The analysis of Hungarian prefixed pseudo-transitie verbs in Ramchand’s First Phase Syntax

It has long been argued that there is a direcetairon between the event structure and the argumen
structure of verbal predicates (Levin and Rappaplatav 1999, Ramchand 2008, etc.). Levin and
Rappaport, for example, distinguish between thieviohg types of resultative constructions based on
their temporal composition. Resultatives, that dbedemporally independent events, have a complex
event structure containing two subeven®hfi painted the fence redFollowing from the
generalization cited at the outset, the argumenictstre of these verbs must also contain two
arguments (e.g an agent and a patient in the das®&t transitive verbs). Conversely, events that
contain temporally dependent events are charaetebg a simple event structure, containing only one
subevent and they occur with only one structunatyuired argumeniThe lake froze sol)d

Ramchand also assumes that lexical semaratiorés must be reflected in the argument structure
of lexical items without directly handling the teampl description of events. She believes that
argument relations are tied to an event decompasttiat may include a causing subevent, a core
process and a result state. These relations atactigally represented in Ramchand’s 'first phase
syntax’ as each verb phrase may contain the faligv projections: a causing projectianitfP), a
process projectionpfocP) and a result projectiome@). The initial claim of this paper, namely that
the argument structure of a verbs mirrors its ewnicture, is reflected in Ramchand’s model by
virtue of the fact that each projection in thetfiphase syntax is an instantiation of a possiblpau
(subevent) of the whole event.

In my talk, | would like to corroborate Ramaldés view of the lexicon by examining the lexical
syntactic-representation of the prefixed versiorHohgarian pseudo-transitive verbs, suchesak
‘eat’, olvas’read’, andvasal’iron’. Verbal particles (prefixes) in Hungarianrggally render verbs
lexically perfective. The base verbs of prefixedbat constructions are aspectually ambiguous when
occurring with quantized objecta book, and they become atelic when taking non-quantotgdcts
(book3. The prefixed version is, however, unambiguotslic with quantized object$€ter megevett
egy répat 'Peter megate a carrot’) and incompatible with non-quantizdgjects (Péter megevett
répakat’Petermegate carrots’) or null objects Péter megevetPetermegate’). More specifically,
the prefixmeg-seems to introduce a new (resultative) subeveattive event structure of the simple
verb, thereby augmenting its argument structuré it obligatory patient argument. In the system
that Ramchand is pursuing, this phenomenon caiy dssiaccounted for since it can be argued that
the prefix meg- introduces a resultative projection (through eveomposition) into the lexical-
syntactic representation of the vexdrik'eat’. Nevertheless, the same line of reasoningiaghold in
its original form for Hungarian achievement verlssich asdob 'throw’ for two reasons: (1)
Achievement verbs are assumed by Ramchand to namtagsult projection in their lexical-syntactic
representation (prior to prefixation). (2) Intereglty enough, when occurring with the prefheg; the
patient argument of the vedwmbis the entity that something (e.g. a ball) has tbeown at, whereas
the patient argument of the base verb (i.e. withloaitprefix) is the entity that has been throwg.(e.
ball). These observations serve both to strengiineintake issue with Ramchand'’s First Phase Syntax
in its current form.
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