed in thig:wa

(64)a. Volt 'sok hires ember a konferencian?
was many famous person the confereSc@ERESS
‘Were there many famous people at the conferénce?

b. [ct 'Néhany hires ember] ‘ott volt.
some famous person there was
“Some famous peopl8eRE there.’

c. *[ct'Legfeliebb 6t hires  ember] “ott volt.
at most five famous person there was
#'As for at most five famous people, thevere that many there.’

(65)a. Eljott ‘négy gyerek?
pfx-came four child
‘Have four children come?”’

b. [ct"Harom] “eljott, dedr'négy] nem.
three  pfx-came but  four not
“ThreeHAs arrived but “four hasoT.’

C. [cr Négy ~felrtt] “eljott, de fr négy ‘gyerek] “nem.
four adult pfx-came but four child not
‘As for four ADULTS, that many did come, but fooHILDREN did not.’

Note again that in questions (64a)—(65a), no ctuesit is necessarily assumed to be focused.

Other DPs which are normally interpreted as mommtdacreasing quantifiers, like
legfeljebb n‘at most n’+ NP, kevés rifew n’ + NP, and as non-monotone quantifiers, like
pontosan n‘exactly n’ + NP, mostly appear in contrastive itoposition if the same DP
appears in a preceding move, which is illustrated the following question-answer
sequences:

(66)a. Hova utazott legfeljebb “két turista?
where travelled at most two tourists
‘Where did at mostwo tourists travel?’

b. (?)[cr Ledfeliebb ‘két turistaf[a ‘tengerhez] utazott.

atmost  two tourists the seatATIVE travelled
‘As for at mostrwo tourists, that many went to the sea.’
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(67)a. Mikor jott  pontosan "harom vendég?
when came exactly three guest
‘When did exactlyrHREE guests arrive?’

b. [crPontosan "harom vendég} "kedden és  peénteken] érkezett.
exactly three guest TuesdayPERESS and FridaysuPERES®&ITived
‘As for exactly THREEguests, that many arrived on Tuesday and Fritfay.’

(68)a. Kedden "kevesen érkeztek?
TuesdaysUPERESS few arrived
‘Did FEW people arrive on Tuesday?’

b. [cr'Kevesen] § “szerdan] érkeztek.
few WednesdaguPERESS arrived
‘As for FEW people, that many arrived on Wednesday.’

The exchange in (66), for example, could take elbetween two travel agents who are
discussing how many people travelled to certaimtioos. It presupposes that sets of tourists
with particular cardinalities have been identifig@viously as significant in the context (e.g.,
sets of at most two tourists, sets of two to teurists, sets of more than ten tourists), and
entails that there is no location other than tlesiske to which at most two tourists travelled.
(67) could be uttered by hotel receptionists, whe ehecking the number of quests who
arrived on particular days, where again sets wetitain cardinality are agreed on as relevant.
The sentence would be judged false if it turned that exactly three guests arrived on
Monday as welf* The answer in (68b) is used as a correction ofrtftemation provided in
the question (68a). In this case, it does not rsacéyg have to be previously agreed on what
count as relevant alternatives kevesen'few people’, the denotation of the DP is most
probably contrasted to its lexically specified al&ive,sokan‘many people.’

There are a few common features within the strecti the above question-answer
pairs. First, note that in the b) sentences, thdrastive topic expressions are followed by a
constituent in focus. Second, the expressions enajhsentences which are identical to the
contrastive topics of the b) sentences are situatéloe preverbal focus (Predicate Operator)
position. Third, the b) sentences are not uttegedfirmative or negative answers to yes/no
questions. They either constitute answers to wisties (66)—(67) or serve as corrections of
a previous utterance.

Compare the above exhanges to (69) below, whictstitites that DPs denoting
monotone decreasing (also, non-monotone) quarntiiannot appear in declaratives which
are intended as answers to yes-no questions. (€83 only possible yes/no question which
can be formed in Hungarian to ask whether the mitipa Few guests arrive true. (69b),
where the subject DP occupies a postverbal posigasut, which is due to the fact, | believe,
that the canonical position of DPs denoting monetatecreasing quantifiers is the
immediately preverbal focus (Predicate Operatositfpmn, and they can only occupy other
positions if the former is already filled, as (6@a)d (67a) above illustrate. (69c) illustrates

*3 Naturally, not necessarily the same guests.

> | believe this is predicted by the requirementpmsed above, according to which in the relevastrative
propositions, the relation between pairs of altéviea to the contrastive topic and the associaéeratives has
to be a function.
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the only posible way how (69a) can be answerednadtively. This is the only way to
express the proposition that the number of guebts avrived is indeed few. This means that
there is no question in the language which theeseet shown in (69d) could be uttered as an
answer to, which explains, on the basis of Kadm@nigstion-answercondition, why (69d)

is an impossible sentence in the language.

(69)a. 'Kevés vendég jott el?
few guest came pfx
‘Did FEW guests arrive?’ (‘Is the number of those who aditew?’)

b. *Eljott "kevés vendég?
pfx-came few guest
‘Did FEW guests arrive?’ (‘Is the number of those who aditew?’)

c. [ Kevés vendég] jott ell nem jott el
few guest came pfx not came pfx
‘The number of guests who arrived / didn’t arrigdew.’

d. * [ct 'Kevés vendég] ‘eljott/ ‘nem jott  el.
few guest pfx-came not came pfx
#'As for few guests, that many did arrive/ didaitive.’

Note that Blring (1997: 42) also proposes a questitswer condition, repeated here as (70):

(70)  Question-Answer Condition

Sentence S can be uttered as an answer to aaquéstjiven a Common Ground CG
if

(s O [QQ°.

Buring’s condition shown above, however, as opgose the condition on the
presuppositions induced by contrastive topics, caaacount for the impossibility of (69d),
since it does not state that contrastive topicstralways be preceded by questions of a
particular type.

The generalization we arrived at above regardmegstructure of discourses preceding
contrastive topics which denote monotone decreasingon-monotone quantifiers does not
seem to be satisfied in the case of (71) belowgesthe DP which plays the contrastive topic
role in (71b) does not appear in (71a).

(71)a. Hanyan  utaztak hova?
how many travelled where
‘How many people travelled where?’

b. [cT Kevesen]fa hegyekbe] utaztaks;] sokan] pedig
few the mountaing4iATIVE travelled many however
[ a ‘tengerhez].
the seaLLATIVE
‘As for few people, that many went to the mounsais for many, they went to the sea.’
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When the noun bears the main stress of the DP itgsrst in contrastive topic, as
illustrated in (72b) below, it is normally requiréthat there be a noun in the preceding context
which refers to a superset of the set referredytéhb noun, or another subset of the same
superset. (72a) illustrates a statement which canede (72b) in discourse. ((65c) above
illustrates a similar case.)

(72)a. Hallom, hogy Mari Iétrehozott egy ért
hear-5G that Mary created one pamyc
‘| hear that Mary has founded a party.’

b. [cr Egy “egyesiiletet]  ‘létrehozott Mari ( dg [egy “partot]  “nem’y
one associationec created Mary but  one partyec not
‘As for an association, Mary did found one, bug sid not found a party.”

The general rule for the licensing of contrastiwpits of other categories is similar to
the one at work in the latter case, that is, thayehto be preceded by a constituent with the
same denotation, or a constituent whose denotatibaumes the denotation of the contrastive
topic, or whose denotation belongs to the samas#te denotation of the contrastive topic.
For example, (73) is felicitous in a context if tpeoperty of being beautiful, or human
properties, or positive properties, or another hupraperty, etc., was previously considered:

(73)  [ct Szépnek] 'szép volt Sari.
beautifulbAT beautiful was Sarah
‘As for beauty, Saratvas beautiful.’

Similarly, (74) is felicitous if the phrasmagas fiG‘tall boy’ has been mentioned in the
discourse, or if properties of boys are considered.

(74) [ct "Magas fiaval] csak "Mari beszélgetett.
tall  boyiNsTR only Mary talked
‘As for aTALL boy, only Mary talked to one.’

Having given a survey of some discourses whererastite topics, particularly DPs,
can appear in Hungarian, in the next section wesiden whether their structure can be
explained on the basis of previous theoretical @ggnes.

4.2  Steps towards a theoretical explanation

Jager 1999 argues that DPs denoting weak quastiifi&e three unicornsin sentence (75)
below (which do not need to be interpreted in teaingeneralized quantifiers, that is, sets of
sets of entities, but can be taken to denote detntities), receive a partitive reading in
contrastive topic, and the identity of their antke® depends on whether the head noun or the
quantity expression is the exponent of the risorget

5 Note that if the contrastive topic DP was pronathwith the ordinary topic intonation, then sente(it2b)
would not count as well-formed, due to the fact theontains a definiteness-effect verb whose atiegument
has to be non-specific, which contrasts the remerg that topics have to be specific. This also mahat
contrastive topics do not need to be specific intthditional sense of the word.
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(75) THREE / unicorns are in the GARden \

The former case is licensed if the antecedentssrdmble by a hyperonym of the head noun,
for example, as in the following discourse:

(76) There is a whole herd of unusual animalsraliad. (...)
Three UNicorns / are in the GARden \

Note, however, that the above explanation couldagobunt for the discourse in (72), where
the contrastive topic DP is anteceded by a nounse/hdenotation does not constitute a
superset of the denotation of the noun in the estitre topic constituent.

When the quantity expression is the exponenhefrising tone, then, according to
Jager (1999), the contrastive topic is licensetief antecedent belongs to the same category
as that defined by the head noun. In the followerghange, the three unicorns mentioned in
(77b) are assumed to be part of a larger quantiipdividuals that happen to be unicorns,
denoted by the corresponding expression in theique\sentence:

(77)A: There is a whole herd of UNICORNS all ardu(..)
B: THREE / unicorns are in the GARden \

Note, however, that on the above formulationhs# licensing relation an exchange
where (77a) is followed by (78) would not be ruted:

(78) FEWI/ unicorns are in the GARden \

The above sentence, as well as its Hungarian cgarts, shown above in (66b), (67b), and
(68b), are only used felicitously when they arecpoed by sentences containing an identical
DP, as discussed above. These data suggest teasJd®99) theory, which does not make a
distinction between the weak quantifiers on thasaktheir monotonicity properties, cannot
explain the contrast between the licensing of (§3kersus (66b), (67b), and (68b).

Buring (1997) proposes the following constrainttbe occurrence of contrastive topic
DPs in English and German:

(79) “In general, the topic accent on the determiofean NP signals that another NP*,
which differs from NP only in the determiner, hagyously been used, namely, in
the D-topic.”

As the discussion of the Hungarian data in the iptev section has shown, the above
constraint cannot cover the case of DPs denotingotone decreasing or non-monotone
quantifiers. Moreover, the constraint cannot exptaie licensing of DPs denoting monotone
increasing quantifiers, either, since it does notoant for the case where the sentence
containing a contrastive topic DP is preceded byoa&e which only contains the bare noun.

Having established that neither of the previowe proposals can account for the

whole range of data regarding the structure ofalisses containing a contrastive topic, | will
show that they can be explained if Kadmon’s (2004ights are taken into consideration.
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Consider first a variant of the dialogue in (G€peated here as (80):

(80)a. Mikor jott  pontosan “harom vendég?
when came exactly three guest
‘When did exactly three guests arrive?’

b. [cr Pontosan “harom vendég] kedden] érkezett.
exactly three guest TuesdsyPERESS arrived
‘As for exactly three guests, they arrived on Saay.’

According to Kadmon’s (2001) constraint, an utteeupresupposes that its topic semantic
value is identical to the focus semantic valuetsflast QUD. The topic semantic value of
(80b), based on a previous choice of relevant naldies, could be identical to the set of sets
of propositions listed in (81a), that is, a setjoéstions listed in (81b):

(81)a. {{'"Exactly three guests came on Monday’xdetly three guests came on Tuesday’,

‘Exactly three guests came on Wednesday,’ ... },
{'Less than three guests came on Monday’, ‘Léssitthree guests came on Tuesday’,
‘Less than three guests came on Wednesday'... },
{'More than three guests came on Monday’, ‘Mdmart three guests came on
Tuesday’,'More than three guests came on Wedn¢gsdd, ... }

b. {When did exactly three guests come?’, ‘Whead thore than three guests come?’,
‘When did less than three guests come?’, ... }

The question which would have as its focus valwe gt of questions in (81b) is the one
shown in (80a) (or any of its counterparts where P is exchanged for one of its
alternatives), provided that the DP is focused. DRgpontosan harom vendégxactly three
guests’ in (80a) is situated in a postverbal posijtiand its determiner bears a compulsory
stress, as the determiners of the contrastive 0P in the examples (66a), (67a), (68a) do.
Thus, according to E. Kiss (2001), this constituplalys the role of information focus in
(80a). Without the main stress, however, neithier ¢bnstituent nor its counterparts in (66a),
(67a) and (68a) would be felicitous in their regppecsentences.

The data in (71) above, repeated here as (82)alsarbe handled in Kadmon’s (2001)
theory if it is assumed (following Kadmon (2001dpat (82b) is in fact preceded by an
implicit question like the one in (83):

(82)a. Hanyan  utaztak hova?

how many travelled where
‘How many people travelled where?’
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b. [cr Kevesen]fa ° hegyekbe] utaztaksy] sokan] pedig
few the mountaing4i ATIVE travelled many however
[ a ‘“tengerhez].
the seaLLATIVE
‘As for few people, that many went to the mounsais for many, they went to the sea.’

(83) Hova utaztak “kevesen?
where travelled few
‘Where didFew people travel?’

In view of the fact that in (83) there is heavyess on postverbadtevesenfew’, this
expression seems to function as an informationsasihe sense of E. Kiss (1998). (83) is a
subquestion of (82a), i.e., directly relvant togB2and it can serve as a last question under
discussion for (82b), according to Roberts’ and dad’'s theories. (83) also satisfies the
requirements observed earlier regarding the streafidiscourses which precede contrastive
topic DPs denoting monotone decreasing or non-nemeoguantifiers. If, following Kadmon
(2001), it is assumed that implicit questions ckse @nsure the congruence of discourses, the
congruence of (82) can immediately be explained.

Having accounted for the felicitous use of DPsalimg monotone decreasing and
non-monotone quantifiers as contrastive topics admdon’s (2001) framework, let us now
turn to the analysis of DPs denoting monotone imirey quantifiers. The question-answer
pair in (62c) and (62a) is repeated here as (84a,b)

(84) a. Levizsgaztattal "ot diakot?
pfx-examined-28c five child-acc
‘Have you examined five children?’

b. [cr'Ot diakot] “levizsgéaztattam.
five studentacc pfx-examined-%G
‘As for five students, | did examine that many.’

If the stressed constituent in (84a) is assumdaktan information focus (E. Kiss 1998), for
which a focus semantic value is generated in theesaay as for contrastive foci, then (84a)
is a proper last QUD for (84b). (85) below showss fincus semantic value of (84b) (assuming
that the heavy stress on the verb signals verumsjp@and (86) shows the topic semantic
value for the same sentence, which is represemeB6a) in terms of a set of sets of
propositions and in (86b) in terms of a set of ¢joes.

(85) {l examined five students, | didn’t examinedistudents}

(86) a. {{l examined five students, | didn’t exarsifive students}, {I examined four
students, | didn’t examine four students}, {I exaed six students, | didn’t examine
six students}, ... }

b. {Did I/you examine five students?, Did I/youaemine four students?, Did I/you
examine six students?,...}

Since (85) corresponds to the ordinary semantigevaf (84a) and (86b) to its focus semantic

value, the exchange in (84) is predicted to beitelis by Kadmon (2001). Since the ordinary
semantic value and the focus semantic value of)(Glibve, repeated here as (87a),
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correspond to (85) and (86b), respectively, (87ayld form a felicitous exchange together
with (62a), repeated here as (87b):

(87) a. “Ot diakot “levizsgaztattal?
five studentacc  pfx-examined-2G
‘Have you examined five students?’

b. [cr"Ot diakot] ‘levizsgaztattam.
five studentacc pfx-examined-%G
‘As for five students, | did examine that many.’

Also, since the focus and the topic semantic valfe$62b), repeated here as (88), are
identical to those of (62a), the former sentenceld/dorm felicitous exchanges with any of
the above questions as well.

(88) [cr ‘Ot didkot] ‘nem vizsgaztattam |le.
five studentcc not  examineddG pfx
‘As for five students, | didn’t examine that many

| believe, however, that no adequate explanationbeagiven for the fact that (62e), repeated
here as (89), can form a congruent discourse tegetith (87b) or (88).

(89) [c7 Ot diakot] ‘levizsgaztattal?
five studentacc pfx-examined-2G
‘As for five students, have you examined that yf?an

DPs denoting monotone increasing quantifiersbmahicensed by a DP with a different
determiner, as it was shown by (64a, b), repeated in (90):

(90)a. Volt 'sok hires ember a konferencian?
was many famous person the conferesigeERESS
‘Were many famous people at the conference?’

b. [cr 'Néhany hires  ember] “ott volt.
some famous person there was
“Some famous peopl®ERE there.’

(91) below shows the focus semantic value assatiatin (90b), while (92a) shows its topic
semantic value in terms of a set of propositions, @2b) in terms of a set of questions.

(91) {There were some people at the conferends ot true that there were some people
at the conference}

(92) a. {{There were some people at the confereliée not true that there were some people
at the conference}, {There were many people atcthnference, It is not true that there
were many people at the conference}, {Everybodg at the conference, It is not true
that everybody was at the conference}, ... }

b. {Were there some people at the conference?e\tflere many people at the
conference?, Was everybody at the conferencé?, ..
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It is easy to see that (91) is not identical to dheinary semantic value of (90a), thus (90)
would not count as a congruent discourse accortingvhat was dicussed so far from
Kadmon’s theory here. Kadmon (2001: 396), in therse of discussing an example similar
to this one, proposes that a move in which an oyeetstion is followed by an implicit one
which is a member of the focus semantic value efdfiert question should be considered
felicitous. The denotation of the question in (832 member of the focus semantic value of
(90a), shown in (92b):

(93) Volt 'néhany hires ember a konferencian?
was some famous person the confereBOBERESS
‘Were there some famous people at the conferénce?

Thus, Kadmon’s theory predicts that a discoursevimich the overt question in (90a) is
followed by the implicit move in (93), and by thedfarative in (60b) is indeed a felicitous
one.

Let us finally consider the case where a monotoaeasing DP is licensed by a bare
nominal, as shown in (63a,b), repeated here in (94)

(94)a. Voltak hires emberek/ Volt hires embar konferencian?
were  famous people was famous person the coUer®UPERESS
‘Were there famous people / Was there a famorsopea the conference?’

b. [ct"Néhany hires ember] ‘ott volt.
some famous person there was
“Some famous people were there.’

The focus and topic semantic values of (94b) awseahshown in (91) and (92) above.
Naturally, they would not correspond to the ordinand the focus semantic values of (94a).
Thus, to make the exchange felicitous, we wouldehtavassume, within the framework of
Kadmon'’s theory, that (94a) is followed by an inojtliquestion, the one shown in (93). This
question would be a felicitous last QUD for (94lb)would also constitute a subquestion of
(94a), since a complete answer to (93) would emtiaieast a partial (in fact: a complete)
answer to (94a).

Thus, it can be concluded that by adopting Kaden@d2001) proposals on the
requirements of the congruence of discourses auntpicontrastive topics, most of the
Hungarian facts listed in 4.1 can be accounted for.

5  Summary

In this chapter we have investigated the presugipasi implicatures and discourse structure
associated with the use of contrastive topicsa$t heen proposed by several theorists that the
use of contrastive topics presupposes that thetatel of the preceding discourse satisfies
particular requirements. These requirements hawen bermalized differently in different
theoretical frameworks, such as those by von Fi(@€B4), Biring (1997) and Kadmon
(2001), which were briefly reviewed here. Among #igove theories, Kadmon’s proposal
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was judged to be the most comprehensive, whichnassuahat each move in a discourse has
to be directly relevant to the preceding move, #mat foci and contrastive topics impose

certain constraints on the ordinary semantic vaoe the topic semantic value of the last
question under discussion for sentences contathege constituents. The applicability of this

theory to Hungarian was demonstrated through théysis of a wide range of examples.

The fact that the use of contrastive topics gdrera contrast between propositions
has both been claimed to be part of the lexicalmmggof these constituents and part of their
implicatures. Here it was argued that referencealternatives should be considered a
conventional implicature (instead of a conversatiame, as proposed by Kadmon 2001), and
a new, ‘operationalizable’, definition of the imgditure introduced by the contrastive topic
was defined. It was argued that since the preseha®ntrastive topics is not required to
express a special truth-conditional component aimimeg, their primary function is to express
the above implicature. Whenever the implicatureinisconflict with the intended truth-
conditonal meaning of the sentence, however, thiecptar reading will not be available for
it.
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CHAPTER 3

THE SCOPE OF CONTRASTIVE TOPICS™®

1 Introduction

In this chapter we will take a closer look at orighee most puzzling facts about Hungarian
contrastive topics, discussed in Szabolcsi 198Hnesei 1989, E. Kiss 1992, 1998, 2000,
and Alberti and Medve 2000, among others, namélyt tertain classes of quantificational
expressions (DPs or adverbials) in this positioadn® take narrow scope with respect to
other quantifiers and operators in other prevedp&rator positions, and for other classes of
quantificational expressions the narrow scope jpmetation is one of the possible options
(though not necessarily the preferred one). Thasks findicate that the general rule of scope
assignment for Hungarian, discussed in Chaptecdgrding to which the scope of preverbal
operators, situated in the specifier positionsarious functional projections dominating the
VP, is reflected in their surface order (since ¢éheperators c-command their scope at
Spellout), is not not always adhered to by contrastopics. The following examples
illustrate some of the relevant data. (1) and @jtain contrastive topics which can only have
a narrow scope interpretation, while in (3) the tcastive topic expression can take either
wide or narrow scope with respect to the negaflanease the comparison, we also provide
in each case what the interpretation of the seetevauld be if the quantifier in contrastive
topic was allowed to take wide scope:

(1) [ct "Mindenki] 'nem ment el.
everybody not went prefix
a. ‘It is not the case that everybody left.’
b. # ‘No person left.’

(2) [ct ‘Legalabbegy konyvet] "minden diak  elolvasott.
atleast one bookec every student pfx-read
a. ‘Every student is such that he/she read at tgasbook.’
b. # ‘There is at least one book which every sttidead.’

(3) [ctr A politikusok “kétharmada] ‘nem korrupt.
the politicians two thirds not  corrupt
a. ‘lItis not the case that two thirds of the poians are corrupt.’
b. ‘Two thirds of the politicians are such thatyttage not corrupt.’

The tendency for contrastive topics to take narsrope with respect to other
quantificational expressions in the sentence ha lwbserved for other languages, like
English or German as well (Blring 1997). These leggs, however, differ from Hungarian
in that they generally allow much more freedom ssigning scope to quantificational
expressions than Hungarian (but cf. Liu 1990), whsrope ambiguity can only surface with
respect to a contrastive topic and an operatoowatlg it or between two postverbal

*% This chapter is based on my contribution to thespzfcope inversion under the rise fall contousamnething
else?', written jointly with Katalin E. Kiss.
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quantifiers. In the next section we will give areoview of proposals for English and German
which aim to explain the preferred narrow scopeliregs of sentence-initial quantificational
expressions in general and contrastive topics rtiqodar with respect to sentential negation
and examine whether they could be applied to Huagain section 3 we review some
previous proposals made specifically for Hungariaamely, E. Kiss 2000 and Albei
Medve 2000, according to which DPs in contrastiy@d positions are capable of denoting
properties. In sections 4 and 5 we provide a coitipnal semantic interpretation for
sentences where the contrastive topic role is pldyeargument DPs, which is based on E.
Kiss’'s and Alberti and Medve’s suggestions. In ieec6 we consider the weak points of the
approach based on the idea that non-referentidtasiive topics denote properties.

2 Previous accounts of the possibilities of scopewversal
between quantificational expressions and negation

2.1 Ladd 1980

Ladd’s account is based on the idea that a paaticukaning should be associated with the
fall-rise contour, as shown in (4b) bel8vnamely, that it generally signals a subset or
hyponym relation to a contextually accessible §kts, the utterance of (4b) evokes a set of
entities, e.g., the set of cars, or the set of Gerpars, which the denotation®©pel could be

a subset of:

(4) a. You have a VW, don't you?
b. I've got an “Opel (Well, not exactly, buf?.)

Ladd claims that in example (5), a counterparthefidungarian sentence in (1) above, where
the DPall the mencan be considered a contrastive topic, the faé-contour triggers the
same type of subset interpretation as in (4).

(5) “All the men didn’t go.
‘Not all men went.’

According to Ladd, this subset relation is sematificincompatible with the universal
quantifier, sinceall cannot pick out a proper subset (nor bath) of the set referred to by the
noun following it, thus, he claims, “the sentenseessentially reprocessed with the tacit
caveat All can’t be subset, so it must mesot all'.” (Ladd 1980:161):

The problems | find with Ladd’s theory are theldaling. On the one hand, he
accounts for the reverse scope reading of sentemitiesontrastive topics on the basis of a
very ad hoc process. The need for reprocessing;hwisi assumed to arise on particular
occassions, indicates that the default interpatdbr the sentence is the one where the scope
of quantifiers corresponds to their surface positib there is a principle according to which
scope is assigned to operators on the basis afdhdace position, it would be expected that
sentences like (5) are not generated in the fiestep On the other hand, Ladd’s theory cannot

*" This sentence does not contain an instance ofasiivie topic.
8 Whenever it does not lead to confusion, | useotiginal authors’ notations to mark the contrastiwgic.
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explain why Biring’s German example in (6) andHtsngarian counterpart in (3) above can
be both ambiguous with respect to the scope ofdinérastive topic:

(6) Zwei /IDRITTEL der Politiker sind NICHT\ kaupt.
two thirds of politicians are not corrupt
a. ‘It is not the case that two thirds of the poliéins are corrupt.’
b. “Two thirds of the politicians are such that theg aot corrupt.’

If the ‘reprocessing strategy’ was obligatory fdt eonstituents pronounced with the
contrastive intonation, then only the narrow scogading would be available. If, however,
this strategy was to be applied only if the readivigere scope corresponds to syntactic
ordering contrasted with the subset interpretatsnin (5), then only the wide scope reading
should be available for (6).

2.2 Horn 1989

Horn’s (1989) theory is not concerned with the scapb contrastive topics but with the
possibilities of reversing the scope of subjectrgifiars with sentential negation in general.
The reason why we are still discussing it herehest in most of the naturally occurring
examples with quantificational expressions in tbetastive topic role in different languages,
these expressions are followed by sentential negadind interpreted as having narrow scope
with respect to the negation.

According to Horn (1989:496), “the wide-scope (NEBX reading of negation in
sentences with quantified subjects occurs mostralitun metalinguistic uses.” He claims
that the accessibility of NEG-Q readings to Erdgkentences with quantified subjects like
(7a) and (8a) depends on whether the quantifi@misiversal or an existential one:

(7) a. Everybody didn’t come.
b. Not everybody came.

(8) a. Somebody didn’'t come.
b. Nobody came.

Horn suggests that the primary reading of sentewtisat least two quantifiers pronounced
with a neutral intonation pattern is the one whteequantifiers take scope according to their
surface positions. Inverse scope readings arepalssible, but these are blocked on the basis
of the Division of Pragmatic Labor if there are aétliorms available in the language which
express the inverse scope readih@his applies to (7a) and (8a), too, as far ag tiility to
express NEG-Q meanings is concerned, since thertoans in the language, shown in (7b)
and (8b), which express the same meaning, and whewreddition, the scope of operators
correlates with surface order. The strength oflitueking effect varies inversely with the
markedness of the alternative expressions. Sinteverybodyn (7b) is morphologically and
syntactically more marked thaverybodyHorn argues, the blocking effect on (7a) to cognve
the NEG-Q meaning will be relatively weak.

% As Huba Bartos (p.c.) notes, inverse scope readiag vary with respect to their availability. Foample,
the inverse scope reading of ‘Someone kissed emety® more readily available than that of ‘Everydigsed
someone’.
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Horn’s account cannot be extended to cases likal{@ve, however, where both the
contrastive topic and the other quantifier are DBisce such sentences cannot have
synonymous counterparts with one quantification®l Which unites the effects of the two
quantificational DPs in the original sentence.

2.3 De Swart 1998

De Swart (1998) argues that the readings whereesgal negation takes wide scope with
respect to a quantifier in subject position in amglish sentence need “to be pragmatically
motivated by the contribution the utterance maleghe discourse” (p. 89), since such
readings express essentially negative facts abeuworld, the number of which is, naturally,
much larger than the number of true positive fatisut the world, as claimed in Horn 1989.
Readings where negation receives wide scope owesubject also induce a discrepancy
between the syntactic and the semantic scope ekparession (since the syntactic scope of
negation in English is generally smaller than theole sentené®), thus they need to be
motivated by the fact that the reading in questdds informational value to the sentence,
e.g., entails a positive statement or introducessitive implicature.

For example, de Swart (1998) explains the possilati assigning wide scope to the
negation in (9) along the following lines:

(9)  All students didn’t pass the exam.

On the one hand, the reading of (9) where negatorives wide scope corresponds to an
universal statement under negation, which is edgmiato an affirmative sentence where
negation takes narrow scope, i.e., one expresguugiive fact, as shown in (10b):

(10)a. Not all students passed the exam
b. Some students didn’t pass the exam

On the other hand, (9) also gives rise to a pasitiwplicature, which is to be derived in the
following way. As it was established by Horn (194Re combination of the Gricean maxims
Quality and Quantity leads to systematic implicasubased on items ordered on a $tafe
such a way that the truth of the statement comtgithe weaker item implicates the falsity of
any statement containing stronger iterda, alb constitutes a scale like this, since, if a
sentence containing or someis uttered, then the implicature (signalledybelow) arises
that the stronger statement containdtigcannot be true. Thus, (11a) below implicates (11b)

(11)a. Some students passed the eXam
b. Not all students passed the exam

When the scalega, alb is embedded under negation, however, it resulteérscale<not all,
not a. With respect to this scale, the weaker assertiwashose which contain the quantifier
not all. Thus, statements witmot all, e.g., that in (12a), implicate the negation of

% In fact, it is probably true for a significant nber of languages.
®1 Such scales are referred to as Horn scales iitehature.
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corresponding statements witbt g as in (12b), which in turn is equivalent to thatsment
in (12c).

(12)a. Not all students passed the exiam.
b. It is not the case that not a student passediam-
c. Some students passed the exam.

(12c¢) is thus the second positive statement adsaciaith (9), which motivates the reverse
scope reading of this example.

According to de Swart, monotone increasing quaarsfiike more than twoor many
appearing together with sentential negation candadoositive assertions in a similar way,
with the help of the scalesnore than zero, more than one, ... more than nete than &, or
<few, many.

The theory proposed by de Swart accounts for tbewhy sentences containing the
determineifew, like (13) and (14), do not have inverse readings:

(13) Few people are unlikely to arrive on time.
(14) Few students did not pass the exam.

Since the pragmatic scale whdmw is situated is<few, many, which, embedded under
negation, becomesnot many, not few, the statements above do not trigger scalar
implicatures, since the expressions contained iemthare associated with ‘strong’
propositions (the ones containing exressions @tuat the ‘strong’ end of the scale), which
cannot implicate the negation of the weaker stat¢me

De Swart’s theory is able to explain how the narscope reading for contrastive
topics accompanied by a negative particle as as®odike in (1) above, arises. (However, we
would need to appeal to some other theory to rutdte wide-scope reading in this case.) On
the basis of the assumption thadt few constitutes the stronger element in the sealet
many, not few, de Swart can account for the fact that the cetitra topic cannot have the
narrow scope reading in the following sentence:

(15) *[ct 'Kevés ember] ‘'nem jott el.
few personnot came pfx

The theory, however, cannot be extended to explannarrow scope reading of sentences
where the associate of the contrastive topic isrenagyuantificational DP, as in (16):

(16) [cr 'Pontosan két diak] “harom koényvet olvasait.
exactly  two student three  boekcread pfx
‘It was three books that were read by exatiy students.’

The contrastive topic of (16) cannot be a memidea ¢lorn scale, since the truth of a
proposition expressing that a property holds faotly two students can neither implicate nor
be implicated by the applicability of the same @y to a different number of individuals.
Thus, de Swart’s theory would have nothing to daguawhy the reversal of the scopes of the
quantifiers in (16) takes place.
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Having described some theorethical approachesathmto account for scope reversal
in languages other than Hungarian, we will now eevtwo theories which were proposed to
account specifically for the narrow scope readimigdungarian contrastive topics.

3  Previous proposals for capturing the narrow scopeeadings
of contrastive topics in Hungarian

3.1 Alberti & Medve 2000

Alberti & Medve’s basic claim is that a quantifizatal DP in the role of contrastive topic
occupies the specifier position of a projectionezhICTopP as a result of movement from
postverbal position. The operator head of the ptme, oRrop has the widest scope among
the operator heads, but, due to its position, peciier is not interpreted distributively, but
collectively, as referring to a set, or plural midual, as in (17), or to a kind, as in (18).

(17)  [croppMindharomfitinakopcrop [re CcSak Marit  mutattam[ve tc be pro tt;. ]]]%
all three  boybAT only Mari-Acc introduced-$G pfx
‘Only Mary is such that | introduced her to di¢e boys.’

(18) [ctopePoOntosan harom fitnak  csak Marit es Zsuzsit mautatt be.]
exactly three boyAT only Mari-Acc and ZsuzsiAcc introduced-$G pfx
‘Only Mary an Susan is such that | introduced thieraxactly three boys.’

Thus, in (17) it is stated about the entire setttobe boys that only Mary was
introduced to it. In Alberti and Medve’s view, & also part of the truth-conditional meaning
of the sentence that the predicate does not holdllofubsets of the set of these three
individuals. The unwanted consequences of thismaggan were discussed in Chapter 2.

According to Alberti & Medve, sentence (18) isiastance of predicating of entities
belonging to a kind, thus, they paraphrase it 8evis: “as for the kind of sets consisting of
exactly three of the relevant boys, only Mary and&h were introduced to this set kind” (p.
114). The fact that the identity of the boys carnyyar Mary and Susan is attributed to the
assumption that only about manifestations of ai@dar kind can we make a statement to the
effect that they were introduced to someone.

| believe that the central idea proposed by Alb&rMedve (2000), namely, that the
apparent narrow scope of contrastive topics istduthe fact that such constituents are not
necessarily interpreted as denoting entities, Inaty tcan also denote properties, is an
innovative one. In the next section | will show htive compositional semantic interpretation
of sentences containing contrastive topics coulddbeved on the basis of this idea,
supplemented with various proposals from E. Kis802@vhich will be summarized below.

%2 This example is copied in an unchanged form frotvefti and Medve 2000.

84



3.2 E. Kiss 2000

The central idea of E. Kiss’s account of the narsmwpe reading of contrastive topics is that
contrastive topic DPs denote properties of set<hviire individuated as a result of being
contrasted with other properties. The idea thatdéeotations of property-expressions are
individuated due to being contrasted originatesnfrSzabolcsi (1983), who analyzed the
interpretation of focused bare nominals, as ilktsi in (19):

(19) [ Biciklit] latott Mari.
bicyclescc saw  Mary
‘It was a bicycle/bicycles that Mary saw.’

Due to the fact that preverbal focusing in Hungaiia/olves exhaustive listing, that is, the

truth of a sentence with a focus entails that tfegligate does not hold of any alternative of
the focus denotation, in order to explicitly chaeaize the truth conditions of a sentence with
a focus we need to know the alternatives the fodeumstation is contrasted with. When a bare
noun is focused, as in (19), it is necessary fowiging an interpretation to the sentence to
identify a subset of a relevant set of distinctpamties the focus denotation is contrasted with.

E. Kiss (2000) assumes that a similar procedurmdifiduation takes place in the
case of contrastive topics as well, and she prapdke following generalization. Any
property expression can be individuated by beingfrasted with its alternatives, which can
be achieved either by focusing it or by pronoundingith the contrastive topic intonation.
She claims that the narrow scope of a quantificaliexpression playing the contrastive topic
role is only apparent, since it is to be interpdeds the name of a property of sets. Whatever
is predicated about this property in the senterag to be fulfiled by sets having the
particular property, and this is misinterpretedifathe contrastive topic expression had a
narrow scope reading.

For example, the denotation of the contrastivéctop(20) is not one or more sets but
a property related to the cardinality of sets (Whis assumed to be contrasted with other
properties). This explains why the set of novelbaaead can vary together with the identity
of the students concerned in this sentence (E:Késample (25)).

(20) /Minden regényt \kevés diak olvasott el.
every novelacc few student read pfx
‘Few students read every novel.’

E. Kiss characterizes the meaning of (20) the viiaywvs in (21) below:

(21) With respect to the properties of ‘being thaximal set of novels’ and ‘being a non-
maximal set of novels’ the following statements mx@de. About the former we claim
that it is true of few people that they read a espntative of it. (An alternative
statement is implicated about the property of ‘geamon-maximal set of novels’: it is
true of many persons that they read a represeetatii.)

As mentioned in Chapter 2 above, | believe thatppgosed to sentences with property-

expressions in focus, illustrated in (19) aboveproviding the truth-conditions of sentences

with contrastive topics, no reference should beertadhe alternatives they are contrasted to,
since the contrast is only part of the implicatusssociated with the sentence. In order to be
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able to build a compositional semantic interpretatprocedure on the proposals made by
Albert and Medve 2000 and E. Kiss 2000 regardirgd&notation of contrastive topics, two
specific tasks have to be fulfilled. On the one chatme assumption that even full DPs in
contrastive topic can denote properties, as opptusBdPs situated in other preverbal operator
positions (which are normally assumed to denote setgeneralized quantifiers) has to be
motivated. On the other hand, a way has to be faarmmbine the property denoted by the
contrastive topic with the traditional denotatiohtloe predicate part in order to achieve a
propositional type denotation for the whole sengerithe next section will provide some
arguments why contrastive topics can be assoumédve a property-denotation, while in
section 5 a compositional interpretation proceduiebe proposed which is able to formally
derive the interpretations of sentences containorgrastive topics.

4  Property-denoting contrastive topics vs. sentence
interpretation

4.1 Properties as noun phrase denotations

As promised in the previous section, in this secti@ intend to put into practice the proposal
by Alberti and Medve 2000 and E. Kiss 2000, aceaydd which the narrow scope readings
of contrastive topics is due to the fact that they assumed to denote a property. Naturally, it
does not mean that contrastive topics can only téepmperties. As the following example
illustrates, contrasive topic DPs which are capalblielentifying a specific referent retain this
feautre in contrastive topic as well, and thus @&) have two interpretations. It cannot have
a reading, however, according to which the contrastopic DP denotes a generalized
quantifier.

(22) [t 'Két diakot] ‘nem |attam.
two studemisc not saw-3%G
A.‘A'S FOR TWO PARTICULAR STUDENTS DID SEE THEM’
B.‘A'S FOR TWO STUDENTSI DIDN’'T SEE THAT MANY.’

In the rest of the paper we will focus on the propéenoting interpretation of contrastive
topic noun phrases, illustrated in the (22b) regdand ignore the referential reading, shown
in (22a).

The assumption that contrastive topics denot@eit®s, however, turns out to be
incompatible with the traditional assumption thaths denote-place first-order predicates,
since the property-denotation of the contrastiy@ct@rgument cannot be combined with the
verbal denotation into a sentence-denotation, aeproposition, by means of functional
application. (23) illustrates the extensional repréation of the interpretation which
corresponds to the property-reading of the cont@adbpic of (22), and (24) shows the
representation of the meaning of the verb in (Z2am extensional first-order predicate. (We
restrict our attention to an extensional framewloeke since the scope phenomena which we
eventually want to explain do not have intensiomgdlications.)

(23) [[két diakot]] =Ax two-student(x)
(24) [[lattam]] =Ay Ax saw(X, Y)
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The representation of the meaning of the contragtipic noun phrase in (23) is based on the
proposal by Maleczki (1992) according to which tienotations of common nouns in
Hungarian correspond to join semilattices (cf. Ld®83). The property denoted by a noun
phrase is assumed here to be the property of llemgmber of a set of elements in the join
semilattice corresponding to the noun denotatioithvhas as many atomic parts as specified
by the determiner denotation. For example, therastive topic noun phrase in (23) denotes
the property of being an element in the denotatibthe common noustudentwhich hasat
leasttwo atomic parts. This property is denoted bydkpressior\x two-student’(x) in (23).
(The property-denotation of DPs can be derived ftbm traditional denotation of DPs as
generalized quantifiers as follows: it is the pntp®f being identical to the individual sum of
elements in any of the witness $&tmrresponding to the generalized quantifier.)

The semantic values in (23) and (24), howevemnoa be combined into a
proposition-type denotation. The only way to ovenecthis type-clash is to raise the type of
one of these expressions to a type which can camwith the other type by means of
function-argument application. Since the type oé thoun phrase-denotation cannot be
lowered to a type which can act as an argumen24), hamely to type (at least on the (b)
reading of (22)), the only possible option seembédo lift the type of (24) to a type which
contains a property-variable.

The traditional assumption that the verbs ofiimguage can only denateplace first-
order predicates has been challenged in severpbpats before, some of which, particularly
those pertaining to Hungarian, will be considerethe rest of the section.

Komldsy (1992) discusses the interpretation ofesgces where the internal arguments
of verbs are represented by bare nominals, whiehnat assumed to name or identify a
particular object, but to name a particular propeftthe internal argument of the verb. (25)
shows an example:

(25) Péter ujsagot olvas.
Peter newspapecc reads
‘Peter is reading a newspaper.’

According to Komldsy (1992), the meaning of the eb@ominal object in (25) is to be
represented as in (26a), and the meaning of theweuld be as in (26b). These denotations,
composed together by function-application, resuthie formula in (27), corresponding to the
meaning of the sentence:

(26) a. tjsagot'newspapercc’: Ay newspaper(Yo)
b. olvas‘reads’:AF Ax Cy[read(X, Yon) O F(y)]

(27) [X [read(p, X) 0 newspape(Xx)]

Komldésy claims that representations of verb meaniofjtype (26b) are always available
whenever the verb can have a bare nominal arguraedt,are derivable from their usual

8 Witness sets of generalized quantifiers corresponthose elements of the set of sets in the gbreda
quantifier denotation which are subsets of the Esiaket the generalized quantifier lives on, dfal®lcsi
(1997a).
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representations in terms of two-place first-ordedcates, e.gAyAx read(x, y), by means of

a lexical process. Since most Hungarian verbs eae h bare nominal argument, Komlésy’s
theory would argue against considering propertystiag argument noun phrases and
property-denoting verbs to have exceptional serognperties, and for assigning multiple
lexical representations to the verbs of the languag

According to Hion (2001), a set of Hungarian verbs, the so-callfthiteness effect
verbs, lack the ‘regularh-place first order predicate denotation altogetl@ can only
denote predicates over properties. The \exéit'ate’ in (28) counts as a definiteness effect
verb:

(28) Anna evett egy almat.
Anna atean apphkec
‘Anna ate an apple.’

Piién (2001) proposes that definiteness effect vehosild be considered functions
taking a predicate (or property) argument. In higrfework, the meaning of the verb of (28)
would be represented (ignoring the dynamicity & éxistential quantifier) in the following
way:

(29) evetferer ‘€at’ = AP Ax Ae[[y[eat(e, X, y) O P(y)]

Van Geenhoven (1996) investigates noun incorfran West Greenlandic. She
claims that from a semantic point of view, West @&iandic incorporated nouns are
indefinite descriptions, which only denote a prape(30) below is the general formula she
uses to represent the meaning of a complex camgisfia verb and an incorporated noun:

(30) AP <e, 65AWs AXe Oy [Verby (X, y) O PRy (V)]

(30) shows that, according to van Geenhoven, tberporated noun denotes a property (of
type <s, <e, &>) which is absorbed by an incorporating verb aspiteglicate of its internal
argument’s variable.

Van Geenhoven links the behaviour of West Grewfitaincorporated nouns to other
indefinite constructions in other languages as,welmely, to bare plurals in West Germanic
languages, and German split topics. She claimstiieanarrow scope effects characteristic of
these three constructions can be given a uniforplaeation, namely: they are instances of
semantically incorporated, predicative indefiniescriptions, the existential interpretation of
which is due to the verb itself. They cannot beripteted as definite or partitive, since the
variable representing the indefinite is always mose it cannot pick up a salient referent.

In his review of a version of van Geenhoven’sotlgg(1996), Cohen (1999b) argues
that the verbs of a language should be regardedndsguous between an incorporating
reading and an ordinaryplace predicate interpretation, which is suppoligdhe fact that in
the Germanic languages verbs can combine with batle plurals and with other noun
phrases.

In this section we have reviewed three theoridschv claim — either about a
particular class of verbs (those displaying theiniteiness effect), or about verbs taking
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arguments of a particular syntactic category (memminal) and semantic type (property) —
that their lexical representation is not given emnts of amn-place predicate but contains a
property variable. That is why such verbs can s&akargument denoting a property. Although
according to Fion (2001), definiteness effect verbs always havedteive representations of
this kind, it seems that the majority of verbshe texicon can appear together with both bare
nominal arguments and proper noun phrase argumBmtsfact indicates that there must be a
lexical rule which maps the ordinanyplace predicate denotation of verbs onto denatatio
with property variables.

Having examined some constructions in which nphnase arguments have been
assumed to denote properties, in the next sectercamsider what characteristic features
contrastive topic noun phrases share with thosenaegt types which have previously been
assumed to denote properties.

4.2 The property-reading of contrastive topics

The argument types which have been argued in theture to denote properties cannot be
regarded as definite or partitive, that is, thegnzd be interpreted as anaphoric expressions
linked to some saliertbject® This property is shared by non-referential conivagopics as
well, and by those which can have referential aod-referential interpretations as well. In
the following sentence, for example, the objectmptirase does not necessarily identify a
particular referent, as reading (a) shows:

(31) [cr 'Két konyvet] “elolvastam.
two boolkcc readPAST-1SG
a. ‘As for two books, | did read thatmga
b. ‘As for two particular books, | didad them.”’

(32) illustrates a similar case:

(32) [cr 'Kevés konyvet] “Mari olvasott el.
few bookec Mary read PERF
‘It was Mary who reagew books.’

The above sentence does not mean that Mary iseits®ip who read particular books which
are few in number, but that Mary is the person dbm the property of having read few
books holds. The fact that (32) cannot be contirthedvay shown in (33) proves this:

(33) [cr 'Kevés konyvef] "Mari olvasott el. #Ezek nagyon tetszettek neki.
few bookcc Mary read PERFthese very pleased her
‘It was Mary who read few bogkShe liked them a lot.’

The following example illustrates that in certaiases there is no individual which the
contrastive topic expression could identify, bud #entence is still well-formed:

(34) [cr 'Kevés konyvet] ‘senki nem olvasott.
few bookec nobody not  read

6 Although, as discussed in Chapter 2, they apebe tfamiliar’ in some other sense of the word.
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‘As for few books, nobody read that numbkthem.’

As discussed in Chapter 2, (34) would be uttereahagnswer to a question like the following
one, which presupposes that there is at least mdigidual in the context for which the
property of being an individual sum of books widwfatomic parts holds.

(35) Ki olvasott "kevés konyvet?
who read few bookec
‘Who readew books?’

In the case of (34), the above presupposition iscelded, naturally. Note that the
interpretation of the DReveés kdonyvetew bookAcc’ in (32) is markedly different from that
of the same DP in examples like (36) below:

(36) Mari [ kevés konyvet] olvasott.
Mary few bookacc read
‘Mary read few books.’

Having argued that postulating a property-reading d¢ontrastive topic DPs does not
contradict the assumptions which property-denotaxgressions have traditionally been
associated with in the literature, we will showtlie following section how the assignment of
property-denotations to arguments influences therpnetation of the verbs they appear
together with in the sentence.

4.3 The lexical representation of verbs with conaistive topic arguments

It was claimed above that the contrastive topiaiargnts of verbs denote properties of plural
individuals. It was also demonstrated in previobapters that there is no restriction on the
syntactic category (bare nominal versus full DP)h@matic role of the argument of the verb
which plays the contrastive topic role in the Humga sentence. In view of these
considerations, | suggest that all verbs in theylage can be analyzed as predicates over
property denotations, which can correspond to agyraent of a verb. From the fact that
verbs can have several arguments, it follows thah&erb in the language must be associated
with several denotations, which should all be ddvle from its basic denotation in terms of
an n-place predicate — although the nature of the tgising mechanisms which can
generate the former from the latter will not becdssed. Thus, the meaning of transitive
verbs in Hungarian will be analyzed in terms of filwing formulae:

(37) a.AyeAXe verb(X, y)
b.AP<e, t->Axe Cy[verb(y)(x) O P(y)]
C.)\ye )\P<e, t>> D([Verb(y)(X) H P(X)]

The first two of the denotations above are mordess similar to those proposed for West
Greenlandic by van Geenhoven (1996). Contrary toGaenhoven, however, we will assume
here that the individual variables stand for bothrmac and plural individuals in the join
semilattice corresponding to the denotation ofctvamon noun.
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Having discussed the proposed interpretationsdatrastive topic DPs and predicates
combining with these in Hungarian, in the next mectwe will investigate how the
interpretation of sentences can be built up contiposilly from these.

5  Deriving the narrow scope readings of contrastivéopics
compositionally

In this section we consider some examples whichwshow the apparent narrow scope
reading of contrastive topic DPs falls out from theemises discussed above. The first
example to be discussed is the one shown in (3®)se/(a) reading could be represented in a
traditional first-order form (which assumes thadividual variables stand for atomic
individuals only) shown in (39):

(38) [cr'Két kutydt] ‘nem latott Mari.
two dogccnot saw  Mary
a. ‘As for two dogs, Mary didn’t see that many.’
b. ?‘As for two particular dogs, Mary didn’t séein.’

(39) -[IKXOy (dog(x) Odog(y) Ox #y Osaw(m, x) dsawm, y))

The syntactic structure of (38) is shown in (4Blow, which makes use of the
convention, used in Reinhart 1983, Rooth 1985, tCA295 and Heim and Kratzer 1998,
according to which the actual binder of the trata enoved phrase is the index of the latter
phrase, and which is defined in Cresti (1995:9Xplsws:

(40) Movement IndicesStructures of the form Xf\YP are rebracketed as/XB\
P i YP,
and i YP translates as/i3, wheref is the translation of YP, and & the same
variable that was chosen for the translation wiside YP.
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(41) TopP

N

DP :
Kétkutyat "
1 Top’
Top NegP
Neg/\ VP

nem /v
\ P DP

latott  Mari T

In (41) above, Tsignals the trace of the moved constituent witligaer-order (property)
denotation. Here are the denotations of some afitldes of the syntactic tree:

(42)a. [[VI] = AP, > AXe Oye [saW(X)(y) O P(y)]
b. [[VP]] = [y [saw(m, y) O Qi(y)]
c. [[NegP]] =-Ly [saw(m, y) O Q(y)]

(42a) represents the denotation of the verb whbgecbargument which denotes a property.
(42b) represents the denotation of the VP resuftiogn the combination of the verb with its

subject and object arguments (the latter givenenms$ of a second-order variable). (42c)
shows the denotation of the negated VP, which, tduthe fact that the Top head is not
associated with any specific meaning componentesponds to the denotation of the Top’
projection as well. The denotation of the node dwting Top’, generated on the basis of
convention (40), labeled by in the tree, can be given as follows:

(43) AQ ~Ly [saw(m, y) O Q(y)]
The denotation of the contrastive topic noun phcaseesponds to the property in (44):
(44) Azetwo-dog(z)

Combining (43) and (44) via function-argument aggion results in the formula
corresponding to the denotation of the whole sex@teshown in (45).

(45) AQ -~ Ly [saw(m, y) UQ(y)] (Azetwo-dog(z)) =~ Ly[saw(m,y) U two-dog(y)]

In view of the fact that the thematic relation beén the type of event denoteddawand its
patient participant has the properties referreloyt&rifka (1989:92) asnapping to eventand
summativity the definitions of which are repeated here in) @&d (47), the truth-conditional
equivalence of (45) and (39) can be explained k®/s.

(46) Mapping to events
OR[MAP-E(R) - OelxOx'[R(e,x)0x' o x - [e'[e’Te eOR(e’,x)]]]

(47) Summativity
OR[SUM(R) — Cele’OxOx'[R(e,x)OR(e’, X)) - R(eJee’, xOox')]]
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If there are no two atomic individuals in the dextmin ofdog which are patients of events of
the type characterized by the predicatev and with Mary as agenthen there can be no
plural individual in the semilattice of dogs whiplays the same role in a same type of event,
and vica versa.

By the same procedure, and on the basis of tme sssumptions, the narrow scope
reading of the contrastive topic DP in the follog/isentence can also be explained:

(48) [cr ‘Legalabb két kutyat] “minden ember latott.
atleast two dogcevery person saw
‘As for at least two dogs, everybody shattmany.’

(49) shows the first-order representation of théhtconditions of (48), and (50) represents
the syntactic structure of the sentence:

(49) [Ox(person(x) — [ylk(dog(y) Odog(z) Oy # z Osaw(x, y) Osawx, y)))
(50) TopP

DP .
Legalabb két kutya
2 DistP

N

DP :
minden embe;/\
/K

Vv DP DP
latott T,

The denotation of the VP node can now be giverrims of the following formula:

(51) [[VP]l =0y [saw(z, y) U Q (¥)]

(52a) shows the denotation of the node dominatiegtP, generated according to convention
(40), which, combined by means of function-argunegslication with the denotation of the
universal noun phrase in (52b), results in the tdentorresponding to the denotation of the
DistP node represented in (52c):

(52)a. Az Ly [saw(z, y) D Qi (y)]
b. AP - X [personx) — P(x)]

c. Ox [person(x) — Ly [saw(x, y) O Q (Y)]]

(53a) shows the denotation of the node dominatirggFD and (53b) that of the contrastive
topic. (53c) indicates how we can arrive at theodiginon of the whole sentence by combining
these two denotations:
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(53) a.AQ; Ox [person(x) — Ly [saw(x, y) U Q (y)]]
b. Ax two-dog(x)

c. Ox [personx) - Oy [saw(x, y) Otwo-dog (y)]]

On the assumption that the relation between thatedenoted bysaw and its participant
expressed by the contrastive topic satisfies thepepties of mapping to events and
summativity, the truth-conditional equivalence betw (53c) and (49) follows.

In the next example to be discussed here, (5é)rdle of contrastive topic is played by a
noun phrase which is normally taken to express armsal quantification. (55) shows the
syntactic structure associated with this sentence:

(54) [ct'Minden kutyat] ‘nem lattam.
every dogec not sawpPAST-1SG
‘It is not the case that | saweRY dog.’

(55) TopP

DP/\ .
Minden kutyat /\
1 Top’

Neg VP
nem N
\ DP DP
lattam I T

| propose that when such a universal DP appeaascastrastive topic, it can either denote an
individual or a property, as other contrastive ¢spdo. The denotation of the sentence,
however, would be the same proposition on bothrpné&tations. If the DP denotes an
individual, it is the maximal individual in the sdattice corresponding to the denotation of
the noun, as propesed by Maleczki (1995). Thisviddal can directly combine with the
property-denotation of the predicate, and thuspitegosition corresponding to the meaning
of the sentence is the following: the property of heing seen by me holds of the maximal
individual in the denotation afog Naturally, the above proposition does not enteit there

is no dog | have seen. This is what we expected.

Consider now the interpretation of the contrastopic DP in terms of the property of
being the maximal individual in the denotatiordofy (This is a property which is possessed
by one individual only, the maximal individual ine semilattice corresponding to the noun
denotation.)The above denotation is represented in (56a), whée) illustrates the
denotation of NegP. The denotation of the TopP ruddB5) is generated by means of
function-argument application from the above twaoatations, as indicated in (56c¢):

(56)a. [[NegP]] = [[Top’]] ==Ly [saw(l, y) O Qi(y)]
b. [[DP]] = Ax max-dog(x)

c. AQ ~ Ly [saw(l, y) O Qi(y)](Ax max-dog(x)) = ~ Ly [saw(l, y) Dmax-dod(y)]
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(56c¢) could now be paraphrased as follows: ther@igdividual with the property of being
the maximal individual in the denotationadgwhich | saw.

Now we turn to sentences where the contrastipe tmle is played by DPs which
would be interpreted, in the generalized quantiframmework, as monotone decreasing or
non-monotone quantifiers, and which are not noynasumed to introduce a discourse
referent, illustrated by (57) and (58) below:

(57) [cr'Pontosan két filmet }[Péter] latott.
exactly two movieec Peter saw
‘As for exactlyrwo movies, it was Peter who saw that many.’

(58) [crKettonél “kevesebb konyvet}[Janos] olvasott.
twoaDE  fewer bookacc John  read
‘As for fewer than two books, it was Jokino read that many.’

(57) is a statement about the property of beingndividual in the denotation ahoviewith
exactly two atomic parts. The sentence expressdsPter is the person who saw an entity
with the above property. (58) is about the propeftpeing an individual in the denotation of
book with fewer than two atomic parts. It states thatinJis the person who read an entity
with the above property. The sentence presuppdsats the above property has been
established as relevant in the context — by best@$o contrast with properties expressed by,
for example pontosan két kényvéatxactly two bookacc’ and ketonél tdbb kényvetmore
than two bookacc’. What is peculiar about (58), however, is thatah be true even if there
is no book at all which John read. In this respits, sentence is similar to (59) below:

(59) [+ Janos]§ ketbnél “kevesebb kodnyvet] olvasott.
John twape fewer bookacc read
‘The number of books John read is fewer tham'tw

According to Szabolcsi (1997b), the RetYnél kevesebb kdonyviet (59) would express how
many (singular) individuals there are in the pratBcdenotation. There is one particular
aspect, however, in which (58) differs from (59wever. In the case of (58), as discussed
more thoroughly in Chapter 2, it is presupposed pnaperties of plural individuals in the
denotation ofbookare considered. In the particular case, theseeptiep are related to how
many atomic parts particular members of the noumotdion have. (The above
presupposition follows from the stress patterrhefdontrastive topic. If the main stress of the
constituent fell on the noun then the sentence @vquésuppose that properties of plural
individual with fewer than two atomic parts in tenotation obookand in other structured
sets which can be considered alternatives of tther]ae.g., those containing the elements in
the denotation ohewspaperare considered.) This means that even if John didread
anything, by uttering (58) the speaker would asstimaéwhatever John read is considered a
book in some sense, since it is contrasted witlerotibjects in the denotation bbok In
other words, in a context where properties of boakes considered, the empty set (more
precisely, the zero element in the lattice) wous @ount as being in the denotatiorbobk

On the basis of the above considerations, wegs®po define the property expressed
by the DPketsnél kevesebb kdonyvéewer than two bookcc’, abbreviated in (60a) below,
as the property of being an individual in the datioh of bookwith fewer than two atomic
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parts, or being an individual with the above numbkatomic parts which is considered a
book in the context, shown in (60b). In this formATP denotesa relation between atomic
parts of a plural individual and the individualels adopted from Krifka (1989):

(60)a. [[ bt Kettonél kevesebb konyvet] ]] &x fewer-than-two-book(x)
b. Ax fewer-than-two-book(x) =qef AX ((C(book)(x) - book(x)) O (book(x) [
O-Ky | ATP(y, X)}| = 2 0~ y[book(y) Ox Ooy DKz |ATP(z, y)}| = 2]))

In (60b) aboveC(book)(x) denotes the individuals in the context whieck assumed to be
books. The property defined in (60b) relates togbeeralized quantifier interpretation of the
DP in the following way: it is the property of bgithe individual sum of a witness set of the
generalized quantifier corresponding to the DP thian or that of being a zero element.

On the basis of (60a,b), the truth-conditions &)(&an be derived as follows. (61) shows the
syntactic structure associated with (59). The assudenotations of some of the nodes are
illustrated in (62):

(61) TopP

DP .
Ketténél kevesebb kényve'/\
2 Top

T

Top FP

s

Janos ////A\\\\

1 F

F /K
V DP DP
olvasott it T

(62) a. [[VP]] =Ly [read (x, y) U Q(y)]
b. [[FP]] = Ox[Cy [read(x, y) DQ(Y)] - x =]]

(62a) shows the denotation of the VP, which is troeged in the same way as the denotations
of VPs in earlier examples. The denotation of tReis-represented in (62b), which reflects
the key feature of the interpretation of the foeusHungarian, namely, that it expresses
exhaustive listing. (63) illustrates how the detiotaof the contrastive topic, given in (58b),
can be combined with that of the rest of the seeby means of function-argument
application:

(63) AQ OX[Dy [read(x, y) DQiy)] - x = J(Ax [C(book)(x) D=z |ATP(z, x)}| =20
0= [z[C(book)(z) Oy Ooz]]) = Ox[Cy [read(x, y) O C(book)(y) O
0=z |ATP(z, y)}| = 20-[C(book)(z) Oy Ooz]] - x =j]

The above formula thus expresses that any indivitwawhich there is an object which is
considered a book in the context with fewer than atomic parts which does not form an
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individual part of an object of the same type sticht the individual read the object is
identical to John. Note that on the above constofidhe denotation of the contrastive topic
DP, the existential quantifier in (63) does notdida incorrect truth-conditions, since it is
assumed that the propositicead(j, y) cannot be false for any individual which issmered
to be a book in the context, including the zeraneet of the lattice corresponding to the
denotation obook

The last example to be discussed here, showddiy s particularly interesting since
here the property of plural individuals denotedthg contrastive topic expression cannot
have any objects in the denotation of the noutsiextension:

(64) [ct'Semelyik film] [ "Janosnak] nem tetszett.
none movie JolaT not liked
‘It was John who didn't likeaNy of the movies.’

We will propose below that the denotation of thewb sentence is derived by means of
functional application from the denotation of tlentrastive topic and that of the FP. The FP
denotation is shown in (65):

(65) [[ [FJanosnak] nem tetszett]] ), Ox[- Oy [liked’ (X, y) O Qi(Y)] —» x=j]

The above formula means that among all individitais John for whom there is no entity
with the Q property which he liked. Intuitively, sentence \@bove means that it is John for
whom there is no entity with the property of beagnovie which he liked. This means that
the property denoted by the contrastive topic d) @&nnot be identical to the property of not
being a movie, which would appear to be the inttgiron of this DP in isolation. The
apparent mismatch between the interpretation ottimtastive topic taken in isolation versus
taken as part of the meaning of the sentence igatee fact that Hungarian is a negative
concord language. The DBemelyikfilm ‘none of the movies’ never appears without
sentential negation, and thus it does no harmig ihterpreted as denoting the property of
being a movie. If the negative quantifier of (6d)replaced by a so-called non-D(iscourse)-
linked variant, which lacks reference to the cofjtéhe sentence is out, as illustrated in (66).
This fact indicates that explicit reference to tdoatext has to be built into denotation of the
contrastive topic of (64).

(66) *[cr “Sehany film] [E'Janosnak] nem tetszett.
none movie JobaT not liked
* ‘No movie, John liked.’
(67) shows the proposed denotation of thesBelyikilm ‘none of the movies’:

(67) AvlZz[movie(z) OC'(z) 0z =\

The predicateC’ above picks out contextually relevant individudlbe next formula shows
how the above property is combined with the demmtatf the rest of the sentence:

97



(68) AQ Ox[-Cy [liked' (x, y) OQ(Y)] -» x=j](AvZz [movie(z) C(z) Dz =\) =
= Ox[- Oy [liked(x, y) OAvLEZ [movie (z) OC(z) Oz =\(y)] - x=j] =
= Ox[- Oy [liked(x, y) Oz [movie(z) OC(z) Oz = )] - x=]]

(68) expresses that any individual for which thisr@o entity which he liked and which has
the property of being identical to any of the mavie the context is identical to John, which
corresponds to the intuitive meaning of the ser@enc

In this section we have shown how the narrow saeaelings of argument DPs in
contrastive topic can be successfully generatetherbasis of the assumption that such DPs
denote properties of plural individuals. In the ne&ction, some of the weak points of the
approach will be pointed out, which necessitata@gghing the problem of assigning narrow
scope to quantificational expressions from a déffikrangle.

6  Weak points of the ‘contrastive topic as propertyapproach

The approach to the narrow scope reading of Huagarontrastive topics discussed above is
built on the assumption that these constituents telirow scope with respect to all operators
following them in the sentence. The following exa@aspshow, however, that quantificational
expressions in contrastive topic cannot be assumatkcessarily take narrow scope with
respect to all operators following them in the sane in Hungarian, and moreover, that they
normally take wide scope with respect to the qdigational expressions following their
associate.

The following sentences illustrate the possilepsl interactions between preverbal
quantifiers (including the contrastive topic) arabtverbal ones.

(69) [cr "Legaldbbharom gyerek] "‘minden kdnyvet elolvasé&ttszer.
atleast three kid every boske pfx-read twice
‘All books are such that at least three kids rénin twice.’
#'1t happened twice that all books were read teast three kids.’
#There are at least three kids who read eveok bwice.’

(70) [T ‘Két  gyerek] "minden kdnyvet sokszor elolvasot
two kid every boolacc several times pfx-read
‘There are two (specific) kids who read everylbamny times.’
?‘Every book is such that it was read by two (palgsilifferent) kids many times.’
# ‘It happened many times that two kids read ebegk.’

(71) [crKét gyerek] ‘'minden kodnyvet kétszer olvasait.
two kid every boolkscc twice read pfx
‘There are two (specific) kids who read everylbbmice.’
?‘Every book is such that it was read by two (palgsilifferent) kids twice.’
# ‘It happened twice that two kids read every bbok.

(69) can only have a reading where the contrastipe takes narrow scope with respect to

the associate. (70) and (71) can also have readihgse the contrastive topic denotes a
particular plural individual. In none of the abowases is it possible, however, for a
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postverbal quantifier to take wide scope over ainthe preverbal quantifiers. The following
sentence (a variant of which is suggested by Ammab@&8csi, p.c.) shows, however, that the
above situation is not totally impossible, either:

(72) [cr ‘Legalabb két konyvet]g[Péter] mutatott meg mindenkinek.
at least two bookec Peter showed pfx everyboowr
‘It was Peter for whom there were at least twoksowhich he showed to everyone.’
‘It was Peter who showed at least two, possiliffgknt, books to everyone.’
#‘There are at least two books which were suahttiey were showed by Peter to
everyone.’

A further problem of the approach discussed absvthat although it can derive the two
readings of (31), repeated here as (73), it cannoobunt for the differences in acceptability
between this example and the one in (74), (32katga here as (75), or (76):

(73) et 'Két kodnyvet] “elolvastam.
two boolkcc readPAST-1SG
a. ‘As for two books, | did read thatnya
b. ‘As for two particular books, | didad them.’

(74) *[ct ‘Kevés konyvet] ‘elolvastam.
few boolkkcc readPAST-1sSG

(75)  [cr 'Kevés konyvet] “Mari olvasott el.
few bookec Mary read PERF
‘It was Mary who reagew books.’

(76)  [cr 'Kevés konyvet] ‘el tudnék  olvasni.
few bookec Mary read PERF
‘It was Mary who reagew books.’

Naturally, one could claim that the above contrdstsiot belong to the domain of semantics,
rather to that of syntax. It was shown in the poasi chapters, however, that there is no
principle of syntax which could account for the tfdlat (75) and (76) are well-formed,
whereas (74) is not. Consequently, | believe thatabove asymmetries have to be accounted
for within semantics/pragmatics, in a way whichl\w# illustrated in the next chapter.

7 Summary

In this chapter we intended to examine a propeifrtyoatrastive topics which influences the
truth-conditional meaning of sentences they appaar namely the property that
guantificational expressions playing this role cang in most cases, must be interpreted as
taking narrow scope with respect to other quamtiional expressions in the sentence,
primarily with respect to their associate.

We have reviewed several proposals intended taexpcope reversal effects in other

languages. It turned out, however, that these agpes mainly concentrate on the interaction
of a quantificational DP with negation, and th&sults cannot be extended to the interaction
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of two quantificational expressions, or that thpimagmatically-based mechanisms make
wrong predictions for Hungarian.

A semantics-based solution was suggested in Albed Medve 2000 and E. Kiss
2000, according to which, non-individual-denotiraptrastive topics should be interpreted as
denoting properties, which appeared a promising teagxplain narrow scope effects. We
showed how the above assumption, coupled withdéa that verbs can be assigned multiple
lexical representations can derive us the narrowpecreadings of quantificational
expressions in contrastive topic in a compositiomal. In the last section of the chapter
some problems with the approach were discussedchwhin my opinion, necessitate
abandoning the theory in favor of a method whiclesdmot assign minimal scope to
contrastive topic quantifiers and can account fgpesent asymmetries regarding the well-
formedness of the sentences concerned.
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CHAPTER 4

CONTRASTIVE TOPICS IN FACTUAL STATEMENTS

1 Informal characterization of the data

In this chapter we investigate the interpretatibhlongarian sentences containing contrastive
topics which express factuals statements, i.e.chwdescribe particular events, located at a
particular time, or make a predication about tlok laf such events. In this sentence type, the
role of the associate is played by the finite vexlnegative particle preceding the verb, a
guantificational expression in a preverbal quagttifiosition, a negative particle preceding the
latter, an expression in the preverbal focus pmsitor a negative particle preceding the latter.
In these sentences, the contrastive topic DPs #sawehe other DPs will be assumed to

denote participants of the event in question. bws an illustrative example:

(1) [cr ‘Ot gyerek] ‘énekelt.
five child sang
“Five childrenoip sing.®®

The above sentence states that an event of singmgred which involved either a particular
sum individual with thechild property or a non-specific sum individual of treem® type,
which has five atomic parts. The sentence implgdleat there is at least one alternative
propositiof® (predicating the occurrence of a singing eventahgther group of children,
which involves a different number of them) whichmmsither entailed nor contradicted by the
one described in the sentence. Since the occur@nae event described in (1) on the non-
specific reading entails the truth of propositiavisich state that an event of singing by any
number of kids fewer than 5 occurred at the releveme and place, the sentence in fact
implicates that there is at least one number lattggan five for which both the occurrence and
non-occurrence of an event of singing by that nundfechildren at the relevatn time and
place is compatible with the meaning of the serdefite fact that for speakers of the
language the above reading of (1) normally contkgsthere was no singing by any number
of children larger than five is the result of a &&an implicature due to the operation of the
Maxim of Quantity.

The negated counterpart of (1), shown in (2) beld@nies that any event of singing
by at least five children occurred at the relevane and plac¥.

% Bare numeral determiners are normally interprétezh ‘at least’ sense in positions other thanftloeis, as
opposed to those situated in the focus positionchwvaire interpreted in the ‘exactly’ sense. Whetois not
lead to confusion we will leave out explicit reflece to the two interpretations in the English glessace
English bare numerals are also interpreted in alesst’ sense most of the time.

% The mechanism of generating alternative propositisiti be described below.

67 (2) is not too likely to have a reading, parapkdais (2b), where the occurrence of a particulanev
involving a specific plural individual is denied.
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(2) [cr ‘Ot gyerek] ‘nem énekel.
five child not sang
a. ‘It is not the case that there weree children who sang.’
b. ?“There are five children who did not sing.’

Sentence (2) entails that no event of more tham dhvildren singing could have taken place
either (at the same time and place), since therlatbuld entail that an event of five children
singing took place. (The mechanisms of the aboference are discussed later.) The sentence
implicates that the occurrence of singing evengsliring fewer than five participants or the
lack of these is both compatible with the meanifdhe sentence. (3) illustrates a further
example of the sentence type under consideration:

(3) [cr “Ot gyerek] ‘minden konyvet elolvasott.
five child every boolacc pfx-readpPAsT
a. ‘There are five kids who read every book.’
b. ‘Every book is such that it was readrwe kids (though not necessarily the same
one for every book).’

The above sentence can express that there waseahaweading in which five (specific or
non-specific) children read all contextually avhiabooks, or that there was a reading event
in which all the contextually available books wéngolved, and each of them was read by
five, possibly different children. The implicatuessociated with the first reading of the
sentence essentially boils down to the followirttereé is at least one other set of children
which read a different number of (i.e., not all)oks. The implicature associated with the
second reading is that there is at least one sob#ie¢ set of (relevant) books which was read
by a different number of kiG& The negated counterpart of (3), shown in (4),ieeithe
occurrence of events described in (3a) or (3b)h@lgh, similarly to (2), the sentence is not
normally used to deny the occurrence of an eveqatiwing five specific individuals.)

(4) [cr “Ot gyerek] ‘nem minden konyvet olvasott el
five child not every bookec readpPAsT pfx
a. ‘It is not the case that every book was readi\Ee kids.’
b. ?“There are five kids that did not read albbks’

The implicature associated with the a) readinghefgentence is that some different number
of kids read all books.

Naturally, sentences with contrastive topics nah only contribute to the assertion
that a particular event occurred when they cordaguantificational DP as a contrastive topic,
but also when a different expression plays the samee e.g., a non-quantificational DP, as in
(5), a verb, as in (6), an adjective, as in (7)amadverb of quantification, as in (8):

(5) a. Er ‘Sdke lannyal] ‘nem beszéltem.
blond giriNSTR not  talked-%G
‘| didn’t talk to aBLOND girl.’

b. [ct S®ke ‘lannyal] ‘nem beszéltem.

®8 The fact that ‘a different number of kids’ normatheans a larger number of them here is the rekult o
properties of the relation between the event dehbyeead and its agent participant.
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blond giriNSTR not  talked-%G
‘| didn’t talk to a blondsIrL.’®°

(6) [ct ‘Latni] “lattam Pétert, def "beszélni] ‘'nem beszéltem vele.
seelNF saw-BGPeteraccbut  talkiNF not  talked-$G him-INSTR
‘As for seeing Peter, | did see him, but | did@lk to him.’

(7) [cr “Szépnek] ‘nem szép Séari.
beautifulbAT not  beautiful Sarah
‘As regards beauty, Sarah is not beautiful.’

(8) a. pr "Haromszor] ‘lattam a filmet, dect[négyszer] ‘nem.
three times sawst the movieacc but four times not
‘| did see the movie three times, but | didn’e sefour times.’

b. [cr "Mindig] ‘nem hivtam meg Marit ebédre.
always not inviteddG pfx Mary-AcCc lunchsusL
‘I didn’'t ALwAYS invite Mary for lunch.’

(5a) denies that an event of me talking to a blgmdtook place (at the relevant time and
place). Depending on whether the main stress omdheis intended to signal verum focus or
contrasive focus, the sentence can either implidatethe occurrence of a different event of
me talking to a girl with a different property igither entailed nor contradicted by of the
truth of the sentence, or that it is the occurresfcan event of a type which can be considered
an alternative of talking to someone (e.g., seing etc.) in which | acted as the agent, and
a girl with a different property as the theme whismeither entailed nor contradicted by it.
The truth-conditional meaning of (5b) is identitalthat of (5a). Due to the different stress
pattern of the contrastive topic constituent, hosvethe implicature associated with this
sentence is different from that of (5a): it impties that the occurrence of events of the type
described in the sentence involving other blondviddals, e.g., boys, is neither entailed nor
contradicted by the truth of the sentence.

The first clause of (6) states that an event ofseeing Peter took place, while the
second clause denies that an event of me talkifngniooccurred. The first clause implicates
that there is at least one proposition expressirad &in event of a type which can be
considered an alternative of an event of seeingesom (i.e., talking to him, inviting him for
dinner, etc.) occurred at the relevant time andeia which the speaker was the agent and
Peter the theme, and that the truth of this prajposis neither entailed nor contradicted by
the truth of the proposition expressed by the nabclause. The above implicature is thus not
in contradiction with the meaning of the secondusig which ensures the coherence of the
whole sentence.

Sentence (7) denies the occurrence of a sta§amaih’s being beautiful. It implicates
that there is at least one proposition which st#ftesoccurrence of a state which can be

% Note that although in these examples only thecsigizor only the noun are contrasted, respectjwehjch is
made explicit by the intonation pattern, in accoawith considerations in Chapter 2, the wholeimak
projection containing the constituent with the castive intonation will be assumed to constitui ¢bntrastive
topic.
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considered an alternative to the state of beingitifah(e.g., the state of being clever) which
is neither entailed nor contradicted by the truftthe original propositior:

The first clause of (8a) expresses that threatevaf the same type, namely, events of
me seeing the particular movie in question, occlriidhe clause implicates that there is at
least one proposition stating that the same evanireed a different number of times which is
neither entailed nor contradicted by the meaninghef first clause. The truth-conditional
meaning of the second clause, stating that no deants of the same type occurred, is thus
compatible with the above implicature, which ensube coherence of the complex sentence.

(8b) denies the occurrence of a complex evemhefinviting Mary for lunch at all
times relevant in the context (e.g., times wheadked dinner myself, or when | had dinner at
a particular restaurant, etc.). It implicates, heeve that there is at least one proposition
stating that | invited Mary for dinner in a diffete number of cases, or in a different
proportion of relevant cases.

The following example illustrates a case whee dbntrastive topic is followed by a
focused expression as associate.

(9) [cr ‘Ot gyerek] fa ‘zongorat] emelte fel.
five child the pianacc lifted pfx
a. ‘As for five specific children, it was the piano ath they lifted
collectively/individually.’
b. ‘It was the piano that was lifted IeyvE children collectively/individually.’

On one of its readings, (9) above means that amdedive specific children, it is the piano,
among the contextually relevant things, which wifted by them, either individually or
collectively. This reading implicates that theraatdeast one alternative proposition which is
not entailed and not contradicted by the meaningthaf sentence, where alternative
propositions express that a different plural indinal, which consists of a different number of
atomic parts than five lifted the same or a differebject. On the other reading, the sentence
expresses that it is the piano among the contdytaahilable things which was lifted by five
(non-specific) children either individually or ceditively, and it implicates that there is at
least one proposition expressing that some othieg tas lifted by a different number of
children which is not entailed and not contradidigdhe meaning of the sentence. (Although
the plural individual which performed the othertitifj(s) and the one denoted by the
contrastive topic in (9) may have common atomidgadre., one person may participate in
two lifting events.) Both readings presuppose, tuhe presence of the focus, that there was
one individual of the type denoted by the focusvdrich the focus frame holds, i.e., that
there was one entity which played the patient ioken event of lifting by five children.

The following sentence, due to the lack of amhigudf the contrastive topic
expression, is unambiguous:

Ot is pointed out by Laszl6 K&lman (p.c.) that aitetives of the denotation beautifulshould be positive
qualities, since, for example, (7) could not bettared by the following:

(i) De [cr ‘gonosznak] ‘gonosz.

but evilbAT evil.
‘But as far as being evil, she is evil.’
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(10) [cr Az “Osszes gyereklr[a “zongorat] emelte fel.
the all child the pianacc lifted pfx
‘It was the piano which was lifted layL children individually.’

(10) states that among the contextually availatlegs, it is the piano which was lifted by all
children individually, and it implicates that thaeeat least one proposition expressing that a
different thing was lifted by a different numbere(j not the total number) of children which
is neither entailed nor contradicted by the meanfigthe sentence. Here it becomes
particularly clear that the event described by skatence and the alternative events must
share participants.

If the focus denotes a property instead of anviddal, as in (11), the sentence
expresses the identification of this property wviita (contextually) unique property for which
the denotation of the focus frame (which is ideadtia the present case to being a theme of a
seeing event whose agent is the total number &freim) holds:

(11) [cr Az “Osszes gyereK]r[ zongorat] latott.
the all child piangxcc saw
‘| was a piano that all children saw.’

The sentence implicates that there is at leastatteenative proposition which ascribes to a
different number of children the property of haviegen an individual which belongs to a
category which could be considered an alternatvié denotation gsiano, which is neither
entailed nor contradicted by the truth of the secte

Having described informally what we mean by thadieg of sentences containing
contrastive topics which express factual statemeveswill now consider specific aspects of
their semantics. For the most part, we will restoar attention to sentences where the
contrastive topic role is played by a quantificaibDP or an adverb of quantification. The
reason for this is that the placement of a coretitwther than a quantificational expression
into the contrastive topic position does not infloe the truth-conditions of the sentence, it
only contributes to the implicatures (i.e., it oduces an implicature of contrast). As opposed
to this, two sentences which only differ in thabime of them a quantificational expression is
situated in the contrastive topic position, whitethe other the same expression is sitting in
some other position, can differ in interpretabilg well as in their truth conditions, as
illustrated by the pairs of sentences in (12) d8) below, respectively:

(12)a. #{r"Minden diék] “elkésett az Orarol.
few student pfx-was late the class-
# ‘As for all students, themeRElate from class.’

b. Minden diak elkésett az oOrarol.

every student pfx-was late the class-
‘All students were late from class.’
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(13)a. Er'Legalabb egy diak]{ sok konyvet] olvasott el.
atleast one student many baoac read pfx
‘There are many books which were read by at lemststudent.’
#‘There is at least one student who read mank$bo

b. [o Legalabb egy diak] fsok konyvet] olvasott el.
atleast one student many boac read pfx
‘There is at least one student who read many $00k

In (12a), the Dninden diaKall students’ is situated in the contrastive toposition, and the
sentence is unacceptable. Its variant in (12b),reviitbe same DP occupies a different
preverbal position (the so-called Quantifier pasiji and is not pronounced with a rising
intonation, is well-formed and interpretable. (13ahere the DRegalabb egy diakat least
one student’ is situated in the contrastive tosifion, has the only interpretation according
to which there are several books each of which wead by at least one student. In contrast,
(13b), where the same DP occupies a preverbal fjeamiositon, means that there is at least
one student who read many books. Thus, in a siuatihere all students read at most one
book, (13a) can be true but (13b) cannot.

The narrow scope reading of the contrastive tapi¢l3a) as opposed to the wide
scope reading of the same expression in a diffepmsition is an illustration of the
phenomenon discussed in Chapter 3, that contrastpie DPs tend to have a narrow scope
reading (in certain cases in addition to a widepsa@ading) with respect to their associate. It
was argued there, however, that accounts on therprd narrow scope interpretation for
quantifiers in contrastive topic which are basedeaotirely pragmatic principles or on the
assumption that the contrastive topic is an exmaswhich is moved from a postverbal
position but keeps its original scope propertiesnoa account for the range of phenomena
under consideration. In this chapter, thus, a séimaocount will be proposed.

| believe that the data presented at the end ofptieeious chapter lead to the
following generalizations. The question of the poies scopal interactions between the
quantifiers playing the roles of the contrastivpitoand that of the associate has to be
distinguished from the question of the scopal axd@ons between these latter constituents
and postverbal quantifiers. Our central hypothegigch the rest of the chapter is intended to
prove, is that the issue of how contrastive topied associates interact scopally is completely
determinable on the basis of their syntactic posijtiexical properties and the implicature
introduced by the contrastive topic. This situatitbns contrasts with the predictability of
scopal relations between the contrastive topic @rahtificational expressions following the
associate, which do not always follow from the aght or semantic properties of the latter
expression, as the above data showed. Since wevbedhat scopal relations of the latter type
cannot influence the scopal relation between thdrasetive topic and its associate, we will
ignore them in the rest of the chapter.

| believe that in addition to specifying theiopal properties, the specification of the
truth-conditional meaning of sentences with cornivagopic DPs cannot be complete without
characterizing whether these DPs can contributelective or distributive interpretations of
the particular sentence. In section 2 it will bewh that contrastive topic DPs cannot always
receive those collective interpretations which wiootherwise be available for them in a
different syntactic position. | believe that thdlective versus distributive interpretations of
DPs and their relative scopes are the two centrahpmena which determine the structure of
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the event described by a particular sentence. tisrréason, in the rest of this chapter an
approach will be developed on the basis of the gsap by Landman (1996) which
determines for each sentence the structure of Wleatedescribed by it (e.g., how many
immediate subevents it has, and whether they asmiator are further dividable into
subevents). In section 2, we investigate previouppr@aches to capturing
collectivity/distributivity. In section 3, we givan overview of Landman’s (1995) integrated
approach to collectivity/distributivity and scopegmomena, and compare his analysis against
Hungarian data. In section 4 a different theorgwént semantics, the one by Krifka (1989)
will be analyzed from the perspective of the retévdungarian data. Section 5 will present
my proposal for compositionally generating the satmgainterpretation of Hungarian
sentences containing a contrastive topic on thes lmdghe insights of Landman (1996) and
Krifka (1989). Section 6 will show how the presapproach can account for uninterpretable
sentences. Section 7 discusses the interpretaficsertences which have an adverb of
guantification in contrastive topic.

2  Distributive versus collective interpretations

2.1 Some data

The following sentences show that the fact thatagiqular plural DPs is situated in the

contrastive topic positon can influence greatly thike the sentence receives a collective or
distributive interpretation. Thus, an account of tmeaning of sentences with contrastive
topics must include an explanation for the avalighbof one of the readings or the other.

Note that excluding the temporal adverb, the seetenn (14) and (15) are identical. The

temporal adverb is only added in (14) show theed#fice between the two possible
interpretations of the sentence.

(14) [ “Ot gyerek] ‘felemelte a zongorat tegnap  Otkor.
five child pfx-lifted the pianacc yesterday fiveat

a. #There was an event ofIVE children lifting the piano collectively at five dack
yesterday.”

b. “‘TherewAs an event ofIvE children lifting the piano individually at five dlock
yesterday.’

c. There was an event of five specific children lifting the p@
individually/collectively at five o’clock yesterday

" Note that here | have in mind the reading accardtirwhich at the relevant time and place thereavas
collective lifting and there was no other liftin§ the piano by a different group of participantsieh was
expected to take place. For example, in the comtieatcompetition between groups, where the greues
identified by the number of their participants, tudlective reading would be possible to expresas ¢mly the
group consisting of five children was capable fiing the piano.
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(15) [ “Ot gyerek] (volt, hogy) ‘felemelte a zongorat
five chid was that pfx-lifted the piamg:sc

a. ‘There was an event oFIVE children lifting the piano collectively (at one &nor
another).’

b. “Therewas an event ofIVE children lifting the piano individually (at one tevor
another).’

c. ‘There was an event of five specific children lifting the p@
individually/collectively (at one time or another).

The glosses show that when (14) is used to desanleent which takes place at a particular
time, and the DRt gyerek‘five children’ does not receive a specific reagithe sentence
can only be interpreted distributively, i.e., tcsdebe a plural event which consists of atomic
events of lifting the piano by one child. When #d@me sentence is used to express the fact
that a similar type of event has already occureesl,shown in (15), however, both the
collective and the distributive readings becomesiids. (16) shows, however, that all the
three potential readings of (14) can be expressed bentence where the plural DP is not
situated in the contrastive topic position, bubrdinary topic position.

(16) | Ot gyerek] felemelte a zongorat tegnap  otkor.
five child lifted the pianacc yesterday fiveat

a. ‘There was an event of five children lifting theapo collectively at five o’clock
yesterday.’

b. “There was an event of five children lifting theapo individually at five o’clock
yesterday.’

c. There was an event of five specific children Ildtin the piano
collectively/individually at five o’clock yesterday

A comparison between (14) and (16) shows that stheesame kinds of events can be
described by (16) as by (14), and even more, threrst be a specific reason which justifies
using (14) in a given situation instead of (16).isTheason is that (14) is capable of
introducing the special implicature characterigsfccontrastive topics while (16) cannot.
Before providing an explanation of how the availpiof readings for (14) can depend on
the contrastive topic implicature, we will give host overview about the essence of the
distributive/collective distinction, followed by asummary of the claims of various previous
approaches to its semantics, and my proposal flmrraal procedure which generates the
truth-conditonal meaning of sentences containiograrastive topics.

2.2 Collective and distributive readings: the essee of the distinction

In the literature, the terms ‘collective’ and ‘dibutive’ have been used to characterize the
interpretation of both plural DPs and of senteri€es.

The collectivereading of a noun phrase means that the individiath serves as the
denotation of the noun phrase is assumed to aohasunit in the event described by the
sentence. First consider (16) above. This senteanedescribe an event in which five kids

2 Naturally, if there are more DPs in the sentenbilvcan have both distributive and collective
interpretations, not all possible interpretatiohthe sentence can be classified as either disivibor
collective.
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acted jointly, due to which the table became liftadhich corresponds to reading a). This
reading does not necessarily entail that eachefitle kids actively took part in the lifting
(some may have only coordinated the procedure)it betuires that they acted as a unit. The
second interpretation, on which the DP receivestwbhanormally referred to as the
distributive readingrequires that each of the five kids lifted thel¢éaby themselves. In other
words, the a) reading of the sentence describesoanic event of lifting, while the b) reading
describes a complex event which consists of &t ez subevents of lifting.

Besides collective and distributive interpretasiaf sentence, there is a third reading
which is often distinguished by the latter two, amich is referred to by Scha 1981 as the
cumulative readingA cumulative interpretation surfaces most natyral sentences which
are intended to describe a relation between two isdiwiduals, or an event involving these
as participants, as shown in (17). For this example do not only provide its literal
translation into English but also the characteraabf some types of events which it could be
used to describe.

(17) Keét gyerek { 6t asztalt] emelt fel.
two kid five tableacc lifted pfx
‘Two kids lifted exactly five tables.’
a. ‘There are two kids, each of whom took part inrdt tables, and five tables which
were lifted by kids.” (cumulative interpretation)
b. ‘There are two kids who took part in events, eitimelividually or as a group, of
lifting five tables, either together, or one aftiee other.’

The cumulative reading of (17) is thus compatibithva situation in which one kid
lifted one table, while the other lifted the otlieur tables.

As (14) above illustrates, contrastive topicpamticular sentences are only allowed to
receive a distributive reading but not a collectoree. This means that the sum individual
denoted by the contrastive topic cannot be assutoefarticipate jointly in the event
described by the sentence. Instead, the event beusissumed to be divided into as many
parts as there are atomic parts of the contrastipee denotation, and each of the atomic
individuals must play the same role in its respectiubevent.

In view of examples like (14), | believe that thergantics needs to be able to predict
for each sentence whether the collective or theibligive interpretation is available for each
of its DPs. | thus disagree with Kalman (2002),caidng to whom it cannot be taken for
granted that those sentences which can be intepiebth as distributive and collective
predications are in fact ambiguous. He claims that meanings of the above sentences
should be regarded as underspecified as to whetmeration or individual properties are
responsible for making the sentence true.

In the next subsection we consider some previoygproaches to the

collective/distributive distinction, each of whidhke different positions as to where (i.e.,
within the semantics of DPs, that of predicates) ¢he distinction needs to be accounted for.
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2.3 Previous approaches to the collective/distriliive distinction

In this section we will provide an overview of someevious approaches to explaining the
differences between collective and distributivediegs of sentences and the sources of these
differences.

The first theory to be discussed is the one byag&B81), in which the source of the
difference between distributive and collective iiagd is located in the determiners, in view
of the fact that there exist so called “mixed véithsnk’s terminology) likelift, bring, carry,
give, take, ownetc., whose subjects sometimes appear to bdbdiste and sometimes
collective. (18) below illustrates some relevartda

(18)a. Four women brought a salad to the potluck.
b. Every woman brought a salad to the potluck.
c. The women brought a salad to the potluck.

While (18a) appears to be ambiguous with respec¢heodistributive/collective distinction,
(18b) only has a distributive reading, and (18c)stiongly biassed towards a collective
(group) reading. Based on the above and similag,d&cha proposes the following
classification of determiners into two classes. Mers of the first class are assumed to force
a distributive reading on a sentence while thogaensecond class force a collective one:

(19) Scha’s (1981) classification of determiners

Distributive Collective
each

every

a

both

0 [

all all
SOMEGing/pl some,
NGsing/pl N0y
2,3,4 2,3,4
thesing th%|

Roberts (1987), however, criticizes the above diaation on the grounds that it does not
account for certain empirical data. She illustrdtesclaim with the following example:

(20) Every woman brought a dish to the putluck.
The hostess asked those from Acton to bring aecales
The women from Boxborough brought a sakaad those from Littleton a dessert.

Roberts (1987) claims that the underlined senténagerpreted distributively in the present
context, which Scha’s theory does not account fince it presents plurathe as
unambiguously collective. Roberts accepts thatetlage data, including (18c) above which
support Scha’s classification of plutak as collective, but, according to her, Scha’s aagio
would entail that the distributive reading of thertcular sentence in (20) is to be attributed
to meaning postulates on predicates. In view ofdtpulsory collective reading of (18c)
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above, it would lead to the assumption that meamiostulates are incoherent. The other
option to account for the problematic case woulddelaim that the verbs themselves are
ambiguous, having both a collective and distribeitieading. This, however, would not
explain the markedness of the distributive readin@.8c).

Link (1983) takes a different approach, since heppses to build the
collective/distributive distinction into the lexicgaemantics of predicates. He identifies a
subset of distributive predicates which admit oalgms in their extension, which includes,
among others, common nouns and intransitive veékbglle, for example. According to Link,
the contrast between the valid and invalid infeesnio (21) vs. (22) is to be attributed to the
distinction between distributive and non-distrilvetpredicates:

(21) John, Paul, George, and Ringo are pop stars.
Paul is a pop star.

(22) Tom and Dick carried the piano upstairs.
Tom carried the piano upstairs.

Roberts (1987) argues that the above distinctiamdsen distributive and non-distributive
predicates is unnecessary because it is redunttenfgct that a particular lexical item is a
group predicate or a distributive predicate folldwsn the sense of the predicate, and thus it
does not need to be specified independently), afails to capture important generalizations
about the nature of distributivity (p. 6), for exalen, it cannot account for the ambiguity in the
following examples:

(23)a. The crowds dispersed.
b. The species were numerous.

According to Roberts, Link’'s approach seems to keblematic in view of the fact that
predicates are sometimes not composed of singlealeitems, and thus there would be no
place to locate the fact in the lexicon thrabke a good teanor win a relay raceare
obligatorily given group interpretations whilwin a 100 yard dasmeeds to receive a
distributive reading.

In view of the above problems, Roberts (1987)uasgthat the source of the
collective/distributive distinction should be loedtin the meaning of noun phrases. She
distinguishes between two kinds of NPs, which shks quantificational vs. individual-
denoting In quantificational NPs, the determiner providdse quantificational force
underlying distributivity, which means that the w#tes containing (only) these NPs are
obligatorily assigned distributive readings. Indival-denoting NPs have a subsetgobup
denotingNPs, which is constituted by NPs with denotatiadsch only include nonatomic
elements (i-sums) from the lattice-structured demdihe set of individual denoting NPs
includes proper names and pronouns, as well asAiRsndefinite and definite determiners.
The list of determiners characterizing individuandting versus quantificational NPs is
shown below:
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(24) Roberts’ classification of determiners

Individual denoting Quantificational
a each
SOMEg/pi every
1,2,3... N&ypi
thegpi most
this, that few
these, those many
both
neither

While quantificational NPs always force a distrikatreading on the sentence (provided the
sentence contains only one NP), individual denoli®$ do not necessarily force it to have a
group reading, only when there is no implicit ompkcit adverbial operator, the latter is
exemplified by the “floated quantifierachin (25) (Roberts’ example (4)), which could
provide the quantificational force underlying distitivity:

(25) BIll, Pete, Hank, and Dan each lifted a piano.

Having provided a brief overview of some approactesncorporating the source of the
distributive/collective distinction into the semast we consider below whether the proposals
above could be used to characterize the samedistinn Hungarian.

The most problematic aspect of the above them@&sns to be that they do not
consider the interpretations of sentences with mbes one quantificational DP. As the
following examples show, the lexical charactersid determiners as regards preference for
group versus distributive readings (if they havg)aman significantly be altered if they appear
in the same sentence together with another DP.

(26) Két fit minden lanyt meghivdit.
two boy every girlacc pfx-invited
‘Two boys invited every girl.’

(27) Minden lanyt két fit  meghivott.
every girlacc two boy pfx-invited
‘Each girl was invited by two boys.’

Sentence (26) is compatible with an interpretatiocording to which the two boys invited all
of the girls as a group, i.e., the universal DP sdoet need to receive a distributive
interpretation. Sentence (27), however, is only gatible with a reading where the same DP
receives a distributive interpretation. These ddiaw that classifying determiners according
to their ability to participate in distributive aollective readings, as done in Scha (1981) and
Robers (1987), would not be able to deliver uspibesible readings of particular sentences.

In Roberts’ theory, the determinfaw is assumed to force a distributive reading on a
sentence. The same property does not carry ovigs tdungarian counterparkevés,as the
following examples show:

3 This type of example was brought to my attentiolMgyta Maleczki.
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(28) Pista kevés lanyt hivott meg.
Steve few girlaccinvited pfx
‘Steve invited few girls.’

(29) [cr 'Kevés lanyt | Pista] hivott meg.
few girl-acc Steve  invited pfx
‘It was Steve who invitedew girls.’

Having described some of the most significant dbations to the semantics of

collectivity/distributivity and some of the problesmvhich the application of these theories to
Hungarian would run into, we turn to the theory lgndman (1996), which proposes a
unified approach to the meaning of sentences ast elascriptions in which the scopes of
(multiple) DPs and their collective/distributive témpretations are equally taken into
consideration.

3 Aunified approach to scope and collectivity/distbutivity:
Landman (1996)

3.1 Overview

Landman (1996) assumes that sentences are eveniptiess. Verbs denote event types, and
DPs denote participants of the events concerneglufal DP can either denote a sum of
atomic individuals or a group (cf. Link 1984). Landn makes a distinction between singular
and plural events. Singular events are those whae atomic individuals or groups as
participants, and thus cannot be divided into sahtsv/of the same type. The case in which a
group acts as a participant in an event corresptmaghat is traditionally referred to as a
collective reading of a DP. Participants of an ¢\ame assumed to play thematic roles in it,
the list of available thematic roles is specifiadhe lexical representation of the verb.

Plural events are sums of singular events. Theicgahts of plural events are
individual sums. These participants do not playntagc roles in the plural event (only
singular events have participants playing thematies), they instead play non-thematic,
plural rolesin it. The reason why Landman makes a distinchietween thematic roles and
plural roles is that in the case of plural evemiki¢h correspond to the distributive reading of
sentences according to the traditional terminolpgite inferences which are normally
associated with a particular thematic role do ratlhand thus there cannot be any semantic
content to the notion adgent, themeetc., at all (p. 431). In a plural event, theerof plural
agent plural theme etc., is played by the sum of agents, themes, @tt¢he singular event-
parts of the plural event. Landman’s definitiorpbiral roles (1996:439) is repeated below:
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(30) Plural roles:
LetRbe arole.
*R, the plural role based d®, is defined by:
*R(e) =LJ{R(e"): e’ O AT(e)}
if for everye’ O AT(e): R(e’) is defined otherwise undefined.

(30) thus means that each event which assignstear plural role has atomic subevents
which assign a corresponding thematic role, andinb&iduals playing a particular plural
role in an event are the sums of individuals plgyiine corresponding thematic roles in the
subevents.

The above approach to the meaning of sentencessexdlbon denotations assigned to
lexical items in the following way. Verbs are assamnto denote functions that take
arguments into a set of events. The theory asssciaith each verb a verbal predicate
constant of type powj. The basic interpretation of the verb is unmarked semantic
plurality, but since for any predicakethe singular fornP is a subset of the plural forihi,
Landman considers the plural form as the unmarkeoh.fIn (31), the denotations of two
verbs are presented in the above system (Landnf 440):

(31)a. walk - Ax.{e O *WALK: *Ag(e) =x}
b. kiss - AyAx. {e 0 *KISS:*Ag(e) =x O *Th(e) =y}

For example, (31b) means thihe denotation okissis a function that maps an object
and a subject onto the set of (sums of) kissingnisweith that subject as plural agent and that
object as plural theme.

As for noun phrases, the theory treats non-queatibnal noun phrases differently
from quantificational noun phrases. Landman assuhsson-quantificational noun phrases,
i.e., proper names, definites and indefinites, sfaft their interpretation from plural to group
interpretations. The following example illustratee phenomenon:

(32) three boys - AP. X O *BOY: [x| = 30P(x) (sum)
The set of properties that a sum of three boys has
- AP. (X O*BOY: x| =30P(1(x)) (group)
The set of properties that a group of these bags h

Quantificational DPs are assumed in Landman (1896)ceive their standard interpretations,
two of which are illustrated in (33):

(33) every girl - AP. Ox O GIRL: P(x)
no girl - AP. =[x O GIRL: P(x)

In Landman’s theory, arguments are associated wetlvs by means of functional
application, which is accompanied by a type-shgftmechanism to handle cases where the
type of the verb and that of the noun phrase dommatich. Landman refers to the above
procedure asn-situ application After in-situ application but before quantifyimg- the
mechanism of existential closure takes place.
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The theory uses Cooper-storage (Cooper 1983) as sigpe mechanism.
Quantificational NPs are stored obligatorily, famrquantificational NPs, storage is optional.
Storage takes place according to the following (LEndman 1996: 443):

(34) STORE
Leta be an NP meaning ari&the quantifier store:
STORE((a, ) = (Xn, SO {(n, o)})

As a result of the above procedure, the meaning isf stored, in-situ application will use a
variable, i.e. X, instead. The rule of quantifying-in which is assahby Landman (1996) is
referred to by him ascopal quantifying inand defined as in (35), where APPLY, b
denotes the operation of applying the functido argumeng:

(35) Scopal quantifying in:
SQh (¢, 9) =(APPLY[a, Ax.0x, O AT(X)¢], S—{(n, o)})

The above rule of quantifying-in forms the propexty[Ix, 00 AT(X): ¢, “the property that
you have if all your atomic parts hagg and assigns it ta.

Landman claims that sentences with two DPs, like tfustrated in (36), have eight
primary readings.

(36) Three boys invited four girls.

Below we provide short characterizations of thevabeight readings, and the mechanism by
which they are associated with sentences like @&)ording to Landman (1996: 445-451).

1. Cs—Co: the double collective reading — grougestt and group object in-situ
Description: There is an event of a group of thyegs inviting a group four girls.
Derivation:

Invite - AyAX. {e O *INVITE: *Ag(e) =x O0*Th(e) =y}
Three boys- AP.Lx O *BOY: [x| = 3T P(1 (x))
Four girls - AP.Cy O *GIRL: ly| = 40P(1 (y))

The denotation ofour girls and that ofthree boyss combined with the meaning of the

verb via in-situ application, which is followed xistential closure, with the following
result:

e O*INVITE:  xO*BOY: x| = 30*Ag(e) = t (X) O
Oy O *GIRL: |y| = 40*Th(e) = 1 (y)

Since both the plural agent and the plural thene aoms, the following thematic
statement can be derived from the above formula:

(eOINVITE:  XO*BOY: x| =30Ag(e) =1 (x) O
[y O*GIRL: y| = 40 Th(e) = 1 (y)

2. Ds(Co) (distributive subject and collective objeetljroup object in-situ, quantify-in sum
subject
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Description: There are three boys such that eaghrivites a group four girls.
Representation:
[x O*BOY: [x| =30 0a 0 AT(X):

CeOINVITE: Ag(e)=allyO*GIRL: ly|=40Th(e) = 1(y)

. Do(Cs) (distributive object and collective subjeetroup subject in-situ, quantify-in sum
object
Description: There are four girls such that eachigiinvited by a group of three boys.
Representation:
Oy O*GIRL: |yl =400b O AT(y):

Ce O INVITE: (kO *BOY: [x|=30Ag(e) =1(x) OTh() =b

. Ds(Do) (distributive subject and object) — soipject in-situ, quantify-in sum subject
Description: There are three boys such that foh dexy there are four girls such that that
boy invites each of those four girls
Representation:
(X O*BOY: x| =300a0AT(x): Oy O *GIRL: ly|=400b O AT(y):

Ce O INVITE: Ag(e)=alOTh(e) =b

. Do(Ds) (distributive subject and object) — swhject in-situ, quantify-in sum object
Description: There are four girls such that forreatthose girls there are three boys such
that each of those boys invites that girl.
Representation:
Oy O*GIRL: [y| = 400b O AT(y): Ix O *BOY: |x| = 30 0a 0 AT(X):

(e O INVITE: Ag(e)=alTh() =b

. Ds—Co: sum subject and group object in situ
Description: There is a sum of inviting events watsum of three boys as plural agent and
a group of four girls as plural theme.
Representation:
Ce O *INVITE: xO*BOY: x| = 30*Ag(e) =x O
[y O*GIRL: ly|=40*Th(e) =1y

According to Landman, on this reading the grougoofr girls will be the theme of each
atomic subevent, while the three boys are distetbats agents over the atomic subevents.
Thus, the description given above is identicahfollowing:

There is a group of four girls and there are thr@gs such that for each of those boys there
is an event of that boy inviting that group of girl

. Cs-Do: group subject and sum object in-situ
Description: there is a sum of inviting events watgroup of three boys as plural agent and
a sum of four girls as plural theme.
Representation:
CeO*INVITE:  [xO*BOY: x| =30*Ag(e) =1(x) O

Oy O*GIRL: ly|=40*Th(e) =y

Similarly to case 6 above, here Landman also ddinat the group of three boys
satisfying the description above will be the ageinéach atomic subevent, while the four
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girls are distributed as themes over the atomiceweits. Thus, the description given
above will be identical to the following:

There is a group of three boys and there are folsr guch that for each of those girls there
is an event of the group inviting that girl.

8. Ds—Do (scopeless plural reading): sum subjedtsam object in situ
Description: there is a sum of inviting events thas a sum of three boys as plural agent
and a sum of three girls as plural theme.

e O*INVITE:  xO*BOY: |x| = 30*Ag(e) =x O
Oy O*GIRL: |y| = 40*Th(e) =y

According to Landman, it follows from the above @werization that every atomic part
of the plural evene has one of these boys as agent and every atomiofgahas one of
these girls as theme. Thus, every one of these iboites one (or more) of these girls and
every one of these girls is invited by one (or marfethese boys, which corresponds to the
cumulative reading of the sentence.

Landman considers the following to be the mainaadixges of his theory. On the one
hand, readings 6—7, which have traditionally bessumed to correspond to special instances
of readings 2—3, are taken here to be scopeledsgsa(derived without recourse to a scope
mechanism), which explains why in most cases thveyeasier to get than their scoped
counterparts. On the other hand, cumulative readiall out of the theory without invoking
the mechanism of binary quantification. Cumulatreadings are not reduced to collective
readings, instead, they are made more alike tolalisive readings (and thus said to manifest
semantic plurality) by being considered non-themati

Having outlined the theory proposed in Landmarf@)9in the next section we will
consider whether the claims he makes about théadl@aireadings of some English sentences
can in fact be generalized to all possible examplabe language. Also, we will investigate
whether his claims are of cross-linguistic validityat is, whether his theory could be used to
give the possible readings associated with senseogetaining quantificational expressions
in other languages, for example, Hungarian.

3.2 Comments on Landman (1996)

Landman (1996) claims that readings 1 to 8, disisdbove, are the primary readings of a
sentence like (36), and other readings are to dreveld in context through optional shifting
of the meaning of the verb” (p. 457). However, taet that the following Hebrew example
from Gil (1982) (from the 7.5.1980 issue of theakr newspapeMaariv) can naturally
describe three unrelated events, each involvingignoearticipants, calls into question the
general validity of the claim that the events cspanding to the ‘primary readings’
(whatever this expression means) of sentencesvimgpplural NPs are always dividable into
singular events involving atomic individuals astgapants.

.. C cC . “ “ .
(37) Siva nearim ganvu SaloS mexoniyot beholon
seven-m boys stole-3pl three-f cars in-Holon
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‘Seven boys stole three cars in Holon.’

According to Gil (1982), in the particular contest the original occurrence of the above
sentence, it was used to describe three unrelawdents. In the first of these, three boys
stole one car together, in the second, two boyls siioe car together, and in the third, again
two boys stole one car together.

Landman (1996) does offer a mechanism to accaunthe above reading of (37),
since he claims that sentences can describe ewvewtsich the denotations of the plural NPs
play so-calleccover roles defined as follows (p. 452):

(38) LetRbe a thematic role.
‘R, thecover role based orR, is the partial funtion frore into Dd defined by:
‘R(e) = aiff ad ATOM OLI({¢(d) O SUM:d O AT (*R(e))}) = L (a)
undefined otherwise

According to the above definition, cover roles pl@yed by groups which are generated by
taking the sums corresponding to the groups playivg thematic roles in the singular
subevents of the event described by the senterttoeaming a group out of them.

Landman’s theory involves a type shifting mechanim verbs, shown in (39),
according to which they can switch from n-placepgcdomains with a plural rofeR to n-
place scope domains with a cover rdtan the following way (Landman 1996: 453):

(39) AXp...x...x{eO*V...*R(e)=x..}=>
M. ..X...x{ed*V:...Rle)=x..}

According to Landman (1996), the reading correspantb the one discussed above for (37)
(i.e., where the participants of the atomic sub&yvane groups) can be derived for (36) in the
following way. (40) shows the denotation of the byeand (41) illustrates the result of
combining the group denotations of the object arngjext with the meaning of the verb:

(40) AyAx{e O *INVITE: “Ag(e) = x 0°Th(e) =y}

(41) CeO*INVITE: xO*BOY:|x=30°%Age) =1(x) 0
Oy O*GIRL: Jy| = 40°Th(e) = 1 ()

Applying the definition in (38) to (41) we get tfalowing:

(42) CeO*INVITE: xO*BOY: x| = 30LI( ! (d): d O AT (*Age)}) =x
Oy O*GIRL: |y| = 40LJ ({1 (d): d O AT (*Th(e))}) =y

(42) means the following: “there is a sum of inuifievents, a sum of three boys and a sum of
four girls and the plural agent of the sum of imgtevents is the sum of groups covering that
sum of boys, and the plural theme of the sum otimy events is a sum of groups covering
that sum of girls” (Landman 1996: 453)

Laszl6 Kalman (p.c.) argues that the above solutiaccording to which the
denotations of the plural NPs correspond to cablestof groups on the reading of (36) under
consideration is not motivated empirically, sinbe groups of girls and boys involved in the
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subevents whose collection the sentence is assumnel@scribe do not give rise to any
‘collective implications’ (whatever the term mighiean), which Landman (1996) proposes to
motivate group readings of NPs. Landman argues fthrathose NPs is a group reading
motivated which can be considered to form a coliebaly, illustrated in (43), have a

collective responsibility, as in (44), or can b&lda form a predetermined ‘whole’ with pre-

assigned roles for performing an event, as illtsttan (45):

(43) The boys touch the ceiling.
(44) The gangsters killed their rivals.
(45) The boys carried the piano upstairs.

Note that (45) does not entail that each boy ieatliy involved in the carrying of the piano.
The sentence can be judged true, Landman noteseiboy was just walking in front with a
flag. | believe that (45) is also fine if the boysre part of a pre-assigned group which had to
perform the event in question, even if some of tlikennot participate in the carrying at all.
Similarly, (46) can also be true if only John wémthe shops, provided that Mary and John
constituted a group which had to perform this patér task:

(46) John and Mary did the shopping.

L. Kalméan (p.c.), in fact doubts that the sum-gralistinction is a correct way to
capture the differences in the denotation of pludfds, since it indicates a qualitative
difference which is not motivated empirically. Adilgh | agree with Kalman regarding the
unnaturalness of the sum—group distinction, fok lat a more satisfactory method, | will
assume that plural NPs receive group readings Wiey are used to describe an event in
which the individuals corresponding to the NP datioh take part collectively, and sum
readings otherwise.

In view of (37) above and the following Hungarisentence, | wish, however, to call
into question whether the eight readings identified(36) by Landman are in fact its most
natural readings:

(47) Hét fia ellopott harom kocsit mult éjjelMiskolcon.
seven boy stole three cacc last night MiskolcSUPERESS
‘Seven boys stole three cars last night in Miskolc

(47) can as naturally describe a plural event wisighsists of singular events having group
individuals as participants as one in which all sirgular events have atomic individuals as
participants.

Note that it is nearly impossible to determine it@unts as a reading of a sentence,
not to mention its ‘primary reading’ (Landman (1998 would subscribe to the view that
different readings of sentences must corresporsigtaficant differences in the structures of
the events which these sentences can describ@xBorple, readings 4, 5 and 8 of sentence
(36) should definitely be considered different,ceirthey can significantly differ in the fact
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how many boys and girls they involve and how mamlyesents they can haVeNaturally,
the notion ‘significantly different’ is inherentlyague, and suggests that there is no a priori
method to determine which features of events shooloht as relevant and which should not.

In view of the fact that the readings accordingvtuch (37) or (47) describe sums of
events which themselves consist of events involgirogp participants sound as natural to me
as readings 1-8 proposed by Landman (1996), and tmanot want to increase the number
of ‘primary’, or ‘essentially different’ readingd, will take the following path. I will
assimilate those readings of sentences with pidifaé which describe sums of events
involving group participants to those which deserdums of events (having as many parts as
there atomic parts of the individuals constituting groups in the above reading) with atomic
individuals as participants. This move, howeveruldonecessitate doing away with plural
roles in the lexical representations of verbs, anbstituting them for what | will cakum
rolesin what follows, defined in (48):

(48) Sumroles:
LetRbe arole.
°R, the sum role based & is defined by:
*R(e) =LI{IR(e): e’ O AT(e)}
if for everye’ O AT(e): R(e’) is definecd otherwise undefined.

The expressionsum agentsum patientetc. will be used from now on to denote
individuals playing sum roles in an event, in tkase of definition (48).

In view of (48), consider the eight readings, shaw (50), which | will assume to be
identical to the set of available readings for (3@peated here as (49). Note that these
readings are not ‘primary readings’ in the senseaosidman (1996), i.e., they are not the most
important readings of the sentence, but they tagetbpresent itenly readings. Naturally,
the set of those events which can be described gy ai the readings can be further
subdivided into sets on the basis of additionatega, but | believe that these eight
representations cover all the intuitively possitdadings of the sentence, in other words, all
possible events which the sentence is capablesafithng fit one of the patterns 1-8 in (50)
below.

(49) Three boys invited four girls.
(50) Event types which sentences with two plurasdRe capable of describing

1. Cs—Co: the double collective reading
Description: There is an event of a group of thyegs inviting a group four girls.

CeOINVITE:  xO*BOY: x| =30Ag(e) = 1(x) O
Oy O*GIRL: ly|=40Th(e) = 1 (y)

" More precisely, in view of the fact that bare nuatecan have an ‘at least’ interpretation in addito an
‘exactly’ reading, the above readings of (36) doprimarily differ in the number of girls and bolys/olved in
the event but in the relations between the possibitebers of girls and boys.
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. Ds(Co) (distributive subject and collective exti)
Description: There are three boys such that eaghrivites a group four girls.

[(x O*BOY: [x| = 300a 0 AT(x):
(e OINVITE: Ag(e)=alUlyO*GIRL: ly|=40Th(e) = 1(y)

. Do(Cs) (distributive object and collective subject)
Description: There are four girls such that eachigiinvited by a group of three boys.

Oy O*GIRL: |y| = 40 0b O AT(Y):
Ce 0 INVITE: Ok 0 *BOY: x| = 30Ag(e) =1 (x) OTh(e) =b

. Ds(Do) (distributive subject and object)
Description: There are three boys such that foh dexy there are four girls such that that
boy invites each of those four girls.

(X 0*BOY: x| = 300a 0 AT(x): Oy 0 *GIRL: |y| = 400b O AT(y):
e O INVITE: Ag(e) =aOTh(E) =b

. Do(Ds) (distributive subject and object)
Description: There are four girls such that forreatthose girls there are three boys such
that each of those boys invites that girl.

Oy O*GIRL: [y| = 400b O AT(y): Ix O *BOY: |x| = 30 0a 0 AT(X):
(e O INVITE: Ag(e)=alTh() =b

. bs—Co
Description: There is a sum of inviting events watsum of three boys as plural agent and
a group of four girls as plural theme.

Ce O *INVITE: Ox 0 *BOY: |x| = 30°Ag(e) =x O
Oy O*GIRL: |y| = 40°Th(e) =ty

. Cs-Do
Description: there is a sum of inviting events watlgroup of three boys as plural agent and
a sum of four girls as plural theme.

e O*INVITE:  xO*BOY: x| = 30°%Ag(e) = 1 (X) O
Oy O *GIRL: |y| = 40°Th(e) =

. Ds—Do (scopeless plural reading)
Description: there is a sum of inviting events thas a sum of three boys as plural agent
and a sum of three girls as plural theme.

e O *INVITE:  [xO*BOY: x| = 30°%Ag(e) =x [
[y O*GIRL: |y| = 40°Th(e) =y

A different issue, which is not discussed in Landr{te©96), but which does not seem

possible to be integrated into the approach predetitere concerns the interpretation of
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certain quantificational DPs, likevery girl.In Landman’s system these would necessarily go
through quantifier raising, and thus readings 1 &rfé, which involve in-situ application,
would not be available for them. There are certdumgarian sentences with quantificational
expressions, however, which can give rise to onenore of the above four readings, as
illustrated in (26) above, repeated here in (51).

(51) Keét fia minden lanyt meghivott.
two boy every girlacc pfx-invited
‘Two boys invited every girl.’

Besides readings 2 and 4 (which only differ in tiatthe former the girls were invited
individually and in the latter as a group), (51h@dso have reading 1, i.e, it can describe an
event in which a group of two boys invited a groupich consisted of all the (contextually
specified) girls. It can also have reading 6, itecan denote a plural event of inviting which
consists of singular events each involving all givés as a group as theme and an individual
part of a sum of two boys as agent. Reading 7sis available, which denotes a plural event
consisting of singular events each involving a grofi two boys as agent and an individual
part of the sum of all girls as patient. Moreovegding 8 is also available, which describes a
plural event consisting of singular events of iigt each of which involve an individual-part
of the sum individual consisting of two boys asraggend an individual-part of the sum of all
girls as patient.

There are other, quantificational DPs, likaver than three girls, exactly five dogs
(i.e., those denoting (right) monotone decreasiogntjfiers) which are not discussed in
Landman 1996 but which are predicted to be intéepravith the help of quantifying in, and
are thus assumed not to have readings 1 and 6+Bpiddiction is not satisfied in the case of
Hungarian, either, since sentence (52) can havensef the eight readings listed in (50).
Moreover, it can have a ninth reading as well, plarased in g) below. In order to best
illustrate the possible event types which the Huiagasentence is capable of describing, we
give both its English translation and the charaza¢ions of these (plural) events.

(52) [cr 'Két lanyt] [ négynél “kevesebb fil] hivott meg.
two girl-acc four-ADE fewer boy invited pfx

““ Two girls were invited by fewer tha&aourboys.’

a. (reading 1) ‘There is a group of (at led3tyvo girls which were invited by a group of
fewer than four boys.’

b. (reading 2) ‘There are fewer than four boys eactiuth invited (possibly different)
groups of (at least) two girls.’

c. (reading 3) ‘There are (at least) two girls eachwbiich was invited by (possibly
different) groups of fewer than four boys.’

d. (reading 4) ‘There are fewer than four boys eaclvlotch invited (at least) two girls
individually.’

e. (reading 5) ‘There are (at least) two girls eaclwbich was invited by fewer than four
boys individually.’

> Bare numerical determiners are given an ‘at léagrpretation in positions other than the foauthie
Hungarian sentence. For convenience, we will sanetileave out the ‘at least’ part in the glossesiaw of
the fact that the English numerals are equally aotaig. (Cf., Krifka 1999 on the issue.)
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f. (reading 6) ‘There is a group of (at least) twdsgwhich were invited by boys and a
set of fewer than four boys each member of whick f@art in inviting the girls, either
alone or in groups.

g. (reading 7) ‘There is a group of fewer than fouydwhich invited girls and a set of at
least two girls such that each member of it wagaavby the boys, either alone or as a
member of a group.’

h. # (reading 8) ‘There are fewer than four boys atddast) two girls such that each of
the former group took part in inviting girls andchaof the latter group was invited by
boys.’

i. (reading 9) ‘The number of boys who invited tgids is fewer than four.’

| consider reading i) to be different from aletprevious ones since this interpretation
is compatible with a situation where there was og Wwho invited two girls at all. The fact
that the sentence can have the above reading @daed by the possibility to continue (52)
the way shown in (53):

(53) S, nem is volt olyan fia, aki két lanyt hivott e
moreover not too was such boy who two gk invited pfx
‘Moreover, there was no boy who invited two gatsall.’

As (53) shows, the i) reading of (52) is not anrg\aescription, instead, it asserts that the
number of boys who have the property describedbydcus frame is fewer than four.

Formally, this reading could be represented a$4), (where AT denotes a predicate which
has only atomic individuals in its extension:

(54) Kx|AT(x) O*BOY(x) O H[*INVITE(e) O*GIRL(YY) O|y|= 20°Ag(X) O
O°Thy)]}| < 4

(54) says that the number of individual boys forowhit holds that they invited two girls
(either individually or as a group) is fewer thamurf. Note that the type of reading shown in
(53i) only counts as a separate reading when thenseDP is situated in the Focus/Predicate
Operator position, since only in this case is isgble that there is no event which satisfies
the description in the sentence, i.e., it cannothaadings 1-8, although the sentence might
have reading i). In the rest of the cases, théh.wahditions of this latter reading, to be
referred to as reading 9 below, for brevity, woirdfact be identical to one of the other
readings.

In this section, some criticism was directed ahdman’s (1996) theory, claiming that
the readings of sentences with plural noun phragesh he refers to as ‘primary’ cannot be
considered more preferred than others he intenderiwe by means of special mechanisms.
Consequently, a new list of possible readings fentences with two plural NPs was
proposed. It was also pointed out that Hungariantesees with quantificational DPs have
readings which are not predicted on Landman’s theor

In the next section we will show how Landman’s tiyeavith the required

modifications can be applied to the analysis of tieaning of Hungarian sentences with
quantificational expressions which either do omdbcontain contrastive topics.
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3.3 Interpretation of Hungarian sentences in term®f Landman’s (1996)
event semantics

3.3.1 Sentences without contrastive topics

In this section we will investigate whether Landrsafi996) theory could be applied to the
analysis of the meaning of Hungarian sentencesquieintificational expressions. We will try
to determine whether the nine different interpieteg proposed above in (50) for sentences
with two quantificational DPs capture important seic distinctions in Hungarian or not,
and whether they are all needed for the properacharzation of the meanings of these
sentences. Naturally, some of the nine readings lmealacking for particular manifestations
of this sentence type, which will be said to be tusyntactic features and lexical properties
of DPs, to be described below. In order to be ablesolate the contributions of syntactic
structure and lexical properties, we will considéungarian sentences with and without
contrastive topics separately.

Since our aim is to eventually describe the irtioas between the scopes of
contrastive topics and those of their associates, will concentrate on preverbal
quantificational DPs throughout. First we considsentences with two preverbal
quantificational DPs but without a contrastive topAs mentioned in Chapter 2, the general
rule of scope assignment to quantificational exgices has traditionally been assumed to be
the following: the scope of a preverbal quantificaal expression corresponds to its place in
the linear order of all preverbal quantificatiomaipressions. Consider the structure in (54),
repeated here from Chapter 1, which shows the gral/eperator positions in the Hungarian
sentence.

(54)
S=TopP*
[topic]
XP NegP
[focus]

XP VP

As discussed in Chapter 1, the position (Spec, Tamh only be filled by referential
expressions. This means that even if there are rnupies in a sentence, none of them
depends for its denotation on the denotations @fothers, or on the denotation of any other
constituent in the sentence. The DPs which aratsitlin an immediately preverbal position,
(Spec, FP), traditionally referred to as the foq@sition, can receive two kinds of
interpretatior/® First, the DPs in this position can identify aemeit about which it is asserted
by the sentence that this and only this posse$seproperty expressed by the rest of the
sentence, the so-calléocus frameFor example, (55) below can have a reading acupto
the focused DP denotes two specific individualsaphrased in (55a):

6 But cf. Szabolcsi (1997b), according to whom the tifferent types of constituents listed below iaréact
located in two different positions, as discusse@liapter 1 above.
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(55) Mindenki [ két jeldltre] Szavazott.
everybody two candida®JBL voted
a. ‘There are two specific candidates everybodgddor.’
b. ‘Everybody has the property of having votedteo candidates.’

As the glosses show, the focused DP in (55) care lmsecond interpretation as well,
according to which it count the number of elemeantshe extension of the predicate (cf.
Szabolcsi 1997b).

Compare the following two examples from the pahview of the thetic/categorical
distinction:

(56) [p Legfeljebb harom vendég érkezett.]
at mostthree  guest arrived
‘At most three guests arrived.’

(57) [op Mindenki [rplegfeljebb harom vendéget hivott meg.]]
everybody atmost three gueste invited pfx
‘Each person invited at most three guests indaidigiias a group.’

Sentence (56) does not predicate a property almuindividual, but counts the elements in
the predicate extension, thus it makes a prediwaabout the situation itself, and,
consequently, would be considered a thetic statenfe opposed to this, (57) makes a
predication about each relevant individual in tlomtext, which means that it expresses a
categorical statement. This means that in thisepeet the expressianindenki‘everybody’
counts as a topic in a semantic sense, in spit@eofact that it cannot appear in the topic
position of the Hungarian sentence. An importaatudee of this sentence, compared to those
with a filled topic position is that it can onlygaticate a property of the relevant individuals
separately, but not as a group.

The principle that scope corresponds to linearroi&ulfilled without exception (i.e.,
scope reversal is impossible) if the second DP agpe the preverbal Quantifier position of
the sentence, (Spec, QP), as (58) and (59) ilkestra

(58) [op Mindenki [p legalabb két tanart meghivott.]]
everybody atleast two teachare pfx-invited
a. Each person has invited at least two teachersggasug or individually. (readings 2
and 4)
b. #There are at least two teachers who were inviyeevierybody, acting as a group
or individually. (readings 3 and B)

" The rest of the readings listed in (50) above ateamailable for this sentence.
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(59) [op Legalabb két tanart od mindenki meghivott.]]
at least two teachewcc everybody pfx-invited

a. There are at least two teachers who were thiayeeverybody. (reading 3)

b. There is a group of at least two teachers whichthvapatient of inviting events the
sum of whose agents was the maximal individuaadirey 5)

c. #Each person is such that he/she invited at laastdachers. (readings 2 and 4)

d. #There are at least two teachers which were in\tedt least one person and each
person took part in inviting teachers. (reading 8)

Compare the above sentences to (26), repeate@¢66€):

(60) Ket fit minden lanyt meghivott.

two boy every girlacc pfx-invited

a. There are two boys who, as a group or individudhyjted all girls together or
separately. (readings 2, 4, 1, 7°%6)

b. #Every girl is such that she was invited by two $agting together or individually
(readings 3 and 5).

c. There are two boys who invited at least one gid al the girls are such that they
were invited by a boy. (reading’8)

The fact that the universal DRinden lanytevery girl-acc’ cannot receive wide scope in the
above example indicates that scope and the passibilreferential interpretation has to be
distinguished from each other. Further argumenfgpaeuing this view will be discussed
below, with respect to sentences containing a astitte topic.

To sum up, the most important observations abdwe $cope of preverbal
quantificational expressions in sentences withowtoatrastive topic were the following.
Scope reversal is always possible if the expredsiosaceive wide scope is assumed to have a
referential interpretation. It was observed, howetlgat DPs denoting monotone increasing
quantifiers can participate in unscoped readingsvall, provided certain conditions are
satisfied (i.e., they are not playing the semamntile of topic, because there is a topic
expression situated in the topic position of thateece). In a sentence-initial position,
however, these expressions need to receive widgesclistributive readings. Although most
of the facts observed above are still lacking aplamation, we will not make an attempt at
providing these here, due to the fact that thiseatistion is about the contrastive topic. The
reason why we included the above observationswaseto show that the claim according to
which all readings of sentences with quantificadioDPs can be derived on the basis of the
assumption that scope corresponds to linear osdeistaken.

"8 In this case, readings 2 and 6 are equivalent
" Note, however, that a variant of (60), where thbject and object DPs are reversed, shown in ginot
receive reading 8. | have no explanation of thisn@menon.

(i) Minden lanyt két fit hivott meg.
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3.3.2 Sentences with contrastive topics

In this section we contrast some of the observatimade in section 3.3.1 about the scopal
relations between two quantificational expressionsentences without a contrastive topic to
those which apply to sentences containing a caiteatopic DP. In this section we will only
concentrate on providing the truth-conditional iptetations of sentences, without indicating
the implicatures associated with them due to thetraestive topic. Consider (61) first, a
Hungarian variant of (36) above:

(61) [cr "Harom fid] f "6t lanyt] hivott meg.
three  boy five girkccinvited pfx

“ Three boys invited@IVE girls.’

a. (reading 1) ‘There is a group of three boys whiohted a group of five girls.’

b. (reading 2) ‘There are three boys such that eachheim invited five (possibly
different) girls as a group.’

c. (reading 3) ‘There are five girls each of which vimsted by three (possibly different)
boys as a group.’

d. (reading 4) ‘There are three boys each of whiclteaMive girls individually.’

e. (reading 5) ‘There are five girls each of which vigted by three boys individually.’

f. (reading 6) ‘There is a group of five girls whictem® invited by boys and there are
three boys which took part in inviting these girls.

g. (reading 7) ‘There is a group of three boys whialited girls and there are five girls
who were invited, either individually, or in groups

h. (reading 8) ‘There are three boys and five girlshsthat each of the former took part
in inviting girls and each of the latter was indtey boys.’

As the above paraphrases show, (61) has theefigbt readings listed in (58).The
question which remains, however, is whether thevabeeadings all encode significant
interpretational differences.

The following sentence has a DP in contrastivectaghich is assumed to denote a
monotone decreasing quantifier in Generalized Qii@nTheory. Such expresssions are not
normally assumed to introduce a discourse referent.

(62) [cr Négynél “kevesebb fil] [ két lanyt] hivott meg.
four-ADE fewer five two girlacc invited pfx

‘As for fewer tharFour boys, that many invitedwo girls.’

a. #(reading 1) ‘There is a group of fewer than foayd which invited a group of two
girls.’

b. #(reading 2) ‘There are fewer than four boys sudt ach of them invited two
(possibly different) girls as a group.”’

c. (reading 3) ‘There are two girls each of which wasited by fewer than four
(possibly different) boys as a group.’

d. #(reading 4) ‘There are fewer than four boys ea€hwhbich invited two girls
individually.’

e. (reading 5) ‘There are two girls each of which viagted by fewer than four boys
individually.’

8 Reading 9 is ignored due to the reasons disclasedk.
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f. #(reading 6) ‘There is a group of two girls whiclasvinvited by boys and there are
fewer than four boys who invited the group of gig#ther individually or in smaller
groups.’

g. #(reading 7) ‘There is a group of fewer than foay$which invited girls and there
are two girls who were invited by the boys eithwtividually or in small groups.’

h. #(reading 8) ‘There are fewer than four boys anal gwvls such that each of the former
took part in inviting girls and each of the latteas invited by boys.’

As the above glosses show, none of the readingavaitable for (62) which presuppose that
the referent of the contrastive topic expressiomdependently identified, the sentence can
only have readings where the contrastive topic esgion participates in expressing the
property of the (independently identified) assaeidéenotation. Consider now the following
sentence, where the contrastive topic and the edsaxpressions are exchanged, which can
have all the nine readings proposed above exceptdaling 8:

(63) [cr 'Két lanyt] E négynél “kevesebb fid] hivott meg.
twogirlacc four-ADE fewer boy invited pfx
" Two girls were invited by less thaour boys.’

a. (reading 1) ‘There is a group of fewer than fouydoand a group of (at least) two girls
such that the former invited the latter.’

b. (reading 2) ‘There are fewer than four boys sudt #ach of them invited (at least)
two (possibly different) girls as a group.’

c. (reading 3) ‘There are (at least) two girls eaclwbich was invited by fewer than four
(possibly different) boys as a group.’

d. (reading 4) ‘There are fewer than four boys eaclvlotch invited (at least) two girls
individually.’

e. (reading 5) ‘There are (at least) two girls eaclwbich was invited by fewer than four
boys individually.’

f. (reading 6) ‘There is a group of (at least) twdsgiwhich was invited by boys and
there are fewer than four boys who invited the grotigirls, either individually or in
smaller groups.’

g. (reading 7) ‘There is a group of fewer than foay®which invited girls and there are
(at least) two girls who were invited by the boyther individually or in small
groups.’

h. #(reading 8) ‘There are fewer than four boys aride@st) two girls such that each of
the former took part in inviting girls and eachtloé latter was invited by boys.’

I. (reading 9) ‘The number of boys who invited twdgis fewer than four.’

A comparison of the the list of available readirigs (62) and (63) shows that even DPs
denoting monotone decreasing quantifiers, fikgynél kevesebb fifewer than four boys’ in
(63), can lend themselves to a referential integpien when they act as the associate of the
contrastive topic, and thus can denotgpacificparticipant of the plural event described by
the sentence.

It has already been pointed out that reading &sde be missing for sentences with

contrastive topics. The following example, whicHetis from (60) above in that the sentence-
initial DP here plays the role of contrastive tojsi@ further illustration of the case:
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(64) [crKét fid] "minden lanyt meghivott.
two boy every girkcc  pfx-invited

““ Two boys invited:vERY girl.’

a. (reading 1) ‘There is a group of (at least) two $ayhich invited every girl as a
group.’

b. (reading 2) ‘There are (at least) two boys such ¢aah of them invited the group of
all girls.’

c. (reading 3) ‘Each girl was invited by (at least)otpossibly different) boys as a
group.’

d. (reading 4) ‘There are (at least) two boys eachwdiich invited every girl
individually.’

e. (reading 5) ‘Each girl was invited by (at leastptiaoys individually.’

f. (reading 6) ‘There are (at least) two boys eacllodm took part in inviting the group
of all girls, either by himself, or as part of agp.’

g. (reading 7) ‘There is a group of (at least) two d@yhich invited girls, and every girl
was invited by the boys, either individually oraammember of a smaller group.’

h. #(reading 8) ‘There are (at least) two boys whichited girls and every girl was
invited by a boy.

The lack of reading 8 seems to me to be connectedprocessing difficulty. As it will be
explained more thoroughly below, in alternativetestaents introduced by the contrastive
topics, the counterparts of the contrastive topit that of the associate receive the same type
(group, sum or set of atoms) denotations as thedpbexpressions do. If both DPs receive a
sum type of denotation in (64) above, however, Hsmtence meaning becomes so
underspecified as to the number and structure loé\ants that the listener will be unable to
find out in what respect they are contrasted tersthHowever, when both DPs are referential
and specific (i.e., fit for appearing in topic pemn), the relevant sentences will also have
reading 8.

The following sentence has a universal DP asatgrastive topic. It does not have
reading 8, as expected, and it does not have rgadvhere the contrastive topic expression
has wide scope.

(65) [ct "‘Minden lanyt] f "harom fid] hivott meg.
every girlacc three  boy invited pfx
“ All girls were invited byrHREE boys.’
. (reading 1) ‘There is a group of three boys whiukted all girls as a group.’
. (reading 2) ‘There are three boys such that eactherh invited all the girls as a
group.’
#(reading 3) ‘Each girl was invited by three bogsaagroup.”’
. (reading 4) ‘There are three boys each of whighed each girl individually.’
. #(reading 5) ‘Each girl was invited by three baydividually.’
. (reading 6) ‘There are three boys each of whom tpak in inviting the group
consisting of all girls, either individually, or asmember of a group.’
(reading 7) ‘There is a group of three boys whichited girls and every girl was
invited, either by herself, or as part of a group.’
g. #(reading 8) ‘There are less than four boys anddisls such that each of the former
took part in inviting girls and each of the latvests invited by boys.’

P00 T
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The lack of wide-scope readings for the contrastyec in (65) and other sentences will be
discussed in section 7 below, and will be attridutethe fact that on this reading there would
be no alternative statements which are neitheiledtaor contradicted by the one expressed
by the sentence, although the central function esftences with contrastive topics was
claimed above to be that they introduce the impliGathat there is at least one alternative
proposition which is neither entailed nor contraelicby the one expressed by the sentence.

Having investigated some relevant data about tbepad interactions of two
quantificational DPs in Hungarian sentences, onetoth plays the topic or the contrastive
topic role, the following conclusions can be reatlabout the applicability of Landman’s
proposals. We have seen that the availability ofide-scope or a group reading for a
particular DP does not only depend on the lexicaperties of its determiner but also on the
DP’s syntactic position in the sentence. In Landsaystem, which treats all DPs with
denotations playing thematic roles or plural rofea sentence on a par, it does not seem to be
possible to account for the above distinctions. entioned above, Landman only treats
indefinite DPs, so we do not know how the meanifigD®s which denote monotone
decreasing or non-monotone quantifiers (and whisb aanifest meaning distinctions in
different syntactic positions) could be capturedhia theory. As the examples discussed
above indicate, the availability of the nine regdinfor Hungarian sentences must be
connected both to syntactic and lexical propertiasidman, however, does not propose any
indications for such a correlation.

Naturally, Landman’s theory has several valualdmmonents. The most important
among them is the distinction between singular glndal events and thus between thematic
roles and plural roles. This makes it possibleswign roles to the denotations of DPs in each
sentence (e.g., to the universal DP) without commmgitoneself to the view that these
denotations fulfill thematic roles in the eventt(as one body), and thus to the existence of
thematic implications.

However, the application of Landman’s (1996) tlyefor the formal representation of
the meaning of Hungarian sentences with contrastygics does not seem to be
unproblematic, particularly because this theorysdoet have the apparatus to distinguish
between components of the meaning of DPs whicle &mien their lexical meaning and those
which are due to their syntactic position.

In the next section therefore a different approsxithe representation of sentence
meaning in terms of event semantics will be revitwibe one proposed by Krifka (1989),
with the aim to investigate whether this approacmore applicable to the semantic analysis
of Hungarian sentences with contrastive topics ttemdman’s.

4  Kirifka's (1989) event semantics and its applicabty to
Hungarian

4.1 General overview
Krifka's (1989) framework assumes an extensionpéttheoretic language. The extension of

predicates characterizing objects have the straaifia complete join semi-lattice without a
bottom element (cf. Link 1983), and count nounstaken to represent two-place relations
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between numbers and entities. Thus, the meaninthefcommon nourcow would be
represented asnAx cow’(x,n). According to Krifka (1989), verbal predicatdenote events
(Davidson 1967), and the set of everfs,is also a complete join semi-lattice without a
bottom element. He also assumes that verb arguments adverbial attributes are
reconstructed as two-place relations between evantsobjects, and capture thematic roles
like AG, PAT, IN (agent, patient, interior location). Based on theva assumptions, Krifka
(1989) represents the meaning of the English seatan(66), whose syntactic tree, assumed
by him, is shown on the left, in terms of the fofaashown in the last row of the right
column. The steps in the semantic computation &@vs in the same lines as the
corresponding syntactic constituents.

(66) Five children sing.
sing [V/INP4 Ag[sing’(e) DAG(e, )]

five children [ NPy I/ APAelXs [child’ (Xs, 5) O P(e]
Five children sing. [V] AelXs [child’ (xs, 5) Osing’(e) DAG (e, %)]
(predicate on events — sentence radical)
DECL [S/V] APCe[P(e] (sentence mood operator)
Five children sing. [S] (e Xs [child’ (xs, 5) Osing’(e) DAG (e, %)]

The syntactic tree shown on the left indicates Krdka assumes that “verbal predicates have
a specified set of arguments which are relategéeific syntactic functions like subject and
object.” (p. 89) He labels the arguments on thesbafstheir syntactic functiors standing for
subject and for object. The semantic tree on the right shdwed verbs are represented as
one-place predicates of events, which have no Bpeadon as to the number and type of their
syntactic arguments. This is why they must be edlab the event by thematic relations. The
thematic roles of syntactic arguments are specifiethe syntactic entry of the verb, and
those of free adjuncts are specified within theiadi.

The reasons why Krifka disprefers representirggrheaning of the verb in (66) in the
more traditional way a3\xAyAg[sing’(e) O AG(e, %)] (which would be based on the
assumption that the verb is applied as a functiatstsyntactic arguments, as opposed to the
formula in (66), where the denotations of the vanid those of the arguments are combined
by means of unification), are twofold. On the omdh, the traditional formula would fix the
order of application, which appears counterinteitim the case of languages without a fixed
word order. On the other hand, since the applinatibthe verbal expression to a syntactic
argument changes the type of the verbal expressienyould have to assume multiple types
for free adjuncts. Krifka instead uses free vagabh the lexical representations of verbs,
which are assigned to syntactic functions (e gassigned to the subject angta the object).
The variables come in with the determiner and geind as a result of unifying the meaning
of the verbal predicate with that of the argumeAtfter all the individual variables get bound,
we obtain the predicate on events, the senteneéeatadhis is transformed into a sentence by
the application of a sentence mood operator, ¢&g.,declarative operator. Krifka (1989)
assumes that the semantic role of the declarapieeator is to bind the event variable with an
existential quantifier.

Consider now how Krifka's proposals could be &iplto the analysis of the meaning
of Hungarian sentences with contrastive topic® the one in (67):

(67) [or 'Ot gyerek] “énekelt.
five child sang
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“ Five childrenpiD sing.’
Due to the fact that the truth conditions of (6@jrespond to those of (66) above, | suppose
we could associate the same interpretations watlcanstitutents as that associated with the
corresponding constituents in (66). The correspanderivation is shown in (68):

(68) [c1 “Ot gyerek] “énekelt.

énekelt[VINP] Ag[sang(e) DAG (e, %)]
I/ ot gyered NP APAelXs [child’ (xs, 5) O P(€])

Ot gyerek énekel[tV] AelXs [child’ (xs, 5) O sang’(e) DAG(e, x)]
|/ DECL [S/V] I/)\PDe[P(e]

[cr Ot gyerek] “énekeltS] (e Xs [child’ (Xs, 5) Osang’(e) JAG(e, x)]

The formula corresponding to the meaning of the le/lsentence, shown on the bottom line
of the right-hand column, thus says that thereptugal individual in the denotation child
with five atomic parts such that it was an agenamfevent of singing, which corresponds to
what we intuitively associate with the sentencevabo

Consider now the possible interpretations ofeserds where the contrastive topic DP is
followed by a negative particle as associate,tiiated in (69):

(69) [cr “Ot gyerek] ‘nem énekel.
five child  not singrAST
‘As for five children, ther@verReN T that many among those who sang.’

Krifka (1989) represents the meaning of the negatib(66) in the manner shown in (71).
This formula makes use of the conceptnodximal eventsdenoted byMXE (e). Maximal
events characterizing a particular point in time defined as the fusion of all events at the
relevant time. Krifka’'s formal definition of a mamal event of a specific time and a maximal
event of some time is reproduced here in (70bregpectively (Krifka 1989:101). These
definitions are based on the fusion operation,ngefiby him as in (70a), where the subscript
S refers to a predicate of individuals with an agten which has a structure of a complete
join semi-lattice without bottom element (Krifka8® 77):

(70) a.OxOP[FUs(P) = x « OX'[P(X) - x'Osx] O
O0Ox” [OX'[P(X) - X Osx”] - xOsx"]]]

b. Delt{MXT (e,t) » e =FUg(A€[t(e) Lt 1])]

c. UefMXE (e) - [1[e =FUe(A€[t(e) Ut 1]
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(71) Five children did not sing.

sing [VINP] Ag[sing’(e) D AG(e, )]
| did not [AUX] |_—APAe[MXE (e) O~ [e'[P(e’) De'le ks

did not sing [V/NPg] AN[MXE (e) O-[k’[sing’(e’) OAG(e’,xs) e’k €]
|~ five children [ NP |_— AP\elks [child’ (xs, 5) 0 P(e)

Five children did not singV] Aelxdchild’ (xs, 5) OMXE (e) O-[k’[sing’(e’) I
OAG(e’, xg) Oe'le €]
DECL [S/V] I/)\PEE [P(e)
Five children did not sindS] Cel X[ child’ (xs, 5) OMXE (e) O-[k’[sing’(e”) U
OAG(e’, xg) Oe'lle €]

As the semantic tree on the right above indicakegka assumes that in (71) it is the
predicate that is negated. The notion of maximahévis needed to maintain the assumption
that sentence radicals denote sets of events, latdsentences themselves assert about
particular events that they occurred. In this systeegated sentences assert the occurrence of
a maximal event which has no subevent of the tygsembed by the affirmative counterpart
of the sentence. Sentence (71) thus asserts thaienal event occurred and that there is a
plural individual in the denotation of the noghild having five atomic parts such that the
former has no subevent which is a singing eveninigathe latter as its agent. The predicate
did not singitself corresponds to maximal events which do ewitain an event of singing.
Note however, that the meaning assigned by KritkgAl) would not correspond to the
meaning, since the latter means that there wasnging event whatsoever which had an
agent which is denoted by the EifPe children In other words, the scope of negation does not
only include the verbal predicate but the wholeppsition. This means that in Krifka's
system the scopes of operators correspond to th&dic positions they occupy in the
sentence, since this determines the order in wkidir denotation is unified with the
predicate meaning. In order to be able to gendhetformal representation of what native
speakers take to be the meaning of sentence (Ehdgative particle has to be associated
with a specific meaning when it serves as the assoof the contrastive topic, in other
words, when it appears in a specific constructidhis specific meaning is propositional
negation. The following derivation shows the regtiie meaning of propositional negation is
indicated in line 4):

(72)

éenekelt[V/NP] Ag[sang(e) DAG (e, %)]
| 6t gyere NP |_— AP\elks [child’ (xs, 5) 0 P(e]

0t gyerek éneke[tV] AelXs [child’ (xs, 5) Osang’(e) DAG(e, %)]
I/ nem[V/V] I/)\P)\e[MXE (e)d-k'[P(e)Telk €]

[ct Ot gyerek] "nem énekelV] A[MXE (e) O-[k’'[Xs [child’ (xs, 5) Osing’(e’) O
OAG(e’, x) Ue'le €]
I/ DECL [S/V] |_—APE[P(e]
[cT Ot gyerek] “nem énekdl§] CeMXE (e) 0 - e’k [child’ (xs, 5) Osang’(e’) O
OAG(e’, xg) Oe’'le €]

According to (72), (69) would mean that there wamaximal event such that it did not have
an event of singing by five children as a part,chhs what we were aiming for.

8 It is assumed here that the reference time oéteat is explicit, since otherwise MXE does noténthe
required effect.
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Consider next how Krifka (1989) would account fine relative scopes of two
quantificational DPs. His example (37) is repedtere in (73):

(73) Two girls ate seven apples.

Krifka assumes that for sentences like (73) the udative reading is the basic one, from
which the distributive readings are derived. Theresentation of the cumulative reading of
the above example is shown in (74c) below. (74a&how the formal denotations of the two
DPs:

(74) a. two girls[NP] APAelXs [P(e)Ogirl’ (Xs, 2)]
b. seven applegNP,] APAelX, [P(e)Tapple’(Xo, 7)]
c. two girls ate seven applg¥]  Aelks [X,[eat'(e) DAG(e, x) OPAT(e, %) U
Oapple’(Xo, 7) Ogirl’ (Xs, 2)]

The distributive readings of the sentence are ddrifrom (74c) as follows. The
representation of distributivity can either be buito the denotation of particular noun
phrases, or into that of the verbal predicate. (8pw shows how the representation of the
reading of (73) according to which two girls atevese apples each can be derived if
distributivity is built into the meaning of the gabt noun phrase, whe®TP denotes a
relation between an atomic part of an object aedthject itself:

(75) ate seven appld¥/ NP] Ae [ Xo[eat'(e) HAG(e, %) OPAT(e, %) O
Oapple’(Xo, 7)]
L two girls[NPy APAelX[girl’ (Xs, 2) O Oxs [ATPo(Xs, X) —
- [B’[(e") Ue'le €]]

two girls ate seven appl¢¥] AelX[ girl’ (X, 2) O Oxs[ATPo(Xs, X) —
= [e'kJ[eat'(e’) OAG(e’, x) OPAT(e’, %) O
Oapple’(Xo, 7)] Oe'le €]]

The representation in (75) presupposes that indefiroun phrases likevo girls can have
several denotations, which vary not only with respge the distributivity ‘parameter’ (i.e.,
whether they are interpreted as a sum, group otlection of atoms), but also with regard to
their syntactic position. According to the followinstrategy, illustrated in (76), the
distributive meaning, which manifests itself optaly in the adverbiakach is built into the
meaning of the verbal predicate, but it is bourminewhat unconventionally, to a syntactic
variable. This means thaach for example, could receive several interpretaion

(76) ate seven appld¥/ NP Ae X [eat'(e) HAG(e, %) OPAT(e, %) O
Oapple’(Xo, 7)]
(each) APAeOX[ATPo(X, Xs) — [X[B'[X =% 0
[(V/ NPg)/(VI NPs)] OP(e)Oe'lre]]
ate seven apples (eagh AeOX[ATPo(X, Xg) —» Xs[B'[x=xs O [Xc[eat'(e’) U
[V/ NP4 OAG(e',xs) OPAT(e',Xo) O apple’(xs,7)] O e’k €]
|_— two girls[NP{] |_——APAelX{girl (xs, 2) OP(e]
two girls ate seven AelXs [girl” (Xs,2) OATP (X, Xs) — (XB'[X = X [
apples (each) [V] Oxo[eat’'(e’) DAG(e',xs) OPAT(e’,xo) [

Oapple’(xs, 7)] O e'lke €]
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The strategies illustrated in (75) and (76) leaddemtical representations. The problem with
these, | believe, is that it is not specified wbaditions determine whether a particular noun
phrase can receive a distributive interpretatios.itAvas discussed in section 3.3 above, the
distributivity/collectivity of DPs in Hungarian deenot only depend on the lexical properties
of the determiner, but also on its syntactic positiin the case of the strategy in (76), the
distributive meaning is integrated into the mearohthe prediate before it combines with the
meaning of the DP concerned, which means thatgbeei of whether a DP can receive a
distributive interpretation is decided before theerpretation procedure actually starts. Like
Landman (1996), Krifka (1989) does not discussittierpretation of sentences where the
thematic roles are played by DPs which are takedetmote monotone decreasing or non-
monotone quantifiers in Generalized Quantifier Tigeeither. One further worrisome aspect
of the theory is that the cumulative reading isstdared to be the primary one (at least in the
case of bare numerical determiners). As discussetid previous section, the majority of
possible Hungarian sentences with contrastive sogaes not have a cumulative reading at
all.

In the previous section we criticized Landman @9®r not taking into account the
syntactic positions of quantificational DPs. Foifka's theory, however, a criticism from the
opposite direction seems to apply. Since it is thame the unification of denotations in a
binary syntactic tree starting from the bottom tng scopes of quantifiers would correspond
to their linear order, and thus there would be oespbility to represent scope reversal. For
example, it is hard to imagine how (67) would rgeea reading according to which the object
DP gets wide scope. Such a reading, as argued byl@82), must, however, be made
available for the above sentence.

Nevertheless, the mechanism of unifying the megnof constituents in a binary tree
seems to be a viable procedure, if a mechanisnailisibito the semantics by means of which
the readings involving scope reversal can be adedufor, when available. In the next
section we propose an integrated method for progidhe semantics of sentences with
contrastive topics in Hungarian, which uses thetmatuable insights of Landman (1996)
and Kritka (1989), and is based on the empiricaenbation that Hungarian sentences with
contrastive topics can have essentially three tgpésgical structure.

5 An event semantics of Hungarian sentences with mastive
topics

5.1 Logical structure of sentences with contraste/topics

| view of the fact that neither the semantic prdipsrof sentences with contrastive topics
(scope of quantifiers, availability of collectivesttibutive readings) nor the well-formedness
of sentences containing them can be accounteditbow paying attention to their specific
semantic and pragmatic functfénit was proposed in Chapter 1of this work thattseces
with contrastive topics constitute a specific camstion of the language. The function of the
contrastive topic itself is to introduce the impligre that there is at least one alternative

8 For example, DPs denoting monotone descreasingfifiaes would not normally be allowed to appeasin
preverbal position other than the one immediatedceding the verb, cf. (78) below.
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statement whose truth is neither entailed nor eslitted by the truth of the proposition
expressed by the sentence with the contrastive.topi

The possible contrastive topic DPs fall into twetiict semantic classes, which differ
from each other as regards the logical structuirdseo(factual) statements they can appear in.
(It will be argued in chapter 5 that modal/intemsib statements constitute a distinct
category.) Certain contrastive topic DPs are cagpabintroducing a discourse referent in the
traditional sense of the word, like the ones in) (¥&low:

(77)a. Er "Janos] “énekelt.
John  sang
“John “did sing.’

b. [cr “Ot gyerek] “énekelt.
five child sang
“Five children "did sing.’

The above set of expressions includes referentiBb @nd those denoting monotone
increasing quantifiers. Some of these, liémosin (77a) above, obt gyerekin (77b), could
normally function as the topic of the sentencehi@ semantic sense, although some others,
i.e., non-referential expressions denoting monotimgeeasing quantifiers, to be illustrated
below, cannot appear in the topic position. Theesaes in (77) predicate a property about
John, or about a plural individual with five atonparts falling into the denotation ohild,

the property of being a participant in a (pluraleet of singing. The implicature introduced
by the sentence, depending on whether the stresheomerb is to signal verum focus or
contrastive focus, is the following. According teetfirst interpretation strategy, the sentences
implicate that there is at least one other typsinfjing event (performed by an individual
who could be considered an alternative of Johnpyra different number of children,
respectively) such that both its occurrence andds-occurrence at the relevant time and
place is compatible with the meaning of the serdenéccording to the second strategy, the
sentences implicate that there is at least one tfpevent which can be considered an
alternative to an event of singing (e.g., an ewd¢ntancing) such that both its occurrence and
its non-occurrence at the relevant time and plak iavolving an alternative of John or a
different number of children, respectively, as ggrants, is compatible with the meaning of
the sentence.

The second type of contrastive topic is exampglifley expressions which do not
introduce a discourse referent. This is illustrdigdhe examples in (78)—(79):

(78) [ Otnél "kevesebb konyvey [Mari] olvasott.
five-ADE fewer bookacc Mary read
‘As for fewer than five books, it was Mary who dethat many.’

(79) [cr “Pontosan két gyerekel [Janosnak] van.
exactly two kid-3GPOsSSIOhnpAT be-3G
‘As for exactly two kids, it is John who has tiaany.’

The contrastive topics in the above sentences @able to introduce discourse referernts.

These sentences predicate properties about theadiens of the associate expessions, that is,
about Mary and John, respectively. The first séngd it was Mary who read fewer than five
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books, or, in other words, it was Mary who tooktparan event of reading fewer than five
books. The second expresses that it is John whexaatly two children, in other words, that
it is John who is in the state of having two cheéilf® This means that the contrastive topics
take part in the expression of the properties whach claimed to hold of the associate
denotations. The above sentences, however, aré'asait” the denotations dewer than
five booksor exactly two kidsn some sense of the word. As it was argued irp@ne, these
latter expressions satisfy the requirements ofctdjy to the extent that these properties have
to have been mentioned previously in the discotwsenake the sentence felicitous. This
means that in this sentence type, the two most itapbfeatures of topics, i.e., establishing
what the sentence is about, and attaching thersente the preceding context, are assigned
to two different constituents, the first to the @sate expression, and the second to the
contrastive topic. (These findings also show tldheé above two properties constitute the
essence of topicality then contrastive topics caimmeoconsidered a subtype of topic.) Thus,
those sentences which have an expression in tkeofolhe associate which is capable of
introducing a discourse referent, either becausts ¢éxical properties (e.g., those in (72) and
(73)), or because it is situated in the focus pmsi{discussed in section 3.3.2), have an
interpretation according to which the sentence ipe¢es a property about the specific
individual denoted by the associate.

Contrastive topic expressions belonging to somerosyntactic categories, i.e., bare
numerals, verbs, etc., illustrated in (5)—(7) ahaveuld also be interpreted according to the
second strategy. The contrastive topics in themladvaontribute to the expression of a
property predicated of some individual. Adverbsgofntification in the role of contrastive
topic will be investigated in section 7 of this pker. For reasons discussed in section 1
above, in the rest of the chapter we will conceatom the semantics of contrastive topic DPs,
unless indicated otherwise.

In view of the above data | would not agree witKénesei (p.c.) who claims that the
two sentence structures illustrated by (71) vs){{3,) are related to each other semantically
as two homonyms are. Instead, | believe that tleedwnstruction types illustrated above, i.e.,
those containing a contrastive topic which canouhice a discourse referent and those
containing one which cannot, constitute two subsypleone construction with the function of
implicating some contrast.

As it was claimed above in section 3.3.2, thera third interpretational strategy for
sentences with contrastive topics as well, illustlain the i) reading of (52), which is
available for sentences where the associate ig@ession which is not assumed to introduce
a discourse referent in sentences without a cditeatopic. On this reading, the sentence
expresses that the number of individuals in theotigion of the nominal part of the associate
expression which participate in events satisfyihg tlescription given by the rest of the
sentence is as specified by the determiner of theThe majority of expressions capable of
inducing this interpretation is constituted by tbet of those which denote a monotone
decreasing or non-monotone quantifier, althoughaaeother DPs, i.e., the Diatnal tobb
fid ‘more than six boys’, also belong to this set {(&®#esi 1997b).

This means that whenever a factual sentence witinastive topic DP is interpreted
by a speaker of the language, the sentence is ethtegainst these three possible

8 In the rest of the work, the expression ‘eventl Mdosely, be used to cover states as well, inare in the
sense of Bach’s (198@yentualities.
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construction types. If the contrastive topic cainaduce a discourse referent (i.e., belongs to
the class of DPs which can appear in topic or dfi@nposition), then the sentence can be
interpreted according to the first strategy. lisitan expression which can have a denotation
other than picking out a definite referent (i.e¢hey than a proper name, personal pronoun or a
definite description) and it is accompanied by aeoaiate which can serve as the logical
subject of predication, it can also be interpretedording to the second stratéginally, if

the associate is an expression which can only appethe Focus position in sentences
without a contrastive topic, then the sentence makedication about how many individuals
fall into the denotation of the property expresbgdhe rest of the sentence.

If the contrastive topic and the associate are shahthey satisfy the the conditions
licensing more than one of the above readings, ttien sentence will have several
interpretations, as illustrated in the case of (8@)ich can be interpreted according to both of
the first two strategies:

(80) [et ‘Két fiu] "minden lanyt  meghivott.
two boy every girlxcc pfx-invited
“ Two boys invitedevERY girl.’
a. ‘There are two boys who, either as a group or inidizlly, have the property of
having invited all girls as a group or individually
b. ‘All girls are such that they were invited (eithes a group or individually) by two
boys, acting either as a group or alone.’

The above two strategies to the interpretationesftences with contrastive topics closely
mirror the observation made by Jacobs (1997), a@owgrto whom “one requirement for
scope inversion with quantifiers is that the quaedi NP that ends up with wide scope be
partitive, that is refer to some quantity of eletsenf a contextually given set” (Krifka
1998:103). Krifka (1998) argues, for example, ttie reason why the NPRiemlich viele
Romane‘quite a few novels’ cannot take wide scope in)(®&low is that it is hard to
interpret as partitive. This expression contrastth vthe minimally differing expression
ziemlich viele von den Romanguite few of the novels’, which can take wide gean (82):

(81) Mindestens /EIN Student hat ziemlich \MIERomane gelesen(MANY)
at least one student has considerably many noveisad
‘At least one student read quite a few novels.’

(82) Mindestens /EIN Student hat ziemlich \\dEkion den Romanen gelesen.
at least one student has considerably many of thevels read
CIMANY ), MANY (0)

Krifka (1998:103) claims that the partitivity of gutifiers is an instance of the discourse-
linking of a noun phrase. Remember, however, thatas noted in Chapter 2 that monotone
decreasing or non-monotone quantifiers in contrastopic also satisfy the requirement of
discourse linking, since they can only appear iis thosition felicitously if the same

expression has already been mentioned in the preceplestion. Thus, the expressions
capable of introducing a discourse referent musisfgasome stronger requirement that
ensures that they are always the ones which recerde scope. | believe that this

% This means that whenever a contrastive topic D8llmved by a verb or a negative particle as asgecihe
sentence can only have the first type of interpiata
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requirement is that sentences, at least those wdremon-initial members of a discourse,
tend to be about some entity, that is, they tendxjaress a categorical judgment, i.e., they
tend to have a logical subject of predication.

In the present section it was claimed that theeetlaree strategies to the interpretation
of sentences with contrastive topics in Hungaridre question naturally arises whether there
iIs any way to predict the scope of quantificatiorapressions in particular readings of
sentences with contrastive topics on the basisi@fstrategy applied. In section 5.2 below a
proposal will be put forward which relates the nieadings listed in (52) above, for example,
and the three interpretational strategies abovesdation 5.3, we discuss the formal
representation of the meaning of sentences integbraccording to the first strategy in a
detailed way, while in section 5.4 we turn to saenés which are interpreted according to the
second strategy.

5.2 The interpretation procedure associated withentences containing a
contrastive topic

For reasons discussed in the previous sectionjeveethat when sentences with contrastive
topic DPs are interpreted by speakers, they fissiehto make a decision as to whether the
sentence predicates a property of an individughéndenotation of the contrastive topic, or a
property about a specific individual in the deniotaiof the associate, or whether it states how
many elements fall into the extension of a propergy, which of the three possible strategies
discussed above they can follow. The choice dependshether the contrastive topic is able
to introduce a discourse referent, whether thecis®ocan denote an individual about which
a predication can be made (the circumstances wmdieh the above conditions are fulfilled
will be discussed in the next two sections), anetivler the associate is an expression which
is used purely to count the elements in the préelieatension.

The next question is how the above two strategakege to the nine readings listed in
(54) above. As far as the third strategy is conegyithis corresponds to reading 9, as stated
above. | believe that it is the second strategywhith the associate expression’s denotation
needs to be identifiable independently of the datian of the rest of the sentence or those of
the other DPs, lies behind readings 3 and 5, wihleeelinearly second quantificational
expression is assumed to take wide scope. | tinakthese readings can state a property of
the independently identified DP denotation, namehat this plural individual has the
property of having participated in a (plural) eveftthe type described by the rest of the
sentence.

The rest of the readings, i.e., readings, 1, &, 4, and 8, require that the denotation
of the contrastive topic be independently iderbiga thus, | believe, they are instantiations of
the first type of strategy, which requires that semtence should predicate a property of the
individual corresponding to the contrastive topanatation.

| claim that a plural individual can have a propest having participated in a plural
event in three different ways: it can possess thparty as a group, which corresponds to the
so-called collective reading, it can possess tbhpgity due to the fact that all of its individual
parts possess the property, which correspondsetedkcalled distributive reading, or it can
possess the property due to the fact that it isstiee of individuals (atoms or groups) which
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possess the property. This third possibility cqroesls to the so-called cumulative readifys.
(Naturally, if the DP denotes a singular individuakre is only one reading.)

Note that if the property predicated of a pluraividual in any of the above ways is
such that it refers to the fact of having partiégahin an event which had another participant,
expressed by a DP, then the property itself canflibree types, depending on whether the
plural event connected to it is such that it inealthe denotation of the other DP as a group,
individually, or due to the fact that it constitsitthe sum of the participants of the events in
question. In what follows, we will illustrate theovkings of the three stategies by means of an
example, where the differences between the possibks of events which are compatible
with the meaning of the sentence generated acaptdithe three strategies introduced above
(listed assubcasebelow) are described systematically.

(83) [cr 'Harom lanyt] Enégynél “kevesebb fid] hivott meg.

three girlacc four-aDE  fewer boy invited pfx
‘" Three girls were invited by fewer thaourboys.’
Strategy 1:

There are three girls which have the property afifg participated as patients in a
(plural) event of inviting by fewer than four boys.

Subcase 1There are three girls which have the property afifig participated as a
group as patients in an event of inviting by fewlean four boys as a group-(
reading 1 of (50))

Subcase 2There are three girls which have the property afifig participated as a
group as patients in a plural event of invitingfewer than four boys, which consists
of subevents involving one boy each as agentrdading 2 of (50))

Subcase 3There are three girls which have the property afifg participated as a
group as patients in a plural event of invitingglsuhat it consists of atomic events
with the following property: the sum of their patis is an individual in the denotation
of fewer than four boys

Subcase 4:There are three girls each of which have the ptgpef having
participated as patients in an event of invitingféyer than four boys as a group: (
reading 3 of (50))

Subcase 5:There are three girls each of which have the ptgpef having
participated as patients in a plural event of ingitby fewer than four boys, which
consists of subevents involving one boy each astafje reading 5 of (50))

Subcase 6:There are three girls each of which have the ptgpef having
participated as patients in a plural event of ingit such that it consists of atomic

% The case where the plural individual denoted byRes assumed to possess the property expressée by
rest of the sentence as a group could perhapsrsidered an extreme case of the situation wherpribygerty
is possessed by the plural individual due to tleétfzat it is the sum of individuals which posdas property.
The reason why | am distinguishing the above theses, however, is that the thrid possibility dosssound
very natural with respect to certain examples, ite2 one shown below:

() Ot gyerek felemelte a  zongorat.
five kid pfx-lifted the pianoacc
There were five kids each of whom lifted the piano.
There were five kids who lifted the piano as a grou
?There were five kids such that they constitutestira of those groups which lifted the piano.
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events with the following property: the sum of thpatients is an individual in the
denotation ofewer than four boys.

Subcase 7There is a sum consisting of three girls suchithatthe sum of patients of
the subevents of a plural event of inviting, eattilich has fewer than four boys as a
group as patient.

Subcase 8There is a sum consisting of three girls suchithatthe sum of patients of
the subevents of a plural event of inviting wittplaral agent in the denotation of
fewer than fouboy, which has events involving one boy as agent bheants.

Subcase 9There is a sum consisting of three girls suchithatthe sum of patients of
the subevents of a plural event of inviting witle tollowing property: it consists of
subevents of inviting such that the sum of the tggehthese subevents falls into the
denotation ofewer than fouboy.

Strateqy 2:
There are fewer than four specific boys which higneeproperty of having participated

as agents in a (plural) event of inviting thredsgir

Subcase 1There are fewer than four specific boys which hidaeproperty of having
participated as a group as agents in an evenviing two girls as a group.

Subcase 2There are fewer than four specific boys which hidéneproperty of having
participated as a group as agents in a plural esfeinviting two girls, which consists
of subevents involving one girl each as patient.

Subcase 3There are fewer than four specific boys which higneeproperty of having
participated as a group as agents in a plural eseimviting, such that it consists of
atomic events with the following property: the safitheir patients is an individual in
the denotation athree girls

Subcase 4There are fewer than four specific boys each atlwhave the property of
having participated as agents in an event of ingithree girls as a group.

Subcase 5There are fewer than four specific boys each atlwhave the property of
having participated as agents in a plural evemafing three girls, which consists of
subevents involving one girl each as patient.

Subcase 6There are fewer than four specific boys each atlwhave the property of
having participated as agents in a plural evenineiting which has the following
property: it consists of atomic events such tha sum of their patients is an
individual in the denotation dhree girls.

Subcase 7There is a sum consisting of fewer than four dpeboys such that it is the
sum of agents of the subevents of a plural evemiwfing each of which has three
girls as a group as patient.

Subcase 8There is a sum consisting of fewer than four dfeboys such that it is the
sum of agents of the subevents of a plural evemating with a plural agent in the
denotation othree girl, which has as subevents events involving one bagant.
Subcase 9There is a sum consisting of fewer than four dpeboys such that it is the
sum of agents of the subevents of a plural evemvating such that it has subevents
of inviting such that the sum of the patients @S subevents falls into the denotation
of three girls

Strateqgy 3:
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Subcase 1The number of boys for which there is an evennuiting three specific
girls as a group is fewer than four.

Subcase 2The number of boys for which there is an eventneiting three non-
specific girls as a group is fewer than four.

Subcase 3The number of boys for which there is an evennuiting three specific
girls individually is fewer than four.

Subcase 4The number of boys for which there is an eventnefting three non-
specific girls individually is fewer than four.

The list of events which sentence (83) above is &b describe and that of the non-
event-denoting readings serves as a good illustradf the problem which arises if we take
seriously the idea that the specificity or the gmbty of a distributive/collective/cumulative
reading for a DP determine different readings efskntences they appeafin.believe that
the number of how many different readings a semtdms depends on what we consider
significant differences in the situations whichdbeentences can describe. With the threefold
division above | wanted to illustrate that | catesithe distinction as to whether the sentence
predicates the property of participating in an éwa&nan individual in the denotation of the
contrastive topic or it predicates a similar préperf a specific individual in the denotation of
the associate, or that it counts the elementsardénotation of the predicate expressed by the
VP and the contrastive topic together to be a Baarit one. However, it will be shown below
that whether a property is assumed to hold of Eecidn of individuals as a group or of its
atomic parts individually can influence the intatability of a sentence containing a
contrastive topic. For example, there are sentewttisonly one DP, playing the contrastive
topic role, which can naturally denote a group it a sum of groups. Also, there are DPs,
for example, the universal Dieinden gyerekevery child’ which cannot denote a group in
contrastive topic, but it can denote a sum of atoms

In the framework to be proposed here, in which de®otations of sentences are
derived as a result of unifying the meanings ofstitzents, the role of the logical subject of
predication will be the following: it is the meagimf this consituent which is incorporated
last into the meaning of the sentence. The detdithe derivations will be discussed in the
next two sections.

Before turning to the actual examples, one mamgar& seems to be in order. The fact
that a contrastive topic or an associate can detiaelogical subject of the predication
expressed by the sentence does not mean thateblearany of the readings correlated with
the respective strategy above will be available tioe sentence. The lack of certain,
potentially available readings will be attributeeldw to the fact that these readings cannot
introduce alternative propositions which are ndaged by or are not in contradiction to the
proposition expressed by the sentence. The natutkeoalternative propositions and the
mechanism by which readings not satisfying the irequimplicature are filtered out are
discussed in section 6 below.

8 Note that while the readings generated accordiribé first two strategies have the structure tégarical
judgments, discussed above, the proposition gestkeaicording to the third strategy correspond$ieeib a
categorical judgment (since it is not about anviattial), nor to a thetic one, since sentences asjrg thetic
judgments must have no presuppositions (pointethpMarta Maleczki, p.c.), which is contradictedthg fact
that sentences with contrastive topics always éhtce certain presuppositions, as discussed in €hapt
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5.3 Contrastive topics denoting the logical subjeéof predication

The denotations of sentences with contrastive sopidl be captured below in terms of
Krifka’s (1989) unification-based representationifka’s original representation language is
enriched here with a distinction between singulaengés (which can only have atomic
individuals or groups as participants) and plurargs, and one between thematic roles and
sum roles.

Here we discuss cases where the contrastive t®piblé to express the logical subject
of predication. In terms of the formal represewotatithis means that first the meaning of the
predicate (the sentence denotation minus the iivea topic denotation) has to be
constructed, and only in the last step of the séima@oemputation does it combine with the
contrastive topic denotation. For an example, asrsagain (80), repeated here as (84):

84) [er ‘Két fiu] "'minden lanyt  meghivott.
two boy every girlxcc pfx-invited
“ Two boys invitedevERY girl.’
a. ‘There are two boys who, either as a group or indizlly, have the property of
having invited all girls as a group or individuall{strategy 1)
b. ‘All girls are such that they were invited, eithes a group or individually by two
boys, acting either as a group or alone.’ (stradgy

(85) shows how one reading of (84) is derived,clwhiorresponds to a subcase of
strategy 1, which requires that both of the two D&seive group readings. In the formula,
*invited is a predicate on plural events denoted by the weribed *girl on plural objects
denoted byirl, max(*girl ) denotes the number of atomic parts of the maxeteahent of the
above denotatiortboy is a predicate on plural objeaienoted byboy.
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(85)

meghivott  [V/NPs, NP,] Ae[*invite (e) O°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, x)]
‘minden lany{NP] (group APAelX[Xo[*girl (X) O |x|=max(*girl ) O
| Oxe=1x OP(e)
"minden lanyt meghivoftv/NP4] AelX[ X [*invite (e) O°PAT (e, %) O*girl (x) O
O |x|=max(*girl ) Ox,= tx 0°AG(e, %) O P(e]
[cr két fit] [ NPJ (group) AP elyxJ*boy(y) Oly|=2 20xs= 1y O
OP(e]
[cr Két fit] *minden lanyt Nelkk,Oy kg *invite (e) O°PAT (e, %) O
meghivott[V] O*girl (x) O |x] =max(*girl ) O xe=tx [
I/ O°AG (e, %) *boy(y) Oly|=2 20xs=1y]
DECL [S/V] APCe[P(e])
[cr Két fit] “minden lanyt Celk (X Oy [xd *invite (€) O°PAT (e,%) O
meghivott[S] O*girl (x) O |x] =max(*girl ) O xe=tx [

O°AG (e, %) [Fboy(y) Oly|=220xs=1Y]

(85) means the following. There is a plural evannueiting with a group of two boys as sum
agent and the group consisting of all girls as gatent. In view of the fact that both the
agent and the patient of this plural event are ggpthe event itself counts as a singular one,
and the last line of (85) is equivalent to (86):

(86) [IX[X,[y[X{invite(e) OPAT(e,x) LI*girl (x) O|x| =max(*girl ) Ox,= tx O
HAG(e, %) [Fboy(y) Uly|z20xs = 1Y]

A reading corresponding to a different subcaséefabove strategy is shown in (87) below,
where the contrastive topic receives a sum demnotati

(87)
meghivott  [V/NPs, NP,] Ae[*invite (e) 0°AG(e, x) OPAT (e, )]
‘minden lany{NP,] (group) \/)\P)\e[k[}xo[*girl () O |x|[=max(*girl ) U
OXo=tx OP(e]
‘minden lanyt meghivoftvV/NPy] Ael XX [*invite (e) O°PAT (e, %) O*girl (x) O
O |x|=max(*girl ) Ox,= tx 0°AG(e, %) OP(e]
| [cr két fia] [ NP (sum I/)\P)\e[ks[*boy(xs) Ox|=20P(e]
[cr Két fil] “minden lanyt Nelk[koCkd*invite (€) O°PAT (e,%) O
meghivott[V] g*girl (x) O |x] =max(*girl ) Oxe= t1x O
I/ O°AG (e, %) *boy(xs) O |xd = 2]
DECL [S/V] APCR[P(e]
[cr Két fil] “minden lanyt CelX XLy [xd*invite (€) O°PAT (e,%) [
meghivott[])] g*girl (x) O |x] =max(*girl ) Oxe= t1x

O°AG (e, %) (Fboy (xs) O |x| = 2]

According to a subcase of strategy 1, the contrastipic DPs can denote sets of atoms. The
formal derivation of this reading is shown in (88)low. The denotation of the contrastive
topic itself is borrowed from Krifka (1989). Hereet relation denoted b&TP,, is assumed to
hold between atomic parts of an object and theoblge well. Since the denotations of the
verb and the associate are assumed to be the sa®®) ias they were in (87), we leave out
the first two lines of the derivation:
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(88)
“minden lanyt meghivofiv/NP]

\/ [cT Két fit] [ NPy (set of atoms

[crKét fit] "'minden lanyt
meghivott[V]

L DECL [SIV]

[cr Két fid] 'minden lanyt
meghivott[S)]

Ae[ XX [*invite (e) O°PAT (e, %) O*girl (x) O
O |x|=max(*girl ) Ox,= tx 0°AG(e, %) O P(e]
APAely[*boy(y) Oly|= 20
O DXS[ATPO(XS!y) - EE’[P(E’) [ e’DEe]]]
Aely[*boy(y) Oly|= 2 O OXJATPo(Xsy) —
- [B'[XX [*invite (e') O°PAT(e’,Xo) O
O*girl (X) O |x|=max(*girl ) Oxe=1x O
O°AG (e, %) Oe'Oee]]]]
APE[P(e)
Aely[*boy(y) Oly|= 2 OOXJATPo(Xsy) —
- [’ [XDX [*invite (e") OSPAT(e’,Xo) [
O*girl (x) O |x|=max(*girl ) Oxe= 1 x O
O0°AG(e, %) Oe'Tee]]]

In view of our assumptions about plural events andh roles, the last line of (88) is

equivalent to the following:

(89) Aely[*boy(y) Oly|= 2 OOx{ATPo(XsY) » [ [XX[invite(e’) OPAT(e’,Xo) [

O*girl (x) O [x]=max(*girl ) [ X=X

OAG(e, %) Oe'Tee]]]

The next example illustrates a derivation which egates a reading where not only the
contrastive topic but also its associate wouldixeca denotation as a set of atoms:

(90)
meghivott [VINPs, NPy]

“minden lanyt meghivoftv/NP4]

[cr ket fid] [ NPy (set of atoms

[cT Két fil] ‘minden lanyt
meghivott[V]

L DECL [S/V]

[cT Két fid] 'minden lanyt
meghivott[S)]

Ae[*invite (€) 0°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, %)]

‘minden lany{NP,] (set of atoms \/)\P)\er [*girl (xX) O|x|=max(*qgirl ) O

O OX[ATPo(XoX) — Ce'[P(e’) O e'Tee]]]
AelX [*girl (xX) O |x|=max(*qgirl ) O
O OXo[ATPo(Xo,X) - [E’[*invite (e’) O
O°PAT (€', X)) O°AG(e’, x9) L e’lee]]]
b)\P)\eEy[*boy(y) Oly|z20
COXJATPo(Xsy) - " [P(e”) Ue” Uee]]]
Aely[*boy(y) Uly|z 2 D OxJATPo(Xsy) —
- " [X[e” Oege O*girl (x) O|x|=max(*girl ) O
O OXo[ATPo(Xo,X) - [E’[*invite (e’) O
OSPAT (€', X)) O°AG(e’, x9) Je’lee"]]]
APCE[P(e])
Cely[*boy(y) U|y|z 2 O OxJATPo(XsY) -
- " [X[e” Oge O*girl (x) O|x|=max(*girl ) O
O OXo[ATPo(Xo,X) — [E’[*invite (e’) O
OSPAT(€’, %) O°AG(€’, xo) Oe'lee"]]]

In view of the features of plural events, the last of (90) is equivalent to the following:
(91) [CeOy[*boy(y) O|y|= 2 0 Ox{ATP(Xsy) —» (" [X[e” Oge O*girl (x) O
O [x|=max(*girl ) O Ox,[ATPo(Xo,X) — [E’[invite(e’) O PAT(e’, X,) O AG(€e’, X5 [

De'Dee”]]]
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Having considered the formal representation ofabailable readings of sentences where the
contrastive topic DP is accompanied by another BRtsaassociate, we turn to sentences
where the associate role is played by the verb oegative particle, illustrated in (92) and
(93):

(92) [cr ‘Ot gyerek] “énekelt.
five child sang
“Five childrenpiD sing.’

(93) [cr ‘Ot gyerek] ‘nem énekel.
five child not sang
“Five childrenpIDN’T sing.’

(92) above can only be interpreted according tditeestrategy discussed above, namely, the
one according to which the sentence is assumedettigate a property about the individual
introduced by the contrastive topic, since thenedsecond DP in the role of the associate or
in postverbal position about which the sentencddcmake a predication. (93), which differs
from (92) in that the associate role is played hyegative particle, denies the truth of the
above statement, or, in other words, denies tharomece of an event of the type described in
(92).

DPs which are assumed to denote monotone increagiagtifiers in Generalized
Quantifier Theory, i.e., those which appear ingoantifier position of Hungarian sentences,
are able to introduce a discourse referent, and tan appear as contrastive topics. An
illustrative example is shown in (94) below:

(94) [cr Mindenlany] "'nem énekelt.
every girl not sang
“Every girl DIDN’T sing.

The positive counterpart of (94), shown in (95)eslnot appear to be well-formed in
Hungarian. This, however, is not due to formal reguents of the construction but is a sign
of its uninterpretability, which is due to the faittat the proposition expressed by this
sentence entails all the possible alternative siamés, and thus cannot give rise to the
implicatures which are associated with the use arftrastive topics, discussed below in
section 6.

(95) #[cr "Mindenlany] "énekelt.
every girl sang
#"Every girl DID sing.

The formal derivation of the interpretation of (9d¢hown in (96), uses the predicMXE on
events, borrowed from Krifka (1989). In accordamgth our observations made in section 1
above, the universal DP in contrastive topic reegign interpretation according to which it
denotes a set of atoms:

(96)
énekelt[V/NPg Ae[*sang(e) 0°AG (e, %)]
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[cT 'minden lany][NPy] b APAelX[*qgirl (x) O [x|=max(*girl ) O
(set of atoms OOxJATPo(Xs,X) — ['[P(e’) U e’lee]]]

[cT “minden lany] éneke[V] APAelX[*girl (x) O |x| =max(*girl ) O OXATPo(Xs,X) —
- [e[*sang(e’) O°AG(e’,xs) 0 e’'Tee]]]
_~ nem[V/V] I/)\P)\e[MXE (e)d-Ck"[P(e”) Oe" e €]

[cT'Minden lany] ‘nem énekelt/] AeMXE (e) 0= e” IX[*girl (x) O [x] =max(*girl ) O
O Ox{ATP(Xs,X) — [E’[*sang(e’) O°AG(e’,xs) O
Oe'lee”] Oe” Uee]]

.~ DECL [S/V] |_—APCe[P(e]

[cT'Minden lany] ‘nem énekel] [E[MXE (e) 0= e” (X[*girl (x) O [x] =max(*girl ) O
O Ox{ATP(Xs,X) — [E’[*sang(e’) O°AG(e’,xs) O
Oe'lee”] Oe” Uee]]

According to the bottom line of the semantic deiiwatree in (96), sentence (94) means that
there is no part of the maximal event which is tituted by the fusion of all events at the
reference time of the sentence which is an evestngfing by the maximal plural individual
with the girl property, in other words, the settifgirls in the discourse. This, naturally, does
not entail that there are no other events of smgwth different participants, e.g., by set of
girls with less than the maximal number of them.

Having discussed the outcome of the strategyrdowpto which the contrastive topic
is assumed to denote the logical subject of préidicain the next section we investigate the
second type of strategy, according to which thdrestive topic contributes to the expression
of a property of an individual denoted by the assec

5.4 Contrastive topics contributing to the expresen of a property

The contrastive topics investigated in this sectidhbe assumed not to introduce a discourse
referent but to contribute to the expression ofr@perty of the individual denoted by the
associate DP. This happens, for example, wheneitensl strategy identified above is applied
to the interpretation of (84) above, repeated hsrd7):

97)  [er ‘Két fil] “minden lanyt  meghivott.
two boy every girlacc pfx-invited
" Two boys inviteceVERY girl.’
a. ‘There are two boys who, either as a group or iddizlly, have the property of
having invited all girls as a group or individuall{strategy 1)
b. ‘All girls are such that they were invited, eithes a group or individually by two
boys, acting either as a group or alone.’ (strai&gy

Formal representations corresponding to subcas#sedftrategy in the interpretation of the
above sentence are derived as shown in (98) an@).(IWhat distinguishes these
representations from those in the previous sedsidhat it is the associate meaning which is
last integrated into the meaning of the senter@®) ¢hows the representation according to
which the contrastive topic receives a group demstawhile (100) shows the one according
to which the contrastive topic is interpreted asetiof atoms. The associate DP receives a
denotation in terms of a set of atoms in both cases
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(98)
meghivott [VINPs, NP]
[cr két fia] [NPg (group)

e

[cr Két fitl] meghivott[V/NP]

-minden lany{NP,]
(set of atoms

[cr Két fit] “minden lanyt

meghivott[V]

DECL [S/V]
[cT Két fil] ‘minden lanyt
meghivott[S)]

Ae[*invite (e) O°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, x)]
APAely[X{*boy(y) O|y|=220xs=1y [
OP(e]

Aely[x{*boy(y) Oly|220xs =1y O

O*invite (€) O°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, %)]
APAelX[*qgirl (xX) O |x|=max(*girl ) O
O Ox[ATPo(Xs,X) — [E'[P(e") O e’Teel]]

AelX[*girl (x) O|x|=max(*qgirl ) O

U Ox[ATPo(X0,x) — [e’LylX{*boy(y) Uly2 U

Oxs=ty O*invite (") O°AG(e’,Xs) [

OSPAT (€', %) 0 e’Teel]]

|_—AP[P(e]

CeX[*qgirl (x) O |x|]=max(*girl ) O

0 OXo[ATPo(Xo0,X) — [E'IYIXJ*boy(y) U|yE2 U

Oxs=ty O%invite (") O°AG(e’,xs) [

O°PAT (e, %) Je’leg]]]

In view of the fact that the participants of eveatan the above formula are either atomic
individuals or groups, the last line of (98) isntieal to the following formula:

(99) CeX[*girl (x) O [x|]=max(*girl ) O OXc[ATPo(X0,X) — ['CyIX{*boy(y) Oly|= 20
Oxs=1y Oinvite(e’) DAG(e’,xs) OPAT(e’, X) Ue'lee]]]

The representation of a different reading of thevabsentence is shown in (100), where the
denotations of both DPs are given in terms of se&goms:
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(100)

meghivott  [V/NPs, NP,] Ae[*invite (e) O°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, x)]
[cr Két fiu] [ NPJ (set of atoms AP ely[*boy(y) Oly|= 20
v XJATPo(xsy) » CE'[P(e") O e'Tee]]]
[cT Keét fi] meghivott[V/ NP, ] Aelyxd*boy(y) O |y| = 2 O OxJATPo(Xsy) —
— [E’[*invite (e) O°AG(e’,xs) OPAT(€’, Xo) [
Oe'Oee]l]
-minden lany{NP] APAelX[*qgirl (xX) O |x|=max(*qgirl ) O
(set of atoms (OXo[ATP o(Xo,X) » [ [P(e”)e” Uee]]]
[cT Két fid] “'minden lanyt AelX[*girl (x) O |x| =max(*girl ) O
meghivott[V] O OXo[ATPo(Xo,X) » (" Oy [X{*boy(y) O |yk2 O
OOxJATPo(XsY) — [B[*invite (e”) O
O°AG(e',xs) O°PAT (€', Xo) e”ge’]] O
0 e’Dee]]]
| DECL[S/V] |_—AP[P(e]
[cT Két fid] “minden lanyt CelX[*girl (x) O [x] =max(*girl ) O
meghivott[S] O OXo[ATPo(Xo,X) » [” Oy [X{*boy(y) O |yk2 O

OOxJATPo(Xs,y) — [B’[*invite (e”) O
O°AG(e’,xs) OPAT(€’, Xo) e’ [ge’]] O
Oe'Oee]]

The last line of (100) is equivalent to the followi

(202) X[ *qgirl (x) O |x] =max(*girl ) O OXc[ATPo(Xo,X) —» " Oy[X{*boy(y) O|yk 20
O OxJATPo(Xs,Y) — Ce'[*invite (e') O°AG(e’,xs) O°PAT (€', Xo) Oe”Uge’]] O
O e'Oeell]

The following sentence illustrates a case where abgociate role is played by a non-
guantificational noun phrase in the focus position:

(102) [r ‘'Két néd] [ a filmet] latta.
two viewer the movie-acc saw
‘It is the movie which was seen bbwo viewers.’

In accordance with traditional wisdom about the meg of focus (according to which a
focused sentence presupposes that the propertgssqar by the focus frame holds of at least
one individual, property, etc.), (102) presupposiest there was an event of watching
something by at least two viewers, and it assh#sit is an event of watching the movie. The
above interpretation can be generated compositiofrain the meanings of the constituents
in the manner illustrated in (103). In this part&uderivation, the contrastive topic DP is
assigned a group interpretation in order to easectimputation. However, since events of
seeing necessarily involve atomic individuals asmdg, the truth conditions of the formula
below would entail the truth of one where the castive topic denotation is given in terms of
a set of atoms. The above entailment could be cod#a form of a meaning postulate which
transforms a representation of a (plural) evenhaitsum or group participant into one with
parts having atomic individuals as participants.
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(103)

latta [V/NPs, NP, Ae[*watch’ (e) O°AG (e, %) O°TH (e, %)]
[cT Két nés] [NPg (group) /)\P)\eEyEks[*viewer(y) Oly|z20xs=1y 0O
OP(e]
[cT Két néd] latta[V/NP,] AeDy Dk *viewer(y) Oy|=20xs=1y O
O*watch’ (e) O°AG (e, x) O°TH (e, %)]
[ a filmet][NP] APAelX[*movie(Xo) O |%| =10
0P(e)0e'Dxs [P(€)) - %o To Xo]]
[cr'Két néd][ a “filmet] ek Ty Ik *movie(xo) O |%| =1 O *viewer(y) O |y 2
[l
latta.[V] Oxs<=1y O*watch’ (e) J°AG (e, x) O°TH (e, %) O

O0e’'0x, [[*watch’ (e') O°AG(e’, xs) 0
O°TH (€, X')] - Xo Oo Xo]]

DECL [S/V] | APE{P(e]
[cT Két néd][ a “filmet] CelkoCy X *movie(xo) O [%| =1 0 *viewer(y) O |y 2
0
latta.[S] Oxs=ty O*watch’ (e) D°AG(e, %) O°TH (e, %) O

O0e’'0x, [[*watch’ (e') O°AG(e’, xs) 0
O°TH (€', %)] = Xo' Uo Xo]]

Informally, (103) says that there was an event afching by the movie by two viewers, and
any (contextually relevant) plural event of watahirthe (sum) agent of which is a group
individual with the property of being a viewer wigh least two atomic parts, is an event of
watching the movie.

The next example shows that a similar strateghéaepresentation of the meaning of
focus (shown in line 4 of (103) also works with pest to examples where the associate in
focus position is a quantificational DP, as illaséd in (104):

(104) [cr "Harom fid]l 6t lanyt] hivott meg.
three boy five girlxccinvited pfx
a. ‘There are three boys who have the property ofrwuvited five girls.” (strategy
1)
b. ‘All girls are such that they were invited by twoys.’ (strategy 2)

The a) reading of the sentence is derived fornasljollows:
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(105)
meghivott [VINPs, NP]
[cr"Harom fit] [NPg (group)

e

[cr"Harom fit] meghivott[V/ NP,]

[ 0Ot lany] [NP)

(Qroup
[cT "Harom fid] "6t lanyt
hivott meg[V]

DECL [S/V]
[cT "Harom fid] "6t lanyt
hivott meg[S]

Ae[*invite (e) O°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, x)]
APAely[X{*boy(y) O|y|=230xs=1y [
OP(e]
AelyxJ*boy(y) Oly|z3Uxs =1y [
O*invite (€) O°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, %)]
APAelX[Xo[*girl (x) O [x|=50x%,=1x 0
OP(e)d0e'Dxo [P(€) - Xo' UXg]]
AelX XLy X *girl (x) O |x|=50x%, =1x O
O*boy(y) O|y|=230xs=1y
O*invite (€) 0°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, %) [
O0e’Dx, [*invite (e”) O*AG (e',Xs) [
O*PAT (e',%0)] - Xo [Xo]]

|- AP EP(e)
CeX XLy X *girl (x) O |x|=50x%,=1x O
O*boy(y) O|y|=230xs=1y

O*invite (€) 0°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, %) [
O0e’Dx, [*invite (e”) O*AG (e',Xs) [
O*PAT (€',%0)] - Xo [IXo]]

The next example to be discussed here has a D irole of the associate which is
assumed to denote, in the framework of Generaligedntifier Theory, a monotone
decreasing quantifier. As discussed above, invioik | assume that these DPs are situated in
the focus position of the Hungarian sentence, kmxd#oeir semantic behaviour is similar to
that of focused expressions. This means that tith of a sentence with a DP of the above
type entails the falsity of any sentence whereDReis substituted for one whose determiner
makes reference to a larger quantity. Thus, wheanéi@6) is true, then any sentence
expressing that two boys invited at least four orergirls would prove to be false.

(106) [cr ‘Két fid] [r négynél  “kevesebb lanyt] hivott meg.
twoboy fouraDE  fewer girlaccinvited pfx
“Two boys invited less thafFour girls.’
a. ‘There are two boys who have the property of hawmwged fewer than four girls.’
(strategy 1)
b. ‘There are fewer than four specific girls who wareited by two boys.’ (strategy
2)

A reading according to strategy 2, where the bdds Benote groups is generated formally as
shown in (107) below:
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(107)

meghivott  [V/NPs, NP,] Ae[*invite (e) O°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, x)]

/ [cT Két fia] [ NP4 (group) /)\P)\e[nys[*boy(y) Oly|z220xs=1y 0

OP(e]
[cr"Két fid] meghivott[V/ NP, ] AelyIX{*boy(y) O|y|=20xs=1y O
O*invite (€) O°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, %)]
[Fnégynél "kevesebb lafyiNP,] APAelX[Xo[*girl (X) O [x|<4 0%, =1x [
(set of atoms L 0P(e)00e'Tx, [P(e) » X' [X4]]

[cT Két fit] [rnégynél "kevesebb larjyt  AelX[X,Ly[X{*girl (X) J|x|<40x,=1x 0
hivott meg[V] O*boy(y) Oly|220xs=1y O

O*invite (€) 0°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, %) [
O 0e’Oxo [[*invite (e') O°AG(e’,xs) O
O°PAT(€’, X0)] — %o OX]]

DECL [S/V] |_—~AP[P(e]
[cT Két fid] [rnégynél “kevesebb lafyt CeCXX,Ly[X{*girl (X) O [X|< 40X, =1x O
hivott meg[S] O*boy(y) Oly|220xs=1y O

O*invite (€) 0°AG (e, x) O°PAT (e, %) [
O 0e’Oxo [[*invite (e') O°AG(e’,xs) O
O°PAT(€’, X0)] = %o OX]]

The above representation says that there are fnarrfour girls such that each of them were
invited by a group of at least two boys and anynéw# inviting by groups of at least two
boys is an inviting of some or all of these girgjich | believe, correctly reflects the truth-
conditions of the above sentence on the parti¢atarpretation

The contrast between the interpretability of fbkowing pairs of examples can be
accounted for on the basis of the specific semamtiperties of focusing:

(108) [r 'Két gyerek] tobb mint "6t filmet megnézett.
two kid more than five movieec pfx-watched
a. ‘There are two kids who saw five plays.’
b. #There are more than five movies which wexernsby two kids.’

(109) [cr 'Két gyerek] ftébb mint "6t filmet] nézett  meg.
two kid more thanfive movieec watched pfx
a. ‘There are two kids who saw five plays.’
b. ‘There are more than five movies which wernsey two kids.’

(110) #Er'Mindenki] [o 'sok embert]  meghivott.
everybody  many persorccpfx-invited
a. #'Each person invited many people.’
b. #There are many specific people who weretad/by everybody.’

(111) [r'Mindenki] [r'sok embert]  hivott meg.
everybody many persoxccinvited pfx
a. #'Each person invited many people.’
b. ‘There are many specific people who were awiby everybody.’
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In (108), the quantificational DBbb mint 6t flmetmore than five book-acc’, which plays
the role of the associate is situated in the pleleguantifier position, and thus it is unable to
identify a particular referent. This is the reaswiny reading b) is out. In (109), the same
expression is situated in focus position, thuss iable to identify a particular referent, and
thus can give rise to reading b). The same diffeamderlies the contrast in the availability
of the b) readings for (110) and (111). In the cafsthese examples, however, the a) readings
are also missing, which is due to the fact thath@se interpretations the sentences would not
give rise to ‘proper’ alternatives, discussed ictieam 6 below.

Note that a DP which denotes a monotone decrgagiantifier in the framework of
Generalized Quantifier Theory cannot introduce acalirse referent when situated in
contrastive topic. This is the reason why the fellg sentence can only have a reading
according to which it is about five specific playdue to the specific features of events of
watching plays, the fact that a particular evenwafching five plays as a group occurs entails
that atomic events of the same type where the rgattde is played by one play each also
occur.

(112) [cr ‘Kevés néd] [ 6t darabot] latott.
few viewer five playcc saw
a. ‘There are five specific plays each of which wegersby few viewers.’
b. #There are few viewers who saw five plays.’

In this and the previous chapter we proposed a amesim, based in a large part on Krifka’'s
(1989) theory, by which the various readings oft@eces with quantificational DPs in the
contrastive topic and the associate roles can beedesystematically. There are, however,
some readings of sentences with contrastive topis ®hich do not contradict the principles
which underlie the strategies to the interpretatbthese sentences identified above, but are
still judged unavailable by native speakers. Inribgt section we investigate the reasons why
these readings turn out to be impossible and carthem to the implicature carried by the
contrastive topic.

6  Predicting well-formedness in an event-based fraework

In this section we will look into the issue why serof the potential sentences, or some
potential readings of sentences which have queatifinal expressions in the role of
contrastive topic, turn out to be unacceptable umdrarian.

Following Blring (1997), we argued in Chpateri®we that those potential sentences
or potential readings of sentences with contradtiyécs which are judged unacceptable by
speakers should not be considered syntacticallforithed but uninterpretable, and
uninterpretability was attributed to a clash betw#e intended truth-conditional meaning of
the sentence and its implicatures. The implicatuas claimed to be the following: there is
one alternative to the statement expressed by ¢h&sce which is neither entailed nor
contradicted by the original statement.

In view of the fact that the factual sentencethvegiontrastive topics are considered

event descriptions here, we will assume that therradtive statements also describe events.
Those alternative propositions will be said to testher entailed nor contradicted by the
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proposition expressed by a factual sentence wittomtrastive topic which describe an

alternative type of event which meets the followirgguirements: none of its possible

realizations in the actual world are such that tbeystitute a subevent of the particular event
described in the sentence with the contrastivectamd all of its possible realizations in the

actual world are compatible with the truth of thddr sentence.

The descriptions of the possible alternative evgpes are derived in the following,
systematic way from the event description in th&esgce: in the proposition expressed by the
sentence with the contrastive topic, the denotatadrthe stressed part of the contrastive topic
(e.g., the determiner or the noun) and/or thathef constituent with the eradicating stress
following the contrastive topic are replaced witleit type-identical alternatives (in the sense
of Rooth 1985). Whenever the associate role isquagy a negative particle, then its
denotation in all the possible alternative stateimen replaced by that of an implicit
affirmative operator. A further requirement on aiive event descriptions is that the
descriptions of atomic events introduce descrifgtiohatomic event types as alternatives.

Whenever the truth-conditional meaning of thetesece entails that there is no
available alternative event type which meets thevalrequirements, the sentence will be
claimed to be uninterpretable. In the followingtgats, we examine some phenomena which
are all explainable with the help of the above th&cal apparatus.

6.1 Sentences describing maximal events
Consider the following sentence:

(113) 1 'Ot gyerek] “énekel.
five child sang
“Five childrenpiD sing.’

(113) expresses that there was an event of sirmjiriiye children. The type of the alternative
events depends on the stress pattern of the coweraspic and on the interpretation of the
associate. Since the main stress of the contrasipre falls on the determiner, the denotation
of this DP is contrasted to that of others whichtam a different determiner. As discussed
above, the main stress on the verb in a sentenceitteer signal verum focus or contrastive
focus. In the first case, the alternative evene$yprould be events of singing by a different
number of children. In the second case, the altea@ropositions would describe events of
performing some alternative activity to singingg(e.dancing) by a different number of
children. The more likely reading is the first orad, if the five children denoted by the
contrastive topic in the original sentence areasstumed to constitute all the children present
in the universe of discourse, then the event desdrin (113) could be compatible with all
realizations of events of singing by a larger nunddekids than five, even whith those which
take place at the same time and place. Since ukie-¢onditional meaning of the sentence is
compatible with the required implicature, the sangeis considered interpretable.

Compare the above sentence to (114) below:
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(114) #Er'Minden gyerek] ‘megette az ebédet.
every child pfx-ate the lunckec
#'As for every child, they did eat their lunch.’

(114) describes a plural event in which the totahber of children ate their lunch. However,
there is no type of eating event involving lesatliae total number of kids as participants
with the property that none of its realizations stgate a subevent of the event described in
the sentence, since those among their realizaivbingh take place at the same time and place
where (114) is assumed to take part would not fgatings requirement. Thus, the sentence
becomes uninterpretable. (Naturally, the stresghenverb could also be the signal of a
contrastive focus, which would mean that the afitve events are events of doing something
else with the food, but | consider this interpnetatess likely.)

The lesson taught by the above example can bergéed to all sentences which
describe maximal events, i.e., in which the prgpefthaving participated in a particular type
of event is attributed to the maximal plural indwal in the lattice corresponding to the
denotation of a noun. All events of the above tgpebound to become uninterpretable.

The same phenomenon is illustrated by the lackeafdings of (115) generated
according to strategy 1, described above. (In estitre topic the universal determiner
minden‘every’ forces an interpretation on the DP accogdio which it denotes a set of
atoms, as observed in section 1 above):

(115) [cr ‘Minden fil] [ 'két lanyt] hivott meg.
every boy two girlkccinvited pfx
a. #Each boy has the property of having invited twisgistrategy 1)
b. There are two specific girls who were invited bgevboy. (strategy 2)

The reason why readings corresponding to strateaye hot available for (115) is that there is
no alternative plural event type which is compatiblith the event description in (115) but
which does not have realizations which would stisna subevent relation to the plural event
described in the sentence. Note that, as opposbe t@ading generated according to strategy
1, a reading generated according to strategy 2nes for (115). The latter reading can
introduce alternative event types with the requspecifications, e.g., types of events of some
other girls (other than the two referred to by theus) being invited by the total number of
boys or less than the total number of them.

Compare the above sentence to (97), repeatechbdfiel 6), where the positions of the
DPs are reversed. For example, the b) reading 18)(1he mirror image of reading a) for
(115), is fine for (116).

(116) Er 'Két fid] "minden lanyt  meghivott.
two boy every girlacc pfx-invited
" Two boys inviteceVERY girl.’
a. ‘There are two boys who, either as a group or iddizlly, have the property of
having invited all girls as a group or individuall{strategy 1)
b. ‘All girls are such that they were invited, eithes a group or individually, by two
boys, acting either as a group or alone.’ (strai&gy
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The above contrast in acceptability is due to Huwt that in contrastive topic position the DP
két fil ‘two boys’ does not receive an ‘exactly’ inter@tdn, but an ‘at least’ reading,
discussed above. Thus, sentence (116) can givetaisdternative event types which are
invitings of a different number of girls by a difeamt number of boys. The event type
satisfying the descriptiomwo particular girls were invited by five bqyer example, is such
that none of its realizations would constitute bestent of the event described by (116), and
they are also all compatible with the truth of thentence.

Next consider examples (117) and (118) below,ctvtdo not have any available
readings. The nature of the event described byvénbal predicate requires that all plural
events of watching movies by individuals shouldcloystituted of atomic events of watching
one movie by the individuals:

(117) #kr "Pontosan harom n&z "minden filmet latott.
exactly three  viewer every mowvec saw
a. #There are exactly three viewers who have the gmypof having seen all
movies.’ (strategy 1)
b. #All movies are such that they were seen by eydbtlee viewers.’ (strategy 2)

(118) #pr "Kevés konyvet] “minden gyerek elolvasott.
few book-acc every kid pfx-read
a. #There are few books which were read by all cleifdr (strategy 1)
b. #Each kid is such that he/she read few booksa(sgy 2)

The lack of readings corresponding to the firsatsigy (according to which the contrastive
topic introduces a discourse referent) can bebatid in both sentences to the inability of the
contrastive topic DPs to introduce a discourseresfe As far as the second strategy is
concerned, it would lead to interpretations whidsaziate maximal events with these
sentences. For example, according to strategylZ) (kould have to mean that each movie
was seen by exactly three viewers. Such a staterhemtever, excludes the possibility of

there being an alternative event of watching whels the property that all of its possible

realizations are compatible with the truth of tlemtence, and none of them constitute a
subevent of the event described in the sentence.

In this section we discussed one sentence typ&icing a contrastive topic which
becomes uninterpretable due to the fact that ihctimtroduce appropriate alternative events
into the discourse. In the next section we tura thfferent sentence type, negative sentences
which describe atomic events.

6.2 Sentences describing atomic events

When the associate of the contrastive topic isniagative particle, i.e., the sentence denies
the occurrence of an event of a particular typenthntuitively, the use of the contrastive

topic is aimed to convey that it is not true thia¢ toccurrence of all events of the type

described by the verbal predicate is excluded.dltegnative event types are generated in the
same way as it is done for affirmative sentencé® dnly difference is that now the non-

occurrence of the event of the type of event dbsedrin the sentence should be compatible
with all realizations of the event types in questiGonsider (93), repeated here as (119):
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(119) [t “Ot gyerek] ‘'nem énekelt.
five child not sang
“Five childrenpIDN’T sing.’

The above sentence denies the occurrence of an @vsimging which involves at least five
kids as sum agent. Alternative event types wouldhiose which describe events of singing
by a different number of kids. One alternative évigipe such that all its realizations are
compatible with the meaning of the sentence wosalthle event of singing by four children.

Compare the above sentence to (120) below, wdecies the occurrence of an atomic
event of singing:

(120) #Et Egy gyerek] ‘nem énekelt.
one child not sang
# ‘As for one child, that many didn’t sing.’

| believe that (120) becomes uninterpretable duthéofact that it denies the occurrence of
any atomic event of singing which is performed b &id. Since all plural events of singing
by any number of children (i.e., potential altéivex events) are such that they would
necessarily have to have subevents of one chilgirgnthe fact that the occurrence of any
event of the latter type is denied entails thatsuperevent’ of the former type can occur,
either. Thus, (120) entails that no alternative néwvecan take place, which leads to
uninterpretability.

The above property, according to which the o@nwe of a plural event with a sum
individual as sum participant entails, for any indual-part of the latter individual, that
plural events of the same type occurfor any indialebart of the latter individual, will be
referred to as divisibility, and would be definedrhally as (121):

(121) Divisibility
DR[DIV (°R)  O*POe0xOx [[*P(e)0°R(e,x)0x'OoxX] — Ce’[e’Te e O*P(e’) O
OR(e’,x)]1]

The property of divisibility does not apply to ritans between events and group participants.
For example, on the group reading of the contrastibpic DP in (122) below, the sentence
does not entail that there are no alternative eventvhich a larger number of chairs were
lifted together by Joe at the same time:

(122) [cr 'Két széket] ‘nem emelt fel Joska.
two chairaccnot lifted pfx Joe
a. ‘As for two chairs, that many weren't liftegl Boe separately.’
b. ‘As for two chairs, that many weren't liftegt Boe together.’

Note that the a) reading is compatible with a situain which Joe lifted one chair, while the
b) reading is compatible with a situation in whili¥e lifted three chairs on top of each other.

Consider now example (123) below:
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(123) [cr "'Egy konyvet] ‘nem mindenki olvasott el.
one bookacc not everyone read pfx
a. ‘It is not the case that there is one book whicls wead by all people.’” (denial,
strategy 1)
b. #1t is not the case that each person read (at)leas book.’ (denial, strategy 2)

The above sentence can be interpreted accorditigetbrst strategy, which requires that the
contrastive topic DP introduce a discourse refereimice the sentence on this reading is
compatible with the realizations of events of ewewy reading other books. The second
strategy, however, does not lead to a viable readine to the fact that if the occurrence of an
event of reading at least one book by all peopléeisied, then it automatically leads to the
denial of the occurrence of any event of readingclvidoes not stand in a subevent relation to
the latter event, i.e., which involves the readifigopne or more (i.e., all possible number of)
books by all individuals.

In the next section we consider some further ¢iasnwhere certain potential
sentences with a contrastive topic turn out to bmtarpretable, or otherwise interpretable
sentences have certain readings which are notdeil

6.3 Contrastive topics withat least n

In this section we will consider some further poi@nand actual sentences which contain
contrastive topic DPs with determiners of the faminleast n It will be argued that their
available readings can be derived with the helinefgeneral requirement for the existence of
alternative event types discussed above.

The sentences in (124) are uninterpretable, dube fact that they do not introduce
available alternative events which are such thaenaf their possible realizations stand in a
subevent relation to those which fit the event dpsons in the sentences.

(124) a. #{r "Legalabbhéarom lany] “énekelt.
atleast three girl sang
#'As for at least three girls, there are that ynamong those who sang.’

b.#[cr Tébb, mint “harom lany] “énekéit.
more than three girl sang
#'As for more than three girls, there are thahgnamong those who sang.’

The possible alternative event types generated &) and (124b) would be those which are
events of singing by a number of girls which is m@btleast three, or more than three.

8" The variant of this sentence shown in (i) belowicftontains a determiner which patterns togettitir the
determiners giving rise to monotone descreasimparmonotone quantifiers in that among the preverba
operator positions (with the exception of the castive topic position) it can only appear in thenediately
preverbal Focus/Predicate Operator position is ddarbecome uninterpretable due to reasons pomteth
Chapter 2 above:
() #[cr Haromnal “tobb lany] “énekelt.

threeADE more girlsang
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However, the truth of (124a,b) would entail for anymber equal to or fewer than three that
events of that many girls singing take place atrélevant time and place as well, which
means that the above event types do not satisfyreéfgirement according to which no
realizations of an alternative event type can bieegents of the event described by the
sentence.

| believe that the uninterpretability of (125)hah contains a determinsok‘many’,
is due to the same principles as those which exple uninterpretability of the examples in
(124), since the interpretation afany following the traditions of Generalized Quantifie
Theory, can be captured aisleast nwheren is a contextually determined number:

(125) #Er'Sok lany] “énekelt.
many girl sang
#“Many girls did sing.’

Consider now the negated version of (124b) above.

(126) [r Tobb, mint "harom lany] “nem énekelt.
more than three girl not sang
‘It is not the case that more than three girlsys&h®

(126), as opposed to (124b) above, is well-fornsiace the non-occurrence of an event of
more than three girls singing does not entail angttabout the occurrence of an event of
singing by three or less than three girls. Theetattould thus constitute available alternative
event types.

Consider now the following sentence pair:

8 Note that the negated counterpart of (124a), shHowi) below, would also be expected to be acaielpton
the basis of the above reasoning.
() ?[ct ‘Legaldbb harom lany] ‘nem énekelt.

at least three  girlnotsang

‘As for at least three girls, that manpN'T sing.’
As opposed to L. Kalman (p.c.), | believe that theve sentence is not necessarily uninterpretaliléhbuit is
pragmatically odd instead, since its truth condsialo not differ from those of (ii) below. (i) calylhowever, be
uttered as an echo-utterance, | believe.
(i) [cr "Harom lany] “neménekelt.

three girl not sang

‘As for three girls, that manybN’ T sing.’

8 According to Biiring (1997: 143), the following Gean counterparts of (126) above and (i) in foar2a
are grammatically well-formed and interpretable:

(i) mehr als {rZWEI] Ménner sind § NICHT] gegangen.

more than  two men are not gone
(i) wenigstens § ZWEI] Manner sind {NICHT] gegangen.
at least two men are not gone

Biring claims that (i) and (ii) mean that more tha men stayed, or at least two men stayed, wificlorrect,
would not correspond to the interpretation of thentfarian counterparts of the above sentences.
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(127) [cr ‘Legaldbb harom lanylkét dalt] enekelt el.
at least three girl every somgc sang  pfx
a. #There are at least three girls who sang two sofgjsategy 1)
b. ‘There are two songs which were sung by at leasethirls.” (strategy 2)

(128) [cr ‘Legalabb 6t konyvet][kevés gyerek] olvasott el.
at least five bookacc few  kid read pfx
a. # ‘There are at least five books which were readelykids.’ (strategy 1)
b. ‘There are few kids who read at least five bootsrategy 2)

As the glosses above show, while both sentenceshase readings where the associate
expression is assumed to denote the logical subfgmtedication, they cannot have readings
where the contrastive topic denotes the logicalesibl believe that this is also due to the
fact that on these readings the sentence woultenable to introduce appropriate alternative
statements. For example, according to strategeriteace (127) would state that there are at
least three girls which have the property of hawdngg two songs. For any number of girls
which is less than at least three, which thus cawoldstitute alternatives to the determiner
denotation, the same property would hold, due ¢odivisibility of the relation between the
event and its sum agent.

6.4 Collective versus distributive interpretations

In this section we consider an important semamop@rty of contrastive topic DPs, observed
at the end of Chapter 3 above, which concernsvagadility of their sum vs. group readings,
i.e., the availability of distributive vs. colleeé readings for the sentences containing them.
In certain sentences, plural DPs playing the rolin® contrastive topic allow the sentence to
have both collective and distributive readings, levim other sentences, the same contrastive
topic DPs can only participate in a distributivadimg® The contrast is illustrated in (14),
(15) and (9) above, repeated here as (129), (38d)(131):

(129) [cr ‘Ot gyerek] ‘felemelte a zongorat tegnap  Gtkor.
five child pfx-lifted the pianacc yesterday fiveat

a. #There was an event ofIVE children lifting the piano collectively at five dack
yesterday ™

b. “‘TherewAs an event ofIvE children lifting the piano individually at five olock
yesterday.’

c. ‘There was an event of five specific children lifting the p@
individually/collectively at five o’clock yesterday

% In view of the fact that the sentences under itigaon here only involve one plural DP, we witisame that
the group reading of contrastive topic DPs in seres describing events give rise to a reading wihere
sentence describes an atomic event, whereas thansmretation gives rise to a reading where drgence
describes a sum of atomic events each involvingsorgular individual.

L Note that here | have in mind the reading accardtirwhich at the relevant time and place thereavas
collective lifting and there was no other liftin§ the piano by a different group of participantsieh was
expected to take place. For example, in the comtieatcompetition between groups, where the greues
identified by the number of their participants, tudlective reading would be possible to expresas ¢mly the
group consisting of five children was capable fiing the piano.
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(130) [t “Ot gyerek] (volt, hogy) ‘felemelte a zongorat
five chid was that pfx-lifted the piamg:sc

a. ‘There was an event oFIVE children lifting the piano collectively (at one &nor
another).’

b. “Therewas an event ofIVE children lifting the piano individually (at one tevor
another).’

c. ‘There was an event of five specific children lifting the p@
individually/collectively (at one time or another).

(131) [t ‘Ot gyerek] fa ‘zongorat] emelte fel.
five child the pianacc lifted pfx
a. ‘As for five specific children, it was the piano ath they lifted
collectively/individually.’
b. ‘It was the piano that was lifted Isyve children collectively/individually.’

The glosses show that when (129) is used to desaib event which takes place at a
particular time, and its contrastive topic is nesamed to denote a specific individual, the DP
ot gyerekfive children’ can only be interpreted as a collen of atoms, i.e., the sentence can
only describe a plural event which consists of atogwents of lifting the piano by one child.
(The sentence can have both collective and disivdunterpretations when it is intended to
refer to an ability, to be discussed in ChapteNBhen the same sentence is used to make a
generalization over occurrences of an event ofracpidar type, as shown in (130), or when a
constituent in focus plays the role of the assecias in (131), both readings become possible.

Note that whenever the contrastive topic is s&tdan the normal topic position of the
sentence, as shown in (132) below, both of theingadagain become possible.

(132) | Ot gyerek] felemelte a zongorat tegnap  otkor.
five child lifted the pianacc yesterday fiveat

a. ‘There was an event of five children lifting theapo collectively at five o’clock
yesterday.’

b. “There was an event of five children lifting theapo individually at five o’clock
yesterday.’

c. There was an event of five specific children Ilidtin the piano
collectively/individually at five o’clock yesterday

Thus, (132) can either mean that there was an eokfiive children lifting the piano
individually, or that there was an event of thismner of children lifting the piano
collectively.

The following sentence, which contains a predicahich prefers a collective reading
for its subject argument (i.e., tends to denotewnt with a group as participant, that is, an
atomic event), provides a further illustration béttendency for contrastive topics in factual
sentences to receive a distributive interpretation:

(133) *[ct'Ot gyerek] “kort alkotott.
five child cicleacc formed
# Five childrenbpiD form a circle.’
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Note that in (133) it is assumed here that thegnteal bare nominal is not focused, thus, it is
not contrasted with other things which could berfed by the kids, but it is part of a complex
predicate.

On the more readily available interpretation 029)l above, according to which the
stress on the verb signals verum focus, the usieeofontrastive topic implicates that there is
at least one other type of lifting, which involvaslifferent number of kids, such that all of its
manifestations are compatible with the truth ofg¢batence and none of them is a subevent of
it.

If the sentence is interpreted in a distributeense, i.e., the VP refers to a sum of
lifting events each involving one child as agehert the truth of the sentence entails the
occurrence of sums of fewer than five events ahlif the piano at the same time and place
each of which involves one child as agent. Thesa swents would in fact constitute
subevents of the one described in the sentence.r@8ddwng under consideration does not
entail but is compatible with all occurrences ofnsevents with more than five subevents of
one kid lifting the piano. In fact, one of thesemsevents would contain the sum event
described by (129) on its intended reading as thddevent. These latter event types would
thus qualify as acceptable alternative event tyijpeghe sentence according to the above
definition, and ensure that the implicature carlgdhe contrastive topic does not contradict
the turth-conditional meaning of the sentence.

If sentence (129) was intended to be interpretedcollective sense, i.e., to describe a
single atomic event satisfying the description,chhiook place on the particular location and
at the particular time referred to, then the imgtlice introduced by the contrastive topic, i.e.,
that there are alternative event types such thaf #heir possible realizations are compatible
with the truth of the sentence, would contradi@ proposition expressed by the sentence.
This result is due to the fact that sentence (r2%ct entails that no other atomic events of
lifting can take place at the relevant time andatam.

Consider now the negated variant of (129), showii34):

(134) [t ‘Ot gyerek] ‘'nem emelte fel a zongorat (tegnapbtkor).
five child not lifted pfx the pianecc yesterday fiveat

a. # Five childrenDIDN’ T lift the piano collectively (at five o’clock yestiay).’

b. “Five childrenpibN’T lift the piano individually (at five o’clock yestday).’

Since it is the negative particle preceding thebveshich acts as the associate of the
contrastive topic in this sentence, the alternagvents introduced due to the implicature
carried by the contrastive topic would be eventssfsang the description in the VP, i.e.,
events of lifting the piano. Just like (129), tlsentence cannot have a collective reading
(which would deny the occurrence of a particulaergvat a certain time and place),
paraphrased in (134a) which is explained on theslzdsvhat we claimed about alternatives
of atomic event descriptions in section 6.2 abde b) reading of the sentence denies that
there was an event which was the sum of five inldial events of one child lifting the piano
at the particular time and place. The truth of gestence is naturally compatible with the
occurrences of complex events which are the sunmisdofidual liftings of the piano by one
child each which are fewer than five in number (ifemtations of alternative event types),
which ensures that this latter reading is availénéhe sentence.
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Consider now the variant of (129) shown in (1&0ove, which, as the parenthesized
addition aims to emphasize, does not describe tcplar event but expresses existential
guantification over the possible realizations of tgpe of event described in the sentence,
that is, it states that there was at least onézegain of the event in question. | propose that
the alternative statements introduced due to timra@stive topic in this case either express
that there was at least one event of the type itbestby the VP in which a different number
of kids acted as the agent, or deny it. | viewhef tact that the realizations of different events
of lifting are allowed to take place at variousdtbons and at various times, | believe that the
occurrence of distributive or collective eventslitilng the piano by a particular number of
participants on one occassion cannot influence haregvents of lifting the piano which
involve a larger number of children as participatatise place on other occassions or not.
(Note that the b) reading of (130) does entail dbeurrence of manifestations of types of
complex events consisting of fewer than five lignof the piano by one child as subevents.)

The collective reading of (131) is licensed doetproperty which distinguishes this
sentence from (129), namely, the fact that in $kistence it is the focused NP which plays the
role of the associate. Accordingly, the alternatexeent types would be events of lifting,
which involve individuals which can be consideresd aternatives to the contrastive topic
and/or the focus denotation as participants. Tthes,available alternative events would be
liftings of entities which can in some way be refgt as alternatives to the denotation of the
focused expression (e.g., the table, the bed,, eed which involve a different number of
kids as agents. Since, other things being equaloticurrence of an event of lifting the piano
does not seem to be able to influence whether @bhents of lifting different objects occur,
the collectivity or distributivity of the event dathed by the sentence does not have any
impact on the availability of alternative eventsdahus both of the above interpretations are
possible.

This closes our investigations related to the rprability and possible
interpretations for sentences describing actuahtsweith DPs playing the role of contrastive
topic. In the rest of the chapter we will consitlee question of how the scope of adverbial
guantifiers playing the contrastive topic role tenaccounted for.

7  Contrastive topics and tripartite structures — aderbial
guantifiers as contrastive topics

In this section we investigate what effects it baghe interpretation of sentences if adverbial
guantifiers play the role of contrastive topic. Wl adopt the basic assumptions of
Generalized Quantifier Theory (Barwise and Coop@81] de Swart 1991), and will take
adverbs of quantification to denote relations betwavo sets of events, and will assume that
the truth-conditional meaning of a sentence comgirman adverb of quantification can be
adequately captured if the arguments of this @batian be identified. We will propose that
by placing a contrastive intonation on the advefrlgwantification the contents of the sets
standing in the particular relation denoted by #uwerb of quantification can be altered,
which signals that the (contrastive) topicalizatafrthe adverb of quantification changes the
truth-conditions of the sentence. In the next sciise we will propose an interpretation
procedure for sentences with (non-topic) adverbsgwéntification, which can also be
accompanied by focused constituents. We will cardibw focusing a constituent or a whole
subordinate clause changes the sets constitutingrfuments of the adverb of quantification.
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After that, we consider the meaning of sentencedk watilverbs of quantification which are
pronounced with the contrastive intonation, andpps an explanation for a meaning
equivalence of two types of structures which havefas eluded an explanation based on
compositionality. This will be followed by a dis@isn of the differences between the
meaning of ‘weak’ adverbs of quantification, and tetrong’, or ‘quantificational’ ones.

7.1 Adverbs of quantification in non-contrastive eadings

7.1.1 Data

Some Hungarian sentences containing adverbs otifjoaton whose interpretation we will
be concerned with in this section are illustratebbb:

(135) Mari mindig elvitte Janost a moziba.
Mary always pfx-took Johacc the moviestL
‘Mary always took John to the movies.’

(136) Janos mindig énekel, amikor zuhanyozik.
John always sings when takes a shower
‘John always sings when he is in the shower.’

(137) Péter mindigelment a moziba, amikor szabpds volt.
Peter always pfx-went the movies- when has a day off was
‘When he had a day off Peter always went to tbgies.’

(138) Mari mindig § Janost] vitte el a moziba.
Mary always Johmcc took pfx the movies:L
‘It was always John whom Mary took to the movies.

(139) Janos mindigepkkor] énekel, {amikor zuhanyozik.]
John always then sings when takes a shower
‘John always sings when he is in §1©WER’

(140) Péter mindigfakkor] ment el a moziba, f[amikor szabadnapos volt.]
Peter always then went pfx the movieswhen has a day off was
‘It was aways when he had a day off that Petertuwethe movies.’

The difference between sentences (135)—(1137) laosktin (138)—(140) is that the former

has no constituents in the preverbal focus positinle the latter each have one. The focus
position of (138) is filled by a DP, the ones i189)—(140) are filled by the pronominal head

of the adverbial clause, whereby the effect is peed that the whole subordinate clause is
focused.

Intuitively, the interpretation of the above samtes can be captured as follows. (135)
means that in all relevant situations it was theedhat Mary took John to the movies. (136)
means that all occasions when John takes a showeuah that he sings as well, (137) means
that on all occassions when he had a day off, Retat to the movies. (138) means that on all
occassions when Mary took somebody to the moviesag John whom she took to the
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movies. (139) means that all occasions when Jatgssre such that he is in the shower, and
(140) means that whenever Peter went to the maviesas always when he had a day off.

7.1.2 Rooth’s (1985) theory on the meaning of adv&pf quantification

A formalization of the above intuitions about theanings of (135)—(140) could be given
along the lines of Rooth (1985), who proposes atowut of the meaning of adverbs of
quantification such aalways, never, sometimasdusuallyin terms of relations between sets
of time intervals, which correspond to the relasiobetween sets associated with the
determiner quantifierall, no, someandmostin the theory of generalized quantifiers.

To account for the meanings of sentences likd)(b&low (which have a syntactic
structure parallel to that of (135)), Rooth (19&&)opts Stump’s (1981) system, in which
(141) is represented in terms of the scheme in)(14Berealways’ stands for the subset
relation between sets of time intervals, apdsla free variable, representing a set of time
intervals, the value of which is to be fixed by tmntext.

(141) John always danced.
(142) always’ () (At [past(t)& AT(t, dance’())))

Thus, (142) would mean that the set of contextuadlgvant time intervals is the subset of
those past time intervals at which John danced shall relevant time intervals are such that
John dances at these intervals.

According to Stump (1981), in sentences which@ona temporal subordinate clause,
like (143) below, the two set arguments of thetir@tadenoted by the adverb of quantification
are supplied by the sentence itself, thereforeeti®eno need in the representation for a free
variable whose value is to be filled from the caitshown in (144).

(143) When she figured her taxes Jane alwaysaisattulator.

(144) always’ At [past(t)& AT(t, she-figure-her-taxeg))
(At [past(t)& AT(t, Jane-use-a-calculatdl))

Thus, (144) means that the set of time intervalerwlane figured her taxes is a subset of
those time intervals when she used a calculatem@s above account reflects the claim,
articulated in Lewis 1975, Farkas and Sugioka 1888, Kratzer 1991b, etc., that a subset of
whenclauses, called restrictivghenclauses, are devices restricting the domain abuar
guantifiers or a generic operator.

Rooth (1985) argues that in sentences with aeradef quantification and a focused
constituent, the adverb associates with the fottiseosentence, that is, the two arguments of
the relation denoted by the adverb of quantificati@pend on the place of the focus in the
sentence. Rooth claims that whenever there is @sé@ut constituent in the sentence, the first
argument, orestrictor, of the adverb of quantification is derivable frohne p-set associated
with the sentence minus the adverb. His proposal loa illustrated with the formal
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representation of the meaning of (145) below, whdohtains the focused constitudnary,
shown in (146):

(143) MARY always took John to the movies.

(144) alwaysTI{ At [past(t)& AT(t, take-to-the-movies'(y, j))y O E}
(At [past(t)& AT(t, take-to-the-movies’'(m, j))

The p-set associated with the sentence minus therlads the set of sets of time intervals
such that somebody took John to the movies atattRproposes that the union of these sets
of intervals constitutes the first argument of théset relation denoted by the adverb of
guantification, and the second argument is theoké&ime intervals at which the proposition
described by the sentence minus the adverb is thaé,is, when Mary took John to the
movies. Thus, according to this proposal, (143)esges that the set of those time intervals
when someone took John to the movies is a subsiiosé time intervals when Mary took
John to the movies, that is, all intervals when sone took John to the movies were intervals
when Mary took him to the movies, which is equivéléo the intended meaning of the
sentence. The same strategy could be used for ajgmgeithe meaning of the Hungarian
counterpart of (143), (138) above, as well.

As far as sentences with an adverb of quantiineand avhenclause are concerned,
Rooth assumes that the adverb of quantificationaates with a broad focus on the VP of
the main clause or on the whole main clause. Timgsformal representation of the meaning
of (147) would be the formula given in (148) below:

(147) When she figured her taxes Jane always usaftalator.

(148) always’ At [past(t)& AT(t, figure-her-taxes’(j)& AT(t, pn)]
At [past(t)& AT(t, figure-her-taxes’(j)& AT(t, [use-a-calculator’'(j})]

(148) means that any interval in the past when Japneed her taxes and some other

proposition was also true was an interval when Jigiueed her taxes and used a calculator at
the same time. The formula in (148) above is coettd on the basis of the assumption that
if the whole main clause is focused then the peatsponding to it would consist of a set of
propositions. Rooth observes, however, that thegsition p could also be the necessarily

true proposition, in which case (148) would be e to (149):

(149) always’ At [past(t)& AT(t, figure-her-taxes’(j))
At [past(t)& AT(t, figure-her-taxes’(j)& AT(t, [use-a-calculator’(j) )]

The formula in (149) confirms Partee’s (1992) swsgge correlation, referred to by Hajicova,

Partee and Sgall (1998:113) panciple F, which seems to have the force of a ‘default’

strategy, according to which topic (or backgrourel, presupposed material) corresponds to
the restrictive clause, and focus, or the combimatf topic with focus, corresponds to the

nuclear scope of adverbial quantifiers.

Although they reflect the intuitions of nativeesfkers about the meaning of the

particular examples discussed above, Stump’s (188d)Rooth’s (1985) theories run into the
following problem. They assume that the relatiopdietween the events satisfying the event
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description in the main versus the subordinatesgaus always that of temporal overlap. This
might hold for sentences like (136) or (139), whicimtain atelic event descriptions in both of
their clauses. | argued in Gyuris (1998), howetteaif there are many instances of complex
sentences in Hungarian, containing the equivalenth@nclauses, where the run times of the
events satisfying the event descriptions in the tlauses do not overlap. (140a) below
illustrates a case where the run time of an evettie@ main clause is assumed to be contained
in the run time of the subordinate clause eventlewh (140b) the two run times are assumed
to be disjunct intervals, and the only requiremedmbut their relation we can propose is that
one (or more) event satisfying the descriptionha main clause always has to follow an
event satisfying the description in the subordirtdaese.

(140)a.Mindig elered az @&s amikor Péter sétal a parkban.
always pfx-starts the rain when Peter walk tlagkyNESS
‘It always starts raining when Peter is walkinghe park.’

b. Eva mindig elmosogat, amikor megirja  a ckégét.
Eva always pfx-washes upwhen pfx-write the hoomwacc
‘Eva always does the washing up when she hashféd her homework.’

It seems, however, that there are examples withatelic event descriptions, like that
in (146) above, that would not be characterizedemthy along the lines of Rooth’s proposal,
either. For example, (146) does not mean that @#elval at which it is true that Jane is
figuring her taxes is such that she is using autalor then, but rather that each interval
associated with a maximal interval satisfying therg description in the subordinate clause
(Jane figuring her taxes) is such that there sbanserval of it for which it is true that Jane is
using a calculator. (Since not every moment ofabiivity of figuring taxes may involve the
use of a calculator.) Consider (151) below:

(151) Péter mindigelment a moziba, amikor szabpds volt.
Peter always pfx-went the movies- when has a day off was
‘When he had a day off Peter always went to tbgies.’

(151) does not mean what Rooth’s scheme in (14Qjdvassociate with it, that is, that each
interval at which John has a day off is such theatshon its way to the movies or is sitting at
the movies then (since then the truth of the seetevould require that he spends his whole
day off going to the movies), but rather that eaximal interval at which John has a day
off is such that there is a movie-going event whosetime is included in it.

In view of the above data, | believe that the mieg of adverbs of quantification is
captured more correctly if they are not assumedetwte relations between sets of times but
between set of events. If, however, these setsaite are constituted by events of different
types, it appears at first sight that the integtieh of adverbs of quantfication cannot
correspond to the subset relation or the relatfamoa-empty intersection any more. (A set of
events of going to the movies does not overlap tghset of states of having a day off.) In
the next subsection we will illustrate how the asption that the meaning of adverbs of
quantification can be captured in terms of geneedliquantifiers which express relations
between sets can be integrated with the idea liesetconstituents denote relations between
(possibly) different types of events by showing htwve interpretation of the Hungarian
sentences in (136)-(140) could be captured formally
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7.1.3 A formal account of the meaning of Hungariaadverbs of
guantification

It was argued above thathenclauses are better seen as expressing that autarthumber

of events staisfying the description in the maiausk of a complex sentence is associated
with events satisfying the description in the sulimate clause than as expressing a subset
relation between sets of time intervals. This aisgion can be formalized in terms of a
‘matching function’M, originating in Rothstein 1995, which maps the meliause events
onto the set of subordinate clause events. Thistifum makes sure that in the case of (151),
for example, each day off has a movie-going assettiavith it, although more than one
movie-going can belong to one particular day, whgchxactly how speakers think about the
meaning of this sentence. The representation of ieaning of (151) in terms of
guantification over events is shown in (152) beldWhe representation follows Rooth’s
(1985) proposal, according to which the restristiris determined by the subordinate clause,
the nuclear scope by the combined meaning of the axa subordinate clauses, and that the
adverbial quantifiermindig ‘always’ denotes the subset relation. The repitasen also
presupposes that a subevent relation between evamte established, which is represented
by [.

(152)always. ((Ae (e (*have-a-day-off(e;) [ °TH (e, Peter) Oe O e)),
(Ae ((e1Cx(*have-a-day-off(e;) O°TH (e, Peter’) Oe, O e 0*go(ey) O
0°AG (e, Peter) 0°GOAL (e, the-movieg De, 0 eOM(e) = @))))

The above formula is intended to mean that theos#tose complex events e which have a
subevent gof Peter having a day off is such that it is asatlof the set of events which have
subevents of Peter having a day off and Peter gointbe movies and there is a functign
which maps the set of the latter ik former. This seems to reflect correctly the meg of
the sentence.

The need for introducing complex events into ifygresentation, like e above, which
the events described by the clauses of the sentercassumed to be part of, arises from the
following facts. On the one hand, if we stick tethssumption that sentences are event
descriptions, we would otherwise have no intuifvebrrect notion about what events the
complex sentence as a whole should be taken thebddscription of, since the two clauses
describe disjunct events. On the other hand, witttweisuperordinate events, the meaning of
the adverb of quantification could not be describeterms of the subset relation, since the
events described by the two clauses of the senemeceot of the same type, and thus the sets
containing them are disjunct. The matching funcimmeeded for the following reasons. If
there was no matching function, a complex evensisting of two events of Peter having a
day off, but only one event of him going to the nesvcould be a member of the set
constituting the second argument of the relatioatukally, the same complex event would
satisfy the description characterizing the memioérhe first set as well, and thus, sentence
(151) would have to be judged true in these cir¢dantes, which would contradict native
speakers’ intuitions. By integrating the matchingdtion into the representation in (152), we
achieve that in a complex event satisfying the djeison of events in the second argument of
the relation each event of having a day off is emted to (at least one) different event of
going to the movies.

The sentence in (140), repeated here as (153gios a focused subordinate clause:
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(153) Péter mindigfakkor] ment el a moziba, r&mikor szabadnapos volt.]
Peter always then went pfx the movieswhen has a day off was
‘It was aways when he had a day off that Petertuwethe movies.’

In order to express the meaning of (153) formale two arguments of the relation
described by the adverb of quantification in (18&) be modified following the suggestion
made in Rooth (1985) for the representation ofntleaning of focused sentences. According
to this, the domain of quantification (restrict@rpuld consist of events which have subevents
of the type described in the main clause, whilerthelear scope would consist of events of
the type constituting the nuclear scope in (158 formula constructed in the above fashion,
intended to correspond to the meaning of (153hawvn in (154):

(154) always ((Ae[kx(*go (&) O°AG(e, Peter), TO(ey, the-movieg D e 0 e)),
(Ae ((e1Cx(*have-a-day-off(e;) O°TH (e, Peter’) Oe, O e 0*go(ey) O
0°AG (e, Peter) O°GOAL (e, the-movieg De, 0 eOM(e) = @))))

(154) means that the set of all events which hagelsevent of John going to the movies
constitute a subset of the set of those eventshatawe events of John going to the movies
and John having a day off as subevents, and thgarlbetween the sets of these subevents is
a function, called the matching function.

The fact that the representation of the two amgusof the relation denoted biways
in (154) above corresponds to native speaker iotgt about the meaning of (153) is
reflected by the fact that (155) constitutes areptable continuation of (153) (provided we
assume that people do not go to the movies artettheatre on the same day):

(155) Es mindig fakkor] ment szinhazba is,r fmikor szabadnapos volt].
and always then went theatre- too  when has a day off was
‘And it was always when he had a day off thaieat to the theatre, too.’

Having now established the general formula fgresenting the interpretation of
Hungarian sentences with an adverbial quantifiet @atemporal subordinate clause we will
now consider how the utterance of the adverb ofmtfieation with a contrastive topic
intonation changes the above interpretations.

7.2  On the interpretation of adverbs of quantificdion in the role of
contrastive topic

In sentence (153) above, the adverb of quantiicatan also be pronounced with the
contrastive topic intonation. The labeled braclkatd the intonation marks in (156) intend to
represent this reading of the sentence:

(156) Péter dr mindig] [ akkor] ment mozibag] amikor szabadnapos volt].
Peter always then went moviaswhen has a day off was
‘It was when he had a day off that Peter alwagatto the movies.’

The above sentence is considered true if all ev@nBeter having a day off are such that he
went to the movies then. The sentence, like altesmes with contrastive topics analyzed in

169



previous chapters, also gives rise to an implieatnamely, that the existence of a different
relation which holds between events of Peter ganghe movies and some other type of
events is neither entailed nor contradicted byptmposition expressed by (156). The truth-
conditional meaning of (156) seems to be identiocahat of (152), repeated here as (157).
This claim is supported by the fact that they bxth be followed by (158):

(157) Péter mindigelment a moziba, amikor szabpds volt.
Peter always pfx-went the movies- when has a day off was
‘When he had a day off Peter always went to tbhgies.’

(158) De néha r[akkor] is elment, { amikor hamar végzett a munkaval.]
but sometimes then too pfx-went when early Hhatsthe workNsSTR
‘But sometimes he also went there when he fidshierk early.’

Sentence (153) above, however, could not be foliblse (158), since the former states that
all movie-goings by Peter are associated with a afgywhich contradicts the statement in
(158), according to which some of the movie-goiags associated with occassions when
Peter finishes work early, provided that it is ased that the sets of those occasions when
Peter finishes work early and those when he hay @ff are disjunct.

It seems problematic for a compositional accoohtthe meaning of (156) that,
although its syntactic structure appears to beeslow that of (153), the first argument of the
relation denoted by the adverb of quantificatiorcasstituted by movie-goings by Peter in
(153), and by events of having a day off by Peatef156). In what follows, we will try to
provide an explanation how such a drastic diffeeebetween the quantificational structures
of the two sentences could be derived from the tfzat in (156) the adverb plays the role of
contrastive topic but in (153) it does not.

There are two ways to overcome the above ditfic®ne is to argue, as it was done
in Gyuris (2000) that when they act as associdtéseocontrastive topic, focused pronominal
heads of adverbial clauses do not play the samargemole as in sentences where their only
role is to signal the focusing of the subordindtaise. The problem with this solution seems
to be that it contradicts compositionality, sintepiesupposes that two identical syntactic
structures would receive different interpretatiohke other way is to suppose that the fact
that a constituent plays the role of contrastivpidocan change the truth-conditions of
sentences, as argued for focus by Rooth (1985).

Before implementing this latter solution, lethrgefly consider the semantic properties
of contrastive topic adverbs of quantification.sFiof all, they do not satisfy the aboutness
property of contrastive topics, that is, the onat ttontrastive topic expressions denote the
logical subject of predication in the sentence. &xample, (156) cannot be said to state a
property of the relation denoted byindig ‘always’. It could be imagined, however, as sigtin
a property of the contrastive topic plus the rdsthe main clause, but | do not think this
choice could be properly formalized. Thus, as farl &an see, the aboutness criterion of
contrastive topics is not fulfilled by adverbs afagtification. (This is opposed to claims
made in E. Kiss (2000), according to which all castive topics satisfy the aboutness
criterion.)

Second, it was claimed in Chapter 2 that a varsiothe specificity requirement for
referential topics holds for non-individual-denagficontrastive topics as well, namely, that
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they have appear in the last question under dismud®er the sentence containing the
contrastive topic, which is either explicit (thuskmg the denotation of the contrastive topic
discourse-old) or implicit (making the same denotatpresupposed). This extended
definition of specificity holds for adverbs of qudication in contrastive topic position, since
the denotation of the sentence with the contrastpe adverb (minus the denotation of the
focus) has to be presupposed by the context. ker otbrds, a sentence like (156) presupposes
that there is a relation expressible by the adverioslig ‘always’ or kétszertwice’ holding
between an event of Peter going to the movies ane ©ther type of event. Thus, it can only
be uttered as a reaction to questions or statemdet$159) and (160):

(159) Péter dmikor] ment mindig/kétszer moziba?
Peter when went always/twice movies-
‘When did Peter always go to the movies?/WherRditer go to the movies twice?’

(160) Péter mindig/kétszer moziba ment, amikomdmavégzett a munkaval.
Peter always/twice moviest went when early finished the wonksTr
‘Always/twice when he finished work early Petent to the movies.’

A third important feature of contrastive topieBscussed in Chapter 2, is that the
relation between contrastive topic alternatives fds alternatives in alternative statements
logically independent of each other is a functivve will consider below how this fact
contributes to the interpretation of the sentenoeker consideration.

Having enumerated what we take to be the mosbitapt characteristics of adverbs
of quantification in contrastive topic in Hungarjame turn now to the formal analysis of
sentences containing them.

7.2.1 Developing the formal apparatus 1 — simplatsnces

In this section we discuss the formal represemtatiothe meaning of three simple sentences
which contain the adverb of quantificationndig ‘always’, shown below:

(161) Péter mindig vesz Ujsagot.
Peter always buys newspape&c
‘Peter always buys a newspaper.’

(162) Péter mindige[Ujsagot] vesz.
Peter always newspapetc buys
‘Peter always buys SEWSPAPER’

(163) Péterdr ‘'mindig] [ "Ujsagot] vesz.
Peter always newspapecc buys
‘What PetemLWAYS buys is a hewspaper.’

The interpretations of the above sentences diftanfeach other in the following ways. (161)

means that all relevant occasions are such that Bays a newspaper then. (162), where the
object occupies the preverbal focus position, mehas whenever Peter buys something or
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something to read, etc., it is always a newspafiee. latter sentence, as opposed to (161), is
thus not compatible with a continuation shown 64t

(164) De néha kbnyvet is vesz.
but sometimes bookectoo buys
‘But sometimes he also buys a book.’

The truth-conditional meaning of (163) seems toeheivalent to that of (161), which is
supported by the fact that (163) can also be fakbwy (164). (163), however, has a richer
array of presuppositions and implicatures assatiaith it. On the one hand, it presupposes,
due to the focused constituent, that there is damget(something to read, etc.) that Peter
always buys. On the other hand, it implicates thate is at least one proposition which
expresses that Peter buys a different thing widiffarent frequency, which is not entailed by
and not contradicted by the proposition expresseithid sentence in question.

According to Stump’s (1981) method presented eb@ahenever it is not expressed
explicitly, the first argument of the relation iottuced by an adverb of quantification is
constituted by contextually relevant intervals. \Wave argued above, however, that the
domain of adverbs of quantification should rathertdken to consist of contextually relevant
events. If the meaning of (161) is taken to be #tlatontextually relevant occassions are such
that Peter buys a newspaper then, it could be septed as shown in (165), where the first
argument of the relation denoted alyvaysis a set of contextually relevant events, denoted
by E1:

(165) always (E;,
(Ae(Xo(*buy (e) I°AG (e, Peter) O°PAT (e, %) L newspape(x,))))

Note, however, that the above representation doesaecount for the fact that (164) is an

acceptable continuation of (161). That is, an adexjuepresentation should also reflect the
fact that (161) is also considered true if, on aericontextually relevant occassions (e.g.,
when he buys something to read) Peter also buysok. b thus believe that the meaning of
(161) could more adequately be captured with the bie(166), which incorporates this latter

possibility:

(166) always (E;,
(Ael1Xo(*buy (e1) O°AG (€1, Peter) O°PAT (g1, X,) [1newspapelx,) 0
Oell e)))

The meaning of (162), repeated as (167) belovergithe object DP is focused, can
be captured by the formula in (168), where tha irgument of the relation is constituted by
the union of the p-sets associated with the seatehat is, the set of events of Peter buying
something. This formula follows the proposal by Bo¢1985), discussed and illustrated in
(156) above:

(167) Péter mindige[Ujsagot] Vesz.

Peter always newspapecc buys
‘Peter always buys MEWSPAPER’
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(168) always. (O(AeleOy(*buy (er) O°AG(ey, Peter) O°PAT (e, y) Der O €)),
A\ele1[xo(*buy (e1) °AG (er,Peter) O°PAT (e, X,) LI newspapetXxo) [
DeOe))

Cohen (1999a) argues against considering all mesydfehe p-set introduced by the focused
expression as members of the restrictor set (tsedrgument of the relation determined by
the adverb of quantification). He claims that oaly appropriate subset of this set, whose
members share the presuppositions of the focuspcession in the appropriate context,
should be considered as alternatives of the folfuthe above reasoning is accepted, the
variabley in (168) should stand, instead of anything that lba bought, for things to read, for
example’ Thus, (168) means that the set of events whem Baeges anything to read is the
subset of the set of events of him buying a newspaphich correctly captures the truth-
conditional meaning of (167).

Next we consider (163), repeated here as (16Bichwdiffers from (167) in that the
adverb of quantification receives a contrastivedaonation:

(169) Péterdr "'mindig] [r "Gjsagot] vesz.
Peter always newspapecc buys
‘What Peter always buys is a newspaper.’

(169) is true if all relevant situations (e.g., $kowhen he buys something to read) are such
that Peter buys a newspaper, possibly among dilmegst Thus, its truth-conditional meaning
is closer to that of (161) than to that of (16T)ce the latter is considered false if on some of
the occasions when Peter buys a newspaper he bbgskaas well. In such a situation,
however, both (161) and (169) are considered tfrugthermore, (169) introduces the
implicature that there is at least one propositomong those predicating that in a certain
portion of occasions (other than what can be reteto byalways for example sometimes
when he buys something to read, he buys somettiivey than a newspaper (for example, a
magazine), which is not entailed by and not comttad by the proposition expressed by the
sentence.

The puzzle about (169) is thus the following. & one hand, we should somehow be
able to explain why the truth-conditional meaning$161) and (169) are felt similar. On the
other hand, we would also need an explanation Waydcus is associated with an exclusive
interpretation in (167), but not in (169), thatwdhy (169) is compatible with a situation that
Peter sometimes buys a book, but (167) is not.

| believe that the key to the solution lies ie flact that the main predication of (169)
is what is expressed via focusing (similarly totsenes with focused DPs, discussed in the
first three sections), that is, identification, amok the expression of a relation between two
types of events, as expressed by (168). (169) ppeses that there is a type of object that
Peter buys on all relevant occasions, and the semtagredicates that this is a newspaper. The
sentence could thus be paraphrased as follows: tos of object that Peter always (on all

92| believe that Cohen’s argumentation is on thhtrigack, and therefore will assume in what follawat the
variables standing for the alternatives of the fatliexpression run through an appropriately réstridomain,
although | will not make any claims regarding tlxéeasion of this domain.
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relevant occasions) buys is an object of type namsp’ The formal representation we thus
associate with (169) is shown below:

(170) Ox [always (E1, (Ae ey (buy’ (1) OAG(e, Peter) OPAT (e, X) e [ e))) -
- newspape(x)]

(170) means that any entity which is such thataiitextually relevant events (i.e, events of
Peter buying something) have a subevent of buymngnaity of this type is a newspaper. Note
that this formula allows the existence of some ssitans when Peter buys a newspaper as
well as a book at the same time, i.e., within thens minimal event. Thus, it correctly
captures the truth conditions associated with (b8Gintuitive grouds.

Having analyzed the meaning of simple sentenads adverbs of quantification as
contrastive topics, in the next section we turthi® formalization of the meaning of complex
sentences.

7.2.2 Developing the formal apparatus 2 — complextences with focused
when clauses and ‘strong’ adverbs of quantification

Consider again the examples in (137) and (140katul here as (171) and (172), and that in
(173):

(171) Péter mindigelment a moziba, amikor szabpds volt.
Peter always pfx-went the movies- when has a day off was
‘When he had a day off Peter always went to tbgies.’

(172) Péter mindigfakkor] ment el a moziba, rgmikor szabadnapos volt.]
Peter always then went pfx the movieswhen has a day off was
‘It was always when he had a day off that Petentvwto the movies.’

(173) Péterdr ‘'mindig][r akkor]ment el a moziba,  [amikor szabadnapos volt.]
Peter always then went pfx the movies- when has a day off was
‘It was when he had a day off that PetewAys went to the movies.’

(171) is a complex sentence withwhenclause and a main clause which contains the adverb
of quantificationmindig ‘always’. In (172), the pronominal head of the paral subordinate
clause akkor ‘then’, is sitting in the preverbal focus positiohthe main clause. In (173), the
adverb of quantification plays the role of contrasttopic, and its associate is the pronoun
akkor‘then’. The meanings of (171) and (172) were foired as shown in (152) and (154),
repeated here as (174) and (175):

(174)always. ((Ae (e (*have-a-day-off(e;) O °TH (e, Peter) Oe O e)),
(Ae ((e1Cx(*have-a-day-off(e;) 0°TH (e, Peter) Oe; O e d*go(ey) O
0°AG (e, Peter) O°GOAL (e, the-movieg De, 0 eOM(e) = @))))

(175) always ((Ae[ex(*go (&) O°AG(e, Peter), TO(e, the-movieg O e 0 e)),

(A\e (e1[x(*have-a-day-off(e;) O°TH (e, Peter) e, 0 e d*go(ey) O
0°AG (e, Peter) 0°GOAL (&, the-movieg De; 0 e OM(e) = &))))
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The representation we propose to account for thenmg of (173) is shown in (176) and is
based on the following assumptions. It is presupgdsy the sentence that there is a type of
event such that every manifestation of it is asdedi with an event of going to the movies.
The sentence states that the particular eventitypaestion is an event of John having a day
off. The sentence implicates that there is at leastproposition which expresses that there is
a different relation between other events whichidde considered alternatives to the events
of having a day off, and the events of going to ti@vies which is not entailed by and not
contradicted by the former one. In the formulasR variable standing for predicates over
events.

(176)0PCe (@lways ((Ae ey (*P(e) Oe O e),
(A\e O (*go(e) O°AG (e, Peter) O°TO (e, the-movieg De, 0 e0*P(e) Oe O el
OM(e) = &)))) — (*P(e)= *have-a-day-ofi{e) O °TH (e, Peter)))

It seems that no strong determiners other tmamdig ‘always’ can appear in the
sentence structure illustrated by (173) above, witee adverb of quantification receives a
contrastive accent, and it is assumed to be cdatrasith other adverbs of quantification.
Note that in (173), the adverb of quantificatiofers to the number or ratio of events of the
type described by the subordinate clause whiclasseciated with events of the type referred
to by the main clause. Consider, however, the otlg sentences:

(177) "Mindkétszerd akkor] torte el a labat, amikor elesett g&gen.
both times then broke pfx the legss8sGAccwhen pfx-fell the icesup
‘Both times when he broke his leg were when Hieofethe ice.’

(178) A ’legtobbszor| akkor] késik el az iskolabdl, amikor dolgt#arnak.
the mosttimes then be late pfx the schaml-when testacc  write-3PL
‘In most cases, he is late for school when thateva test.’

As opposed to (139), the strong adverbs of quaatibn in (177) and (178), when
pronounced with a rising intonation, denote the bemor ratio of events of the type
satisfying the description in the main clause whacé associated with events satisfying the
event description in the subordinate clause. Fampte, (177) means that both times when
he broke his leg were when he fell on the ice. J1@8ans that most occassions among those
when he is late for school are such that his dmasgiting a test then. Thus, (177) and (178)
are synonymous with sentences which are pronouneitdout the contrastive topic
intonation. At the moment | do not have an explamafor this fact, but it may be the case
that they are just prosodic variants of sentenadsow a contrastive topic. This suggestion is
supported by the fact that they do not give ristheimplicature associated with contrastive
topics.

Having proposed a formal procedure for represgritie meaning of sentences where
the adverb of quantificatiomindig ‘always’ plays the role of contrastive topic, amaving
suggested that no other strong quantifier can appehe contrastive topic position, our next
task is to consider the interpretation of thosdesaes where weak adverbs of quantification
play the contrastive topic role.
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7.2.3 Weak adverbs of quantification as contrastteics

The following sentence has a weak adverb of queatibn, kétszertwice’, as its contrastive
topic:

(179) Joskadr "kétszer J§ "akkor] hivta fel az anyjéat,
Joe twice then calls pfx the motheckossacc
[r amikor a varosban volt].
when the townNESSwas
‘Joe called his mother twice when he was in TQWN

Sentence (179) is ambiguous. On the one hand, ansthat there were two events of Joe
calling his mother which are associated with (défe) events of Joe being in town. This
reading of the sentence presupposes that thereeiateon expressible by the adveddtszer
‘twice’ between events of Joe calling his mothed amanifestations of events of a particular
type. The sentence implicates that there is at @@s proposition which expresses a different
relation between events of Joe calling his mothet events of a different type, which is
neither entailed nor contradicted by the originapwmsition. On the other interpretation, the
sentence means that it was on a particular occasgien he was in town that Joe called her
mother twice. This reading presupposes that theas &an occassion when Joe called his
mother twice. The sentence implicates that theat isast one proposition predicating that on
a different occassion Joe called his mother a rmdiffe number of times, which is neither
entailed not contradicted by the original propaositiNote that, due to the fact that the present
tense does not sufficiently delimit the domain wéms to be quantified over, only the second
type of interpretation can be considered for tHi®fang sentence:

(180) Jobskadr "'kétszer J§ "akkor] hivja fel az anyjat,
Joe twice then calls pfx the motheckossacc
[ amikor a  véarosban van].
when the townnESS is
‘It is when he has a day off that Joe callsthagherTwicCE.’

(180) expresses, that, as a rule, Joe calls hisantivice on those days when he is in town.
The sentence implicates that there is at leastpoogosition stating that different occasions
are associated with Joe calling his mother a d@iffemumber of times which is neither

entailed nor contradicted by the original propaositi

In order to see how a formal representation efrtieaning of (179) can be derived, we
first consider the representation of (181), show(ilB2):

(181) Joska kétszer felhivta  az anyjat, amilkor varosban  volt.
Joe twice pfx-called the mothesdrPossacc when the townNESS was
‘Joe called his mother twice when he was in town.

(182)twice.  ((Aelky(*be-in-town (1) O°TH (ey, Joe) O e O €)),
(Aele1ex(*be-in-town (e1) O°TH (ey, Joe") O e O eO*call(ey) O
0°AG (e, Joe) O°PAT (e, Joe’s mothe) Oe, D eOM(e) = e [
O-[FeleUeUe Oe #e)))
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(182) means that two sets of events are connegtéuelrelation denoted kiwice, that is, the
two sets have at least two elements in their ietgign. One of these is the set of events
which have subevents of the type that Joe is imjdlae other is the set of the smallest events
which have subevents of the type that Joe is imf@md subevents of the type that Joe calls
his mother. This boils down to the fact that twems of Joe being in town are associated
with Joe calling his mother, which is what (181)ntended to mean.

The formula reflecting the meaning of (179), whexpresses the identification of the
event-type having the property characterized byftduais frame of the sentence with the
eventy-type of Joe being in town can now be givethe basis of the representations in (182)
and (176) above:

(183) [O*PUe (wicee (Ae [21(*P(a) De O e)),
(Ae(e1[ex(*P(a) Oele O*call(e)) O°AG(ey, Joe) °PAT (&, Joe’s mothel) O
OeldelM(e)=el-[k(ee0e Oe e Oe’£e)))- *P(e)= (*be-in-town(e) O
0°TH (e, Jog))

Consider now an adverb of guantification whichuldobe considered the temporal
variant ofmany namely gyakran‘often’. Gyakran‘often’ creates the same type of ambiguity
in the following sentence &®tszertwice’ does in (179):

(184) Jéska gyakran felhivja az anyjat, amikor aarosban van.
Joe often pfx-callsthe mothesdPossacc when the townNESsis
‘When he has a day off Joe often calls his mothe

On one of its interpretations, (184) says thatrgdaand more or less evenly distributed
number of occassions of Joe being in town are thathhe calls his mother then. On the other
interpretation, the sentence means that, as awhlenever Joe is in town, he calls his mother
often. On this latter interpretation, the sentebebaves as a generic statement. The first
reading of the sentence could be represented ifotheof a tripartite structure consisting of
the relation between events which is denoted byatiheerb of quantification, and the two
arguments of this relation, shown in (185). Twosseft events will be said to stand in the
relation denoted by the adverb of quantificatyymkran‘often’ if the ratio of the number of
elements in their intersection and the number emeints in the first set is larger than a
contextually determined number, and the run tinfeb@events in the intersection are evenly
distributed on the temporal axis.

(185)oftens  (Aelkey(*be-in-town’ (e1) O°TH (e1, Joe) O e O e),
Aelki [y (*be-in-town(er) O°TH (e1, Joe) Ue U e O*call(ey) O
0°AG (e, Joe) O°PAT (e, Joe’s mother) De O edM(e) = &)

If the subordinate clause of (184) is focused,irag186) below, the preferred
interpretation of the sentence is that among tleisvof Joe calling his mother, a large, and
more or less evenly distributed number take plalsenahe is in town. (I am not sure whether
the other, generic reading is also possible far $kntence.)
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(186) Joska gyakrapdkkor] hivja fel az anyjat,
Joe often then calls pfx the mothecfkossacc
[ amikora  varosban van].
when the townNeEss is
‘It is when he is in town that Joe often calis imother.’

The following representation, a modified version @f85) above, captures the above
mentioned features of the preferred reading of (186

(187)often.  (Ae [k (call’(e)) JAG(ep, Joe') OPAT (e, his mother’) Oe, O €),
Ae Cei[ey(be-in-town’(ey) OTH (e, Joe’) e, O elcall’(e) O
OAG (e, Joe)) OPAT (e, his mother’) e, D e0M(e) = &))

The formula above says that a large number of sughich have subevents of Joe calling his
mother, and which are more or less evenly disteiduin the temporal axis, are such that they
also have subevents of Joe being in town.

The variant of the sentence in (186) where theedmlvs pronounced with the
contrastive topic intonation is shown in (188).

(188) Joskadr ‘gyakran] f "akkor] hivja fel az  anyjat,
Joe often then calls pfx the mothecgossacc
[ amikora varosban van].
when the townNEss is
‘It is when he is in town that Ja&TEN calls his mother.’

(188) again can have two interpretations. Accordimghe first one, it is presupposed that
there is a type of event which often co-occurs whithevent of Joe calling his mother, and the
sentence states that this type of event is an ewkrdoe being in town. The sentence
implicates that there is a proposition expressimat there is a different relation between
events of Joe calling his mother and other typegwants which is neither entailed nor

contradicted by the proposition expressed by oaiggentence. According to the second
reading, it is presupposed that on certain occassiwe calls his mother often, and the
sentence states that these occassions are daysJates in town. This reading implicates

that there ais at least one proposition stating there are other days when Joe calls his
mother with a different frequency which is neitlestailed not contradicted by the original

proposition. The first interpretation of (188) cdule represented as follows:

(189) [O*Ple(often. (Aelkey(*P(e) Oe O e),
(Aee (ey(*call (&) O°AG (&, Jog) O°PAT (e, Joe’s mothel) Oe, 0 e0*P(q) O
OeUelM(e) =al-[k(eeUeleUelle #e)) - *P(e)=(*be-in-town(e)
0°TH (e, Jog))

A comparison between the adverbs of quantificaté@tszer ‘twice’ and gyakran
‘often’, discussed above, shows that the latter,opposed to (certain readings of) its
counterpart in the nominal domaimany,does not predicate about the number of the joint
occurrences of particular events. Instead, it isualthe fact that a large number of events
satisfying one type of event description, which rm@e or less evenly distributed on the time
axis, are such that they are associated with ewttsfying a different description. This
makes the adveryakran‘often’ be more like strong quantifiers than wemales.
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This ends the discussion about contrastivetagverbs of quantification followed by
associates playing the role of focus. In the nextisn the main results of the chapter are
summarized.

8  Summary

In this chapter, a formal account of the semaumtierpretation of factual sentences containing
contrastive topics was proposed. First, the passbbpal interactions between the quantifiers
playing the roles of the contrastive topic and thiathe associate were studied, and it was
established that the issue of how contrastive so@ind associates interact scopally is
completely determinable on the basis of their sytitgposition, lexical properties and the

implicature introduced by the contrastive topic,endas the scopal interaction between the
contrastive topic and quantificational expressi@ibwing the associate cannot always be
predicted on the basis of the syntactic or semamtiperties of the latter expression.

The possible readings of plural DPs in contrastopic were characterized in terms of
the collective/individual/cumulative trichotomy, @&nan overview of some previous
approaches to explaining the differences betwedaative (group) and distributive readings
of sentences and the sources of these differenasspwovided (Scha 1981, Roberts 1987,
Link 1983 and Landman 1996). Landman (1996) was see a unified approach to the
meaning of sentences with two DPs in which the ssopf (multiple) DPs and their
collective/distributive interpretations are equatken into consideration. It was established,
however, that Hungarian sentences with quantibecati DPs have readings which are not
predicted on Landman’s theory. Consequently, a fistvof nine possible readings for
sentences with two plural NPs was proposed, whials wot intended to cover all their
possible readings. It was established that thelahiliy of a wide-scope or a group reading
for a particular DP in Hungarian does not only depen the lexical properties of its
determiner but also on the DP’s syntactic posiiiorihe sentence. In Landman’s system,
which treats all DPs with denotations playing theémeoles or plural roles in a sentence on a
par, the above distinctions cannot be accounted for

In view of the above difficulties, a differerp@oach to the representation of sentence
meaning in terms of event semantics was reviewedphe proposed by Krifka (1989). In this
theory, the denotation of a sentence is the redulie unification of denotations in a binary
syntactic tree starting from the bottom up, so shepes of quantifiers correspond to their
linear order, and thus there is no possibility épresent the ‘scope reversal’ of contrastive
topics.

Based on the insights of the theories proposedamgiman (1996) and Krifka (1989),
an integrated method for providing the semanticsaitences with contrastive topics in
Hungarian was proposed which was based on the iealpwbservation that Hungarian
sentences with contrastive topics can have esHgnttaee types of logical structure.
According to the first one, the sentence predicatpsoperty about an individual falling into
the denotation of the contrastive topic. Accordinghe second one, the sentence predicates a
property about the unique individual which consétu the referent of the associate
expression. According to the third one, the ser@aaxpresses that the number of individuals
who have participated in an event of the type diesdr by the rest of the sentence is
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equivalent to what is given by the determiner ef &lssociate DP. It was shown that the above
interpretational strategies correspond to sevetakbh event types, since the property of being
a (sum) participant in a particular plural event & predicated of collections of individuals
either collectively, distributively, or due to tifect that they constitute the sum of individuals
for which a corresponding property applies.

The above theoretical machinery was also putprégtice: we proposed a unification-
based mechanism for deriving the meaning of Huagasentences with a contrastive topic. It
was assumed that the use of the first interpretasivategy (where the contrastive topic
denotes the logical subject) means that it is tle@nmimg of the contrastive topic which is
integrated last into the meaning of the sentendelewthe second strategy (where the
associate denotes the logical subject) means tthathe meaning of the associate which is
integrated last into the meaning of the sentence.

We looked into the issue why some potential se@gnor potential readings of
sentences which have quantificational expressioriea role of contrastive topic, turn out to
be unacceptable in Hungarian. We argued for a meftation of the constraint proposed
Biring (1997) on the readings available for sergsneith contrastive topics in terms of event
semantics, by saying that a factual sentence wethn&rastive topic gives rise to the following
implicature: there must be at least one alternatxent type, which is generated
systematically from the event description in theiteece such that all of its possible
realizations are compatible with the meaning ofgbetence. Whenever the existence of such
alternative event type is contradicted by the taghditional meaning of the sentence, the
sentence was said to be uninterpretable.

In the following sections, we examined some phegea which are all explainable
with the help of the above theoretical apparatikge the uninterpretability of statements
which describe maximal events, or of those denying occurrence of atomic events,
statements with a contrastive topic DP of the faamleast NP and the availablity of
collective and distributive interpretations of @UNPs in contrastive topic.

In the last section of this chapter, a compos#iomterpretational procedure was
proposed for sentences containing adverbs of diatibn as contrastive topic, which
accounted for the observed truth-conditional edaivee between sentences with contrastive
topic adverbs of quantification and a focused sdinate clause, and sentences with the same
adverb of quantification outside the contrastivpidoposition and no focused subordinate
clause.
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CHAPTER 5

CONTRASTIVE TOPICS IN MODAL AND INTENSIONAL
STATEMENTS

1 Data

In this chapter we investigate the interpretatibmodal/intensional statements containing a
contrastive topic. In these sentences, the vemggative particle followed by the verb, a
preverbal quantificational expression (either ia thcus or in the quantifier position of the
sentence), a negative particle followed by thestatis well as an expression in focus position
or a negative patrticle followed by the latter cppear as associates. The data to be presented
in this section will make it clear why this senterntype should be treated separately from
factual statements, discussed in the previous ehapt

The sentences illustrated in (1)—(7) below shidwe property of not providing a
description of actual events, but expressing modafisional generalizations about a range of
events. (1) expresses circumstantial possibilit¥) é€xpresses deontic possibility, (3)
expresses deontic necessity, (4) contains an eeptedicate expressing a particular mental
attitude towards a class of objects, the sentendgg express ability, conditionals expressing
wishes are found in (6), while the examples inaf® generic statements:

(1) [ct'Kevés pénz#l] "nem lehet eltartani a csaladot.
littte moneyeLAnot  possible suppomti the familyAacc
‘As for little money, that amount 0T enough for the family to live on.’

(2) [cr Az “Osszes didk] eljohet az oatlasra. (G. Alberti's example)
the all student pfx-comeassthe talkSUPERESS
" All the studentscAN come to the talk.’

(3) [ct'Kevés beteget] ‘el kell latnia a tanubdarnek.
few patientacc pfx must treaiNnF3sG the trainee nurseat
‘As for FEw patients, a trainee nurse has to take care ohtlraber of them.’

(4) [ct"Pontosan 6t emberrel] ‘szeretek egyltt  vazsor
exactly five persomNsTR like-1sG  together dinenF
‘With exactlyFIve persons, bo like having dinner together.’

(5) a. gt Otnél "kevesebb vendéget] ‘el tudna Mari szdztni.

five-ADE fewer gueskcc prefix could Mary entertaimnNF
‘As for fewer than five guests, MagouLD entertain that number of them.’
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b. [cr Tébb, mintét vendéget] ({Otnél “tébb vendéget] “el tudna Mari szérakoutst
more than five guestec  five-ADE more guesiCcC pfx could Mary entertaimvrF
‘As for more than five guests, MagpuLD entertain that number of them.’

(6) a. kr 'Pontosan harom konyvet] ‘'minden diak  elolaasn (G. Alberti, p.c.)
exactly three bookecevery studentPFx-read€OND3SG
‘As for exactly three books, every student wouldd¢hat many.’

b. [cr "Mindharom filnak] “bemutatnadm Marit. (Albemhd Medve 2000)
all three boyAT introducecoND1SG Mary-AcC
‘To all three boys WouLD introduce Mary.’

(7) a. Er “'Sok vendég] ‘nem fér be a terembe.
many guest not fits pfx the room-
““ Many guest®ON'T fit in the room.’

b. [cr 'Kevés vendég] ‘befér a  terembe.
few guest pfx-fits the roomt
“ Few guest®o fit in the room.’

The contrastive topic DPs in the above sentencasotiadentify particular sum individuals,
they do not even entail that there is a sum indi@idvith the property described by the DP in
the actual world. Rather, they express that soropepty, ability, etc., can be attributed to a
particular class of entities which can be idendifieith the help of the contrastive topic
expression.

The above examples can be contrasted to theirthgfcal ‘factual’ variants, intended
to describe factual events, which all turn out ¢albformed, and which are listed in (§)L4)
below:

(8) #cr 'Kevés pénziil] ‘nem tartotta el a csaladot.
little money-ELA not  supported pfx the familyec
# ‘As for little money, he did not support the fayndut of that amount.’

(9) #[ct Az “Osszes diak] “eljott az Galdasra.
the all student pfx-came the talMPERESS
#*7 All the student®ID come to the talk.’

(10) #[cr Kevés beteget] “ellatott tegnap a tandidr.
few patientacc pfx-treated yesterday the trainee nurse
# ‘As for FEw patients, a trainee nurse take care of that number of them.’

(11) #[ct 'Pontosan 6t emberrel] ‘vacsoraztam egydutt.
exactly five personNsTR dined-kG together
# ‘With exactlyFIVE persons, bib have dinner together.’

% The two contrastive topic DPs differ from each otinethe following respect: whilétnél kevesebb vendéget
is a DP which can appear preverbally only in theuséPredicate Operator and the contrastive topsdipos,
tébb, mint 6t vendégét also allowed to appear in the Quantifier positi(Szabolcsi 1997b:121)
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(12) #[cr Otnél "kevesebb vendéget] “elszorakoztatott Mari
five-ADE fewer guesiacc pfx-entertained  Mary
# ‘As for less than five guests, Mapyp entertain that number of them.’

(13)a. #{ct ‘Pontosan harom konyvet] ‘minden didk eloltaso
exactly three bookecevery student pfx-read
# 'As for exactly three books, every student wowddd that many.’

b. #ct ‘Mindharom filnak] “bemutattam Marit.
all three boyAT introduced-$G Mary-Acc
# ‘To all three boys WwouLD introduce Mary.’

(14)a. #ct “Sok vendég] ‘nem llte koril az asztalt.
many guest not sat round the takbte:
# ‘As for many guests, that number of them didrttrsund the table.’

b. #{ct'Kevés vendég] “korulllte az asztal.
few guest pfx-sat the tablec
# ‘As for few guests, that number of them didn’treiind the table.’

| believe that the contrast between the acceptalwfiexamples (5(7) and (8)(14) cannot

be accounted for within syntax, since there isigaicant difference between the syntactic
structure of the corresponding sentences. Instadacceptability of the examples in<{{7)

is due to the fact that the intended truth-condalaneaning of the former sentences and the
implicature introduced by the contrastive topic gloet lead to a clash, but it does in the case
of (8)—(14). In order to prove the above hypothesis, wié shiow in the rest of this chapter
how the truth-conditional meaning of sentences esging modal/intensional statements can
be determined, and how the alternative propositintreduced due to the contrastive topic
can be derived from these in a systematic way.

Besides the contrast in interpretability obserbedween the two sets of examples
above, there is a further contrast between theprétation of modal statements (atemporal
generalizations) and those predicating the occeren@articular events which necessitates a
separate treatment, which is illustrated by (1%) @®) below, where the contrastive topic DP
Is assumed to receive a non-specific interpretation

(15) [cr “Ot gyerek] ‘felemelné a zongorat.
five child pfx-lift-coND the piancacc
a. 7 Five childrencouLp/woulLp lift the piano together.’
b. 7 Five childrencouLpb/woulp lift the piano individually.’

(16) [cr “Ot gyerek] ‘felemelte a zongorat.
five child pfx-lifted the pianawcc
a. #  Five childrenpip lift the piano together.’
b. “ Five childrenpip lift the piano individually.’

(15) shows that in sentences expressing modalnstats, the contrastive topic can equally
receive a collective and a distributive readingppposed to its factual counterpart in (16),
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which tends to have only a distributive interprietat unless the contrastive topic is assumed
to have a specific reading, as discussed in the@qus chapter. A comparison between (17)
and (18) shows that the same contrast is presénebr those sentences where the associate
role is played by a DP which is situated in a preakquantifier position:

(17) [ “Ot gyerek] ‘minden zongorat fel tud emelni.
five child every pianacc pfx can-3aG lift- INF
a. ‘As for five children, that many together ddinevery piano.’
b. ‘As for five children, that many can lift eygpiano by themselves.’

(18) [cr 'Ot gyerek] ‘minden zongorat felemelt.
five child every pianacc pfx-lifted
a. #'As for five children, that many together liftedery piano.’
b. ‘As for five children, that many lifted evepyano by themselves.’

Having listed some of the data we are going t@drecerned with in this chapter, in
the next section we consider the interpretationmofial assertions as proposed by Kratzer
(1991), which will be adopted in this work.

2 The semantics of modals

In the rest of the chapter we will rely on Kratzer(1991) theory about the semantic
interpretation of modals, the major points of whielil be summarized below. Kratzer
proposes that the interpretation of modality inunat language relies on distinctions made
with respect to three dimensions. On the one hanwdiality is graded, which means that in
natural language we do not only talk about posgibdnd necessity, but also about good
possibility, slight possibility, weak necessity datne existence of some state of affairs being
a better possibility than the existence of othetsch needs to be formalized somehow. Thus,
the distinction made in modal logic in terms of thexessity and possibility operators is not
sufficient for representing the distinctions madeaatural language. On the other hand, there
is no absolute modality in language, modal statésnare always evaluated with respect to
what the facts are or what we perceive to be tbes fia the actual world, and how these facts
relate to what the law provides, what is good fgreason, what is moral, what we aim at,
what we hope, what we want, what is normal, ete @bove distinctions can be captured by
interpreting sentences like (19a—b) (Kratzer’'s j1a (6)) in the following way:

(19)a. Michl must be the murderer.
b. Jockl must go to jail.

(19a), where the modal auxiliary is assumed to esgrepistemic necessity, is true in the
actual worldw, according to Kratzer (1991), if among the possiktglds which correspond
to the available evidence im, those which best reflect what is considered tdaheenormal
course of events iw are such that Michl is the murderer. (19b), whtwe same auxiliary
expresses deontic necessity, is truaviif among the possible worlds which correspond to
what the facts are w, those which best reflect what the law providew @re such that Jockl
goes to jail.
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The above paraphrases illustrate the nature afttier two dimensions with respect to
which the differences between modal assertionsbeaoaptured, which Kratzer refers to as
conversational backgrounds. The two conversatitwaakgrounds are sets of propositions
considered true in the interpretation procedures fiitst conversational background consists
of propositions describing facts or evidence awddlain the actual world. Each of these
propositions determines a set of possible worlds, intersection of which constitutes the
modal baseof the assertion, which thus corresponds to passildrids which in traditional
accounts were claimed to be epistemically or cirstamtially accessible from the actual
world. The second conversational background, wrialeferred to as therdering sourceby
Kratzer, and consists of propositions relating teatvthe law provides, what is normal, what
Is wanted, etc., induces an ordering on the sttasfe possible worlds according to how many
among the above sets of propositions are true emihThus, the closeness of particular
possible worlds among the ones constituting theahbdse to the ideal determined by the
ordering source depends on how many of the prapositonstituting the ordering source are
true in the given possible world.

On the basis of the above three dimensions wipeet to which modal notions in
natural language are interpreted, Kratzer (199):6#dvides the following definition for
necessity:

(20) A proposition p is aecessityin a world w with respect to a modal base f and an
ordering source g iff the following condition istiséied:
For all uLJ Nnf(w) there is a il Nf(w) such that \& 4w u and for all zI Nf(w): if
Z< 4w v, then Zlp.

According to Kratzer, that above definition sayattta proposition is a necessity if and only
if it is true in all accessible worlds which conlesest to the ideal established by the ordering
source” (p. 644). Her definition of possibility (&zer 1991: 644) is built on the above
definition of necessity:

(21) A proposition p is gossibility in a world w with respect to a modal base f and an
ordering source g iff -p is not a necessity in ihwespect to f and g.

Informally speaking, the above definition of podl#fip amounts to claiming that the
proposition in question is true in at least onesgae world closest to the ideal established by
the ordering source.

Having discussed Kratzer's (1991) theory on therpretation of modals, in the next

section we consider how her claims can be intedrati® an account of the semantics of the
contrastive topic.
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3 Integrating the semantics of modals with that othe
contrastive topic

3.1 Truth-conditional meaning and alternative propsitions

In this section we will prove the hypothesis tHa interpretability of sentences expressing
modal/intensional statements, as opposed to thentarpretability of their factual
counterparts, illustrated in section 1, can be actzd for within the approach to the semantic
interpretation of sentences containing a contradtpic which is adopted in this dissertation.
Thus, | will prove that the interpretability of maldassertions with a contrastive topic is due
to the fact that the proposition expressed by tlsesgences does not entail or contradict all
the alternative propositions which are introduced part of the implicature due to the
contrastive topic. The propositions expressed ky sbntences under discussion will be
captured within the framework proposed by Kratz&09(1) aiming account for the
interpretation of modal assertions reviewed abdvecordingly, sentences predicating a
possibility will be assumed to express that theratileast one possible world among the ones
in the modal base closest to the ideal determinethé ordering source in which a type of
event described by the sentence occurs, while thosdicating the impossibility of some
state of affairs will be assumed to deny this. Alsentences predicating a necessity will be
assumed to express that all possible worlds amoogetclosest to the ideal are such that an
event of the type described by the sentence tdkes pn them, while those expressing lack of
necessity are assumed to deny this.

We assume that the alternative propositions inited by modal statements are also
modal statements, which express the necessityequdhksibility that an event of the same type
as that described by the original sentence takaseplor the lack of this necessity or
possibility, with the only difference that the peipgants of these latter events which play the
same thematic role as played by the contrastivéc tdgnotation and by the associate
denotation (where applicable) in the original seoée correspond to alternatives of the
original contrastive topic denotation and to al&ives of the associate denotation (where
applicable). The modality of the alternative praposs varies in the following way.
Whenever the original sentence expresses a pagsihilthe lack of it then the alternative
propositions assigned to these also express abiagsir the lack of a possibility. Whenever
the original sentence expresses a necessity datkeof it, then the alternative propositions
also express necessity or the lack of necessityafallustration, consider again (1) and (3)
above, repeated here as (22) and (23):

(22) [cr'Kevés pénzil] ‘nem lehet eltartani a csaladot.
little moneyeLA not  possible suppomts the familyAacc
‘As for little money, that amount 0T enough for the family to live on.’

(23) [ct'Kevés beteget] ‘el kell latnia a tanubdarnek.
few patientacc pfx must treatNF3sG the trainee nurseaT
‘As for FEw patients, a trainee nurse has to be able to tales afathat number of
them.

According to the above assumption, the alterngtinagositions introduced by (22) are those

expressing the possibility or the lack of the poisisy of the state of the family living on an
amount of money different from what can be referted by ‘little’. The alternative
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propositions generated by (23) are those expresbemgecessity or the lack of necessity of
the occurence of an event where the trainee nakss tcare of a different number of patients.
Support for the assumption that the alternativeppsdions introduced by the contrastive

topic for the sentence type under discussion arergéed in the manner described above
comes from two sources. On the one hand, thesersm# are implicitly contrasted to other

modal statements, one of which is spelled out énl¢igitimate continuations of (22) and (23)

in (24) and (25), respectively:

(24) De Er “sokbdl] ‘el lehet.
but much€LA pfx possible
‘But a lot of moneys enough.’

(25) De Er sokat] ‘nem kell.
but manyACcC not must
‘But she does not have to able to take caresofy of them.’

On the other hand, the generation of alternatimethié manner described above corresponds
to Buring’'s (1997, 1999) method, according to which alternative propositions the
denotation of verum focus is exchanged for its tegyaounterpart (which in turn corresponds
to sentence negation in Hungarian, as discusséchapter 4), or left unchanged, and the
denotation of the negative particle as associatebeaexchanged for an invisible assertion
operator. The set of propositions listed in (2&8)tams possible alternatives to the proposition
expressed by (23), which are generated in the maleseribed above:

(26) A trainee nurse must take care of few patientsamee nurse does not have to take
care of few patients, A trainee nurse must takee azfr more than five patients, A
trainee nurse does not have to take care of maae five patients, A trainee nurse
must take care of an average number of patientsaidee nurse does not have to
take care of an average number of patients, A &ainurse must take care of many
patients, A trainee nurse does not have to take ohmany patients, ...

| propose that for sentences expressing other tgbeistensional statements, like those
expressing ability, genericity, attitudes towardsclass of entities, or the generation of
alternative propositions takes place in a similanmer. Thus, the alternative propositions
express the same type of atemporal generalizatitim s@spect to an alternative of the
contrastive topic denotation (identified on theibas the stress pattern of the contrastive
topic) as the one expressed in the original septemc its negation. For example, the
alternative propositions generated for the oneesged by (4), repeated here as (27), express
either that | like or that | do not like having di&r with groups of people with other than
exactly fivemembers.

(27) [cr'Pontosan 6t emberrel] ‘szeretek egyltt  vazsor
exactly five persomNsTR like-1sG  together dinenF
‘With exactlyFIve persons, bo like having dinner together.’

Thus, the alternative propositions include theoiwihg: | like having dinner with exactly two
people, | don't like having dinner with more thaagwen people, | like having dinner with an
even number of people, &fc.

 Naturally, the range of alternatives to the castive topic denotation might already be given cetizlly.
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Having illustrated how the truth-conditional mesgs and the range of alternative
statements are generated for the modal assertrates gonsideration, in the next section we
will show how the above framework ensures that ¢betences in (1)—(7) turn out to be
interpretable.

3.2 Calculating the implicature

In this section we will illustrate, by analysingnse of the examples listed above, how the
interpretability of modal and intensional statensewtth a contrastive topic is guaranteed in
the framework proposed here. First consider theesess in (5), repeated here as (28):

(28)a. Er Otnél "kevesebb vendéget] ‘el tudna Mari szdztni.
five-ADE fewer gueskcc prefix could Mary entertaimnNF
‘As for fewer than five guests, MagouLD entertain that number of them.’

b. [cr Tobb, mintét vendéget] £{Otnél  “tobb vendéget] ‘el tudna Mari szérakoutat
more than five guestec  five-ADE more guesicc pfx could Mary entertaimnNF
‘As for more than five guests, MagpuLD entertain that number of them.’

These sentences express certain abilities of Matg'san extension of Kratzer's (1991)
framework, (28a) would mean that there is at lesst world in the set of possible worlds
which are closest to the actual one as far as Matyilities are concerned among those where
the facts are the same as in the actual world {fhahe sentence is interpreted against a
circumstantial modal base), in which Mary entedd®gwer than five guests. (28b) means that
in the same set of worlds, there is at least onvéhich Mary entertains more than five guests.
These sentences can only be considered interpeatabk above propositions do not entail or
contradict all the alternative propositions. Theé skalternative propositions generated for
each sentence includes those which assert that iharpossible world in the above set where
Mary entertains a different number of guests thendne specified by the sentence, and the
negations of such propositions. Naturally, thehrat all positive alternative propositions
(and the falsity of the negative ones) would beid by the truth of the sentences in (28a,b)
if the occurence of the events described in themailed the occurence of all events of
inviting an alternative number of guests in the sgussible world. The fact that (28a,b) are
considered interpretable by native speakers inglsgdtowever, that this cannot be the case.

Compare the above sentences to the following whé&h contains the same verb as
those in (28), and which describes an actually egLevent.

(29) Mari “elszorakoztatott 6t  vendéget.
Mary pfx-entertained five guestC
‘Mary did entertain five guests.’

| claim that the thematic relation between the éwgpe denoted by the vediszérakoztat
‘entertain’, as it appears in the above sentenue jta patient has the property of divisibility,
defined in Chapter 4, repeated here as (30):
(30) Divisibility

O°R[DIV (°R) « O*POedxOx [[*P(e)0°R(e,x)Ix Oox] — [e'[e'Ug e d*P(e")
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O°R(e’"x)]1]

As explained above, the property of divisibilitgends to express the following: if there is an
individual which plays a particular sum role inpdufal) event, then for any individual part of
it there is an event of the same type in whichlalfter individual plays the same sum role. In
the present case it would mean that if there isvamt of Mary entertaining a sum individual
which falls into the denotation of the nowuest then for any individual part of this
individual (thus, for any atomic part of it), themre corresponding events of Mary
entertaining them.

The above assumptions, however, lead to the fatigpwproblem. If the thematic
relation between the event described by the \@sladrakoztatentertain’ and its patient
argument has the property of divisibility, then treeurrence of an event of Mary entertaining
more than five guests in a possible world wouldeh&y entail the truth or falsity of all
alternative statements. This is due to the fadt tifwa alternative statements would be those
which express the possibility or the impossibilifyan event of entertaining an individual in
the denotation ofjuestby Mary which has a different number of atoms thdmat is denoted
by more than fivei.e., fewer than five or five. This fact, howeyesmould have to make (28b)
uninterpretable, which it is not.

Since sentence (28Iy judged acceptable by speakers, one of the assumspibout

its semantic interpretation which are used in th@va reasoning must be mistaken. Since the
assumption that the interpretability of sentencéb wontrastive topics depends on the fact
that the propositions expressed by these shouldentdil or contradict the alternative
propositions has proved useful in the precedingudision, | do not want to abandon this.
Neither do | want to abandon Kratzer's (1991) psagiaabout the interpretation of modal
assertions, and its extension to sentences expgessiner atemporal generalizations.
Consequently, | believe that the problematic assiompn the above reasoning must be the
one according to which the thematic relation betwtdee event described in (28b) and its
patient argument satisfies the property of divigipi Although this choice might appear at
first sight to lead to an unnecessary distinctietween the type of event described in (28a,b)
and the one in (29), note that this distinctiomistivated by intuitions. In (28), for example,
the crucial property of the event of entertainiaghat the atomic individuals constituting the
denotation of the contrastive topic are assumeghtticipate in it at the same time and place,
as a group. In other words, | claim that the cativa topic DP receives a group denotation in
(28b), as do the other contrastive topics in theeosentences listed in (1)—(7). This means
that the truth of these sentences, where a patiqrbperty is predicated of an individual
denoted by the contrastive topic, does not erttailttuth of those where the same property is
predicated of atomic parts of the contrastive togénotation. The requirement that the
contrastive topic DPs in (1)—(7) must receive augraeading eventually entails that the
interpretation of the verbs in the modal/intensl@tatements and in their factual counterparts
must be different.

To see some additional motivation for the abowntl consider again example (2)
above, repeated here as (31), and one of itsreagi continuations shown in (32):

(31) [cr Az “Osszes diak] “eljohet az Gatlasra.

the all student pfx-comeassthe talkSUPERESS
" All studentscaNn come to the talk.’
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(32) De Er "'kevesebben] ‘nem j6hetnek.
but fewer not COMPOSS3PL
‘But a fewer number of themaNNOT come.’

The fact that (31) is interpretable and can beinaetl with (32) indicates that the property of
divisibility must not be assumed to hold betweea #vent type denoted by the vgdm
‘comes’ in (31) and its agent. Otherwise, the trotl{31), i.e., the occurence of all students
coming to the talk in one of the possible worldsichhbest correspond to what the law
provides (deontic ordering source) among those avliex facts are the same as in the actual
world (circumstantial modal base), would entail theh of all alternative statements stating
the occurence of events of coming by different nemalof students (and the falsity of those
denying the occurence of such events) in the sarssifle worlds. | do not want to claim that
the event type denoted by the vegiim ‘comes’ in its ‘normal’ uses does not satisfy
divisibility with respect to its agent argumenprily propose that in (31) the verb receives a
special interpretation, which requires that theeddPressing their agent argument has a group
denotation.

Note that the interpretation of (28a) does not into the same problems as that of
(28b) if we assume that there is a kind of ‘maxitgatondition’ built into the meaning of
DPs denoting monotone decreasing or non-monotoaatifjers, like the one in (28a). The
maximality condition means that if an event is diésad as one which is an entertaining of
fewer than five guests then it cannot be part obaent of entertaining a larger number of
guests. (33) below illustrates that this assumptieamesponds to the data, since the use of a
DP denoting a monotone decreasing or non-monotaagtidjer to express a proposition that
a particular number of entities individually posses particular property entails that a
corresponding proposition with a DP referring tétaeger number of entities would not be
true:

(33) Otnél kevesebb fil emelte fel a zongorat.
five-ADE fewer boy lifted pfx the pianacc
‘Fewer than five boys lifted the table individlyal

The truth of (33) contradicts the truth of propimsis which express that five or more boys
lifted the table.

Note that (32a) entails for any number of guegtgaéto or larger than five that they
cannot be patients of entertaining events whosatageMary in the same possible world.
However, since statements expressing a possilbiidke generalizations about a set of
possible worlds, the truth of (32a) does not erttzlt there cannot be entertaining events
performed by Mary such that the patients of itlarger groups of guests.

Consider now the interpretation of a statementesgng (deontic) necessity, shown
in (3) above, repeated here as (34):

(34) [ct'Kevés beteget] ‘el kell latnia a tanubd@rnek.
few patientacc pfx must treatNF-3sG the trainee nurseAT
‘As for FEw patients, a trainee nurse has to be able to tales afathat number of
them.
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The above sentence expresses the propositionltipatsaible worlds which are closest to the
ideal determined by what the law provides amongdhahere the facts correspond to the
facts in the actual world are such that there is\ant of the trainee nurse taking care of few
patients. Note that although the contrastive tdpr corresponds to a monotone decreasing
quantifier in Generalized Quantifier Theory, juitel the one in (28a), we would run into
trouble if the thematic relation between the typewent denoted by the verb and its patient
argument was assumed to have the property of diNigj since then the truth of the above
proposition would entail the truth or falsity ofl alternative propositions, and then the
interpretability of (34) could not be explained.€eTfact that all relevant possible worlds are
such that there is an event of the trainee nursegacare of few patients in them plus
divisibility would entail that all these worlds aseich that for no number of patients larger
than what is denoted gwis there an event of the trainee nurse taking chtieat number of
patients. This is cannot be the case, howeveregB¢) can legitimately be followed by any
of the following sentences:

(35)a. kr Atlagos szamu beteget] el kell latnia a tanti@mek.
average number patientc pfx must treatNF3sG the trainee nurseaT
‘As for an AVERAGE number of patients, the trainee nurse must take oaérthat
number of them.’

b. [cr Atlagos szami beteget] ‘nem kell ellatnia a
tanulérbveérnek.
average number patientC not must pfx-treaiNF3sG the trainee nurse-
DAT
‘As for an AVERAGE number of patients, a trainee nurse does not laveke care of
that number of them.’

From the truth of (34), neither the truth of (3%a) that of (35b) follows, which indicates that
(34) is compatible with it being the case that #oeessible possible worlds which come
closest to the ideal are such that a trainee riakss care of an average number of patients in
them, or with a situation in which there is a pbksworld among those closest to the actual
one where a trainee nurse does not take care afenrage number of patients. The only way
to reconcile the above data with the ‘maximalityn@dibion’ on the meaning of DPs like the
contrastive topic of (34) is to assume that in tidse the contrastive topic denotes a group of
individuals, a proposal which was put forward wigspect to the previous set of examples
referring to a possibility.

Note that, naturally, exactly one of the statemdB6a—b) can be true in the actual
world, but in order to be able to determine whigke would also have to know what
propositions constitute the ordering source for skatence, which is identical to knowing
what the rules regarding the work of a trainee @are.

Compare (34) above to the following pair of sené= in the case of which the group
interpretation of the contrastive topic DP (i.de tfact that the thematic relation does not
satisfy divisibility) is more evident, since genéations are normally derived from several
pieces of data taken together.

(36) a. Er 'Kevés adatbdl] ‘le  kell tudnod vezetni egytaldnositast.

few dateeLA PFX must knownF-2sG deriveiNF a generalizatiomecC
‘From few pieces of data you must be able taveea generalization.’
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b. [ct "Sok adatbol] ‘le kell  tudnod vezetni egy aklihositast.
many data&LA PFX must KNOWNF-2SG deriveiNF a generalizatiomcc
‘From many pieces of data you must be able tve@ generalization.’

Note that, given a particular context, it is noswsed that both members of the pair of
sentences in (36a,b) are interpretable, since dh&astive topic is used to convey the idea
that there is a certain number of pieces of daienfwvhich the listener is not expected to
derive a generalization. Without a context, howetteis not evident for any speaker of the
language what the relevant number is, but it issetqr that this will be either the minimal or
the maximal numbet’

The interpretability of the rest of the exampleg1)-(7) can be accounted for on the
basis of the same assumptions. The examples inwf7igh express, | believe, generic
statements, will be discussed more thoroughly iatice 5. Here we will analyze the
examples in (6) and (4), repeated here as (37{38)d

(37)a. Er "Pontosan harom konyvet] ‘minden didk elolaasn
exactly three bookecevery studentPFx-read€OND3SG
‘As for exactly three books, every student wouldd¢hat many.’

b. [ct "Mindhéarom filnak] “bemutatnam Marit.
all three boyeAT introducecoND1SG Mary-AcC
‘To all three boys WouLD introduce Mary.’

(38) [cr'Pontosan 6t emberrel] ‘szeretek egylUtt  vazsir
exactly five persomNsTR like-1sG  together dinenF
‘With exactlyFIve persons, bo like having dinner together.’

Sentences (37a—b) are interpreted against anstamtial modal base and an ordering
source which ranks possible worlds according toptleéerences of the agent participant. The
fact that both sentences are judged semanticatisoppate suggests that the occurence of the
type of event described by the sentences in thsiljesworlds closest to the ideal does not
entail that the same type of event does take phlattea different participant or a different
type of participant in the place of the contrastiopic denotation in the same possible world
or its negation. Observe the following variantg3#a—b).

% It is not very unlikely to utter both of (36a, fto)implicate that the listener is not exprectedécive a
generalization from a medium number of pieces td.da
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(39)a. Er'Sok  konyvet] "minden diak elolvasna.
many bookacc every student pfx-readenD
‘Every student would readAaNy books.’

b. [cr "Kevés konyvet] "minden diak elolvasna.
few bookacc every student pfx-readenD
‘Every student would reagkEw books.’

(40)a. Er “Sok fianak] “bemutatnam Marit.
many boypAT introduce€coND1SG Mary-AcC
‘To many boys WouLD introduce Mary.’

b. [cr ‘Kevés filnak] ‘bemutatnam Marit.
few  boybAT introduceeoONDlSG Mary-AcC
‘To few boys IwouLD introduce Mary.’

The fact that none of (39a—b) and (40a—b) are densd unacceptable in isolation (without
having information about the system of wishes ottar&zing the agent participants of the
events), although the assumed acceptability ofroamber of the pair automatically leads to
the unacceptability of the other member, suggeg#snathat the acceptability of examples
containing contrastive topics cannot be accourdethfterms of syntax.

Sentence (38) is interpreted against an orderaugce which ranks those possible
worlds high which correspond to my preferences.idghe fact that it is found semantically
appropriate by speakers suggests that the eventseimpossible worlds whose occurence
makes the proposition true are assumed to be atonds, i.e., independent of events of the
same type having a different number of participanthis means that the intended
interpretation of the embedded verb is differerdnfrits counterpart which appears in
descriptions of factual events, which effect isoaénforced by the presence of the adverb
egyutt‘together’. The pair in (41) shows the same phesroon as (39) and (40): uttered in
isolation, and without knowing my preferences, baotlembers of the pair appear fine,
although they cannot still be uttered in the saorgext at the same time.

(41)a. Er'Sok emberrel] ‘szeretek egyltt  vacsorazni.
many persomsTrR like-1sG  together dinenF
‘Many people, | do like having dinner with.’

b. [cr 'Kevés emberrel] ‘szeretek egyutt  vacsorazni.
few personiNsTR like-1sG together dinenF
‘Few people, | do like having dinner with.’

In the discussion so far, we have been concenfyath cases where the contrastive
topic was followed by an associate identical ton{sopart of) the verbal predicate or a
negative particle which was assumed to denote semteegation. Naturally, those sentences
expressing modal generalizations where the asgoad constituent in focus position, as
illustrated in (42) below, also introduce altermatipropositions as part of the implicature
carried by the contrastive topic. These alternapvepositions predicate the possibility,
necessity, etc., of the occurence of some altedype of event, depending on the modality
of the original proposition.
(42) [cr Otnél "kevesebb vendéget} [Mari] tudna elszorakoztatni.
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five-ADE fewer gueskcc Mary could pfx-entertaimvrF
‘It is Mary who could entertain fewer tharve persons.’

The alternative propositions introduced by (42),drample, state the abilities of individuals
who could be considered alternatives to Mary tesdain a different number of guests. In
other words, the sentence expresses that therpassible world closest to the ideal (where
people’s abilities are the same as in the actualdvan which Mary entertains a group of

guests with fewer than five members. Supposingttiere are individuals in the universe of
discourse other than Mary and that the total nurobguests is not fewer than five, it is easy
to see that the occurence of an event of the atypeein one of the relevant possible worlds
does not entail the occurence or the non-occurefhtke possible alternative events in the
same or different possible worlds. Thus, the imegbility of (42) is guaranteed.

We have observed in the previous chapter thatsfoguthe associate can by itself
guarantee that the alternative events introducea $gntence with a contrastive topic will be
distinct from that described by the original sentrrhis is the reason why modal statements
with a focused associate will not be our main com@e the rest of this chapter, since there is
normally no question about their interpretability.

In this section we have claimed that modal, atmapgeneralizations expressing
possibility, ability, someone’s wishes, preferences., state the occurrence of an event in
one of the possible worlds closest to the ideahdisthed by the ordering source associated
with the predication. In the sentences investigatlkdve, one participant of the event was
denoted by the contrastive topic. The alternatta¢esnents introduced due to the contrastive
topic were assumed to express the same type opatahgeneralization about a similar type
of event with different participants in a possillerld among those closest to the ideal or the
negation of one. Statements expressing necessiy el@med to state the occurrence of an
event in all possible worlds closest to the idéalwas argued that in modal, atemporal
generalizations of the above kind, the participerioted by the contrastive topic is assumed
to receive a group reading, i.e., the thematicticlabetween the event and its participant
denoted by the contrastive topic was not assumedtisfy the property of divisibility.

Before turning to the formal representation af thuth conditional meaning of the
above examples and to cases which appear to adastéxceptions to the above
generalizations, in the next section we will shawithe data illustrated in section 1 on the
possibility of collective/distributive readings obntrastive topic DPs in modal versus factual
sentences can be derived from the generalizatiaaienm this section.

3.3 Distributive versus group readings of contraste topic DPs

In view of the fact that even contrastive topic D#sch receive a distributive interpretation
when they are assumed to denote participants ofué events are forced to have a group
reading in sentences expressing modal generalmstibis not surprising that those modal
assertions and other modal/intensional statemehishwdo allow the distributive reading of
these DPs will also allow their group interpretatias illustrated by (15) above, repeated here
as (43). (Note that here we consider those readimgse the contrastive topic DP does not
have a specific interpretation.)

(43) [cr ‘Ot gyerek] ‘felemelné a zongorat.
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five child  pfx-lift-cOND the pianoacc
a. "~ Five childrencouLpb/woulp lift the piano together.’
b. < Five childrencouLb/wouLp lift the piano individually.’

The group reading of the quantificational DP i8)(# fine since the fact that there is
an event of five kids lifting the piano togetherane of the relevant possible worlds does not
entail that liftings of the piano by a differentmber of kids do or do not take place in the
same or other possible worlds.

Having proposed a mechanism for accounting foirttexpretability of sentences with
contrastive topics in modal/intensional statememisthe next section we discuss how the
intended truth conditional meanings of these se@®ran be formally represented.

4  Formal representation of the truth-conditional meaning of
modal assertions

Consider again sentence (5), repeated here as (44):

(44) [cr Otnél "kevesebb vendéget] ‘el tudna Mari szdwtkni.
five-ADE fewer gueskcc prefix could Mary entertaimnF
‘As for fewer than five guests, MagouLD entertain that number of them.’

A formal representation of the truth conditonal mag of (44) is given in (45) below, in a
system which can be considered an ‘intensionalzgdion’ of Krifka's (1989) model. This
means that predicates of events, predicates oftsbpnd the thematic relations between
events and their participants are made sensitivpossible worlds. The auxiliarjudna
‘could’ is interpreted as a sentence mood oper@sropposed to the declarative operator,
however, proposed by Krifka (1989), which binds #eent variable with the existential
variable, the conditional operator denoted thgna will be assumed to bind the world
variable as well. The contrastive topic DP is asstito denote a group, the representation of
its meaning follows the pattern established fohsD®s (i.e., those which are taken to denote
a monotone decreasing quantifier in Generalizech@fier Theory) in Chapter 4.
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(45)

elszorakoztatniV/NPs, NP,] AwAg[*entertain (w,e) 0°AG (w,e,x) O°PAT (w,e,%)]
[cT Otnél kevesebb APAWAelX[X,[h[*guest’(w,x) 0 |x|<5 [
vendégdt[NP,] (group Ox=tx OP(w,e)d [Oe’0x [P(w,e’) -

- Xo [wXo]]]
[cT 6tnél kevesebb vendéget  AwAelX[X [*entertain (w,e) °AG(w,e,x) O
elszorakoztatniV/NPs | O°PAT (w, €, %) O*guestiw, x) O|x|<50x.=tx O
O [Oe’Dx, [*guest(w,X,’) O |Xo|< 5 [*entertain’ (w,e)

O°AG (w,e,%) OPAT(W,e,%")] — Xo Dw Xo]]

__— Mari[NPJ] |_— APAWAeXs [Xs = Mary OP(w, €]
[cT 6tnél kevesebb vendégdari AwAel XX [*entertain (w,e) J°AG(w, e, x) O
elszérakoztatniV] O°PAT (w,e,%) O*guest(w,X,) O0|x|<50 %=1 x [

Oxs= Mary O[0e’0xo [guest(w,x,) O|Xo|<50
O*entertain’ (w,e) 0°AG(w,e,x) (TPAT(w,e,%)] -

- Xo' D Xo]]
tudna [S/V] (COND) I/ APCWE[P(w, €]
[c1 Otnél kevesebb vendéget] “el Gve XX [*entertain (w,e) O°AG (w, e, %) [
tudna Mari szérakoztatriS] O°PAT (w,e,%) O*guest(w,X,) O0|x|<50 %=1 x [

Oxs= Mary O[0e’0xo [guest(w,x,) O|Xo|<50
O*entertain’ (w,e) 0°AG(w,e,x) (TPAT(w,e,%)] -
- Xo' D Xo]]

According to (45), (44) means that there is a fssvorld among the ones which are closest
to the ideal determined by the ordering source, (Mary’s abilities are similar to those in the
actual world) in which there is an event of entertey, the agent of which is Mary and the
patient of which is a plural individual with thegmerty of being a guest such that it has fewer
than five atomic parts.

The next representation, in (47), illustrates hovweapture in the above framework the
meaning of a statement expressing necessity, na(®lgbove, repeated here as (46).

(46) [ct Kevés beteget] ‘el kell latnia a tanubdarnek.
few patientacc pfx must treatiNnF3sG the trainee nurseaT
‘As for FEw patients, a trainee nurse has to take care ohtlraber of them.’

In the following representation it is assumed ttiet auxiliary kell ‘must’ contributes the
necessity operator, which expresses universal digatibn over the set of the possible
worlds which are closest to the ideal determinedvat the law provides among the ones
where the facts are the same as in the actual wihkel contrastive topic DP receives a group
interpretation, just as it did in the previous seice, ank denotes a small number, which is
contextually determined :
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(47)

ellatni[V/INPs, NP
[cT kevés
betegéet[NP,] (group)

[cr kevés beteggt
ellatni [V/NPs ]

L a tanulovérnek[ NP

[cT kevés beteggellatni a
a tanulovérnek[V]

kell [S/V] (NEC)
[cT Kevés beteget] “el
kell latnia a
tanulorévernek.[S]

AwAe[*treat (w,e) °AG (w,e,%) 0PAT (w,e,%)]
APAWAeX[X, [*patient’ (w,x) O |x|< k O
Ox=tx OP(w,e)dd [Oe’Ix o [P(w,e’) -

- Xo UwXo]]]

AWAel X[ X [*treat (w,e) 0°AG (w,e,x) [

O°PAT (w,e,%) O*patient(w,x) O|x|< k OXo=tXx [

O [Oe’0xe [*patient (w,X,) O |X'|<k O *treat’ (w,e) [

O°AG(W,e,%) OPAT(W,e,%)] — %o Ow Xo]]

|/)\P)\W)\e[b<S [Xs = the trainee nursel P(w, €)

AWAel X[ X [*treat (w, €) 0°AG(w, e, %) [

O°PAT (w,e,%) O*patient(w,x) O|x|< k OX=tx O

[ xs=the trainee nursel]

O[Oe’Oxe [*patient’ (w,x’) O|xo| < k O*treat’ (w,e)

0 *AG(w,e,x) OPAT(W,e,%)] — Xo Dw Xo]]

| APOWCE[P(w, €]

Owe XX [*treat (w,e) O°AG(w, e, x) [

O°PAT (w,e,%) O*patient (w,x) O|x|< kO Xo=1x O

[ xs=the trainee nursel]

O[0e’Oxe [*patient’ (w,x,) O || <kO
[Ftreat’ (w,e) 0°AG(w,e,x) O
OPAT(W,e,%)] - Xo Ow Xo]]

According to the above formula, (46) means thatrelitvant possible worlds are such that
there is an event of the trainee nurse taking chfew patients as a group in them, such that
it is not part of an event of the trainee nursentglcare of a larger number of patients. This
interpretation, | believe, corresponds to nativeaser intuitions. Naturally, this interpretation
does not entail that there cannot be other evengs tcainee nurse taking care of a larger
number of students in the relevant possible worlds.

Having proposed a formal procedure for represgnthe meaning of statements
expressing possibility and necessity, in the nextisn we turn to some data which at first
sight appear to call into question the validity air explanations proposed in previous
sections.

5  Some exceptions

The approach to the interpretation of modal/intensi statements with contrastive topics,
presented in section 3 above, appears to entdilath@entences with a modal/intensional
predicate and a contrastive topic should be corsidenterpretable in Hungarian, for the
following reason. The theory proposed that statémemnpressing a possibility are true if
there is a possible world in the relevant set inclvtan event of the type described in the
‘factual’ variant of the sentence takes place, whie thematic relation between the event
and the participant denoted by the contrastivectdpes not satisfy divisibility, i.e., where the
contrastive topic DP receives a group denotatidme @ssumption that in the alternative
propositions generated by sentences of the abowktke alternatives of the contrastive topic
denotation also receive a group denotation ertaglisthe occurrence of events in the relevant
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possible worlds which make the alternative propas# true is independent of the occurence
of events which make the original proposition triéus, the truth of a sentence with a
contrastive topic expressing a possibility is nqiexted to entail or contradict its alternative
propositions. In other words, all Hungarian senésneith a contrastive topic which express a
possibility or some other atemporal generalizatiomexpected to be interpretable.

The theory summarized above appears to be cacteddy the following data (where
(48b) is identical to (7a) above):

(48)a. #cr ‘Sok vendég] befér a terembe.
few guest pfx-fits the roomt
#~ Many guest®o fit in the room.”’

b.[ct “Sok vendég] ‘nem fér be a  terembe.
many guest not fits pfx the room-
“ Many guest®ON'T fit in the room.’

(49)a. #H{cr ‘Kevés pénz#l] "megvehet a haz.
littte  moneyeLA payable the house
#As for little money, the housis payable out of that amount.’

b [cr'Kevés pénzl] ‘nem vehet meg a  haz.
littte moneyeLA not payable pfx the house
‘As for little money, the houseN' T payable out of that amount.’

The contrasts in the well-formedness of the abossmples were observed first by E. Kiss
(2000). As mentioned in Chapter 1, she assumesitirateferential DPs in contrastive topic,
like the ones in (48)—(49), denote properties ¢$,s8nd proposes some constraints on these
property denotations to rule out sentences whiehjanged unacceptable by speakers. For
example, she sets up a constraint on so-called wavdientailing predicates like the one in
(48a—-b) (i.e., those which hold for any subset Wpsirt of the set or individual in their
extension), saying that they cannot apply to a @nmyp(the denotation of the contrastive
topic) which is intended to be contrasted to amofiteperty which characterizes a smaller
quantity®® A mirror constraint on so-called upward-entailimgdicates is applied to rule out
sentences like (49a).

Intuitively, E. Kiss’s constraint makes perfeense. On the one hand, if the predicate
befér a terembécan fit into the room’ applies to a set of guesith many members or any
individual with many atomic parts, then it needsafiply to any set or any individual which
has fewer than many, e.g., few, members or atorartspOn the other hand, there is no
determiner in the language which would refer taarmount which is more thamany which
means that ifmany guestsappears as the contrastive topic, its denotat@m anly be
contrasted to a property of sets with fewer membes individuals with fewer atomic parts
thanmany.Sets and individuals of the latter kind, howeveould automatically fall into the
denotation of the original predicate, thus, thethtror falsity of all possible alternative
statements is entailed. The problem in E. Kiss'stesy is that since contrastive topic DPs
denote properties here (and the predicates arenasisto apply to these), it is difficult to

% Ha az A tulajdonséagot a B tulajdonsaggal allitalembe, és A és B képvisigkdzott monoton csokkeén
viszony van, akkor az a predikatum, amely A-ra ifgiz B-re nem), nem lehet monoton csékkeifp. 94)
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derive formally how the fact that all manifestasaot a particular property of sets fall into the
extension of a predicate entails that all mardfiésts of a different property of sets also fall
into the extension of the same predicate.

In what follows, | will propose a new explanatidar the differences in the
acceptability of the pairs in (48) and (49). Thateaces in (48), as it was claimed in section
1, are generic statements. Since the interpretaifogenerics is based on some specific
interpretational principles which have not beercassed so far, | will first concentrate on the
interpretation of their counterparts expressinguwinstantial modality, shown in (50):

(50)a. #ct “Sok vendég] ‘be kell, hogy férjen a terembe.
many guest pfx must that fier the roomuL
#(Given the present circumstancesthany guestsiusrT fit in the room.’

b.[ct “"Sok vendég] ‘'nem lehet, hogy beférjen a terembe
many guest not possible that pfx+fitr the roomuL
‘(Given the present circumstancesmany guestsAN'T fit in the room.’

The counterparts of (50a, b) and (49a, b), are shiaw51) and (52), where the determiners
of the contrastive topic DPs are substituted farséhexpressing a minimal or a maximal
quantity, respectively’

(51)a. Er “Kevésvendeég] ‘be kell, hogy férjen a terembe.
few guest pfx must that fitap the roomH.L
‘(Given the present circumstancesfgw guestsausT fit in the room.”’

b. #{ct'Kevésvendég] 'nem lehet, hogy beférjen a tbeem
few guest not possible that pfx-fitr the roomuL
‘(Given the present circumstancesmany guestsAN'T fit in the room.’

(52)a. Er “'Sok  pénzbl] ‘megvehet a haz.
much moneyLA payable the house
‘As for a lot of money, the housgpayable out of that amount.’

b. #{ct'Sok pénzbl] ‘nem vehei meg a haz.
much moneyeLA not  payable pfx the house
#As for a lot of money, the houseN' T payable out of that amount.’

In Kratzer's (1991) framework, adopted above,aj5@ould express that all possible
worlds in the set where the facts are the sama #sei actual world closest to the ideal are
such that there is a state of many guests beirggtalflt in the room in them. On the basis of
what was said so far about the interpretation oflahstatements, the above state of affairs
would not have to entail about all possible numiieguests (expressible by a determiner)
whether there is a world in which a state wherg fitento the room obtains or not. Thus, the

It is pointed out by Anna Szabolcsi (p.c.), tiat tise of the determinersanyandfew (which are both
context-sensitive and ambigous between a ‘strintinerical’ and a proportional reading) in the prese
examples might lead to unnecessary complications.r&ason why still stick to these determiners tabsee |
want to explain E. Kiss’s original examples. | véiisume throughout (just like E. Kiss does implikithat the
above determiners are used in a ‘strictly numeérgmise, to meamore than randfewer than nrespectively.
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uninterpretability of (50a) is not expected. Simija(51b) expresses that no possible world
among the relevant ones is such that there igaatdew guests and not more than that being
able to fit in the room. The truth of the abovdestaf affairs, by itself, does not seem to entail
the truth or falsity of all other statements whpredicate the possibility or impossibility of a
state of more than few guests being able to fit the room.

| claim that, contrary to appearances, the seetin (49) and (52) are statements
expressing necessity and impossibility. Thus, (4@g)resses that in all possible worlds
among those closest to the ideal (where the faetthe same as in the actual world) a state of
the house being payable out of little money, butmore than that, obtains. This, naturally,
excludes the possibility of there being a possiodeld in which the state of the house being
payable out of more money obtains. (49b) expretbsedhere is no possible world among the
relevant ones in which a state of the house beayalge out of little money and not more
than that obtains. This state of affairs, naturatlges not exclude the possibility of there
being a possible world in which there is a statehaf house being payable out of more
money. (52a), however, means that all possibledsasinong the relevant ones are such that
there is a state in them in which the house is Iplayaut of a lot of money. The claim that this
sentence has the above interpretation can be deppoy the fact that it can be paraphrased
as follows: ‘if you have a lot of money, you can d{ means buy this house’ (and not as ‘if
you have a lot of money, you may be able to buyhthkese’). Assuming that the contrastive
topic DP has a group interpretation as above, tmeinterpretability of the above proposition
is not expected. Neither is it expected that kgated version, (52b), will come out as
uninterpretable. (52b) expresses that there isossiple world among the relevant ones such
that the house is payable out of a lot of monay. in

One possible strategy to solve the above probendd be to claim that in sentences
(49)-(52), as opposed to those investigated inmsedt above, the contrastive topic DPs are
not given group readings but distributive onesytimer words, if the property of divisibility is
assumed to hold between the event type and itipant expressed by the contrastive topic.
Thus, the occurence of a state in a relevant pessibrld where many guests are in the room
would entail for any possible number of guests (egpible by a different determiner) the
occurence of sub-states in the same possible wdnkete that number of guests are in the
room. Since there is no determiner in the langwelgieh could refer to a larger quantity than
what is denoted bgnany the truth of all positive alternative propositsoand the falsity of all
negated ones for (50a) would follow. There are prablems with this approach. On the one
hand, we claimed above that there is a maximalggddion built into the meaning of
determiners which contribute to the expression ohatone decreasing or non-monotone
quantifiers. Thus, the truth of (50a) would notaéinthat there is a possible world in which
few guests are able to fit into the room, sincehsastatement would in turn entail that in that
world no more than few guests are able to fit thioroom. Also, this approach would lead to
an unmotivated asymmetry within the class of maiatements with contrastive topics as
regards the strategies for their interpretatiown, &itl thus be abandoned.

The approach which | consider more successfobhsed on the observation that the
interpretation of modal/intensional statements ialiycdepends on the choice of the ordering
source. Consider again sentence (2) above, repbkatedas (53), and its negated counterpart,
shown in (54):

(53) [cr Az “Osszes diak] “eljohet az Gatlasra.
the all student pfx-comeossthe talkSUPERESS

" All the studentsAN come to the talk.’
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(54) [cr Az “6sszes didk] nem johet el azoéaelasra.
the all student not conmosspfx the talkSUPERESS
" All studentscaN’T come to the talk.’

Note that both members of the above pair of seetenas opposed to the members of the
pairs in (49)—(52), are interpretable in isolatiatthough they cannot both be uttered by a
speaker to whom a consistent set of preferencaitrisuted. The ordering set underlying the
interpretation of (53) and (54) consists of possiwbrlds (among those where the facts are
the same as in the actual world) which best coomdpo the speakers’ preferences. (53)
states that there is a world among these in whilcktadents come to the talk, while (54)
denies this. Thus, it is clear that both of thesetences cannot be true at the same time.
Moreover, if the system according to which the pmesworlds closest to the ideal are
ordered (i.e., whether those count as good in whidéwrge number of students come to the
talk or those in which a small number of them doknown to the hearer, he/she will be able
to decide immediately which member of the pairdsbe considered uninterpretable, i.e.,
which is the one which entails the truth or falgfyall alternative propositions.

| propose that the reason why speakers can dedigd member of the pairs in (49)—
(52) is to be considered interpretable and whicinas is due to the fact that they are
interpreted against a circumstantial modal base, the set of worlds where the facts are the
same as in the actual world) and an empty ordesmgce, that is, the possible worlds in
which the facts are the same as in the actual wavddnot ordered. The worlds in the above
set share the property, naturally, that the ob&éevahysical, temporal, etc. regularities which
hold in the actual world, and which are part of doenmon knowledge of speakers, hold in
them as well.

For an illustration of the method, consider thtelpretation procedure associated with
(51a, b). (51a) expresses the following propositadhpossible worlds where the facts are the
same as in the actual one are such that therste&eaof few guests and not more than that as
a group being able to fit in the room. (51b), hoar\conveys that there is no world among
these in which the above type of state occurssuirag that those worlds where the facts are
the same as in the actual one satisfy the folloyiagperty: if there is a state in them in which
a group consisting of a particular number of indals is able to fit in the room then for any
smaller number there must be states of that nurobearticipants being able to fit in the
room in the same possible world. Since the cont&agopic expression in (51a) refers to a
minimal number of guests, the sentence does nail géhe truth (or falsity) of alternative
propositions which express that there are statedl the relevant possible worlds in which a
different (i.e., larger) group of guests is ablditanto the room. This is why the sentence is
interpretable. (51b), however, which expressesttiet is no possible world among the ones
in which there is a state of a minimal number oégja being able to fit in the room, is out.
This result is due to the fact that (56b) entdilst there cannot be any possible world in the
set under consideration where a larger number e$tguare able to fit in the room, since if
there was, this would entail, due to the above gntyp the existence of one world (i.e., the
same one), in which a minimal number of guestsatte to fit in the room. In the case of
(50), the reasoning goes in the opposite direcfidre fact that all relevant possible worlds
are such that there is a state in them in whictagimmal number of guests as a group are able
to fit in the room entails for any possible smalember of guests that all possible worlds
have a state of that number of guests being abfié to the room. This result leads to the
uninterpretability of (50a). (50b) states that &éhés no relevant possible world in which a
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maximal number of guests fit in the room. This, eeer, does not entail that there cannot be
possible worlds among the accessible ones in waisgmaller number of guests fit in the
room, thus, the sentence becomes interpretable.

We rely on a different property regarding theeasliable facts in the actual world in
the interpretation of examples (52a,b) (their ceypdrts in (49a, b) were explained above).
The property is the following: if a particular anmiwof money, materials, etc. are enough for
a purpose, then any larger amount of them is aeagh. Thus, (52a) is fine since the fact
that all possible worlds are such that the houpaysble out of a lot of money does not entalil
or contradict the possibility that there are pdssitorlds in which the house is payable out of
less money. (52b), however, is out, since the tfzatt there is no possible world in which the
house is payable out of a lot of money entails thate cannot be any in which the house is
payable out of a smaller amount of money. The erit of a possible world in which the
house is payable out of a smaller amount wouldilahta the house is payable out of a lot of
money as well in the same possble world, which @aantradict the proposition expressed
by (52b).

Let us now turn to the generic sentences in (@eated here as (55) which those in
(50) and (51) were assumed to be variants of, laei tounterparts with a DP referring to a
minimal number of guests in the role of contrastiac in (56):

(55)a. #cr "‘Sok vendég] befér a terembe.
few guest pfx-fits the room+t
#~ Many guest®o fit in the room.”’

b. [cr "Sok vendég] ‘nem fér be a  terembe.
many guest not fits pfx the room-
“ Many guest®ON'T fit in the room.’

(56)a. Er 'Kevés vendég] befér a terembe.
few guest pfx-fits the roomt
“ Few guest®o fit in the room.’

b. #{ct'Kevés vendég] nem fér be a terembe.
few guest not fits pfx the roomk
#~ Few guest®oN'T fit in the room.’

According to Cohen (1999a), generic sentences sgppeobability judgments instead of
explicit or implicit quantification. They normallgredicate that a particular property, rather
than an alternative property, characterizes a fsogmit proportion of some class of entities (or
a larger proportion of these than entites belongingpme alternative class). For example, the
generic statemerilammals bear live younig judged true in spite of the fact that for the
majority of mammals, i.e., the male and young oties,property described in the sentence
does not apply. The reason for this is that theesee is assumed to be about mammals for
which one of the alternative properties of prodmeafe.g., laying eggs, etc.) could apply, that
is, adult fertile females.

If the proposals made in Cohen (1999a) for therpretation of generic sentences is

followed here, then (55) and (56) will be assigrbfferent interpretations from what is
associated with (50) and (51) above, with whiclytivere claimed to be quasi-synonymous.
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In Cohen’s (1999a) framework, (55b) would haventean that a significant proportion
of groups of guests with many members are suchitiegthave the property of not being able
to fit in the room. (This, naturally, does not ehthat there cannot be groups of particularly
thin guests which do not fit into the room, eitheédaturally, the above statement neither
entails that a significant proportion of smalleogps of guests does nor that it does not fit
into the room. (55a), however, expresses that mifgignt proportion of guests with many
members does have the ability to fit into the rowarich means that for any numberwhere
n is fewer than what is denoted many,at least the above portion of groups witmembers
is such that they have the ability to fit into tte®m. This means that the truth of all possible
generic alternative statements would follow frone ttruth of (55a), which makes this
sentence uninterpretable. (56a) expresses thahsidesable proportion of guests with few
members but not more than that have the abilitijt toto the room. This does not entail the
truth or falsity of a corresponding generic statemtor a different number of guests,
however. As opposed to this, the truth of (56b)ichexpresses that a significant proportion
of groups of guests with few members is such they do not fit into the room entails that at
least that proportion of groups of guests of angicality larger than what is denoted faw
has the property of not being able to fit in thermo This means that the falsity of alternative
generic statements would follow from the truth $8I§), which leads to the uninterpretability
of this sentence.

In this section | proposed a mechanism which actnfor the interpretability and
non-interpretability of sentences with contrastiepics which express modal or atemporal
generalizations about particular types of statad, \@hich differ from those investigated in
previous sections in that not all of them are cdex®d interpretable. The sentences
investigated here included possibility judgmentd generic statements. The differences in
the interpretability between particular instantias of the above categories were attributed to
the fact that, in view of particular temporal, sphatetc. regularities of the actual world, the
truth of the propositions expressed by them erdailee truth or falsity of all possible
alternative propositions. In the next section tremmesults of this chapter are summarized.

6 Summary

In this chapter we have investigated the interpigriaof modal/intensional statements with
contrastive topics which express modality or sotheiotype of atemporal generalization. We
proposed a mechanism to the interpretation of tises¢ences which is based on Kratzer’'s
(1991) theory of modals, which assumes that thesdaitfintensional statements (with the
exception of generics) express some existentialiroversal statements about a class of
possible worlds. We also showed that in most ceesdenotations of the verbs used in these
atemporal generalizations differ from those usethair ‘factual counterparts’, which leads to
the fact that the propositions expressed by théeseas containing a contrastive topic do not
entail the truth or falsity of their alternativédle have formalized the interpretation of the
sentences under consideration using an ‘intensiathlversion of Krifka’'s (1989) theory.
We have also shown that there are some modal/iotedsstatements (i.e., those which are
interpreted against a circumstantial modal base an@mpty ordering source), where the
relation between the proposition expressed analtésnatives is determined by some spatial,
physical, etc. regularities of the actual world.
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CONCLUSION

In this dissertation, issues regarding the semantarpretation of contrastive topics were
investigated with particular reference to Hungarian

In Chapter 1 it was investigated how contrastop@cs can be identified in Hungarian.
On the basis of a wide range of examples whichainatl constituents which have been
referred to as contrastive topics in the literaturevas concluded that a constituent has to
satisfy the following properties in order to be smered a contrastive topic: it has to be
situated in one of the preverbal positions in teetsnce where ordinary topics can also be
situated (i.e., in the so-called topic positiomstio be followed by a constituent bearing an
eradicating stress, pronounced with a falling iatam, which was referred to as #ssociate
and it should either be pronounced with a risinignation and bear an eradicating stress, or
its utterance has to give rise to a contrast betvdsmotations of the same type. It was also
proposed that, in line with the above, syntactgureement of identifying contrastive topics,
not only the accented constituent with the risingpmation, or the one evoking the contrast,
but the smallest maximal projection containing tbanstituent should be considered the
contrastive topic of the sentence.

In view the fact that the name ‘contrastive togaggests that these constituents are
closely related to topics, we gave an overviewaditional as well as contemporary theories
on topics. It was established that the concepbtt as a unit of information structuring, has
been associated with several interpretations, thst mvidespread among them being the one
according to which it denotes what the sentenabaut and the one according to which it
connects the sentence to the previous discourse.videturned to the empirical investigation
of constituents which are normally referred to astrastive topics in Hungarian. We
established that Hungarian contrastive topics ao¢ofypically associated with a cluster of
syntactic, semantic and prosodic properties, afjhothere are individual realizations of
contrastive topics which may lack one of theseuiest. We have shown that there are types
of constituents, e.g., universal DPs, DPs denotiranotone decreasing or non-monotone
quantifiers, adjectives, infinitival verb forms,nal prefixes, which cannot function as topics
in the Hungarian sentence in the above sensehbytdan appear as contrastive topics, since
they possess the same cluster of features. Thgse@hconsiderations prepared the way for
a more theoretical issue, discussed in sectionalety, whether contrastive topics are
instances of topics or related to them, or whethey are more closely related to foci. Having
discussed the arguments which have been propost#t iliterature to support any of the
above opinions, it was concluded that contrasigecs should instead be considered a type
of construction, with a particular interpretation.

In Chapter 2, the presuppositions, implicatures, the discourse structure required by
contrastive topics were discussed. First, it waguad that, as opposed to some theorists,
according to whom reference to alternative propmsstis built into the truth conditions of
sentences with contrastive topics, the existencaltefnative propositions which differ in
particular respects from the one expressed bydah&sce with the contrastive topic is part of
the implicatures introduced by the contrastive dojiVe reviewed von Fintel's (1994) theory
on the requirements imposed by the contrastivectapi the structure of the preceding
discourse, as well as Buring’s (1997, 1999) theavitich makes use of so-called topic
semantic values to account for the congruence ektipns and answers with contrastive
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topics, derives the implicature associated withtramtive topics, and the possible scopes of
quantifiers and negation playing the roles of castive topic and that of the associate. The
implicature introduced by contrastive topics wasirgsl as follows: any sentence with a
contrastive topic implicates that there is at learst alternative proposition generated from
the one expressed by the sentence with a conasipic in a systematic way (by exchanging
the contrastive topic and/or the focus denotatifumsone of their possible type-identical
alternatives) which is neither entailed nor conttadl by the proposition expressed by the
original sentence. It was argued that the wholatpaii using a contrastive topic is to convey
the above implicature, since there is no truth-damthl aspect of meaning which could only
be expressed by means of the contrastive topic.

It was shown how the alternatives to the denaradif the contrastive topic and to that
of the associate are to be derived compositiondtilyvas argued that due to the fact that
Biring (1997, 1999) does not give an adequatefsgmon of how to derive the topic values
for each sentence containing a contrastive topgtheory cannot rule out a wide range of
uninterpretable sentences (particularly those witemetrastive topics and associates are
expressions capable of scope-taking).

A summary of Kadmon'’s (2001) theory on the congogenf discourses containing
contrastive topics was provided and matched againgtdle range of Hungarian data. It was
found that Kadmon’s theory is able to predict fantastive topic DPs with various
monotonicity properties what their preceding cotdeshould be like to make the sentences
containing them count as felicitous.

In Chapter 3, we turned to the investigation & groblem of why quantificational
expressions in the Hungarian contrastive topictimrscan (and sometimes must) take narrow
scope with respect to a negative particle or gtieational expressions following them in the
sentence. We examined some solutions which weigopsal to account for the possibility of
scope reversal between subject quantifiers ancesgalt negation in English (Ladd 1980,
Horn 1989, and de Swart 1998). | was concludeddhibhbugh these theories could account
for the narrow scope reading of contrastive topuith respect to sentential negation, they
could not be extended to cases where the conteastpic takes narrow scope with respect to
another quantificational expression in the senteAtigerti and Medve’s (2000) and E. Kiss's
(2000) proposals to solve the above problem weseudsed next, which both assume that
contrastive topic DPs are perceived to have a mnascoope reading because they have a
property-denotation. Since the idea of accountarghie narrow scope readings of contrastive
topics seemed empirically convincing, the resthad thapter was devoted to proposing a
formal interpretation procedure for sentences wihtrastive topics which was based on the
idea that contrative topics can denote properties.

It was argued that the claim according to whichh BRPs are capable of denoting
properties does not contradict previous assumptiabsut the interpretation of such
constituents, and that it possible to derive thammeg of sentences with property-denoting
contrastive topics compositionally, since the vphHrases complementing contrastive topic
DPs could denote second order properties. (Initeeture, various classes of verb phrases
have been claimed to denote second-order propelsdth Hungarian and other languages
(e.g., Komlésy 1992, Rbn 2001, and van Geenhoven 1996), which can contbin@eans
of function-application with first-order properti¢dt was also claimed that the contrastive
topic DPs which appear to take narrow scope shemtain semantic features with argument
types which have previously been assumed to degprojgerties, for example, the property
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that they cannot be definite or partitive, i.eattihey cannot be anaphoric to some salient
object. In the rest of the chapter it was demotetran a wide range of examples how the
observed narrow scope readings of contrastive sama be generated compositionally on the
basis of the above assumptions. It turned out, kewethat the theory has one serious
drawback. Although it works for those examples whitre contrastive topic is followed by
one preverbal operator, it necessarily assignsmaihscope to contrastive topics, and thus it
cannot account for the intermediate scope of cetiatopics where they are followed by a
narrow-scope postverbal quantifier.

In view of the above difficulties, in Chapter 4naw formal account of the semantic
interpretation of factual sentences containing mastive topics was proposed. First, the
possible scopal interactions between the quardifialying the roles of the contrastive topic
and that of the associate were studied, and itsuggested that the issue of how contrastive
topics and associates interact scopally is comlaeleterminable on the basis of their
syntactic position, lexical properties and the iicgtiure introduced by the contrastive topic.

Next, the possible readings of sentneces pluRd D the contrastive topic position
were characterized in terms of the collective/imtinal/cumulative trichotomy. The
distinction was claimed to be important since gersntences with plural DPs as contrastive
topics can receive a distributive reading but notaddlective one. In order to find an
appropriate way to encode interpretational diffeesnof the above type, an overview of some
previous approaches to explaining the differenetwéen collective and distributive readings
of sentences and the sources of these differenessprovided, e.g, that of Scha (1981),
Roberts (1987), Link (1983) and Landman (1996).

Landman (1996) was seen as a unified approatiietmeaning of sentences as event
descriptions in which the scopes of (multiple) DBed their collective/distributive
interpretations are equally taken into considematiaandman argues that sentences with two
plural DPs have eight primary readings, which diffehow many and what kind of subevents
the event described in the sentence consists dévwing a review of English and Hungarian
data, a new list of nine possible readings for esgces with two plural NPs was proposed,
which was not intended to cover the ‘primary’ rewd of such sentences, but their only
readings. It was established that the data do mppat Landman’s division of available
readings into ‘primary’ and non-primary ones, aihtt Hungarian sentences with two
quantificational DPs have readings which are netjated on Landman’s theory.

Next a different approach to the representadiosentence meaning in terms of event
semantics was reviewed, the one proposed by Kiif@89), where the denotation of a
sentence is the result of the unification of detiots in a binary syntactic tree.

Based on the insights of the theories proposeldaogiman (1996) and Krifka (1989),
an integrated method to the semantics of sentemitescontrastive topic DPs in Hungarian
was proposed, which was based on the observatianHhngarian sentences with such
contrastive topics can have essentially three tygbdsgical structure. According to the first
one, the sentence predicates a property aboutlandnal (the property of being a participant
in an event) falling into the denotation of the trastive topic. This interpretational strategy
is available for sentences in which the contrastiopic is an expression capable of
introducing a discourse referent. According to skeond strategy, the sentence predicates a
property about the unique individual (property,.etehich constitutes the referent of the
associate expression. An associate expressiorp@&bleaof identifying a unique referent if it
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is situated in the focus position, or if it is aiwersal quantifier situated in a preverbal
quantifier position. The third interpretational &tergy is available for sentences where the
associate role is played by a quantificational eggion which can normally only occupy the
focus position of the sentence, i.e., which cammmbdduce a discourse referent. It was argued
that whenever a factual sentence with a contragbpie DP is interpreted by a speaker of the
language, the sentence is matched against these pussible construction types. It was
shown that these three interpretational strategoesespond to several actual event types,
since the property of being a (sum) participard articular plural event can be predicated of
collections of individuals either collectively, tlidutively, or due to the fact that they
constitute the sum of individuals of which a copmsding property holds. In the next stage,
the above theoretical machinery was put into pcactwe proposed a unification-based
mechanism for deriving the meaning of Hungariariesgres with contrastive topic DPs.

In section 6 of this chapter we looked into theues why some of the potential
sentences, or some potential readings of sentevtued have quantificational expressions in
the role of contrastive topic, turn out to be umgutable in Hungarian. We proposed a
reformulation of Buring’s (1997) proposal concepiime requirements for a sentence with a
contrastive topic to have an interpretation fortdiat sentences. Since factual sentences are
treated as event descriptions here, we assumeththalternative statements introduced due
to the contrastive topic also describe events. @tadernative propositions were said to be
neither entailed nor contradicted by the propositxpressed by a factual sentence with a
contrastive topic which describe a type of evenictvmeets the following requirements:
none of its possible realizations in the actuallavare such that they constitute a subevent of
the particular event described in the sentence thalcontrastive topic, and all of its possible
realizations in the actual world are compatiblehwilhe truth of the latter sentence. The
descriptions of atomic events were required taohice descriptions of atomic event types as
alternatives. The descriptions of the possibleradtive event types were derived in a
systematic way from the event description in thetesece. It was argued that whenever the
truth-conditional meaning of the sentence entiéd there is no available alternative event
type which meets the above requirements, the semteecomes uninterpretable.

In the last section of Chapter 4, a compositiom&rpretational procedure was
proposed for sentences containing adverbs of dieaiion as contrastive topics, which
accounted for the observed truth-conditional edaivee between sentences with contrastive
topic adverbs of quantification and a focused sdipate clause and sentences with the same
adverb of quantification outside the contrastivpidoposition and no focused subordinate
clause.

In Chapter 5, a proposal for deriving the intetatien of modal/intensional statements
containing a contrastive topic was presented. atig Kratzer (1991), sentences predicating
a possibility were assumed to express that theséleast one possible world among the ones
in the modal base closest to the ideal determinethé ordering source in which a type of
event described by the sentence occurs, and sest@nedicating a necessity were assumed
to express that all possible worlds among thossesioto the ideal are such that an event of
the type described by the sentence takes pla¢tem.tlt was proposed that modal/intensional
statements with a contrastive topic are interptetab there is at least one alternative
modal/intensional statement (generated in a sysiemeay from the original proposition)
which is neither entailed nor contradicted by theht of the sentence with the contrastive
topic. It was argued that in certain statementhefabove kind, the predicates have a special
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interpretation: they require that a DP denotingratividual playing a particular sum role in
the event described by the sentence be given g gienotation.

The denotations of the modal/intensional statemeambder consideration were
formalized using an ‘intensionalized’ version ofifka’s (1989) theory. We have also shown
that there are some modall/intensional statementschwlare interpreted against a
circumstantial modal base and an empty orderingceouvhere the relation between the
proposition expressed and its alternatives is detexd by some spatial, physical, etc.
regularities of the actual world.

This work was intended as a study of the sem@néigmatic behaviour of Hungarian
contrastive topics. In view of the fact that theqguerements for the interpretability of
sentences containing contrastive topics and thetsires of the propositions they denote were
assumed to be based partly on logical and geneaginmatic principles, it is expected that
parallel phenomena in other languages, in partic@arman, could be handled with the help
of the principles of the approach presented heue I time and space limitations, however,
a more systematic investigation of the cross-listjuiapplications of this theory will have to
be left for a different occassion.
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