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Abstract

The paper investigates a problem related to thehlision of quantificational determiners
as contrastive topics in Hungarian sentences aantpa verum/falsum focus. It is argued
that the reason why certain sentences with theeaboucture turn out to be ill-formed is
that their intended truth-conditional interpretasaare in contradiction with the
presuppositions introduced by the contrastive topithough this strategy is essentially the
same as that proposed by Biring, D., 2003, Ones{tgeans, and B-accents, Linguistics
and Philosophy 26, 511-545, it is shown that th#-we ill-formedness of the relevant
Hungarian examples does not follow without extrsuagptions from the way Biring
defines the presuppositions of contrastive togosl, therefore an alternative definition is
put forth.

Keywords
contrastive topic, verum focus, falsum focus, qifi@nt scope



1 Introduction

This paper investigates the interpretation of astirent type normally situated on the left
periphery of the sentence: quantificational DPg&omg bare numeral determiners and
modified numeral determiners likeore than ror less than rthat are pronounced with a
‘contrastive’, rising tone. The aim of the papetashow that the investigation of the
interpretations of sentences where schtrastive topicsre followed by a verum or
falsum focus can contribute in important ways ® study of the left periphery, since they
provide a testing ground for theories aiming tooart for the semantics/pragmatics of
contrastive topics. The predictions of two sucloties will be explored in the paper,
primarily with the help of Hungarian data. The ffitiseory is the one proposed by Buring
(2003), according to which declaratives with costikge topics presuppose the existence of
astrategy roughly, a (possibly implicit) preceding discoaimgith a main question and a
subguestion. The second theory (also discussegunis;in press a, b), assumes that a
contrastive topics introduce the presupposition tirere is a function that maps the set of
alternatives to the contrastive topic denotatiotodhe set of alternatives to the denotation
of the focus of the same sentence.

In the examples to follow, the rising tone on @dvwill be indicated with a forward
slash, ‘. We will assume that the first constitti®f the so-callegpredicate partof the
sentence (i.e. the part following the topic(s),EefKiss 2002), which serves as g@mantic
focus is obligatorily stressed, and is pronounced ifalling tone (cf. Kalméan et al. 1986
and Kalméan et al. 1989), and mark it with a bacdtsld\'. Regarding syntactic labeling,
we follow E. Kiss’s (2002) relevant proposals, withe exception: the maximal projection
that contains the constituent with the rise, whochupies one of the [Spec,TopP] positions
of the sentence according to E. Kiss, will be piairgo the specifier position of a CTopP
projection, to be differentiated from ordinary togt In E. Kiss’s framework, the following

! Regarding the syntactic position of the contrastopic, there are two dominant views in the litera, both
proposed by Katalin E. Kiss. According to E. Ki4887), the contrastive topics are placed intota lef

dislocated position, which explains why they licemesumptive pronouns, why they are much lesstsansi



positions can host the predicate-initial constituefSpec,DistP], the position for

distributive quantifiers; [Spec,FP], the positiarr preverbal exhaustive (identificational)
focus; the head of [Spec,NegP], dominating [SpdoFfhe VP, expressing focus negation
and verb negation, respectively; [Spec,AspP], taeegfor verbal modifiers; and the AspP
head, the place of the verb in affirmative sentenéxample (1) below illustrates the last
option. In the English translations, the fall-rigiéch accent (Bolinger's 1958 B-accent, cf.
section 2.1 below) characteristic of the contrastpic (cf. Buring 2003) is indicated with

a forward slash in front of the accented syllaktbich is also marked with capital letters,
and the falling pitch accent on the focus (Bolirgé-accent) with a backslash.

Q) [cropp /HAT diak [aspp \ELjOtt az efadasra]]
SiX student vMm.came the tallsuBL
‘/SIX students \DID attend the talk.’

Other things being equal, verbs in predicatgahiposition, like the one in (1)
above, can either receive @ntrastive (or identificational) focus reading, where the
interpretation of the verb is contrasted with onenore of its alternatives, onerum focus
(or polarity focus) reading, which contrasts theamiag of the whole sentence with its
negation. To avoid misunderstanding, we will usebsdn the examples below for which
the contrastive focus reading is less likely. Th&trexample shows a variant of (1), where
the verum focus is replaced by a falsum focus, ithdbcus on the negative polarity of the

sentence:

to islands than ordinary topics are, and why theyrnat always acceptable in subordinate clauses,
particularly, relative clauses. According to E. ({8002), contrastive topics are situated in onthef
[Spec,TopP] positions, which explains why they fridlow ordinary topics in the sentence, as poirgatiby
Alberti and Medve (2000). The choice between the prnoposals is immaterial to the concerns of theepa

we follow the more recent one because we assumsttiie one the reader is more familiar with.



2 [cropp /HAT didk [vegp \NEM [vp jOtt el az efadasrall]
SiX student not camev the talksusL
‘/SIX students \DIDN'T attend the talk.’

Note that we do not consider all instances of atieg particle occupying [Spec,NegP] an
instance of falsum focus, only those where the tiegaarticle is obligatorily stressed. For
example, in (3) below, the sentence-initial DP qees the [Spec,DistP] position, but the
negative particle does not obligatorily receivess; which indicates that it marks predicate
negation:

3) biste Legalabb hat didk [vege Nnem [vp jOtt el az efadasra]]]
at.least six  student not camve the talksusL
‘There are at least six students who did netnakthe talk.’

The next example differs from (1) only in thia¢ tcontrastive topic is a complex
determiner of thenore than rtype. This, however, is enough to turn the sergélhc
formed:

(4)  *[ctopp /HATNAl tobb didk [aspp \ELjOtt az efadasra]l
SIXADESS more student vM.came the tallsuBL
*More than /SIX students \DID attend the tafk.’

One way to account for the unacceptability of (4l be to say that it is due to syntactic
criteria, for example, to a prohibition for complé&terminers to serve as contrastive topics
in a sentence. The latter explanation, howevestra@gly contradicted by the fact that the
following sentences, where the same DP occupiesc§T opP], are well-formed. In (5)
below, the predicate-initial constituent is a negaparticle expressing falsum focus, in (6)
it is an adverb in [Spec,FP], and in (7), crucigdyerum focus:

2 Note the difference between the stress pattertisedfiungarian and the English examples: whereas th

main stress of a complex determiner in Hungaridla & its left edge, in English it falls on itght edge.



(5) [ctopp /HATNAl tobb  diak [vege \NEM [vp jOtt el az efadasra]]]
SIXADESS more student not camemMm the talksusL
‘More than /SIX students \DIDN'T attend the talk

(6) [cropp /HATNAl  tobb didk [ \TEGnap [vp jOtt el az efadasra]]]
SIXADESS more student yesterday camve the talksusL
‘More than /SIX students attended the talk \Y&&ay.’

(7)  [ctopp /HATNAl tobb didk[aspp \JATszotta a  jatékdl.
SIXADESS more student played the gamoe.
‘More than /SIX students \DID play this gantegether/*individually).®

The following variant of (1) shows that the DRtnal tdbb diakmore than six students’
legitimately appears in postverbal position as well

(8) [aspp \ELjOtt  hatnal tobb diak az deldasra]
VM.came SDhADESS more student the tatluBL
‘There were more than six students who attéride talk.’

(9) illustrates that contrastive topic DPs wittmplex determiners of tHewer than
n type are equally unacceptable in the construdiipa represented by (4):

(9)  *[ctopp /HATNaAl kevesebb didkaspe \ELjOtt az efadasral]
SiIXADESS fewer student vM.came the talluBL
* 'Fewer than /SIX students \DID attend the talk.

3 As the glosses show, among the two theoreticalssible readings, only the collective reading iailable

for (7). We will return to the discussion of thisaenple in section 4.3 below.



As opposed to (4), which has a well-formed var@oritaining a falsum focus, illustrated in
(5), (9) cannot be saved by replacing the verumadagith a falsum focus, as the following
example shows:

(10) *[ctopp /HATnal kevesebb didnege \NEM [vp jOtt el az efadasra]]]
SiIXADESS fewer student not camem the talksusL
* ‘Fewer than /SIX students \DIDN'T attend thdkta

One recent proposal in the literature that poth a semantic/pragmatic account of
why patrticular readings of syntactically well-fordhgentences with contrastive topics are
unacceptable is Biring (2003). In section 2 weinetthe claims of the above approach,
consider how it would account for (4) above, andabade that this theory cannot be
extended in any predictable way to explain the adkiterpretation for the latter sentence
and its analogues. Section 3 summarizes our viemtketruth-conditions of the Hungarian
examples under consideration. In section 4 we denshe consequences of adopting an
alternative strategy, according to which declaegtiwith contrastive topics presuppose a
function mapping the set of alternatives of thet@stive topic denotation onto the set of
alternatives of the semantic focus and show haeutd account for the
(un)grammaticality of the examples listed aboveti®a 5 summarizes the results of the
paper.

2 An account in the spirit of Buring (2003)
2.1 Contrastive topics presuppose ‘strategies’

Biring (2003) argues that the presence of a cdinea®pic in a sentence, marked in
English with a fall-rise accent, indicates that $keatence is part of a discourse with a
particular structure. Buring analyzes the hierar@hstructure of discourses by mapping
them onto representational devices called d(is&jtirses. (11) shows how d-trees are
structured:



(12) discourse

/\

guestion guestion
e N
subq subq subq subq
ans|,wer a|1nswer sésu?qsubsubq | answer
an|swer |answer (Buring 2003:516)

According to Buring (2003), well-formed d-trees hdw satisfy, among other things, two
constraints. The first one is the constraininddrmativity, which is captured by him as
follows: ‘Don’t say known things, don’t ask for kwa things’. The second one is the
constraint ofelevance which means that a question should not be abatbefore it is
sufficiently resolved, thus, for a move (questioranswer) to be relevant, it should answer
or at least address the question that is undeusigan at the time of its utterance (the
guestion already asked but not yet answered}hieequestion immediately dominating the
move in the d-treé.

Biring claims that the presence of a contragtpé in an utterance indicates or
presupposes strategy i.e. that the move the utterance is mapped ontéod-tree is
dominated both by a main question and by one ofdtfter's subquestioris(The mapping
between discourses and d-trees is not one-to-baegh: there can be moves in d-trees that
are not associated with utterances, because thesponding utterances are left implicit in
the discourse.) Biring (2003) proposes a mechawisimthe help of which, given a
particular utterance with a contrastive topictladl moves in the d-tree that the utterance is
mapped onto can be established. According to ttesguestion immediately dominating a

“ Buring (2003) ignores discourses where declaratire preceded by declaratives.
® Buring’s (2003) theory is inspired by Jackendd®72), who observes that two declarative senteinces
which the place of the fall-rise accent (Bolinget358 B-accent) and that of the falling accent (iBygr's A-

accent) are exchanged, must answer diffesdpquestions.



declarative with a contrastive topic in a d-treeweell as its sister-questions, are drawn
from the set of questions constituting the CT-vallithe latter declarative. CT-values are
generated as follows:

(12) CT-value formation
Step 1: Replace the focus withve-word and front the latter, if focus marks the
finite verb or negation, front the finiterb instead.
Step 2: Form a set of questions from the redidtep 1 by replacing the
contrastive topic with some alternative to it.
(Big 2003: 519)

(13a) shows the result of applying the above algorito the example in (13), whereas
(13b) formally represents the resulting set of tjpasmeanings:

(13) FRED:r ate the BEANS.
a. CT-value formation:
step 1: What did Fred eat?
step 2: What did Fred eat?
What did Mary eat?
What did ... eat?
b. |FREDcr ate the BEANS|f! = {{x ate y | yO D} 0 x O De}
(Briigi 2003: 519)

Thus, Buring's theory predicts that the declarativél3) is immediately dominated in any
possible d-tree by one question in the set showh3h), some elements of which are listed
in (13a). The fact that (13) is dominated exacththe questioWhat didFred eat?and not
by any other one in the set is predicted (i) bytdoit assumption that one and the same
sentence cannot be mapped onto two different mofviége same discourse tree, and (ii) by
theprinciple of highest attachme(Biring 2003: 534), according to which, if M is a
complete answer to a question Q, Q immediately dates M. As (13) is a complete

® In the examples cited from Biiring (2003) the ariinotation has been retained.



answer to the questiofthat did Fred eat%he former must be dominated by the latter in
the discourse tree, but, as a result, (13) cammadbiminated immediately by any other

guestion in the same discourse tree.

Biring (2003) argues that the lack of particuéadings for declaratives with a
contrastive topic can be attributed to the fact thase readings contradict the
presuppositions introduced by the contrastive tapaenely, that the move the declarative is
mapped onto in a discourse tree is dominated bpthrhain question and by one of the
latter’'s subquestions. Since the missing readiagsadl be analyzed as not only providing a
complete answer to a subquestion in the CT-valubeoentence but a complete answer to
the main question as well, the assumption thatdlevant declarative sentences are indeed
dominated by two questions in any possible d-tsemntradicted. Let us see how this
strategy accounts for the fact that the followiegtence cannot have an interpretation:

(14) #ALLct the abstracts DIP get accepted
(Bigia003:533)

Biring (2003) argues that in any d-tree that sasghe requirements of d-tree formation,
the above sentence (repeated as (15A)) is domibgt€tbQ) and by one of its
subquestions, shown in (15SQ):

(15)Q: How many (of the 74) abstracts got accepted?
SQ:Did all the abstracts get accepted?
A: #Yes,) ALkt the abstracts DI get accepted.
(Big 2003:533)

Since (15A) provides a complete answer to both {1&@ (15SQ), the presuppositions
introduced by the contrastive topic cannot be Batigthe sentence cannot be part of a
‘strategy’), and thus the sentence fails to haventerpretation. The lack of one of the two



theoretically possible readings of (16), paraphadssgow as reading i), is accounted for in

the same mannér:

(16) ALLct the abstracts DIDN'F get accepted.
i.# All the abstracts are such that they did regtagcepted.
ii. Itis not the case that all the abstractsagmepted.
(Big 2003:533)

Bulring (2003:533) claims that in any relevant ceird6) would be dominated by (15Q)
and (15SQ) as well. Since its i) reading providesmaplete answer not only to (15SQ) but
also to (15Q), the presuppositions introduced lycitntrastive topic are not satisfied,
therefore the reading proves to be unavailable.iiyineading does not provide a complete
answer to (15Q), therefore it is predicted to bailable, which indeed corresponds to the
facts.

Having reviewed Biring’s (2003) claims about teaditions determining whether
a particular interpretation is available for a deative with a contrastive topic, in the next
section we turn to the issue of whether above theould be extended to account for the
Hungarian examples under consideration.

2.2 Deriving the d-trees for sentences contairgna verum/falsum focus

In order to be able to explain the contrasts ateskwith respect to (1)-(2) and (4)—(5)

above in Biring’s (2003) framework, one has tordef procedure for mapping these
sentences onto d-trees. In what follows, we witiyide a proof that there is no way to map

" There are sentences with a similar structure llitferent quantifier, e.gTWO thirds of the politicians are
\NOT corrupt(Buring 1997), which have two readings differingrfr each other with respect to the relative

scopes of the quantifier and the negation.

10



(4) onto a d-tree observing the principles outlime8uring (2003) in such a manner that its
ill-formedness is predicted in this theory.

Before proceeding in this direction, note thgtterminology differs in one respect
from Buring’s. Whereas his use of the ‘#’ in fraritcertain examples indicates that he
considers the latter syntactically well-formed aedicient only from a semantic point of
view, | will mark the examples that native speakard unacceptable with an asterisk, *’.
With this choice, | want to stay neutral as to wieetthe source of the unacceptability is
syntactic or semantic/pragmatic. Nevertheless]llasgue for an explanation of the latter
kind.

As illustrated above with respect to (14) ang)(Buring’s (2003) analysis does
intend to cover English sentences in which therestite topic accent falls on a
guantificational determiner, and the focus accenthe verb or on the negative particle.
Further examples are shown in (17A1) and (17A2)clvare assumed by Biring to be
dominated by (15Q), repeated in (17Q), as well, antbng the latter’'s subquestions, by
(17SQ1) and (17SQ2), respectively:

(17)Q: How many (of the 74) abstracts got accepted?
SQ1:Did any abstracts get accepted?
Al: (Yes,) SOMEr abstracts DI get accepted.
SQ2:Did most abstracts get accepted?
A2: (Yes,) MOSdr abstracts DI} get accepted.
(BUrigg03:533)

Biring (2003) claims that the set of questions toeustitutes the CT-values of both of
(17A1) and (17A2) is equivalent to the followingeon

11



(18) || (17AL) §|= || (17A2) ff= {{ Q abstracts got accepted| Deet<et>>} = Did X
abstracts get acceptéd?
(Bimie003:533)

This means that the questions dominating (17A1)(&Aé2) as well as the latters’ sister-
guestions should be elements of set of questicinsadiein (18).

Note, however, an underspecification in (18)ichlundermines the success of the
approach in explaining the relevant examples.dfdtingQ abstracts got acceptesl
supposed to represent a proposition, this propostan be of two types. On the one hand,
it can be a proposition expressiegstencethat is, ‘There are Q abstracts (possibly among
others) that got accepted’. On the other handntlze a proposition expressing
identification that is, ‘The number of abstracts that got aastpguals Q’. Parallel
interpretations are to be observed for the relegagstions in (18) as well. The question
Did X abstracts get accepted@n be interpreted as asking whether there ateskacts
(possibly among others) that got accepted, to tegresl to as thexistence-
reading/interpretatiorof the question, or as asking whether the numbacaepted
abstracts is X, to be referred to asittentificational reading/interpretatianin English, the
two readings of questions of the foid X abstracts get acceptediffer in the place of
the accent: on the identificational reading, tiergjest accent falls on the determiner, on
the existence reading, it falls on the auxiliaryHungarian, the two types of readings are
expressed with the help of different structurese ™o possible Hungarian translations of
the English questioBid more than six abstracts get accepteat® shown below:

8 In (18) an obvious typo concerning the type of & Ibeen corrected. Note that Biiring (2003) reptssen
polar questions by singleton sets (Biring 2003:,38315). In a theory where questions denote #teof

their possible answers (cf. Hamblin 1973), the Glue for (17A1, A2) would be as in (i):

() {{ f(Q abstracts got accepted)] {Ap.p,Ap~p}}, QU Deerett>>} = Did X abstract get accepted?

12



(19) [p TObb, mint hat absztraktofyp fogadtak d]?
more than six abstraactc acceptedd. vm
‘Was the number of abstracts that got acceptae ithhan six?’

(20)  [ise TObb, mint hat absztrakto{aspe elfogadtal]?
more than six abstractc VM.accepted 8L
‘Were there more than six abstracts that gotEtec®”

Note that the two kinds of interpretations chamazéel above are mixed even in the
dialogues shown in (15) and (17) above: (17A1) @7$Q1) must receive an existence-
interpretation (required due to the presencanyfin the question), whereas (17A2) and
(17SQ2), as well as (15A) and (15SQ) must get antificational reading.

On the basis of these considerations, | belieakif we want to use Blring’s
(2003) theory to account for the uninterpretabitifya sentence like (4) above or that of
their English equivalents, as in (21), we needdcidk which of the two possible
interpretations would be intended for them.

(21) #More than SI¥r students DI attend the talk

The reason why such a decision is necessahngisttcan influence whether the
intended interpretations of the sentences undesideration should or should not be
regarded as complete answers to the correspondiirgquestion, which is assumed by
Biring to be &dow manyquestion. We will consider the consequences ofwlepossible
choices separately.

Let us first assume that the intended interpicetdor Hungarian declarative
sentences having the structure and prosodic paigeim Eropp/Det NP] [aspp\V (XP*)] °
on the verum focus reading of the verb (represeoyed), (4), or (7) above) is the
identificational readingwhich is to be captured schematically as ‘The bemnof NPs that

° As usual, XP* stands for possibists of constituents.
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V (XP*) equals Det'. Then the intended interpregatfor their variants with falsum focus,
with the structuredrope/Det NP] hegr\Neg.Particle V (XP*)] (represented by (2) and (5))
is ‘The number of NPs that V (XP*) does not equat’DThe questions dominating such
nodes in a d-tree ayes/nequestions of the forrMoes the number of NPs that V (XP*)
equal Det?The conjunction of the complete answers to questad the above form is
equivalent to the complete answer to a questidhefollowing form:How many NP V
(XP*)?. This means that, in an intuitive sense,yteg/noquestions described above are
subquestions of the lattelow manyquestion.

In BUring’s theory, as described above, a datila that contains a determiner with
the contrastive topic accent followed by a verunfaésum focus is predicted to have an
interpretation whenever it does not provide a catganswer to the correspondidigw
manyquestion. Thus, in order to be able to judge wéreth) can be accounted for on the
basis of these assumptions, one has to decide ari@timot a sentence expressing the
proposition “‘The number of NP that V (XP*) equalsmathan six’ (the intended meaning
of (4) according to the assumption made above)igesva complete answer to the question
How many NP V (XP*)An exchange of the relevant form is shown in (22):

(22) Q: How many students attended the talk?
A: More than six students attended the talk.

Let us assume that (22A) does not provide a compleswer to (22Q), since there is a
more precise way to answer the latter questiomagha by using a DP with a bare numeral
determiner (e.gsevel instead of the complex determiner. This assumggads to a
contradiction, however, since it predicts thatgddl (21) should be interpretable, given that
they would not provide a complete answer to thevahtHow manyquestion, either.

If we assume, on the contrary, that a sentexpeessing the proposition ‘The
number of NP that V (XP*) equals more than six’eg@rovide a complete answer to the
correspondingdfow manyquestion, it follows that the declarative in (@@peated below in
(23), should also provide a complete answer tathestionrHow many students attended

14



the talk?The reason is that, on the above assumptionspntieded interpretation of (23)
would be the following: ‘The number of studentsttaitended the talk equals six.’

(23)  [topp /HAT diak [aspp \ELjOLt az efadasra]]
SiX student vM.came the talkuBL
‘/SIX students DID\ attend the talk.’

(23), however, is not ill-formed, which shows tkia¢ supposition that Hungarian
declaratives having the structure and prosodi@pats in ¢ropp/Det NP] [aspp\V (XP*)]
and Eropp/Det NP] fegr\Neg.Particle V (XP*)] must receive an identificatal reading is
mistaken.

Let us therefore consider the second optionmedeto above, namely, that
sentences having the structuggoppe/Det NP] [aspp\V (XP*)], as in (1) and (4), express the
proposition ‘There aren’t Det NPs that V (XP*)", eteas sentences of the forgaspe/Det
NP] [nege\Neg.Particle V (XP*)] express the proposition ‘Té@re not Det NPs that V
(XP*)’. On this assumption, the well-formednesg28) follows from Buring’s theory,
since from the truth of a sentence expressingthiggie were six students who attended the
talk it does not yet follow what the exact numbestadents is who attended the talk.

What is not predicted by the above account, hewas why (4), repeated in (24), is
deficient:

(24) *[ctopp /HATNAl tObb didk [aspp \ELjOtt az ebadasra]]
SIXADESS more student vM.came the tallkuBL
*More than /SIX students DID\ attend the talk.’

If (24) expresses the proposition that there exigige than six students that attended the

talk, then it does not entail what the exact nundfestudents is who attended the talk, and,
therefore, does not entail a complete answer tadhespondingdiow manyquestion, and

15



is thus expected to be well-formed. This shows Biaing’s (2003) theory cannot be
extended in an obvious manner to account for seatelike the one in (4)(=(24)).

Before turning to an alternative explanationtfa asymmetry between (1)—(2) and
(4)—(5), in the next section we briefly summarize tndings about the truth-conditional
meaning of the examples under consideration angestiga way of deriving these
compositionally.

3 A note on truth conditions

It was concluded above that declarative sentermetminiing a verum/falsum focus and a
guantity-indicating contrastive topic can only hareexistence-reading, in other words,
they must express that there exist as many elerretiie extension of the NP
subconstituent of the DP in [Spec,CTopP] havingttuperty determined by the predicate
part of the sentence as specified by the deternoiittie DP (possibly among others).
Using the terminology on plurals introduced by L{1083), this is equivalent to saying
that the sentence-type under consideration exgéisaethere is a sum individual with as
many atomic parts as specified by the contrastipectdeterminer that has the property
expressed by the predicate (possibly among othEnsjs, (1), repeated above as (23),
expresses that there is a sum of six studentsitteatded the talk. Analogously, its variant
with a falsum focus in (2), repeated in (25), dertlee existence of a sum of the above kind:

(25)  [ctopp /HAT diak [nege \NEM [vp jOtt el az efadasra]]]
SiX student not camem the talksusL
‘/SIX students \DIDN'T attend the talk.’

In a similar way, the variant of (25) that contaihs determinemore than sixas in (5)

above, repeated here as (26), has to be interpastethting that there is no sum of students
with more than six atomic parts that attended alie t

16



(26)  [cropp /HATNAl tObb  diak [vege \NEM [vp jOtt el az efadasra]]]
SIXADESS more student not camemMm the talksusL
‘More than /SIX students \DIDN'T attend the talk

It is then expected that the variant of (26) witheaum focus, as in (4), repeated above as
(24), would have to mean, if it were acceptablat there is a sum of students with more
than six atomic parts that attended the talk. esins that the (intended) interpretations of
(23)—(26) are to be represented as in (27a-d)eotsely. In these formulag,is a variable
over sums, and ¥| stands for the number of atomic partsof

(27) a.[X(STUDENT(X) LJ#(x) = 6 ATTEND(X,TALK)) =
=[X(STUDENT(X) O#(x) O {6} OATTEND(X,TALK))
b. OX(STUDENT(X) (I#(x) > 6 JATTEND(X,TALK)) =
=[X(STUDENT(X) O#(x) O {7, 8, ...} JATTEND(X,TALK))
C. 7 [X(STUDENT(X) LJ#(X) = 6 JATTEND(X,TALK)) =
== [X(STUDENT(X) O#(X) O {6} [JATTEND(X,TALK))
d. = [X(STUDENT(X) 0#(X) > 6 CJATTEND(X,TALK)) =

== [X(STUDENT(X) O#(x) O {7, 8, ...} ATTEND(X,TALK))

In order to be able to derive these interpretatmmpositionally, one has to determine the
denotations of the three main (syntactic) compaehthe sentences under consideration:
the denotation of the verum/falsum focus, thatef@P in [Spec,CTopP], and that of the
predicate part of the sentence (from which the wéialsum focus has been removed). The
rest of this section will be devoted to this isstithough some of the suggestions to be
made about the interpretations of the constitugred listed above will deviate in certain
respects from previous well-known proposals inliteeature, for reasons to be discussed
below, this does not influence the applicabilityttod criteria to be presented in section 4
for determining whether a sentence with a contragtipic is to be considered interpretable
or not.
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Let us first consider the contribution of the DRSpec,CTopP] to the meaning of
the whole sentence. Although it would be reasontmbéssume that this constituent is
responsible for introducing a (sum) individual ref& into the discourse, about which the
rest of the sentence makes a predication, simitartiie way the semantic role of DPs in
the topic position ([Spec, TopP] according to E.K26€2) has been described in Szabolcsi
(1997), this approach would require that all DPESipec,CTopP] had the same function,
which runs into difficulties in the face of exampliéke the following one:

(28)  [ctopp /HATNAl  kevesebb konyvefr \Janos [ve olvasott el]]
SIXADESS fewer boolacc Janos read V™
‘Fewer than /SIX books were read by \JOHN.’

Given that (28) is true in a situation where Jotthrobt read any books at all, DPs in
[Spec,CTopP] with quantity-indicating determineasigot be said to introduce a set or sum
referent into the discourse. Rather, their rolerset describe a property, which holds of a
sum if it has the property denoted by the NP susiitiient of the DP and has as many
atomic parts as specified by the determifidrthis means that the interpretation of DPs in
[Spec,CTopP] is best described in terms of theadleaadjectival theoryadvocated for
particular DPs by Verkuyl (1981), and Link (198891, 1998). Link (1998: 70) formulates
the idea as follows: “[tlhe numerals ‘1", ‘2’, ‘3.,., are adjective-like modifiers that pick
out all those i-sums in an NP-extension which haeeindicated number of atomg$29a)
shows how the denotation of the DP in the [SpecpPTof (23) is to be captured in terms
of the adjectival approath (29b) illustrates the traditional way of repretieg denotation

of the noun as a property of sums, and (29c) thetd¢éion that has to be postulated for the
determiner to get (29a) back from the denotatidribelatter two constituents by
functional application:

9 The view that DPs in [Spec,CTopP] denote a progeas already been advocated by E. Kiss (2000Eand
Kiss and Gyuris (2003).
1 For a critique of the classical adjectival apptotthe interpretation of DPs, cf. Verkuyl and et Does

(1996).
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(29) a. |[spec, ctop/HAT dial || = AX. STUDENT(X) L #(X) = 6
b. |[diak|| =Az.STUDENT(2)
C. |/HAT|| =AQAXx.Q(X) U#(X) =6

On the analogy of (29a, c), the denotation of tikei[Spec,CTopP] in (26) and that of the
determiner itself is to be represented as (36a,b)

(30) a. [[spec, cTop?HATNAI t6bb didk|| =AX. STUDENT(X) L #(X) > 6
b. |/HATNAl tobb|| =AQ Ax. Q(X) O#(X) > 6

Let us now consider the denotations of the jpegdiparts of the sentences in (1)
(=(23)), (2) (=(25)) and (5) (=(26)). The need parallelism between the denotations of
constituents that intuitively have the same semante requires that the denotation of the
predicate parts of these sentences from whichéhenv/falsum focus has been subtracted
should be of the same semantic type as the demotaftithe predicate part of (28) from
which the lexical focus in [Spec,FP] has been subéd, that is, the type of a VP-
denotation. Given the traditional assumption adogrtb which VPs denote properties of
(sum) individuals, we propose that the denotatiothe® VPs of (1) (=(23)), (2) (=(25)) and
(5) (=(26)) is as follows:

(31) || jott el az ebadasrd || =Ax. ATTENDED(X, TALK)

12 Note that the property denoted by the Iz diak’six students’ according to (29a) is equivalenttte
property of sums that are formed from thimimal witness setsf the DP, and the denotation of the Bd@nal
tobb diak'more than six students’ according to (30a) isiegjent to the property of the sums of elements of
thewitness setsf the DP. The distinction seems to be in accordamith the claim made by Szabolcsi (1997)
that DPs with bare numeral determiners introdueestements of a minimal witness set of the DP tinéo
discourse, whereas modified numeral determinerthéfmonotone increasing type) can only introduce a

corresponding witness set.
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Parallelism also requires that the meaning efledicate part of (1) (=(23)) from
which the verum focus has been subtracted shouddjbwalent to the meaning of the
predicate part of (2) (=(25)) from which the falsémous has been subtractédor this
reason, we will assume that the focal stress onéhein (1) (=(23)) and in similar
examples is a marker of the presence of an operakum, which is adjoined to the AspP
node, as illustrated in (32), and that the denmtatif the embedded AspP in the latter is
equivalent to (31).

(32)  [ropp /HAT diak[aspp VERUM[aspp €ljOtt az efadasra]]]
SiX student vM.came the tallkkuBL
‘/SIX students DID\ attend the talk.’

If the denotations of the CTopP and of the embeddgrP of (32) are as shown in (30)-
(31) aboveyeERUM has to contribute to the truth conditions to ggPan) as the denotation
of the whole of (32) and cannot “simply” be regat@a illocutionary predicate or operator,
as proposed by Hohle (1991-92). We propose thex¢fatvERUM is responsible for
combining the properties denoted by the DP in [Sp&opP] and the AspP into a
proposition-meaning and for simultaneously intradgexistential quantification over
sums that possess the property denoted by the RfteThis means that the denotation of
VERUM is as shown in (33a), and the denotation of treufalfocus, analogously, as shown
in (33b):

(33) a. [VERUM||=ARAP.Cy (R(y) OP(y))
b. [[NEM{|=ARAP. 0y (Ry) OP(Y))

In spite of running in the face of traditionabdom about the interpretation of the
verum focus, the strategy behind (33a-b) has skadvantages from the point of view of
the set of data considered here, including thetFaattit easily predicts the contrast between

13 We will assume that the pre- vs. postverbal pasitif the verbal prefix does not have any influeneehe

truth-conditions of the sentence.
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(28) and (32) above. Given the assumptions disdusiseve, the denotations of (1)(=(23)),
(2)(=(25)) and (5)(=(26)) can be generated commositly by applying the denotation of
the verum/falsum focus to the denotation of thé eéthe predicate part (VP or AspP), and
then to the denotation of the DP in [Spec,CTop®]llastrated in (34)—(36):

(34)  IVeERuM[( ] [aspreljott az efadasrd || ) ([/HAT || (||diak ])) =
=ARAP. Oy (R(y) OP(y)) (AXATTENDED(X, TALK)) (AQ AX. QX) U
O#(X) = 6 Az.STUDENT(2))) =
= [Y(ATTENDED(Y, TALK) [0 #(y) = 6 ISTUDENT(Y))

(35) INNEM|(]] v jOtt el az ebadasrd || (|I/HAT || (|diak[))) =
=ARAP. -0y (R(y) OP(y)) (AX. ATTENDED(X, TALK)) (AQAX. Q(X) O
O#(X) = 6 Az.STUDENT(2))) =

= = [X(ATTENDED(X, TALK) 0 #(X) = 6 [JSTUDENT(X))

(36) |INNEM||( || vejOtt el az ebadasrd || (||/HATnal tobb|| ( ||diak]|| )))=
= ARAP.=y (R(Y) OP(y)) (AX.ATTENDED(X, TALK)) (AQAX. Q(X) O
(#(X) > 6 Az.STUDENT(2)) =

= [X(ATTENDED(X, TALK) [J#(X) > 6 [JSTUDENT(X))

Note that the preceding discussion already @xplahy (9) above, repeated here as
(37), and other sentences with the same structuneye monotone decreasing or non-
monotonic determiners play the role of the conivastopic, should be considered

ungrammatical:
(37) *[cropp /HATNAl kevesebb diakaspe \ELjOtt az efadasral]

SiIXADESS fewer student vM.came the talluBL
* 'Fewer than /SIX students \DID attend the talk.
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In section 2.2 we established that the only possbiategy for interpreting declaratives
where a DP (consisting of a Det and a NP) in [Sp&opP] is followed by a verum or
falsum focus is to say that they state that theigsor does not exist as many individuals
having the property denoted by the NP that haptbperty denoted by the VP as specified
by Det. This means, in other words, that declaeativaving the structure described above
serve the purpose of introducing an individual setinto the discourse, which can be
referred to by a subsequent anaphoric expresgi@id with monotone decreasing and
non-monotonic determiners were able to occupy 8pe¢,CTopP] position of these
sentences, then they would also contribute todotcong a discourse referent. This,
however, leads to a contradiction, because thasendieers can never introduce a
discourse referent (cf. Szabolcsi 1997). This entital to saying that there is an
incompatibility between the denotation of monotar@easing and non-monotonic
guantity-indicating determiners and the denotatibthe verum focus.

This ends the description of one possible wagttiain the truth conditions of (23)—
(26) above compositionally and its consequences.riExt section will present the outlines
of a new approach to how the contrast between #iefarmed examples (1) (=(23)), (2)
(=(25)) and (5) (=(26)) and the ill-formed exampé (=(24)) could be explained.

4 Towards an alternative account

The alternative approach we are going to propoéanfs the one put forth by Biring
(2003) in that it attributes the lack of interpteias for (and, consequently, the ill-
formedness of) particular sentences containinghérastive topic to the fact that the
presuppositions that are associated with contasbipics in general are in contradiction
with the intended truth-conditions of these sergen®Vhat distinguishes the account from
that of Blring's is the way the presuppositionsk&ebby contrastive topics are defined. In
section 4.1, we introduce this new definition, #meh in 4.2 we apply it to the Hungarian
data discussed above. 4.3 shows how the approadbiecaxtended to a wider range of
phenomena.
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4.1 A new approach to defining the presuppositianintroduced by contrastive
topics

It has often been observed in the literature thatise of a declarative sentence that
contains a contrastive topic indicates that thakgeis providing only part of the
information that could be considered relevant atgarticular point of the conversation,
and that it evokes a set of alternatives to thérastive topic denotation, about which the
hearer also expects information after hearing émtesice (e.g., Szabolcsi 1980, 1981,
Biring 1997, Kadmon 2001).

| agree with Buring’s (2003) general approaddt the effects described above are
due to the presuppositions of contrastive topias, ¢iven that his theory cannot explain
why (4) (=(24)) is ill-formed, | prefer to definbése presuppositions in a different manner.
The method | want to propose here relies on a coasgrabetween the forms and
interpretations of a declarative sentence thatainathe contrastive topic and sentences
that express analogous statements about denotafiafternatives of the latter. It is a
crucial observation in this connection that coritvastopics do not appear in all-focussed
(‘out of the blue’-) sentencé$ put only in those where a subconstituent of ttesee is
focused, that is, which are felicitous answersdiapty or constituent questions, but not to
What happened@uestions. It is a generally accepted view thardence S with a
constituent-focus implicates that no sentence tieguirom the replacement of the focused
constituent by one whose denotation is an altereatf the denotation of the latter (where
the set of alternatives may be contextually refgdccan be true simultaneously with S.
This means, in other words, that in each situdtiene is only one way to complete the
background part of a sentence from elements ofe¢hef alternatives to the focus to obtain
a true sentence. Thus, given a sentence S withdittgent focus, another sentence that
contains a constituent denoting an alternativdefdenotation of the focus of S and is true
simultaneously with S can only be obtained if thekground of S is also altered somehow.
In the face of the latter facts, the function a@oatrastive topic in a sentence S can be seen

14 Cf. K&Imén et al. (1986) and K&lman et al. (1989).
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as marking the part of the background that is talte¥ed if one wants to get a new
sentence containing an alternative of the focusdhia be true at the same time &s S.

The claims made above are strongly supporteablgrvations by Eckardt (2002)
and van Hoof (2003: 519), according to whom detilaa that contain constituents with
the rising contrastive topic accent often appea list having a parallel structure. In these
lists, the denotations of the contrastive topiestaken from the same domain, as are the
denotations of the constituents that bear a falfiogus accent, but the rest of the sentences
remains the same. A particular constituent pronedmeith the falling accent can occur
several times in such a list, but one pronounced thie rising accent cannot, as the
contrast between the following sentences shows:

(38)a.’Die /IMANNER haben ein \REZITATIV geprobt, udd

the men have a recitative rehearsedl the

IMANNER (haben) eine \ARIE (geprobt).

men (have) an aria (rehearsed)

‘The MEN have rehearsed a RECITATIVE and the Miblve rehearsed) an
ARIA’ (van HooDR3: 521, ex. (8a))

b. Die /MANNER haben ein \REZITATIV geprobt, udi
the men have a recitative rehearsedl the
/[FRAUEN (haben) \AUCH ein Rezitativ geprobt.
women (have) also an recitative rehehrse
‘The MEN have rehearsed a RECITATIVE and the WENVhave rehearsed a
recitative, TOO.’ (van 6f®003: 521, ex. (8b))

| belive that the data in (38) and the obseovetidescribed above can be captured
best by saying that a sentence S containing aasinte topic presupposes that there is a

15 This idea was captured by Jackendoff (1972) ginsethat the constituent bearing the B accentriglih

behaves as an independent variable and the onehgih accent as a dependent variable.
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functionf that maps the set of alternatives to the denotatidhe contrastive topic (that
includes the denotation of the contrastive togelftas well, cf. Rooth 1985) into the set of
alternatives to the denotation of the focus (thaludes the denotation of the focus itself as
well). An elementx in the first set is mapped bynto an elemerfi in the second one if

the proposition obtained by replaciogandp in the proposition denoted by S for the
denotations of the contrastive topic and the fooespectively, is true. This means,
naturally, that the denotation of the contrastyaid of S is mapped biyonto the

denotation of the focus of S. The requirement tihette must be at least one alternative of
the contrastive topic denotation such that inforamaabout it is not entailed by S is taken
care of by requiring that for each elemarit the domain off there be at least one other

elementx’ such that the value assignedotas not determined by the value assignedto

Note that if declaratives with contrastive t@ppresuppose functions of the kind
described above, the ill-formedness of (38a), whvohld require that two values are
assigned to the same argument of the presupposetidio, is correctly accounted for. An
additional piece of evidence for the main idea bélthe above approach is the fact that
one of the primary discourse functions of declaesgtiwith contrastive topics is to provide
answers to multiple constituent questidhsccording to Krifka (2001), multiple
constituent questions expect an answer that is&ifin, a mapping from the domain of the
first interrogative expression to that of the setdhmultiple constituent questions expect
functions as answers and declaratives with coneagipics can provide partial answers to
such questions, with the contrastive topic denatatalling into the domain of the first
interrogative expression and the denotation ofdbas into the domain of the second
expression, these declaratives can be seen asyspgtihe value of one argument of the
function that is expected as answer by the multplestion. In the latter case, it seems
natural to take the function presupposed by théadstove to be equivalent to the function
expected as answer by the corresponding multipisttaent question.

18 This property, actually, does not extend to sezeercontaining a verum focus.
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In (39), the proposal made above about defittiegoresuppositions introduced by
contrastive topics is summarized in a formal way:

(39) Presupposition of declaratives containing contrastiopics'’

Let S be a sentence containing a contrastive {@i¢ and a focus (F). Let R be the

part of S from which CT and F have been removettheemeaning of S be

represented as a relation between the meaningodef CT, that is, ||S|| =

[IRINIFILICTI)). S then presupposes the falpwi

a) there is a set ALT(||CT||) of alternatives to ||@@hich includes the
denotation of CT);

b) there is a set ALT(||F||) of alternatives to (ji#iich includes the denotation
of F);

C) there is a functioft ALT(||CT]|[) - ALT(||F||) with the following properties:
i) for anya [0 DOM(f), f(a) is equivalent to the element of ALT(||F||) for

which ||R||€(a),q) is true, and

ii) for all a O DOM(f) there is at least oreé [J DOM(f) such that the value

of f(a) does not determine the valuef(’).

Given that we want to use the above definitmpredict why native speakers judge
certain sentences with contrastive topics ill-fodheeen without any contextual support,
the set of alternatives to the denotations of trerastive topic and focus constituents that
are referred to in (39a-b) must be determinablepeddently of context. (39ci) specifies
how an element of the domain of the presupposectiimis mapped onto an element of
the range, and ensures at the same time that lile assigned by it to ||CT|| is equivalent to
[|F||- (39cii) formulates the criterion that, givesentence with a contrastive topic, there
must be a proposition expressing related informadioout an alternative of the denotation
of the contrastive topic that is not entailed by sentence itself. This condition thus does
not prohibit that relevant information about theealatives of the contrastive topic be

" sauerland (2005) puts forth a similar approactefuture the presuppositions introduced by contrsti

topics, which the present proposal was formulateépendently of.
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entailed by the previous discourse, which is combfgtvith the fact that the contrastive
topic legitimately appears in the second claugg@B), even though the preceding
discourse already entails the relevant informagibaut the only possible alternative to the
latter's denotatiort®

(40) A:What did Bill and John eat?
B: BlLLct ate a SOUP and JOHN T ate a CArrot.

Note, importantly, that (39cii) does not requinat the alternative propositions
evoked by contrastive topics be expressible wighhtblp of sentences having a parallel
structure as S in the natural language under ceraidn. The case studies to be presented
in the next subsection will point to the importaméehis condition.

As an illustration, consider how (39) explaihe tll-formedness of the following

sentence:

(41) *[ctopp /MInden diak [piste \MInden ebadasra eljotf]]
every student every talksL vMm.came
*|EVery student attended \EVery talk.’

Suppose that the domain and the range of the fumfcthat is presupposed by (41) each
consist of all alternatives of the denotatiomohden’every’ and thaf is a function that
maps an elemeiot in its domain onto an elemehin its range if the propositiom*
students attendggitalks’ is true. However, whenever = 3 = ||every||, the truth of the
proposition ‘every student attended every talkadsatfor each alternative’ of a what the
value’ assigned to it by the function is, that is, hpihas to be chosen to make the

proposition &’ students attendeféf talks’ also true. The value is equivalent to the

18 For example, Biiring’s (1997) theory on the comuisi licensing the appearance of contrastive tapies
discourse wrongly predicts that (40B) is unintetpbée, as pointed out by Krifka (1998:22-3) and Kaah

(2001:387).
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denotation okverywhenever the argument of the function is, for epl@ymore than two,

or at least threeetc., since if every student attended every takn it is also true that more
than two or at least three students attended eatryprovided that the number of students
is three or more). However, the value is equivalerithe denotation afo whenever the
argument is equivalent to the denotatiomxdctly two, fewer than threetc. since, if every
student attended every talk, then, provided thehtimber of students is three or more,
there are no talks which exactly two or fewer thae students attended.

The next section will illustrate how the methmeposed above could be used to
provide an explanation for the well- or ill-formezss of the Hungarian sentences under

consideration.

4.2  Accounting for ill-formedness

The aim of this section is to show, given the dgbn of the presuppositions introduced by
declaratives with contrastive topics in (39), hdw tvell-formedness of examples like (1)

(= (23)), (2)(= (25)) and (5)(= (26)) and the lirmedness of (4) (= (24)) can be predicted,
under the assumption that the denotations of tier lare as described in section 3 above.

Let us assume that sentences (1)(=(23)), (2% @nd (5) (= (26)) introduce
presuppositions of the type described in (39). Githeat the latter sentences all contain a
verum or a falsum focus, whose denotations arenaltiees to each other, the range of the
function presupposed by them must be equivaletitdset in (42), which consists of the
denotations of the verum and falsum focus, fitasttated in (33a,b) above:

(42)  ARAP.Ly (R(y) OP(y)), ARAP.~ Ly (R(y) O P(y))}

Let us now consider the domains of the relefiamttions. Given (39), the domain
of the function presupposed by (1) (=(23)), repediere as (43), has to include the
denotation of the contrastive topic determineryahan (29c) above, repeated here as (44):
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(43)  [ropp /HAT didk [aspp \ELjOtt az efadasra]]
SiX student vMm.came the tallsuBL
‘/SIX students \DID come to the talk.’

(44) |IHAT || =AQAX. Q(x) U#(x) U {6}

Given that (43) is well-formed and interpretablee lomain of the function presupposed by
it has to include, according to (39), an elenenwhose valud(a’) is not determined by

the value assigned by the function to (44). Thiamsein other words, that the proposition
denoted by (43), shown in (29a) above, repeates &®(45), must not be entailed by a

proposition of the form in (46) on either possiblmice of f(a’):

(45) [X(STUDENT(X) O#(x) 00 {6} OJATTEND(X,TALK))

(46)  €(a”)) (AX.ATTENDED(X, TALK)) (0’( STUDENT(X))

It is not difficult to see that the above requirermean only be satisfied ifi’ is chosen to

be a denotation of the following form:

47)  AQMX.Q(X) O#X) O'S, where $1{7, 8,9, ...}

The formulae in (48a,b) are obtained as a resuubstituting a denotation with the above
properties fora’ in (46) and the denotations of the verum andfdisum focus forf(a’),
respectively. Since neither of them are entailed4b), the theory correctly predicts that
(43) is grammatical and interpretable:

(48) a.[X(STUDENT(X) O#(X) 0 SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where §1{7, 8,9, ...}
b. = [X(STUDENT(X) CJ#(x) O SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{7, 8,9, ...}
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The well-formedness and interpretability of (225)), repeated here as (49), is
predicted in an analogous way, provided that thaido of the function includes, in

addition to (44), an elemeat that satisfies the property described in (50):

(49)  [ropp /HAT didk [vegr \NEM jott el az éladasral]
SiX student not camemMm the talksuBL
‘/SIX students \DIDN'T come to the talk.’

(50) AQAX.Q(X) O#(x) O S, where $1{0, 1,2,3,4,5}

(51a,b) show the result of substituting in (46)a#ue with the property in (50) far and

the denotations of the verum and the falsum fooufd’), respectively:

(51) a.[X(STUDENT(X) O#(X) 00 SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S7{0, 1,2,3,4,5}
b. - IX(STUDENT(X) O#(X) 0 SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{0, 1,2,3,4,5}

Since no proposition of the type characterizedbita(b) is entailed by the denotation of
(49), formalized in (52), it correctly follows frothe relevant assumptions that (49) is
interpretable:

(52) —[IX(STUDENT(X) O#(X) [0 {6} LJATTEND(X,TALK))

Similarly, the well-formedness of (5) (=(26)¢peated below as (53), is predicted if
the domain of the function presupposed by it inekjdn addition to the denotation of the
contrastive topic determiner, shown again in (3#)elementi’ that satisfies the property
described in (55):

(53) kropp /HATNAl  tobb  didk [vegr \NEM j6tt el az @adasra]]

SIXADESS more student not camgmMm the talksusL
‘More than /SIX students \DIDN'T attend the talk
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(54)  |/HATnAl tobl =AQAx. Q(x) O#(x) 0 {7, 8, 9, ...}

(55) AQAX.Q(X) U#(x) O S, where $1{0, 1,2,3,4,5,6}

Given the above choice af, neither classes of propositions that result fitw required
substitutions in the place &fx’) in (46), shown in (57a,b), are entailed by thegmsition
denoted by (53), shown in (29d) above, repeateel &&(56):

(56) —[X(STUDENT(X) O#(X) 0 SOOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{7, 8,9, ...}

(57)a. IX(sTUDENT(X) O#(X) 0 SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{0, 1,2,3,4,5,6}
b. = [X(STUDENT(X) O0#(X) 0 STATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{0, 1,2,3,4,5,6}

Note, crucially, that the above results wereawtgd without making any reference
to how the propositions gained as a result of éhevant substitutions in (48), (51), (57)
would be formulated in Hungarian. Let us now twmtiestion of how the ill-formed
example (4)(=(24)), repeated below, could be actalfor in this framework:

(58) *[ctopp /HATNAl tObb diak [aspp \ELjOtt az ebadasral]
SIXADESS more student vM.came the tallsuBL
**More than /SIX students DID\ attend the talk.’

In order to explain the ill-formedness of (58) b basis of the definition in (39), we have
to show the following: if we assumed that this sece is interpretable and denotes the

proposition in (59), no matter which of the two pire replacements féfa’) in (46)
would be chosen, there would be no way to reptaaeth a legitimate alternative to the

denotation of (54) to yield a proposition that &t entailed by (59):

(59) [X(sTUDENT(X) O#(x) O {7, 8,9,...} OATTEND(X,TALK))
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It is not difficult to see that the above condlitis only satisfied if the alternative to
the denotation of the determin@aore than sithat is to be substituted for in (46) has the

following property:

(60) AQAx.Q(X) O#(x) O S, where $1{1, 2,3,4,5, 6}

In the latter case, the truth of all propositiofishe form in (61a) and the falsity of all
propositions of the form in (61b) follow from theuth of the proposition in (59):

(61) a. [X(STUDENT(X) O#(X) 0 SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where §1{1, 2,3,4,5, 6}
b. = IX(STUDENT(X) O#(X) 0 SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{1, 2,3,4,5,6}

Thus, we have found that the ill-formedness4d{<(58)) does follow in the
framework proposed above, provided that we impesein restrictions on how the
relevant alternatives to the denotation of the r@stive topic determiner are chosen. Let us
consider the motivation behind these restrictionsamewhat more detail.

We assumed above that if D is a quantity-indicptieterminer, its denotation has
the following general form:

(62) AQAX. QX) O#(x) U S, where 3]

In the course of explaining why certain declaraseatences with such determiners as
contrastive topics turn out to be well- or ill-foeah, we had to assume that in the default
case, the set of alternatives introduced by thevegit determiners is not equivalent to the
set of all denotations of the same type as (62)tda subset thereof, which obeys a further
restriction: the sets referred to in the alterratienotations constitutecaverof the set of
natural numbersl. This means that the set of alternative denotatioimoduced by a
guantity-indicating determiner has the formal prtydescribed below:
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63) QM. QX O#X)OS, SON,OS=N,and0S, §:Sn §=0}

(63) aims to capture the intuition that after hegqusentences with quantity-indicating
determiners like (1) (=(43)) or (2) (= (49)), speekexpect to hear information related to
what more than six or fewer than six students Sinhilarly, after hearing (5) (=(53)), they
expect to hear information about other quantitiestadents, like six or fewer than six. This
means, informally, that a quantity-indicating deterer D as contrastive topic evokes
alternative quantities about which informationxpected, which cannot be referred to by
D.lg

The claims made above about what set of alteegéare introduced by quantity-
indicating determiners might appear to be in cafhitteon with the fact that example (6)
above, repeated here as (64), can be followed ®yiriéa discourse:

(64) [topp /HATNal tobb didk [ \TEGnap [ve jOtt el az efadasra]]]
SIXADESS more student yesterday came the talksusL
‘More than /SIX students attended the talk \Y&&ay.’

(65) [topp INYOLCnal tobb diak [ \MA [vp jOtt el az eladasra]]]
eightADESS more student today camem the talksusL
‘More than /EIGHT students attended the talbfY.’

The fact that such a discourse is well-formed mgglggest that the denotationmbre

than sixcan evoke a set of alternatives in particular extstthat includes the denotation of
more than eighta case that is not predicted on the basis of whatsaid above. However,
given that the fact whether a sentence with a estitre topic has an interpretation or not

19 Note that when calculating the presuppositionguaintity-indicating determiners as contrastive ¢spive
do not have to know what elements the set of atarm denotations introduced by the latter consibts
exactly. The strategy outlined above only requilhes there be at least one element in the lattehae

satisfies the presuppositions in (39).
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does not depend on what context it is used inséhef alternatives introduced by
constituents that can serve as contrastive topics aiso be identifiable independently of
any context. | believe that the method for detemgrihe default alternatives to quantity-
indicating determiners given above satisfies thiegairements.

Having illustrated how the proposals made alahaut the presuppositions of
declaratives with quantity-indicating determinesscantrastive topics can explain our core
set of examples, in the next subsection we tutweotypes of apparently problematic data.

4.3 Further illustrations

Consider the following sentence, which is ungranicahtn Hungarian, in spite of the fact
that it contains a bare numeral determiner conttasbpic, followed by a verm focus, just
like (2) (=(49)) above:

(66) *[ct /EGY didk [negp\NEM jott el az eladasra]]
one student not cawme the talksuBL
*'IONE student \DIDN'T attend the talk.’

| believe that the fact that structurally paraiehtences like (2) (=(49)) and (66) contrast in
acceptability is a further argument for preferrangemantic/pragmatic explanation instead
of a syntactic one. Let us assume for a moment@gtis acceptable, the denotation of its
contrastive topic determiner is as shown in (674, @am the analogy of the previous
examples, it denotes the proposition formalize(b6B):

(67) AQAX. QX) O#(x) O {1}
(68) —[X(STUDENT(X) O#(x) O {1} CJATTEND(X,TALK))

In this case, following the definition in (39), tkewould have to be an alternative to (67)

satisfying the characterization in (69) such thatreplacement of the latter fotin (46),
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repeated here as (70), and the replacement oktinatation of the verum and falsum focus

for f(a’) would yield a pair of propositions, neither ohigh are entailed by (68):

(69) AQAX. QX) O#(x) O S, where $14{2, 3, 4, ...}

(70) f(a’)) (AX.ATTENDED(X, TALK)) (0’( STUDENT(X))

The pair of propositions that result from the replaents described above are shown in
(72):

(71) a.[X(STUDENT(X) O#(x) O SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{2, 3, 4, ...}
b. = IX(STUDENT(X) J#(X) 0 SLOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{2, 3, 4, ...}

At this point, however, we have come to a contitaalic since any proposition that satisfies
the characterization in (71b) is entailed by (G8)us, we have an explanation why (66) is
ill-formed in Hungarian: if it were grammaticalsitruth conditions would be in
contradiction with the presuppositions introducgdtlmue to the presence of a contrastive
topic constituent.

A similar strategy can be applied to explain)(@bove, repeated here as (72),
whose counterpart with a verum focus (illustraredd)(=(37))) was discussed in section 3:

(72) *[ctopp /HATnNal kevesebb didk[vege\NEM [vp jOtt el az efadasra]]]
SiXADESS fewer student not camem the talksusL
* ‘Fewer than /SIX students \DIDN'T attend thékta
Again, we assume by indirect reasoning that thee@lsentence is well-formed and

interpretable in Hungarian. In that case, the dstrat of the contrastive topic determiner
and of the whole sentence in (72) must be as ipndi8 (74), respectively:

(73) AQAx. QX) O#(x) 0{0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5}
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(74) ~IX(STUDENT(x) O#(X) O {0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5} JATTEND(X,TALK))

All alternatives to (73) that’ can be replaced for in (70) must then be of til¥ing
type:

(75)  AQAX. QX) O#(x) 046, 7, 8,..}

In the latter case, the two types of propositidrat &re obtained as a result of replacing
f(a’) in (70) by the proposed denotations for the vemand the falsum focus, respectively,

have the properties shown below:

(76) a.[X(STUDENT(X) O#(x) 0O SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{6, 7, 8, ..}
b. = IX(STUDENT(X) O#(x) O SOATTEND(X,TALK)), where S1{6, 7, 8, ..}

The truth of any proposition of the form in (76lmdathe falsity of any proposition of the
form in (76a) follows from the truth of (74), sin@ssuming that the predicate has a
distributive interpretation, if there are not anyrs of students with five or fewer atomic
parts that attended the talk then there cannohpes@am with six or more atomic parts,
since the truth of the latter statement would Haventail the truth of the former one.
The intended presuppositions and the intended tanklitions of (72) are thus in
contradiction, which explains why the above sergdaconsidered ill-formed in
Hungarian.

In the foregoing discussion we have concentratedentences with distributive
predicates. (7) above, repeated here as (77), sthatva/hen the predicate of (4) (=(53)) is
replaced for one that allows for collective intefation (as well), the resulting sentence
becomes acceptable on the collective reading gbtbeicate:
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(77)  krtopp /HATNAl  tobb  didk [aspp \JATszotta a  jatékdy.
SIXADESS more student played the gamoe.
‘More than /SIX students \DID play this gamegether/*individually).’

Note, importantly, that (77) is only acceptabl@ainontext where it is not intended as a
partial answer to the question asking how manyesitglperformed one particular playing
event, but as a partial answer to the questionrawy students the groups consisted of
that performed one of (possibly) several joint pigyevents. In the framework proposed
above, (77) is accounted for in a straightforwvaeywprovided that the denotation of its
contrastive topic determiner is the same as irei@nples with distributive predicates,
already shown in (54), repeated here as (78), lmthtended denotation of the sentence is
the proposition formalized in (79), whetreanges over sum individuals, as above, and
where the predicateLAy is assumed to be a collective 6he

(78) AQAX. QX) U#(x) U{7,8,09, ..}
(79) [X(STUDENT(X) O#(x) 0 {7, 8,9, ..} OPLAY(X,GAME))

Given the assumptions described above, there neust least one alternative to the
denotation of the contrastive topic determinethefform in (80) such that the substitution

of the latter forx’ in (81) and the substitution of the denotatiortted verum and the falsum
focus forf(a’) in the same formula result in a pair of propmsis, shown in (82a,b), that

are not entailed by (79).

(80) AQAx. Qx) U#(X) O S, where $1{1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6}

(81) ((a”)) (AX.PLAYED(X, GAME)) (0’( STUDENT(X))

(82) a.[X(STUDENT(X) O#(x) O SOPLAY(X,GAME)), where S1{1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6}
b. = IX(STUDENT(X) O#(X) O SOPLAY(X,GAME)), where S1{1, 2, 3, 4,5, 6}

%0 This means that LAY (a,GAME) is true, it does not automatically follow for apgrtp of a that

PLAY(B,GAME) is also true.
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Thus, the fact that (77) is interpretable seenfalt out automatically from the
framework proposed above. An analogous reasoniedjgis that its counterpart in (83),
where the contrastive topic determiner has bedaceg for a monotone decreasing one, is
equally well-formed:

(83) [ropp /HATNAl kevesebb didkaspp \JATszotta a  jatékd.
SIXADESS fewer student played the gamoe.
‘Fewer than /SIX students \DID play this gaftogether/*individually).’

The explanation goes as follows: the intended dgioots of the contrastive topic of (83)
and of the whole sentence are as shown in (84f&b)drespectively:

(84) ANQAX.QX) O#(x) O{0,1,2, 3,4,5}
(85) [X(STUDENT(X) O#(X) {0, 1, 2, 3,4, 5} LIPLAY(X,GAME))

Then the replacement af in (81) with a value having the properties in (&®&d the
replacement of{a’) with the denotations of the verum and falsumucesult in the pair of
propositions in (87), neither of which is entailggd(85).

(86) AQAX. QX) O#(x) O S, where $1{6, 7, 8,...}

(87) a.[X(STUDENT(X) #(x) O SOPLAY(X,GAME)), where S1{6, 7, §, ...}
b. = IX(STUDENT(X) O#(x) O SOPLAY(X,GAME)), where S1{6, 7, 8, ...}

Note that whereas the result that (83) comes®interpretable on this approach is
a favourable one, since it corresponds to the faatalls the validity of the claim, made in
section 3, according to which the denotation of atone decreasing and non-monotonic
determiners is incompatible with the denotatiothef verum focus into question. | propose
that the contradiction should be eliminated notdigixing the validity of the above claim,
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which would leave sentences like (9) unaccountedbiat by noticing that the DP in the
[Spec,CTopP] of (83) is in fact a shorthand for Biieegy hatnal kevesebb diakbadl allé
csoport‘a group of fewer than six students’, which doesfall under the above restriction
any more. Naturally, for the sake of symmetry,shme explanation could be extended to
all relevant structures containing a collectivedicate, including (77) as well.

5 Conclusion

In this paper we have proposed an account of seyraraetries regarding the acceptability
of sentences containing quantity-indicating deteers as contrastive topics followed by
verum/falsum focus in Hungarian. First we have sh@®iiring’s (2003) framework to be
inadequate for handling the lack of interpretapitif certain Hungarian sentences,
attributing the difficulties to the way Buring dedis the presuppositions of contrastive
topics. Then we argued that the problematic datebeaaccounted for if declaratives with
contrastive topics are taken to presuppose a fumatiapping the set of alternatives to the
denotation of the contrastive topic onto the setlt#rnatives to the denotation of the
operatorveRUM that has the followig property: the value assigttethe denotation of the
contrastive topic does not entail what the valisigaed to at least one of the other
arguments is. The proposal was shown to be ap@atedor explaining the contrast
between the interpretation of sentences with barsug modified numeral determiners with
various monotonicity properties one the one hand,metween those containing modified
numeral determiners followed by collective versissributive predicates, on the other.
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