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The paper aims to discuss a novel approach tontleepretation of the Hungarian discourse
particle ugye that can equally appear in declaratives, as in ¢hjl sentences that have
traditionally been described as polge$/no} interrogatives, as in (2):

(1) Mari ugye elolvasta a konyvet(2) Mari ugye elolvasta a konyvet?
Mary UGYEVM.readpAST the bookacc Mary UGYEVM.readpAST the bookacc
'Mary UGYE has read the book.’ 'MRY UGYE has read the book?’

(='As you know, Mary has read the book.’) ='lary has read the book, hasn’t she?’)

As (3) shows, the position afgyeis relatively free. Like other discourse parti¢lé@sis
excluded from the preverbal operator positions §3fRe] and [Spec,DistP] (cf. E.Kiss 2002),
whose interpretational features (contrastabilitysesnantic type) it is not compatible with. As
the parentheses indicate, the presencgpéis not essential for well-formedness:

(3) (Ugye) Mari (ugye) elolvasta (ugye) a konyvagye)./?

There is a marked difference between the intonatfointerrogatives with vs. withoutgye
whereas ordinary polar interrogatives (having #@e syntactic structure as declaratives) are
pronounced with a characteristic final rise-fafleit counterparts withigyebear a final fall.
Given that declaratives are also pronounced witleradifalling contour, the only difference
between (1) and (2) is that the latter is pronodnak along with a higher pitch than the
former (cf. Fénagy & Magdics 1967, Varga 2002). Tdgeneral consensus among authors
discussingugye (e.g. H. Molnar 1959, Keszler 2000, Péteri 20@2}hiat in (2) it marks a
polar interrogative sentence-type by morphologioaans, like the e-particle does, which
obligatorily appears in embedded polar interrogegj\optionally in main clauses, but in the
latter case obligatorily triggers the declaratmnation (due to reasons of economy).

As far as the interpretation ofyein declaratives is concerned, it seems to havedhee
role as that attributed by Zeevat (2003) to Gergaamarking the contenp of the current
utterance as common ground (CG) between speakeneardr (cf. Péteri 2002 for the same
view). This explains why (1) primarily appears eminders or in the premisses of inferences.
This might suggest thatgyeis similar to German unaccentddch which indicates that the
speaker takes the hearer not to be aware of thetHat the propositional content of the
sentence is true (Lindner 1991, Zimmermann to appé&ae following felicitous exchange
shows that this is not the case (since a persoesually aware of his sickness):

(4) Worker:Who should come to work tomorrow?
Boss: Te ugye beteg vagy, tehat Annanak kell bejonnie.
you UGYEsick be.8G so ANNabAT MustVM.COMEINF3SG
"You are sick, as we know, so Anna must come in.’

The standard way to think about the interpretatibngyein (2) is to view it as a means
of producing a biased question, that is, as beirayogous to (English reversed-polarity) tags
(Kiefer 1988, Varga 2002). Following one approaohtdgs, recently defended by Reese
(2007), among others, this would mean that sengelice (2) withugyeexpress a complex
speech act consisting of the assertion expresséluebyeclarative counterpart of the sentence
without the particle and a question introduced bg particle. Although this suggestion
reflects the way interrogatives witlyyecame about historicallyu@ye,having the etymology
Is that so?’, was appended to a declarative sea)eint can only account for the fact that
ugye can also appear in declarative sentences by asguthatugye together withthe
heightened pitch of the whole sentence, is resptanfor introducing a complex speech act of
the kind described above (amgye with a normal falling pitch on the whole senterioe
introducing the context-marking function discussedconnection with (1)). The same



assumption has to be maintaned under the apprabatated by Culicover (1992), among
others, that analyzes tags as illocutionary opesdtoning an assertion into a question.

The approach to be advocated here for the firsk tisi based on the following
assumptions. First, the partialgyehas a same role in (2) as in (1): it marks thepsdional
content of the sentence as being part of the comgronnd. Second, (2), in spite of
traditional wisdom, is not to be considered an rioigative sentence as far as its form is
concerned, but a declarative one, which acquirgsesation interpretation indirectly, similarly
to the so-called declarative questions in EnglishGerman. The assumption that (2)
represents the declarative sentence type is sugapbst the following facts (cf. Gunlogson
2003): i) the expressiovagy nem?or not?’ can be added immediately after this seoe, as
in (5), but not after an ordinary (rise-fall) integative; ii) negative polarity items (likealaha
is 'ever’) are excluded from the construction, as(@y; iii) (2) is incompatible with the
morphological marking e-of polar interrogatives, as in (7); and myyecannot appear in
alternative questions, as in (8):

(5) Mari ugye elolvasta a konyvet?Vagy ner(® Mari ugye cikket vagy verset olvasott?

'Has M. UGYE ever read the book? Or not?’ MargYE articleacc or poemacc read
(6) *Mari ugye valaha is elolvasta a kbnyvet? ’Is it the case UGYE that M. read an
(7) *Mari ugye elolvasta-e a konyvet? article or a poem?’

The process in the course of which (2) evokes thestipn interpretation can be
described as follows. The non-standard intonatioth® declarative sentence signals that the
speaker does not intend to express a prototypgssdrave act. As claimed by Gussenhoven
and Chen (2000), high pitch has the universal mamgatical (paralinguistic) meaning of
marking dependence and questioning. The basic mgahugye i.e., marking the content of
the sentence as CG, can only be reconciled with the universaaning of the heightened
pitch if the speaker believes thatis indeed common ground (otherwise there wouldhde
point in using the particle) and wonders about Wweethe hearer also thinks so.

The presentation will discuss the derivation of ttiesired-state” bias of utterances like
(9), and the compatibility aigyewith wh-interrogatives viewed as rhetorical questions):(10

(9) Ugye mindig szeretni fogsz? (10)De én ugye mit tehetek?
UGYE always loveNF beFuT.2sG but | UGYE whatAcC doPOSS1SG
'UGYE Will you always love me?’ 'But UGYE what cdrdo?’

References:

Culicover, P. W. 1992. English tag questions invarsal grammaur,.ingua 88:193-226. Gunlogson,
Ch. 2003.True to Form. Rising and Falling Declaratives as &3tions in EnglishNew York:
Routledges E. Kiss, K. 2002The syntax of HungariatCambridge: CUP. Fonagy, |. & K. Magdics
1967. A magyar beszéd dallama. [The melody of Hungarip@esh.] Bp.: Akadémiai Kiadd.s
Gussenhoven, C. & A.-J. Chen 2000. Universal amijuage-specific effects in the
perception of question intonatiofCSLP 6. Vol. 1l.Beijing. 91-94. H. Molnar, I. 1959.A
modositdé szok mondattani arculatdnak kérdéséhertti@® syntactic properties of modifierdagyar
Nyelv 55: 357-61, 470-80. Keszler, B. 2000Magyar grammatika. [Hungarian GrammarBp.:
Tankonyvkiadds Kiefer, F. 1988. Modal particles as discourse raeghn questiondActa Linguistica
Hung. 38:107-25.« Lindner, K. 1991. ‘Wir sind ja doch alte Bekannidie use of Germaja and
dochas modal patrticles. In. W. Abraham (eDiscourse ParticlesAmsterdam, Philadelphia: John
Benjamins, 163-201. Péteri, A. 2002Abténungspartikeln im deutsch-ungarischen Spradieah.
Budapest: ELTEs Reese, B. 2007/Bias in QuestionsPhD Diss. Univ. of Texas, Austia.
Varga, L. 2002Intonation and Stress: Evidence from Hungarisloundmills, New York: Palgrave
Macmillan. « Zeevat, H. 2003Particles: presupposition triggers, context markens speech act
markers.In R. Blutner & H. Zeevat (edsQptimality theory and pragmatictloundmills, New York:
Palgrave Macmillare Zimmermann, M. to appear. Discourse Particle®.IRortner, C. Maienborn &
K. von Heusinger (edsbandbook of SemanticBerlin: Mouton de Gruyter.



