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1. Introduction

Goals:

» connect two inflectional asymmetries in verbalemgnent and in possessor agreement

» draw on the close morphological parallels betwéersplit

» explain them against the typological backgroundro§s-linguistic generalizations and theoretical
notions such as alienability, D-linking, DOM, madkess, and transitivity

» give the two splits a common rationale: They biotlolve a restriction in terms of a pragmatic
component in the anchoring of the referent of thernal argument

* introduce and define the notion of ‘robustness t¢fansitive scenario

» point out the role of presupposition regardingittentifiability of the referent of the object

2. A split in the possessor agreement morphology
2.1 Typological context: the morphosyntax of alienaility

() inalienable possessiomvolves an inherent affiliation
(i) alienable possessiomvolves temporary affiliation, where p’or typicatas control over p’'um

Some ways of expressing an (in)alienability didtortin contexts of possession:
(1) Jamul Tiipay (Yuman < Hokan, Mexico; Miller @D: 145ff)

a. me-ntaly b. me-shally c. mefny-a’naak
2-mother 2-hand PBsschair
‘your mother’ ‘your hand’ ‘your alr’

We construe the conceptual basis of the alienghdithotomy as the opposition a&emantic
possessiorandpragmatic possessionparallel to that of semantic and pragmatic defimitss in the
sense of Lobner (2011).

2.2 An alienability split in the possessor agreemémorphology

Hungarian displays an alienability split first irstigated by Kiefer (1985); see also Elekfi (2000),
Moravcsik (2003).
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(2) ‘inalienable’ ‘alienable’:
ablak-a ablak-ja
window-+" OR3SG WIiNndOWALIEN .P' OR3SG
‘its window’ ‘his/her window’

(e.g., of a house or a door, part-whole relatio(ljterally possessed, by a person)

Uveg-€its glass (of a window)’ Uvegie ‘his/her glass’

zseb-€its pocket (of a coat)’ zsebje ‘ his/her pocket’

taréj-a ‘its crest (of a cock)’ tarej-ja ‘his/her crest’

keret-€‘its frame (of a picture)’ keretje ‘his/her frame’

anyag-aits material (of something)’ anyagia ‘his/her material’
talp-a‘his/her sole (of a person’s body)’ talp-ja ‘his/her sole’

kiisz6b-éits threshold (of a house)’ kiszobre * his/her threshold’
gép-€e‘its machine’ gepije ‘his/her machine’

fonal ‘thread (of a ball of wool)’ fonalja ‘his/her thread’

lék ‘part cut out of a melon’ lékje ‘his/her part cut out of melon’

Input conditions for the alternation:
» Semantic input condition: the noun is relationgdedfically, it denotes a meronymous
artefact
» Phonological input condition: the noun ends in asomant other than a strident or palatal
consonant, or in vowel other than [a]

= Typological context of the Hungarian data:

— alienability split, in line with the generalizati ‘less conceptual distance between possessor and
possessee corresponds to less structural markédness

— in particular, théj/-ful suffixes have the function of morphologica#igtablishing a non-inherent
contextuabossrelation, mostly with meronymic artefacts

Representations:

(3) /j/-less form simply saturates the p’or argument (dgote relational concept maintained):
scheme for RCs: Ay Ax [((SortalComponents(x))) ... & RelationalCompot{gy)]
instantiation byablak Ay Ax ['WINDOW'(X) ... & PART-OF(X,Y)]
applied toa “it™ AX [(WINDOW'(X) ... & PART-OF(X, “it")]

/i/-ful form indicates a shift RC> SC with a contextual relation (thus, R€ SC - RC) and
at the same time saturates the p’or argument):
-ja: ARC Ax Oy [RC(X,y) & POSSGontex("s/he",x)]
applied taablak AX Oy ['WINDOW'(X) ... & PART-OF(X,Y) & POSSontex("'s/he",X)]

Conclusions:

« The interaction of morphological and semantic didions is well-known from typology

« - with ‘alternating’ nouns indicates pragmatic pessen which presupposes a contextual
instantiation and denotes a type shift: RCSC - RC
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3. A split in the verbal conjugation

3.1 Basic facts

Hungarian differentiates between a subjective amdlgjective verbal conjugation. The objective
conjugation involvesj-full’ forms as they also occur with nouns (dealthwin the previous section).

Thej occurs with subjects of G as well as all persons in the

(4) Paradigm fotat ‘to see’, possessor agreement paradignalbdek ‘window’

objective| subjective| objective subjective possessor
preterite | preterite
1sG |lat-om lat-ok lat-t-am | lat-t-am ablak-om  ‘my window’
2sG |lat-od |at-sz lat-t-ad | lat-t-al ablak-od ‘your window’
3sG |lat-ja lat lat-t-a lat-t ablak-a/-ja  ‘its window’ (inal.)/
‘his/her window’ (al.)
1L [lat-juk lat-unk lat-t-uk | lat-t-unk ablak-unk  ‘our window’
2pL | lat-jatok | lat-tok lat-t-atok| lat-t-atok | |ablak-otok ‘your window’
3rpL  [lat-jak lat-nak lat-t-ak | lat-t-ak ablak-uk/-juk ‘their window’ (inal./al.)
(5) a.Lat-jatok a kutya-t b. Lat-jatok o-t
see-2L.0BJ DEF dogAccC see-2L.0BJ PRON3SG-ACC
‘You (pl.) see the dog'. ‘You (pl.) see Har.’
c. Lat-tok egy kutya-t d. Lat-tok / *-jatok
see-BL.SUBJ INDEF  dogACC see-BL.SUBJ /-2PL.OBJ
‘You (pl.) see a dog.’ ‘You see.’

Commonly the objective conjugation is analysed @adtriggered by the definiteness of the object:
in informal terms (Comrie 1977, Kenesei, Vago & Yaasi 1998, Coppock & Wechsler 2010), in
terms of syntactic DP structure (Bartos 1997, 189%iss 2002), or in terms of a featuregF] that

is either purely formal (den Dikken 2004, CoppockVechsler 2012) or semantically motivated
(Coppock 2013).

Accordingly, the objective conjugation is oftenereed to as the ‘definite’ conjugation.

3.2 Complexities of the distribution:+definite only as a rule of thumb
3.2.1 ‘Local’ objects

1%'and 29 person objects trigger the subjective rather tharobjective conjugation:

(6) a.Engem lat-s#*-od. b. Téged lat-nak*-jak.
PRONISG.ACC  See2SG.SUBJ*-2SG.OBJ PRONZ2SG.ACC see-3PL.SUBJ*-3PL.OBJ
‘You see me.’ ‘They see you.
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For I person singular subject antf person object the portmanteau suffl¥kis used:

(7) a.lLat-lak (téged b.Lat-lak titeket.
see-BG-»2 PRONZ2SG see-4G-~2 PRONZPL
‘| see you.’ $ee you(pl).’

The person sensitivity of objects can hardly bdarpd in terms of definiteness!
3.2.2 Objects with wh-words: interrogative pronoans relative pronouns

(8) a.Ki-t [/ mi-t lat-sz/*lat-od?
who-AcC whatACC see-3G.SUBJ*2SG.OBJ
‘Who/what do you see?’

b. Melyik vaza-t vesz-ed/*vesz-el?
which vase-acC  buys&.0BY*2SG.SUBJ
‘Which vase do you buy?’

c. Barmelyik  véaza-t vesz-em/*vesz-ek.
whichever  vasacc buy-1SGOBJ*1SGSUBJ
‘| buy any vase.’

The choice of the conjugation follows “under theswamption thatmelyik ‘which’ imposes a
familiarity requirement on the referential argumantmit ‘what’ does not.” (Coppock 2013)

Observe the parallel in the morphological structmd the choice of the conjugation between the
interrogativeki, mi, (bar)melyikand the relative pronourki, ami, amelyi{Trommer 1995):

9 a A férfi, aki-t /A haz, ami-t ott lat-sz.
DEF man whoAccC DEF house whiciacc there sees:.SUBJ
‘the man who / the house which you see oveether

b. A férfi/ A haz, amelyik-et ot lat-sz/-od.
DEF man DEF house whiclecCc there  sees:.SUBJ-2SG.OBJ
‘the man / the house you see over there’

3.2.3 Objects with indefinite pronouns or quantgie

The indefinite pronounsiéhdny, valamennyisome’ and the quantifieminden ‘every’ trigger
subjective conjugation, whereaglamennyin the meaning of ‘each’ triggers objective corgtign.

(10) a. lat-ok/*-om néhany/ minden/ valamennyi gyerek-et
see-BG.SUBJ1SG.OBJ some every some chidd:c
‘| see some / all children.’
b. lat-om/*-ok valamennyi gyerek-et (az osztaly-bgl
see-$G.0BJ1SG.SUBJ each childxcc DEF classeLATIVE
‘| see each child (of the class).’

Motivation: There is a partitive component in tegital entry ofvalamennyleach’ (Coppock 2013).

4
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3.2.4 Infinitival and clausal objects
Complement clausebjects trigger the objective conjugation:

(11) a. Tud-ta, hogy  Péter csal-t egy visngh-
KNOwW-PRET.3SG.OBJ COMPL Peter cheabRET3SG.SUBJINDEF e€XamADESSIVE
‘He knew that Peter cheated in an exam.’

b. Nem  tud-om hogy miért csinal-ta az-t.
NEG know-1sG.oBJ COMPL why dOPRET3SG.0OBJ DEM-ACC
‘I don’t know why he did that.’

Infinitives trigger the subjective conjugation:

(12) a.Janos szeret-@ mosogat-ni ebéd utan.
John like-8Gc.suBs  wash_dishessr  dinner after
‘John likes to do the dishes after dinner.’

b. Nem  akar-ok haza men-ni.
NEG want-1SG.SUBJ home gaNF
‘I don’t want to go home.’

Motivation: Complement clauses are (onto)logicalifyne to individual terms and as such to definite
NPs. By contrast, infinitives can logically be redgd as properties, not as individuals; hence tloey
not correspond to definite NPs.

3.2.5 Possessed or specific indefinite objects

The objective conjugation is also used with indédimbjects, provided that they are possessed:
(13) a.egy magyar  ird konyv-é-t olvas-om

INDEF  Hungarian author bookeoR3sG-AcC read-BG.OBJ

‘| read a book of a Hungarian author.’

b. (a) Janos konyv-é-t olvas-om
DEF Janos boolkroR3sG-ACC read-BG.0BJ
‘| read Janos’s book.’

c. Janos egy konyv-é-t olvas-om
Janos INDEF bookPOR3sG-AcC read-EG.OBJ
‘| read a book of Janos'’s.’

d. egy kbnyv-em-et /-Unk-et olvas-om
INDEF  bookf ORISG-ACC -PORIPL-ACC read-5G.oBJ
‘ read a book of mine/ours.’

= The distribution cannot be explained as a defieiss effect.



Objective conjugation and pragmatic possessiontmdirian

(14) Ismer-ek/-em néhany konyv-ed-et (Bartos 1999)
know-1SG.SUBJY1SG.0BJ some bookoR2sG-AcCC
‘I know some of your books.’

= The presence of an indefinite p’or phrase sufftodsigger the objective conjugation.

Besides definiteness and possession, some notgpeoificity also plays a role:

(15) a. Olvas-t-uk Péter (6t) vers-é-t Bartos (1997: 368)
readPRET.1PL.OBJ Péter five pPOeMmOR3SG-ACC
‘We have read Peter’s (five) poems.’

b. Olvas-t-unk Péter-nek (61) vers-é-t.
readPRET.1PL.SUBJ  PéterpAT five POEeMPOR3SG-ACC
‘We have read (five) poems by Peter.’

(16)  Konyv-ek-et kolcsonkero | *t-e. Trommer (1995: 25)
bookPL-ACC borrowPRET.3SG.SUBJ  PRET. 3SG.OBJ
‘S/he borrowed books.’

= The distribution is governed by the semantic cphad partitive specificity (En¢ 1991) and
D(iscourse)-linking.

= We therefore follow Coppock’s (2013: 7) ‘LexicabrRiliarity Hypothesis’: “If the referential
argument of a phrase Iexically specifiedas familiar, then the phrase triggers the objective
conjugation.”

— Contrary to what Coppock claims, however, we arthat this does not account for the local
person objects (see 3.2.1), and this is where myrgsal will diverge.

— Since definiteness is not the appropriate notienreplace the feature specificatiorpgr| by
[+PARTSPEJ.

4. Typological context of the conjugation splitDifferential object marking (DOM)
4.1. The realisation of object case and object aggment

Object case and object agreement markers are liypieatricted to noun phrases with either human
(or animate) referents or with a definite (or speginterpretation:

(17) Swabhili (Givon 1976: 159):

a ni-li-soma ki-tabu b. ni-li-ki-soma ki-tabu
IscG-pAsTread 7-book sie-PAST-CL7-read 7-book
‘| read a book.’ ‘| read the book.’

c. ni-li-mw-ona m-tu m-moja d. ni-li-mw-ona yula m-tu
1sG-PAST-CL1-see 1-person 1-one SA@PAST-CL1-see DEF 1-person
‘| saw one person.’ ‘| saw the person.’
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(18) Maltese (Semitic; Fabri 1993:117f):

a. Raj-t il Pawlu. b. Xtraj-t il-ktieb.
see-$G cAske Paul buy<dc DEFbook
‘| saw Paul.’ ‘I bought the book.’

Hierarchies responsible for (among others) DOM&eska 2004, Aissen 2003):
(19) a. Person hierarchy: 1st> 2nd > 3rd
b. Animacy Scale: Hum(an) > Anim(ate) > Inan(ie)a
c. Focus hierarchy:  not in focus > in focus
c. Definiteness Scale: Pronoun > Name > Defimibadefinite Specific > NonSpecific

= Object case and object agreement are avoided wiheibject does not have typical properties of
subjects such as animacy or definiteness, herare ummarked object.

Claim: Although the Hungarian objective conjugation appéy displays only subject agreement,
we are in fact dealing with object agreement.

The ‘objective’ series specifies ‘1/2/3™ person object’. Besides, there is the portmanteau -
IVk: 1sG- 2.

What we are dealing with in Hungarian is:
» object agreement that is restricted in the sendlecoiierarchies (19)
 at the lower end, in terms of the feature ARPSPEQ
* at the upper end, in terms of the person sensitisée 3.2.1)

4.2 The lower end of the hierarchy

Proposal: The Hungarian objective conjunction is analysed$iobject agreement, (ii) as restricted
in terms of DOM, and (iii) withfPARTSPE] as the threshold.

= Explains why the presence of would-be subjecteagent is governed by object properties
= [-PARTSPE] NPs are ‘unmarked’ objects, while [ARrSPE] objects are more akin to subjects
= The split is (pace Barany 2012) in line with DOBlia most other languages

5. The upper end of the hierarchy:
The person asymmetry, or: ¥ and 2 person objects are ‘bad’ direct objects

Proposal: The person sensitivity is owing to the tendencyoohl person pronouns not displaying
the full range of objects properties.

5.1 Typological context Why local person objects are dispreferred

The most natural and ‘unmarked’ objects are lowalence, animacy, definiteness. This means that

1%'and 29 person are the most unnatural and ‘marked’ (thestyso to speak) objects:

— Some languages employ very special morpholodiicking systems, e.g. an inverse system as
found in the Algonquian languages.

— Another reaction to ‘bad’ objects is to excluderh from object privileges.
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— In Selkup (Samoyedic), according to Polinsky @9815f), £ and 2 person pronouns fail to
show direct object status altogether since theyatépassivisable’.
— Cf. also Bresnan et al. (2001): If the agenbvgdr on person scale than the patient, the passive
preferred/obligatory. Conversely, if the agentighler the passive is dispreferred/precluded.

5.2 Accusative marking in Hungarian

The accusative is left out in certain environments

— 1*and 2° pronouns:
Hungarian has unusually complex accusative fornteeff' and 29 person pronouns.
Passage from the old folk song “Tavaszi szél” (iggmwind’):

(20) Hat eénimmar kit vélasszak, virdgom, irhgom.
so | now whoacc choose.$G.suBJ flower.PORISG flower.PORLSG
‘Who should | choose now? my flower, rfowfer
Te eng-em-et ‘s éntég-ed-et, viragom, virhgom.
You I-PORLsG-AcC and | youPOR2SG-AcC flower.PORLSG flowerPORLSG
You me and | you my flower, my flower.
(21) a.Tég-ed(-et) szeret-lek. b. Eng-em(-et) latsz.
you-BGPORACC  love-1SG- 2.0BJ me-BGPORACC see.8G.SuBJ
‘ love you.’ [Its you who | love.’] ‘You seme.’

— 3% person lexical objects possessed B2 person: the accusative marker is only optional.
(22) a. a.Elvesztet-tem a tol-am(-at) / tol-ad(-at)

lo0SePRET.1SG.OBJ DEF penP ORLISG-ACC penPOR2SG-ACC

‘| lost my pen / your pen.’

b. Elvesztet-tem a tol-a-t
l0o0SePRET.1SG.OBJ DEF pen-P OR3SG-ACC
‘I lost his/her pen.’

c. Elvesztet-tem a tol-unk(-at) /| tol-atok(-at)
lo0oSePRET.1SG.OBJ  DEF pene ORIPL(-ACC) penP OR2PL(-ACC)
‘I lost our pen / your pen.’

d. Elvesztet-em a tol-uk-at
lo0SePRET.1SG.OBJ  DEF pen-P OR3PL-ACC
‘I lost their pen.’

Our idea: For Hungarian the cease of accusativ&ingawith local person objects is an analogy to
the person sensitivity of the conjugation split.

Evidence comes from the inventory of portmanteaukera. Hungarian displays only one genuine
such marker, namely for the combination 1S&%

= Portmanteau suffixes are a common typologicalooptilro the extent they exist in Uralic, they
should be analysed as belonging to the objectiiesssince they specify the object.
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= Local person arguments are ‘bad’ (marked) objeldte. unavailability of objective conjugation is
just one ramification of this status, others aredbase of accusative case and the unavailability o
passive.

= Hungarian resolves the conflict of faithfulnessd amarkedness by allowing for just one
combination with a ‘bad’ object, namely the leastrked one in terms of the hierarchy 1 > 2 > 3,
in the morphological inventory:st - 2 sg(/pL) IVk.

= The objective series should be seen as portmaritems for the ‘unmarked’ combinations in
which the object does not outrank the subject erhigrarchy: 1. 3, 2- 3, and 3-3

= All 'bad’ scenarios @#L-2, 2-1, 3-1, and 3-2) are ignored in the objective conjugation.
Instead the subjective series can only be employed

6. ‘Robust’ transitive scenarios and agreement sp8 restricted by pragmatic factors

 How does the distribution fit with typological geaksations concerning subject-and-object-
scenarios, thus, with transitivity?

* Why does the objective agreement series, thug;filleof the two conjugation paradigms, align
with the alienable variant gfossessor agreement?

6.1 Restrictions on grammatical ‘objecthood’ and tle notion of robust transitivity

Object marking is constrained by (i) low salienByOM), see section 4, and
(ii) properties of the event denoted by the verb:
aspect-based: e.g. Mordvin (Uralic), object agredroaly in the perfective aspect
aktionsart-based:
— in ltalian, e.g., two argument activitiesat spaghet}ido not allow for passivization
— ergative languages: e.g. Samoan, ergative-abselatage pattern not available when the
verb is taken to denote an activity rather thaa@omplishment
= A two-place activity is treated as an intransitigéher than a transitive scenario
Van Valin & LaPolla (1997:122ff): when the interramigument is non-specific or non-referential it
often behaves as an inherent argument. E.g., ibeamitted gpeakbeszél or incorporated.
= The internal argument of a two-place verb may failfulfil all morphological and syntactic
properties of direct objects, or it even may ngogthe status of a direct object at all.

6.2 The role of presuppositionality for the internd argument

Analysis: Conceptually grounded scale that elaborates erdé#iiniteness hierarchy (19d), and the
semantic-pragmatic definition of the two cut-offipts for Hungarian.
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(23) Scale of referentiality of internal argumeatsl their presuppositional contents

subjective

epistemically or scopally specifig
not referentially anchored:

non-specific indefinite

(pseudo-)incorporated argument

no genuine exponent:
inherent objects

existentially bound argument

no internal argument

(5c¢), (10a)
Nem Ut (egy) kutyat.
‘He doesn’t beat dogs.’

sfagylaltot eszek
‘| ice-cream-eat’

beszélek speak’
szo6lokl call out’
5 (5d)

megyeKIl walk’

(monadic verbs)

Status of internal argument in terms  Example (reference) Presuppositional contents
of definiteness and referentiality
2z =
© | definite s
% local pronouns (7 identifiability only in speech Z-
? situation 2
non-local (= 3rd) person pronoung5b) identifiability via coherence if
discourse set (previous
mentioned) ®
>
(@)
unique concepts, proper names| Latom a napdfianost identifiability via utterance{ 3
‘| see the sun/John’ | independent common grour =
and discourse ‘2
0 o
S | anaphoric (including ellipsis) (5a) identifiability via coherence it 8
% discourse set (previous 3
© mentioned) plus som &8
utterance-independent 3
common ground 5
=
indefinite: §
possessed (13b-d) existence and coherence; %
[+PARTSPE] (8b,c), (9b), (10b) anchoring via superset that ®
contains the refere
[-PARTSPEC:

(existence asserted, n

presupposed)

(no anchoring, only warrante
by speaker)

ot

Buioyoue [enualajel ou

The use of an NPs includes a presupposition comgethe identifiability of the referent:

— For local pronouns, the anchoring is purely xice, that is, determined by the context of utter-

ance.

— Non-local NPs presuppose some background ofrenbe.

— Utilising the notion of coherence, partitive-sibe indefinites are ‘on board’ since they

10
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presuppose an identifiable superset to which tfezest belongs.
— The reference of merely epistemically specifid darther [-RARRTSPE] indefinites is only
warranted by the speaker, thus, not anchored inghenon ground of speaker and hearer.
= Objective agreement is restricted by (or, in facjgnals) the need for discourse coherenceen th
anchoring of the referent.

6.3 Pragmatic factors in conjugation and possessagreement splits

The forms of the objective paradigm, most of whigature —-j as a component, indicate a
presupposition pertaining to the relation denotedhe verb and to its internal argument. Much in
the same way, the forms of the alienable sub-panmadivhich also regularly involve the ingredient
indicate that the possessor is in a pragmaticaigrahined relation with the possessum.

7. Conclusions

* The talk has connected two inflectional splitsit@i@ing to possessor agreement and to verbal
agreement. The splits display close morphologiesahiels.

» We argued that Hungarian objective agreemensisicted by a refined definiteness hierarchy.

* We assume a combination of two dimensions: notdaoreferentiality (in terms of [+ARTSPE(],
andin line with DOM), and speech situation-independent identifiabilityagmfest in terms of
sensitivity to grammatical person).

» Taking these restrictions together, an intermedsggment on the refined definiteness scale is
circumscribed, which we refer to as robust travityti and which triggers objective agreement.

» The morphological parallels between the two spiite thus given a semantic rationale by
analysing both the alienable and the objective pgma as involving a restriction in terms of a
pragmatic component in the anchoring of the reteoéthe internal argument:

(i) for possessed nouns, in the sense that pragnpaissession presupposes a contextual
instantiation which is not presupposed for semgmtgsession

(i) for transitive verbs, in the sense of incluglia presupposition concerning the anchoring via
discourse coherence.
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